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Foreword

For more than two decades, climate change has been the subject of inter national 
negotiations in order to reach a common global decision. We ex  perience and ob-
serve these debates year after year, the ups and downs, the successes, and failures 
of states to reach a better global decision to tackle climate change come to the 
negotiating table. These debates are extremely complex, not only scientifically but 
also practically, as they pose major challenges to countries around the world. In 
the author’s view, the most important reason for this situation is that states need to 
take effective national and international measures to tackle the global problems of 
climate change and can discuss these later at the international climate conferences. 
In this book, I focus on the trends in the politics of global climate negotiations 
and the associated implementation measures. By using the term Intergovernmen-
tal Integrated Decision-making (IID) as a theoretical framework instead of co- 
operative approaches, I aim to draw attention to the changes in the politics of 
global climate negotiations related to decision-making since the Paris Agreement 
entered the international debates. While countries took some steps before the Par-
is Agreement, the Paris Agreement and the post-Paris period have created a new 
pattern and new trends for climate negotiation politics among a variety of govern-
ments to make better decisions. In this book, I argue that global  decision-making 
on climate change under the Paris Agreement is to make nationally determined 
contributions and avoid dangerous climate change by  limiting global warming 
to well below 2°C and pursuing efforts to limit it to 1.5°C. This requires differ-
entiated and effective regulation by different actors. This requires different and 
effective regulation through different options supported by a large number of gov-
ernments. By using the term – IID – I would like to draw attention to the fact 
that the Paris Agreement  contains various intergovernmental integrated rules and 
measures (policies). Above all, I want to show that the politics of global climate 
change negotiations from Paris to COP26 have undergone a real transformation. 
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The title of the book suggests that the author is interested in understanding how 
decisions about global climate politics were made in the past. I also show that the 
main point of the analysis is the politics of the negotiations in Paris and after Paris 
specifically the politics of implementing that decision. 

I have read and analysed that nowhere more than in Paris-Glasgow were in-
tergovernmental integrated decisions (i.e., intergovernmental decisions showing 
consensus between (and/or by) governments and integrating decisions on the 
global climate negotiations) taken. This book therefore summarises some of the 
key rules and regulations of the Paris and post-Paris decisions. At the centre of 
these rules was the task of regulating international cooperation between govern-
ments, for example in comparison to the Kyoto Protocol (KP) and developing a 
new framework for dealing with the global problems of climate change, the so-
called reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. I use the period between Paris and 
Glasgow for this book in order to better analyse and understand the differences 
between the agreement before and after Paris. One of the outstanding features of 
the Paris Agreement is that it has developed different policies and regulations for 
governments around the world as part of global negotiation politics. This agree-
ment relies heavily on increasing government contributions, but in practise it also 
promotes global climate policy through integrated action by governments. I have 
taken up this particular aspect in writing this book and have specifically analysed 
the decision-making and implementation process. Different rules and strategies 
are needed to solve the problems of global climate change. In this book, I show 
that the Paris Agreement attempted to handle the politics of negotiating decisions 
on global climate change differently from previous agreements, through the pol-
itics of the implementation process with intergovernmental integrated action be-
tween governments to address the challenges of global climate politics. This was 
the point at which I started thinking about reading and writing this book. 
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Introduction 

Climate change is one of the most complex issues in the world today and in global 
decision-making. International negotiations on climate change are the best way 
to find an effective solution to the problems of global climate change. The ne-
gotiations started more than 20 years ago with the aim of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions, i.e., carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. In order to find a solution to 
this problem and other related climate issues, the international negotiations ex-
perienced many ups and downs until the Paris Agreement was agreed. The Paris 
Agreement is the most important global decision on climate change and, com-
pared to previous debates, contains policies and strategies for all governments. 
Copenhagen, for example, was one of the most unsuccessful negotiations to reach 
a common global decision (see Asadnabizadeh, 2020). 

The 2015 Paris Agreement is a breakthrough in international diplomacy and 
global decision-making on climate change. It represents the most ambitious out-
come possible in a deeply divisive political context. The Paris Agreement breaks 
new ground in international climate policy by recognizing the primacy of national 
climate policies and allowing countries to determine their own level of commit-
ment to mitigating climate change. It provides a mechanism to make voluntary 
commitments that can be measured and verified globally, in the hope of increas-
ing the global integrated ambition of governments. The most important question, 
then, is how the Paris Agreement is actually structured as a global decision on the 
politics of climate negotiations and what the politics of implementing the Paris de-
cision will look like in the future phase. Therefore, the author has decided to look at 
this agreement differently and develop a new approach, namely IID. To define IID, 
the author points out that the Paris Agreement consists of a set of rules and poli-
cies for all governments that integrate the decisions of governments based on the 
 inter-consensus for the politics of global climate negotiations. This approach con-
sists of a set of thematic categories comprising 5 types of criteria, namely:  decision 
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situation, decision centre, decision process, decision, and implementation, which 
are interlinked. The application of this approach enables the author to systematical-
ly analyze the content of the above category (e.g. using rules, policies from the Paris 
Agreement and post-Paris).

The discussion of the main approach of this book, namely IID, has not been 
precisely, but somewhat hinted at in the literature. In order to clarify this ap-
proach in the context of decision-making for the politics of global climate ne-
gotiations, the author would like to take a look at the literature here and make a 
comparison. Some classic authors such as Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck and 
Burton Sapin (1963–2002) have identified the decision-making approach as an 
approach to the study of international politics that seeks to explain the impor-
tance of states in empirical work that captures the vision of participation in global 
decision- making, as the field of international politics is not just an idea from the 
past. Feldman (1991) discussed decision-making on global climate change issues. 
He argued that practical international co-operation is the result of a gradual and 
iterative learning process between scientists, environmental groups and policy 
makers who have different views and interests on resource controversies. Todd 
Sandler (1992) analyzed the logic of collective behavior and discussed the issues 
of international regimes in relation to international environmental cooperation 
and  decision-making, including the international regime and process of climate 
change. Parson and Fisher-Vanden (1997) highlighted integrated assessment 
modelling of global climate change. Integrated assessment models aim to combine 
knowledge from different disciplines in formal, integrated representations, inform 
policy, structure knowledge, prioritize key uncertainties and improve knowledge 
of broad system linkages and feedback, particularly between socio-economic and 
biophysical processes.

In Climate change, decision-making: science, policy, and  economics study, 
the strands of the literature have changed somewhat since 2000.  Mohan Munasing-
he (2001) noted that predictions about climate change, its impacts and the costs 
of its mitigation are essential to the policy dimension and  decision-making, as 
climate change issues are integrated into the broader issues of better decision- 
making and sustainable development. van den Hove (2000) looked at participa-
tory approaches to environmental decision-making. The essence of this process 
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is to create interfaces between four criteria, such as 1 the research community, 
2 the EC climate negotiation team and through it the representatives of the EU 
Member States, 3 other stakeholders of the Commission (the ‘internal stakehold-
ers’), 4 a range of ‘external’ stakeholders including industry, finance and trade, em-
ployment, environment, consumers and citizens’ interests. Adger and colleagues 
(2003) consider the environmental policy decisions of individuals, civil society, 
and the state. Four criteria, namely economic efficiency, environmental effective-
ness, equity, and political legitimacy have become the dominant rhetorical tools of 
environmental decision-making and governance. 

Dernbach (2003) also deals specifically with environmental policy decisions. 
Dernbach, a law professor at Widener University Law School, argues that inte-
grated decision-making is the foundation for environmental problems and sus-
tainable development. It is a response to policy failures that cause and contribute 
to unsustainable development. Due to the complexity of environmental issues, Ki-
ker et al. (2005) consider the method of multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) 
as a scientific-theoretical approach. This method is used for contaminated sites, 
land-use planning, and official procedures. Delreux (2006) found that most in-
ternational environmental agreements are mixed. The internal decision-making 
process between EU states in relation to mixed agreements is somewhat compli-
cated and the framework of the EU decision-making process must be considered. 
Antto Vihma (2014) explores ideas for reforming decision-making at the UN-
FCCC Conference of the Parties (COP) and the importance of COP decisions 
for the 2015 PA, arguing for improving consensus building through presidency 
leadership, expectation management and transparency to achieve more system-
atic and efficient decision-making at the COP. One of the most recent studies – 
From Integrated to Integrative: Delivering on the Paris Agreement – suggests that 
the Paris Agreement represents a truly integrative approach to supporting climate 
change policymaking (Doukas et al., 2018). Another recent study suggests that the 
Paris Agreement has improved the global governance of climate change through 
the Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) of participating governments 
(Sun et al., 2022).

The author compares these bundles of literature and approaches that can help 
evaluate IID as an original robust approach. These approaches and IID share some 
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similarities. Some of the literature focuses either on integration or on collective 
action in the process of decision-making or policymaking. Both IID and these 
approaches include the concept of a state function. These studies had sought to 
explore strategies and models that maximize the performance of decision-making 
in the context of the Paris Agreement, which is not exactly the subject of the glob-
al climate change process and decision-making. Thus, the IID and most of these 
approaches use a qualitative method to link the decision-making process of the 
Paris Agreement to global climate change issues. However, in terms of key differ-
ences, both the IID and these approaches differ in their analytical approach: they 
mainly analyze environmental decision-making and not specifically the politics 
of global climate negotiations in the context of decision-making since the Paris 
Agreement entered the international debates and the process of policy implemen-
tation, and they use different models (e.g. MCDA) to gather information. There 
is a gap in the literature on IID and other models of decision making. From 1970 
(classical literature) to somewhat more modern work (e.g. Vihma (2014) and the 
most recent (Sun, Gao, Deng & Wang, 2022), no one has attempted to examine 
the politics of global decision-making on climate change using the Paris Agree-
ment and the 5 key analytical steps (i.e., situation, centre, process, decision, and 
implementation). Decision-making in the context of global climate policy is truly 
complex, and the literature to date has not fully captured this analysis. However, 
another difference is that IID is an adaptive approach to look at the policy process 
of global decision-making on climate change under the Paris Agreement and the 
way forward, because this approach supports the global decision-making process 
to define the best pathways for politics of implementation. Another difference is 
that IID links national and international politics and governance under the Paris 
Agreement. For this reason, this approach is also referred to as integrated inter-
governmental decision-making. Therefore, the book contains a separate chapter 
on the perception of decisions and intergovernmental integrated rules and poli-
cies. To briefly explain the structure of this book, Chapter 1 describes the factors 
that are important for understanding the global climate change situation and why 
global decisions need to be made. 

This chapter was compiled from climate science research information, the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and other related 
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sources. As an example of a centre, Chapter 2 analyses the center’s key national 
and international actors. In this chapter, the epistemic community approach, re-
gime theory, cited by Peter M. Haas and Young, Keohane and Nye, is discussed 
and explained. Based on the IID approach, Chapter 3 presents the process of glob-
al decision-making under the Paris Agreement. This chapter is prepared by the 
two-stage structure for the global decision-making process with political and eco-
nomic phases. Chapter 4 is prepared by the idea of decision-making, focusing on 
the main rules of the Paris Agreement. And the last chapter explains and evaluates 
the most modern and important criterion for the global climate change decision 
from Paris to Glasgow, the future path, namely implementation.

“Climate change is a huge and dramatic event that requires collective thinking and 
collective action.” -Majid Asadnabizadeh-
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1   
Global climate change situation

1.1  �Overview�of�the�factors�leading�to�global� 
climate change

In this chapter, the author deals with the decision situation of the primary ap-
proach, namely IID. The decision situation involves the observation, monitoring 
and evaluation of the pragmatic and affective variables considered in the specific 
situation. It contains the identified options as well as the principles that are typical 
for the decision situation approach. Considering the decision-making situation 
(DMS) in the context of the Paris Agreement (PA) means understanding and fol-
lowing the decision-making situation of the Paris Agreement. Effective interna-
tional decisions on climate change such as the PA have many perspectives and 
angels. To ensure the effectiveness of the DMS for PA, the author monitors the 
gradual situation that has emerged at this stage in the global climate change arena. 
This includes defining challenges such as the following.

1. Natural causes
2. Anthropogenic
3. Science (perception) of climate change: what it is and scientific evidence
4. The politics behind the global climate change situation (precursors): 

6 years before the Paris Agreement (i.e., Asadnabizadeh, 2022). These 
points will help the author to speed up the process of verification. The 
application of this evidence is useful for the DMS-PA and to achieve the 
objective of this chapter. Decision makers need to understand the DMS in 
the first step. At this stage, valuable and timely information about the cri-
teria and consequences of climate change threats, the perception of these 
threats, and the preliminary stages of global decision-making related to 
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climate change (Figure 1) is essential. To better understand the situation 
of global decision-making before the PA, the author will go through the 
natural and anthropogenic causes of climate change. Expand new ways of 
thinking about what is known about climate change and the possibilities 
for negotiating climate change before the final decision is made.

This chapter provides a global overview of the situation category that international 
decision-makers could use to address the combination of rudimentary problems 
and information that climate change brings. I use the term situation to describe 
the underlying principles that form the general basis for other decision-making 
steps. To be even clearer, the situation of global climate change is better under-
stood in the climate change negotiations. The DMS encompasses the vulnerable 
issues of climate change that arise from the lack of transparent knowledge and the 
need to establish guidelines that allow us to understand the imprecision of global 
climate change measurements. These issues, which play a role in climate change 
debates, make up the global DMS.

Our planet is affected by environmental problems that deplete natural re-
sources and put a strain on livelihoods. Environmental issues related to climate 
change are a notable variable in global research and projects and continue to in-
crease as environmental changes and problems (e.g. air and water pollution) are 
recognised as the world’s most important problems.

Decision making
situation 

Environmental
concerns 

Perception of
climate change  

Pre-steps PA 

Figure 1. Decision-making process for the structure of Paris Agreement. 
Source: Author own-constructed.
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Global climate change has already had an impact and the effects of climate 
change are now materializing. These impacts go far beyond a rise in tempera-
ture and are affecting ecosystems and communities around the world. In other 
words, ecosystems are affected, and habitats are changing due to climate change. 
The factors that trigger climate change can be divided into two categories: natural 
processes and man-made factors (i.e., anthropogenic factors). Natural causes of 
climate change lie within the climate system, such as variability.

1.1.1 Natural causes

Natural variables outside the climate system, such as changes in volcanic activity, 
solar output and the Earth’s orbit around the Sun, tectonic plates, and El Niño, 
La Niña and ocean currents, can influence the Earth’s climate (Figure 2). Simply 
put, natural weather influences include changes in solar energy, naturally occur-
ring atmospheric water vapour and CO2, volcanic aerosol and cyclical ocean fluc-
tuations. These factors affect climate by influencing the amount of solar radiation 
that reaches the Earth’s surface, by changing how much heat reaches the atmo-
sphere, and by altering ocean and atmospheric circulation. The Earth’s rotational 
motion and its rotation around the Sun also affect the trend of incoming solar 
radiation over centuries to tens of thousands of years and influence climate on 
geological time scales (Leggett, 2018).

Changes in volcanic activity

Some of the most significant short-term climatic and social upheavals in human 
history have been volcanic eruptions. Massive eruptions release ash, dust, sulphur 
gases (e.g. SO2, H2S), halogens (e.g. HCl) and water vapour into the Earth’s atmo-
sphere. Sulphur-containing emissions mainly affect the climate by transforming 
into sulphate aerosols, which reduce incoming solar radiation, warm the strato-
sphere, and alter ozone formation, lower the global mean surface temperature, and 
suppress the hydrological cycle (Allegra et al., 2015). Ash clouds can block sunlight 
and visibly darken the sky, leading to reduced solar heating. However, these effects 
are generally short-lived and geographically limited, as the ash disappears quick-
ly and locally from the atmosphere due to gravity. Water vapour, carbon dioxide, 
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 reduced sulphur chemicals (mostly SO), nitrogen and halogen compounds make 
up the majority of gaseous emissions. They become components of the atmosphere 
and their residence time in the atmosphere is subject to the biogeochemical cycles 
of the elements (O, C and S). The amounts of water vapour and carbon dioxide 
emitted by volcanoes are negligible compared to the size of the atmospheric reser-
voir of these gases, and therefore their impact on climate is insignificant (Cole-Dai, 
2010). After the devastating explosion of Mount Tambora in Indonesia, the year 
1816 took place, also known as the “year without a summer”.

The explosion of Mount Tambora was perhaps the most significant known 
event in the memory of human civilization. In June, snow fell in the northeastern 
United States and Canada, causing regional crop failures, food shortages and in-
creased mortality. Many prominent weather events are accompanied by relatively 

solar output

changes in volcanic
activity

Earth orbit

Tectonic plates

El NiñoLa Niña

Ocean currents

Natural causes

Figure 2. The most important natural causes of climate change.
Source: Author own-constructed.
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cold years (such as the eruption of Krakatau in Indonesia in 1883 and the eruption 
of Mount Pinatubo in the Philippines in 1991). (Causes of climate change, 2019). 
The eruption of Mount St. Helens in May 1980, a huge lateral explosion in the state 
of Washington in the north-west of the United States, also caused a large local tro-
pospheric volcanic ash load. In Yakima, Washington, 135 kilometers to the east, it 
was so gloomy that Yakima’s automatic lights were switched on in the middle of the 
day. This thick aerosol layer effectively isolated the Earth’s surface from the upper 
part of the atmosphere (see e.g. Robock, 2000; Cashman & Rust, 2019). 

The surface air temperature in Yakima was 15°C for 15 hours at a time, re-
gardless of the daily standard period. Robock and Mass [1982] examined the 
inadequacies of the National Weather Service System Performance Statistics fore-
casts. Since the System Performance forecasts did not include volcanic aerosols as 
predictors, these errors could be interpreted as a volcanic effect. They found that 
the aerosols cooled the ground by 8°C during the day but warmed the surface by 
8°C at night. The reduction in the diurnal cycle lasted only a few days before the 
aerosol cloud dissipated. While the eruption of Mount St Helens had a significant 
localized impact on temperature, no other effects on precipitation or atmospheric 
circulation were reported (Robock, 2000).

Solar output 

The space probe has been tracking the absolute radiation intensity of the Sun since 
1978 and has so far only recorded two of the sun’s eleven-year cycles. During this 
period, solar production fluctuated within a range of 0.15%. Between the mediae-
val maximum in the ninth century and the Maunder  Minimum of 1645–1715 (the 
Little Ice Age), the brightness of the sun is said to have decreased by 0.5%. How-
ever, recent research suggests that this value may be too high (see e.g. Zharkova et 
al., 2019). There is also evidence that the Sun exhibits fluctuations in power with a 
periodicity of ~70–90 years, ~200 years and ~2500 years. These solar fluctuations 
can affect the climate system by influencing the Quasi-Biennial Oscillation and 
the El Niño Southern Oscillation (Marsh, 2007). There are primary sources of 
solar irradiance variations. Internal stellar processes affect the total radiant energy 
emitted by the Sun, i.e., solar activity. Sunspot activity is associated with annual 
or decadal differences in solar activity. Sunspot numbers are noted and recorded 
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over hundreds of years, as are records of other indices of solar activity, such as the 
aurora. 

It is now possible to find decadal and centennial signs of solar variability in 
climate data using rigorous statistical analyses. From a global perspective, the pro-
cesses that influence the temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and the ground 
climate through changes in incident solar radiation are well known (Haigh, 2011). 
Sunspots in the photosphere are darker, colder regions on the sun that are super-
ficial during sunspot activity. The photosphere has a temperature of 5,800 degrees 
Kelvin. The temperatures of the sunspots are around 3,800 degrees K. Sunspots 
are temporary concepts on the photosphere of the sun which, compared to the 
surrounding regions, appear conspicuously like dark spots. They are associated 
with magnetic field concentrations that hinder convection and lead to a lower 
surface temperature than the photosphere around them. Sunspots typically occur 
in pairs, with the participants in the pair having opposite magnetic polarity. Indi-
vidual sunspots can last from a few days to a few months, but eventually diminish. 

Sunspots expand and contract as they move across the surface of the Sun. 
Their diameter can range from 16 kilometers to 160,000 kilometers. While the 
details of sunspot formation are still being researched, it appears that sunspots 
are the visible counterpart to the magnetic flux tubes in the convective region of 
the Sun that are “wrapped” by the differential rotation. They roll up and pierce 
the surface of the Sun when the pressure on the tubes reaches a certain threshold. 
Convection is inhibited at the puncture points; the energy flow from the interior 
of the Sun decreases and with it the temperature of the surface (Reddy & Reddy, 
2016). 

The Sun currently exhibits low sunspot activity. Some researchers suggest 
that this could be the beginning of a regular solar event known as the “grand min-
imum”, while others say that the evidence for this role is insufficient. In recent 
years, many experiments have investigated the effects of another grand minimum 
on global surface temperatures. These studies say that while a grand minimum 
could cool the planet by up to 0.3 degrees Celsius, this would at best slow (but 
not reverse) human-induced global warming. There would be a modest reduction 
in the energy entering the Earth’s atmosphere, offset by only three years of in-
crease in current carbon dioxide production. However, the exceptional low would 
be mild and temporary, and global temperatures would recover quickly after the 
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event. Some people have related the temporary cooling of the Maunder Minimum 
to reduced solar activity. Nevertheless, this change is modified by increased volca-
nic activity and changes in ocean circulation (Change, 2019).

The Earth’s orbit around the Sun

The planet flies around the Sun once a year in an almost circular orbit, although 
it is elliptical. Now the deviation between the elliptical orbit and a complete circle 
(the so-called eccentricity) is tiny. The corresponding average difference in the 
distance between the Sun and the Earth between 4 July, when the Earth is furthest 
from the Sun (aphelion, 151.2 million kilometres), and 4 January, when it is closest 
(perihelion, 146.2 million kilometres), is only 3 percent (see e.g. Vallado, 2001; 
Sidorenkov, 2009). Furthermore, the total radiation received by the Earth in its 
current elliptical orbit differs only slightly from the radiation it would receive in a 
circular orbit (0.05 W m–2) during a whole year. The influence of the slight change 
in distance is not sufficient to create the seasons. If we compare the total amount of 
solar radiation that a hemisphere receives in summer and winter, it becomes clear 
that this tiny difference has a considerable influence on the severity of the seasons. 

In comparison, the northern hemisphere now experiences relatively mild 
summers and warmer winters, while the southern hemisphere considerably exag-
gerates the seasons. The seasons result from the inclination of the Earth’s axis (the 
obliquity) around its plane of motion around the Sun (23o). On the hemisphere 
facing the sun there is summer, although the days are generally shorter and colder. 
If the inclination were zero, there would be no seasons. On the other hand, a great-
er tilt angle would result in greater seasonality with hotter summers and colder 
winters. The eccentricity, obliquity and timing of the perihelion change over time. 
These secular variations in the Earth’s orbit are caused by the gravitational pull of 
the other planets in the solar system. In general, the relative positions of Jupiter 
and Saturn affect the eccentricity and obliquity of the Earth’s orbit. The effects on 
the orbital parameters are quasi-periodic, as they consist of several components 
(Schlaepfer, 2019).

On the other hand, astronomers and scientists have linked the Earth’s climate 
to various changes related to the Earth’s orbit around the sun and the amount 
of energy the planet receives. Milutin Milankovich proposed 60 years ago that 
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 periodic variations in the Earth’s orbital parameters influence local solar radia-
tion and could be the key to understanding some of the most significant climatic 
changes of the last million years. According to Milankovich’s hypothesis, these 
orbital mechanisms are the most important drivers of ice ages. According to the 
Milankovitch hypothesis, it is considered the decisive factor for ice age. The Mi-
lankovitch cycles were recently established and verified in the ice core samples 
from Antarctic Dome C, which record climate fluctuations over 800,000 years 
(Jouzel, 2007). 

The Earth’s eccentricity changes over time as the planet orbits the Sun. This 
orbit tends to alternate between a circular shape and an elliptical shape. Due to 
the Earth’s proximity to the Sun during its orbit, changes in the Earth’s eccentricity 
due to this process cause variations in the incoming solar radiation. The Earth’s 
obliquity or tilt angle also goes through a cycle every 41,000 years. During this 
period, the increase in tilt shifts from 22 degrees to 24.5 degrees and back. When 
the axial tilt is greater, solar radiation increases in summer and decreases in win-
ter. The result of this effect is greater seasonal variability due to warmer summers 
and colder winters. However, the seasonal variability is smaller when the axial tilt 
decreases, as solar radiation is lower in summer and too high in winter, resulting 
in cool summers and mild winters (Florides et al., 2019).

Tectonic plates

In the history of the earth there were long periods when glaciers (ice caps) en-
closed large parts of the continents for millions of years, and other periods when 
the ice disappeared completely, even from the highest mountain peaks. We live in 
a time when the Earth has gradually warmed, and the ice caps have advanced over 
the last 50 million years. This is due to plate tectonic processes that have shifted 
continents and even controlled the amount of greenhouse gases (GHG) in the 
atmosphere over geological time scales (Solveig Seidenkrantz, 2017). Tectonics 
refers to the horizontal and vertical movements of the Earth’s crust. The direct link 
between horizontal tectonics and climate is the change in latitudinal distribution 
of continental blocks and extensive terraces, as well as the opening and closing 
of gateways between major ocean basins and marginal seas. The way the Earth 
collects solar energy and the effects of orography on atmospheric circulation, 
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 hydrological and biological cycles establish an obvious relationship with vertical 
tectonic movements. (Hay, 1996).

El Niño

El Niño, Spanish for ‘the little boy’, is a recurring event in the tropical Pacific and 
is considered one of the most significant events in our climate system. The name is 
derived from ‘baby Jesus’, as it usually begins in December. Peruvian fishermen in-
vented it in the early 1880s when they noticed that every few years the cold north-
erly current, they were fishing turned into a hot southerly current (Tsonis, 2017). 
El Niño is a warming of the tropical Pacific that occurs approximately every three 
to seven years and lasts 12–18 months. It is dynamically related to the Southern 
Oscillation, a fluctuation in atmospheric surface pressure between  Australia-East 
Asia and the central tropical Pacific. During El Niño, the trade winds near the 
equator decrease as the air pressure rises in the western Pacific and falls in the 
eastern Pacific. The weakened trade winds allow hot surface water to migrate east-
wards, which is normally restricted to the western part of the Pacific (McPhaden, 
2001). 

It is unclear whether the El Niño fluctuations will generally increase in the 
future with a warmer climate. Nevertheless, it is to be expected that the precipita-
tion caused by El Niño will increase due to the increased moisture supply. To be 
precise, the impact of climate change on the frequency and intensity of El Niño 
events is uncertain. According to the Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) of the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), there is little consensus on which 
scientific studies are appropriate to determine whether the observed changes in 
El Niño frequency and intensity over the past centuries are due to climate change 
or natural variability, and simulations using general circulation models reinforce 
the assumption that the frequency of El Niño and La Niña events is due to natural 
climate variability rather than anthropogenic climate change.

On a global scale, El Niño events primarily contribute to more fantastic av-
erage ground and ocean temperatures through teleconnections. With the 5 most 
favourable temperature anomalies compared to the 20th century average from 
January to April 2016, the temperatures observed in the first seven months of 2016 
exceed the record heatwave of 2015. This temperature is a cumulative effect of 
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climate change and El Niño, which shows how difficult it is to separate the effects 
of climate variability events such as ENSO and climate change (Frey et al., 2016).

La Niña 

La Niña means the little girl in Spanish. La Niña is sometimes also called El Viejo, 
Anti-El Niño or simply “a cold event” Strong trade winds characterize La Niña, 
and hot water and rainstorms push Indonesia into the western Pacific. It leads to 
warmer seawater in the Pacific Ocean, dry weather on the South American Pacific 
coast and many climate zones in northern Australia and Southeast Asia. La Niña 
mainly affects the climate in the USA by shifting cooler weather to the north-west 
and warm weather to the south-east. However, not every occurrence of La Niña 
affects weather in the US in the same way as El Niño (What are El Niño and La 
Niña, 2019). The circumstances for La Niña began in autumn 2017, with con-
ditions entering a weak La Niña phase when sea surface temperature anomalies 
exceeded −0.5°C on the Oceanic Niño Index (ONI). The current La Niña phase 
is expected to last into the winter, with favorable weather patterns expected to 
return in the summer. La Niña has a global impact that can affect prices in the 
agricultural sector. 

At a regional level, concerns in the agricultural sector are less pronounced, as 
La Niña has the greatest impact outside the main growing season in winter. Win-
ters that correlate with La Niña are sometimes colder than usual and associated 
with above-average rainfall, which can affect the shedding of seeds that need to 
overwinter and perennial crops (e.g. alfalfa, orchards). The overall impact of ice 
cover is complex. A blanket of snow can cover the plant, although it is more prob-
lematic to have open conditions with severe cold. Severe winter conditions can be 
detrimental to livestock producers through increased operating costs, potential 
pressure on animals, and problems with snow removal (see e.g. Rosenzweig & 
Hillel, 2008; Battey & Hatcher, 2013). 

The cold would support the large amount of corn deposited on the surface. 
Limiting other pests (insects and plants) and diseases would be another benefit of 
the more relaxed than average conditions. Cold and rainy winters can have a sec-
tor-specific impact on the economy if snowfall is above average. The profound neg-
ative impacts of La Niña are rising heating costs, snow removal costs and  transport 
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challenges. Sectors that rely on cold weather are expecting a renewed increase in 
snowfall. These sectors included companies that offered winter activities, snow 
clearing, towing services and the sale of road salt. More volatile and snowy situ-
ations could also complicate winter conditions in the region. Similar to potential 
problems with animals, harsher winter conditions can be dangerous for animals 
but beneficial for others due to freezing temperatures. Full access to water is prob-
lematic in the Midwest due to the highly variable ground conditions. Early winter 
precipitation on non-frozen soils would be helpful, although snow on moist soils 
could exacerbate potential heavy rainfall in the spring. With a slightly above aver-
age chance of precipitation in the upper Midwest this winter, precipitation will be 
carefully monitored to increase the chances of flooding this spring (Kluck, 2017).

Ocean currents

The oceans are an essential component of the global climate. They make up 
around 71 percent of the planet’s mass and absorb almost twice as much solar 
energy as the atmosphere or the surface. Weather patterns transfer large amounts 
of heat across the entire Earth, about as much as the air. However, the oceans are 
covered by land masses, so there are pathways for energy transfer through the 
air. Winds act vertically against the ocean surface and force the existing ocean 
currents. Weather patterns affect some parts of the world more than others. The 
presence of the Humboldt Current along the coast of Peru moves the coast and 
other places nearby (see e.g. Nowlin & Klinck, 1986; McPhaden et al., 1998). The 
Pacific phenomenon El Niño can influence climate conditions around the world. 
The Pacific Ocean is another area that is strongly influenced by ocean currents. 
If we contrast Europe and North America at the same altitude, the difference be-
comes immediately apparent. 

Take a closer look at this example – some areas on the Norwegian coast have 
an average temperature of −2°C in January and 14°C in July, while the Pacific 
coast of Alaska at the same latitude is much colder: −15°C in January and only 
10°C in July. The warming current along the Norwegian coast keeps a large part 
of the Greenland-Norwegian Sea ice-free even in winter. The rest of the Arctic 
Ocean, although much further south, is still frozen. The ocean currents change 
direction or slow down. Much of the air that escapes from the oceans is the most 
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 concentrated greenhouse gas on earth, water vapour. However, the water vapour 
often leads to cloud structures that shade the surface and have a cooling effect 
(Causes of climate change, 2019).

1.1.2 Anthropogenic causes

Since the pre-industrial era, anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions have in-
creased and are now more significant than ever, mainly due to financial and pop-
ulation growth. Greenhouse gas emissions have led to unexpected atmospheric 
levels of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide (N2O) for at least the last 
800,000 years. Their effects have been detected throughout the climate system, 
along with those of other anthropogenic factors. It is very likely that they are the 
main cause of the warming observed since the middle of the 20th century.

Transportation

Transport accounts for around a third of total carbon emissions from fossil fuels, 
and this proportion is increasing, as shown in Figure 3. Road transport accounts for 
about 80 of emissions, of which about 75% are from private transport and 25% from 
freight transport and other uses of commercial vehicles. Aviation currently accounts 
for about 9% of fossil fuel emissions, but this share is increasing (Litman, 2012).
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Figure 3. Transport carbon emissions.
Source: USDOE, 2008.
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Industrialization 

In the United Kingdom, the Industrial Revolution began around 1750 and 
spread throughout Western and Northern Europe due to the limited amount 
of arable land and the enormous effectiveness of mechanical systems. Since the 
Industrial Revolution, humans have had a significant impact on climate and 
environmental change through changes in agricultural and industrial practic-
es and the emission of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere (Mgbemene et 
al., 2016). Since the Industrial Revolution, mankind has dramatically increased 
the pace of climate and environmental change by changing agricultural and in-
dustrial methods. The population growth that followed industrialization made 
matters worse. More arable land was needed, and new cities grew (urbaniza-
tion),  leading to colossal  deforestation and environmental change. As the pop-
ulation grew, so did the number of people burning fossil fuels to meet their 
energy needs. Fossil fuels are responsible for about 98 percent of carbon dioxide 
emissions, 24 percent of methane gas emissions and 18 percent of N2O emis-
sions from cars, trucks, homes, businesses, and  power plants.  Nevertheless, a 
significant proportion of emissions can be attributed to increasing agriculture, 
deforestation, landfills, industrial production, and mining. The statement quot-
ed by the World Resources Institute (WRI) notes the grim reality of the link 
between industrialization and climate change.

There is a large difference between developed/industrialised nations and poor-
er. Developing countries (DCS) in greenhouse gas emissions and the causes of these 
emissions. For example: to date, industrialised countries are responsible for about 
80% of the carbon dioxide that accumulates in the atmosphere. Annually, more 
than 60% of global industrial carbon dioxide emissions originate in industrialised 
countries, which are home to only about 20 percent of the world’s population of the 
world’s population.

Much of the increase in emissions in DCS results from the basic human 
needs for the growing population, while emissions in industrialised countries 
contribute to the Industrialised countries contribute to the growth of a stan-
dard of living that is already far above that of the average person worldwide 
(Mgbemene, 2011).



1  Global climate change situation

20

Deforestation 

Forests play many important roles for the environment. They combat climate 
change, provide habitat for many plant and animal species (some of which are 
endemic to forested areas), provide medicine and livelihoods for people around 
the world – these vital ecological powerhouses are irreplaceable, and the intrinsic 
values of trees are at risk. Forests cover 31% of the earth’s surface, and the Ama-
zon rainforest alone is home to thousands of plants and animals. Regardless of 
how healthy the forests are for the environment; they are being cut down at an 
alarming rate. Every year, 46–58 thousand square kilometers of forest are lost to 
deforestation. That’s the equivalent of a staggering 48 forest football pitches disap-
pearing every minute (Bennett, 2017). 

One of the effects of deforestation is that the carbon that was originally in 
the forests is released into the atmosphere, either immediately as the trees burn, 
or more slowly as the unburnt organic matter diminishes. Only a tiny percentage 
of the biomass that was originally in a forest is held in houses or other long-lived 
structures. Most of the carbon is released into the  atmosphere as carbon dioxide, 
but tiny amounts of methane and carbon monoxide may also be released during 
decomposition or combustion. Projections for the share of deforestation in carbon 
emissions vary but are often around 19% higher than emissions from the global 
transport industry. Forests have considerable potential to become even more sig-
nificant sources of carbon emissions through deforestation and degradation. De-
forestation is accelerating. Once half of the planet was covered by trees, today they 
cover only a quarter of the land surface, and the loss of trees is progressing at an 
alarming pace, especially in the tropics (Archana, 2013).

Impact of livestock

Livestock farming accounts for 14.5% of global annual anthropogenic greenhouse 
gas emissions. Livestock farming influences the climate through land use change, 
animal production, manure production, processing, and transport. The produc-
tion of feed and manure emits CO2, N2O and methane (CH4) and thus has an 
impact on climate change. The production of animals increases CH4 emissions. 
The production and transport of animal products and changes in land use led to 
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increased CO2 emissions (Rojas-Downing et al., 2017). In this respect, methane 
and N2O are the most important greenhouse gases from livestock farming. Meth-
ane is a gas that is mainly produced by enteric fermentation and the storage of ma-
nure and has a 28 times higher influence on global warming than carbon dioxide. 
N2O is a molecule with a global warming potential 265 times higher than carbon 
dioxide, originating from the storage of manure and the use of organic/inorganic 
fertilizers. An equivalent carbon dioxide is a conventional unit used to express 
global warming potential. In addition to greenhouse gas emissions from enteric 
fermentation and the storage of manure, feed production and the associated car-
bon dioxide and N2O emissions in the soil are another major source of greenhouse 
gas emissions in livestock farming. Carbon dioxide emissions arise from soil car-
bon dynamics (e.g. decomposition of plant residues, organic soil mineralization, 
land use change), synthetic fertilizers and pesticides, and fossil fuels from on-farm 
agricultural activities. When organic and inorganic fertilizers are applied to the 
soil, N2O emissions are released (Grossi et al., 2018).

Factory farming

The term factory farming refers to the way in which large quantities of food are 
produced in agriculture at a low price. This briefing is about the production of an-
imal products on a large scale, including meat, eggs, and dairy products. Factory 
farming is a broad term that refers to certain industrial processes that differ from 
conventional, non-intensive animal production. In these circumstances, mobility 
is restricted, and animals are fed a high-calorie, grain-based diet, often supple-
mented with antibiotics and hormones to maximize weight gain and prevent in-
fection (see e.g. Dornburg et al., 2006; Sand & Christiansen, 2013).

Environmental concerns can disrupt the agricultural distribution system 
in the short and long term, affecting production and prices. Both livestock and 
the crops needed to feed them are highly vulnerable to natural hazards and ex-
treme weather events (which are likely to become more frequent due to climate 
change), which will affect economic efficiency at farm and company level. Risks 
in production, such as resource scarcity and climate change, are likely to have a 
more gradual but more significant financial impact in the medium to long term 
(see also Asadnabizadeh, 2020). Extreme weather events consistent with climate 
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change projections have already impacted intensive livestock production (Shared 
Action the movement for responsible investment, 2015).

Consumerism and climate change

Consumption is an essential component of human existence. The consumption 
of food and water enables the cells to convert man’s energy to carry out all daily 
operations. Humans use wood and appliances for housing and human energy for 
heating and cooling to maintain a comfortable temperature in various environ-
ments. All human goods and services require energy, both for necessity and for 
leisure. Most of this energy is derived from fossil fuels in the world’s current en-
ergy system, the burning of which produces carbon dioxide that triggers global 
climate change. Other greenhouse gases such as methane and N2O are produced 
by the consumption of goods and services. (Chow, 2003). 

While the role of consumption as a cause of climate change and other types of 
environmental degradation has often been politically downplayed, cross-national 
empirical data show the importance of consumption as a driver of greenhouse gas 
emissions. In response to a heated debate about the role of population in envi-
ronmental degradation, Ehrlich and Holdren revised their definition of environ-
mental degradation to include the number of people, the amount each individual 
spends (wealth), and the way people produce consumer goods and services. This 
led to the IPAT model, which states that the impact on the environment (I) is 
equal to the population (P) multiplied by the wealth per person (A) generated by 
the technology (T) (Princen, Conca & Maniates, 2002).

There are generally two types of dependent factors used in greenhouse gas 
emissions research. Production-based GHG emissions, as targeted under the KP, 
estimate emissions from all national operations, such as export production, that 
are consumed in other countries. Consumption-based measures aim to account for 
emissions from goods consumed within domestic land borders (excluding exports 
and imports). In addition, several studies have found that the impact of consump-
tion on GHG emissions decreases slightly as wealth levels increase. However, in the 
most recent literature review, Rosa, and Dietz report that the evidence suggests that 
marginal GHG emissions with higher consumption rates (Bagliani et al., 2008).
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Fossil fuels 

Most air pollution is caused by the burning of fossil fuels (coal, diesel, petrol, oil, 
and natural gas) for electricity generation, heating, transport, and the economy. In 
2011, fossil fuels accounted for 82% of the world’s total main energy supply. In the 
US, oil, natural gas and coal account for 81% of current fuel consumption (World 
Energy Council, 2013). In 2015, for example, 33.2% of electricity in the US was 
generated from coal – about the same as natural gas (32.7%), but more than from 
nuclear (20%) or renewables (13%) (The National Academies presents, 2016). 

Energy-related fossil fuel combustion in high- and middle-income coun-
tries and biomass burning in low-income countries are responsible for the ma-
jority of global air pollution. They cause 85% particulate pollution in the air 
and almost all sulphur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxide emissions into the 
environment. Carbon, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), nitrogen 
and SO2, mercury and volatile ozone-forming chemicals are also emitted. All 
these factors are associated with a number of unfavorable effects on children’s 
health. The burning of fossil fuels is also the main source of greenhouse gases 
and short-lived climate pollutants that contribute to climate change. Every year, 
human activities emit about 35 billion tons of carbon dioxide into the atmo-
sphere, mainly through energy use. The annual greenhouse gas index, which is 
used by NOAA to monitor the warming effects of long-lived, climate-changing 
greenhouse gases, increased by 40% from 1990 to 2016, largely due to increased 
CO2 concentrations (NETL, 2015). 

Aquatic ecosystem 

The composition of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in the environment 
alters several characteristics of the Earth’s climate, oceans, coasts and freshwater 
ecosystems, and impacts fisheries and aquaculture, air and sea surface tempera-
tures, precipitation, sea level, ocean acidity, wind patterns and tropical cyclone 
intensity (see e.g. Roessig et al., 2004; Adama et al., 2019). Fishermen, fish farm-
ers and coastal dwellers will feel the full impact as their livelihoods have become 
more precarious, the availability and quality of fish as food has changed and the 
risks to their health, safety and homes have increased. Many  fishing- dependent 
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 populations are already living in precarious and fragile situations due to a lack of 
social services and vital infrastructure. Climate change is changing the distribution 
and efficiency of aquatic and freshwater habitats, influencing biological processes, 
and changing food webs. The impacts on marine ecosystems, forestry, aquaculture, 
and the people who depend on them are unknown (Cochrane et al., 2009).

Aerosols

Aerosols are tiny particles in the atmosphere that can be created in different ways 
when we burn different types of fossil fuels, coal, oil, wood, and biofuels. Scien-
tists use the term “aerosol” to mean “atmospheric particles”. Aerosol particles have 
a strong impact on the climate and the environment. The IPCC assessment re-
port shows that aerosols, like greenhouse gases, are an important factor in climate 
change. Direct and indirect effects can describe the impact of aerosol on climate 
through a number of complicated methods that are still not well recognised (An-
dreae et al., 2005). 

The direct climatic effect of aerosol particles is shown by the fact that they ab-
sorb and disperse the solar and long-wave radiation emitted by the earth’s surface 
and thus change the radiation budget of the earth’s atmosphere. Since aerosol con-
sists of Cloud Condensation Nuclei (CCN), variations in aerosol concentration 
can affect macro and micro aspects of clouds, such as cloud longevity and optical 
properties. This effect can have a detrimental impact on radiation, reflecting the 
indirect climate effects of aerosols. Aerosols can influence cloud formation and 
radiative forcing, which affects the climate and the hydrological cycle of the Earth 
system; they can have a significant impact on the human environment. Due to 
the diverse spatial and temporal distribution of global particles and the differ-
ent characteristics of the radiative patterns for the various components, estimates 
of the direct radiative effect of aerosols differ considerably from estimates of the 
warming effect of greenhouse gases. In recent centuries, atmospheric aerosols 
may have partially cancelled out the greenhouse effect resulting from the increase 
in greenhouse gases. Therefore, a cleaner atmosphere could lead to higher global 
temperatures in the future and exacerbate global warming and the climate situa-
tion (Ren-Jian, Kin-Fai & Zhen-Xing, 2012).
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1.1.3� The�science�of�climate�change:�What�it�is�scientific�
evidence

Climate change is recognised worldwide as an ever-increasing threat to our plan-
et. The existence and extent of climate change is an issue of great concern to cli-
mate scientists and people, groups, and organizations. These include the United 
Nations Organisation, the World Meteorological Organisation (WMO) and the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), whose long-term strategic 
decisions are critically impacted by climate change, projected climate change and 
future action to mitigate climate change (also see Asadnabizadeh, 2022). Despite 
some dubious opinions and findings, many researchers believe that climate change 
is one of the most important environmental issues in the world today. Researchers 
agree that climate change is caused by human activities such as the burning of fos-
sil fuels, industrial pollution, deforestation, and land use change. Climate change 
has wider impacts on the Earth and global ecosystems, including higher air and 
water temperatures, changes in precipitation patterns, etc.

United Nations Environment Program

The United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) is the leading environmental 
organization of the United Nations system. UNEP uses its expertise to improve 
environmental standards and practices while contributing to environmental com-
mitments at national, regional, and international levels. UNEP acts as a catalyst, 
advocate, educator, and promoter for the innovative use of the global environ-
ment and sustainable development. To achieve this, UN Environment works with 
a wide range of partners, including UN agencies, international organizations, na-
tional governments, non-governmental organizations, the private sector, and civil 
society (About the United Nations Environment Program, 2014). 

As part of its evolution towards results-based leadership and based on per-
ceptions of environment and climate, UNEP has restructured its work program 
into six strategic areas: Climate Change Engagement. UNEP has over twenty 
years of experience with climate change. Together with the WMO, UNEP con-
tributed to the establishment of the IPCC in the 1980s and carried out scientific 
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 assessments of climate change in preparation for the UN Conference on Environ-
ment and Development (UNCED) in 1992. UNEP also supported the UNFCCC 
negotiations, which came into force in 1994. UNEP’s work focused on attempts to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, primarily by promoting renewable energy and 
improving energy efficiency, as well as encouraging the development of a carbon 
market. Although not exclusively motivated by climate issues, many UNEP oper-
ations have benefited from mitigation or adaptation (see e.g. Seki & Christ, 1995; 
Haas, 2000). UNEP is in the process of strengthening its support to governments, 
the private sector and society to help them reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
prepare for the impacts of climate change. UNEP’s perception of climate change 
leading to the strategy is the result of a comprehensive process involving internal 
organization specialists and UNEP staff, analysing UNEP’s policy mandate, cur-
rent portfolio of climate change actions and different regions. The Climate Change 
Strategy provides the basis for reshaping the organization’s commitment to cli-
mate change and creating a results-oriented work program. (Radka et al., 2010).

World Meteorological Organization

The WMO is a 191-member intergovernmental organization (IGO). It was found-
ed in 1873 by the International Meteorological Organisation. The WMO was 
founded in 1950 and became a specialized agency of the United Nations in 1951. 
Since its inception, the WMO has played a unique role in the safety and well-being 
of mankind. Since its inception, the WMO has enabled the international com-
munity to improve our understanding of weather, climate, and water. The WMO 
promotes cooperation in the development of meteorological, climatic, hydrolog-
ical, and geophysical observation networks. In addition, the WMO takes care of 
the exchange, handling and standardization of related information and supports 
technology transfer, training, and research (Guide to Meteorological Instruments 
and Methods of Observation, 2008). The WMO provides a unique mechanism for 
the rapid exchange of data, news and products based on its perception. 

It makes a significant contribution to sustainable development by reduc-
ing the loss of lives and assets from weather-, climate- and water-related natural 
hazards and protecting the environment and global climate for present and fu-
ture generations. Through its members, the WMO provides forecasts and early 
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warnings to nations, economic sectors, and individuals to prevent and mitigate 
 disasters, save lives, and reduce property and environmental damage through 
better risk management. Global attention is drawn to ozone depletion, weather 
variability and change and their impacts, dwindling water resources, and air and 
water quality through the WMO’s knowledge (see e.g. Jha & Stanton-Geddes, 
2013; Shreve & Kelman, 2014). 

The WMO monitors and forecasts the transport of chemicals and oil spills, 
forest fires, volcanic ash, haze, and nuclear isotopes. It assists in the formulation of 
global and regional policies, conventions, and the implementation of correspond-
ing action plans. In addition, WMO research programs coordinate and integrate 
member studies to fully exploit global findings in weather and climate assessment 
and to produce computer models, which are the main basis for improving the 
accuracy and coverage of weather forecasts. Air quality services are an essential 
element of the programs supported by the WMO. Changes in air structure have 
an impact on human health and the Earth’s climate (Zambrano-Barragán, 2010).

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

The origins of the IPCC can be traced back to a series of scientific meetings on 
climate change and global environmental issues that took place at different times 
and in different places. The most important discussion was the first World Climate 
Conference in Geneva, organized by the WMO from 12 to 23 February 1979 in 
cooperation with UNESCO, FAO, WHO, UNEP, ICSU and other scientific part-
ners. The World Climate Program (WCP), one of the most important climate re-
search institutions within the WMO, was founded during this summit and was 
the most important breakthrough in promoting awareness of climate change. The 
WCP is the lead organization and coordinator to provide an authoritative global 
scientific voice on climate change and to help nations use climate data and ex-
pertise for sustainable development and to implement Agenda 21 (Weart, 2008). 
UNEP, WMO and ICSU coordinated several meetings and workshops through 
the WCP between 1980 and 1985. 

These conferences concluded that climate change was a serious problem 
caused by human activities and they agreed to hold another global summit in Vil-
lach, Austria, in 1985. The World Meteorological Congress in Geneva in May 1987 
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recognised the results of the Villach conference. Subsequently, the Executive 
Council of the WMO authorized the Secretary-General to discuss the issue with 
the Executive Director of the UNEP and to form the Intergovernmental Climate 
Change Panel (IPCC) (see e.g. Schipper, 2006; Zillman, 2007). Experts debated 
global climate change at national and global forums, but until 1988 there were no 
IGOs able to collaborate with study centers worldwide and publish a global report 
on climate change. To fill this gap, United Nations General Assembly Resolution 
43/53 of 6 December 1988, entitled “Protection of the global climate for present 
and future generations of mankind”, states in Resolution No. (5). To support the 
joint action of the WMO and UNEP to develop an IPCC to provide internation-
ally coordinated scientific assessments of climate change’s magnitude, timing, and 
potential environmental and socio-economic impacts of climate change. And re-
alistic response strategies and thanks the efforts of the WMO and UNEP. 

The main task of the IPCC was to provide a comprehensive assessment and 
proposals on the state of scientific knowledge on climate change and its percep-
tion, on the social and economic impacts of climate change, on possible response 
strategies and on aspects that should be included in a viable future internation-
al climate Agreement. The IPCC’s role is to analyze scientific, technological, and 
socio-economic data to better understand the scientific basis of human-induced 
climate change, its future impacts and adaptation options, and options to mitigate 
climate change in a large, objective, open and transparent framework. Expert and 
government review is an essential element of the IPCC process. The Panel does 
not conduct new research, monitor climate-related data, or make policy recom-
mendations. It is open to all member countries of the WMO and UNEP (Medani, 
2018).

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), 
signed at the Environment and Development Conference of the United Nations 
in 1992, is the foundational climate agreement that has provided the platform 
for most subsequent international climate agreements. The UNFCCC came into 
force on March 21, 1994, and 197 nations ratified it. The UNFCCC is designing 
structure and content as a framework convention, such as Vienna’s Ozone Layer 
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Protection Convention (see e.g. Scott, 2014). Rather than setting direct limits on 
ozone-depleting chemicals, the Vienna Convention created a system for collect-
ing data and negotiating a future treaty with specific emission limits. Similarly, 
the UNFCCC has few specific criteria, including no enforceable requirements for 
Parties to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The perception of the UNFCCC was 
primarily intended as a means to initiate and support a process for future and 
more comprehensive treaties to combat climate change (Kuh, 2018).

Parties to the Convention endeavor to meet regularly to review developments 
in the implementation of their treaty obligations and to consider further action to 
address the threat of climate change. They have also negotiated a Protocol to the 
Convention. The KP was signed in Kyoto, Japan, in December 1997, but it took 
many years of negotiations between 1998 and 2004 to finalize the “small print” of 
the Agreement. The Protocol commits the industrialised countries and former 
Soviet bloc states (collectively known as “Annex I Parties”) to reduce their green-
house gas emissions by an average of about 5 percent from 1990 levels in the pe-
riod 2008–2012.

On the other hand, the Protocol will only enter into force once 55 Parties have 
agreed to the UNFCCC, as agreed in Kyoto. At the frequent COP meetings, UNFC-
CC stakeholders continue to make decisions, analyze progress, and determine next 
steps. The COP, the highest decision-making body of the convention, meets on av-
erage once a year. Various institutions and organizations support the COP and the 
vision and goals of the Convention. The COP consists of a Permanent Secretariat 
with various tasks set out in Article 8 of the UNFCCC. The Convention’s under-
standing and perception of climate change is supported by several expert organi-
zations and other established institutions. These include the Consultative Group of 
Experts (CGE) on National Communications from “non-Annex I” Parties (a group 
composed mainly of DCS). (A brief introduction to the United Nations Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Kyoto Protocol, 2009).

1.1.4. The political background to global climate change:  
6 years before the Paris Agreement

The Paris Agreement is the culmination of the various phases of the UN climate 
regime. One of the stages was the negotiation, implementation, and entry into 
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force of the UNFCCC from 1990–1995. Another was the decade from the start 
of talks on the KP to its entry into force from 1995–2004. The negotiations that 
finally led to Paris began in 2005, when attention turned to how to proceed after 
2012, when the first commitment period of the KP had ended. The developing 
countries pushed for the continuation of the Kyoto system. But the target groups 
of the Kyoto Protocol were not prepared to do so because they did not want to 
commit themselves to targets, while the United States, China and other major 
economies did not want to do so. Instead, they favored a more global strategy. 
The final compromise was to hold two parallel negotiations: one to consider a KP 
amendment to create a second commitment period, and the other to promote 
“long-term collective action” under the UNFCCC. In 2005, the KP parties initiat-
ed the first path; two years later, the UNFCCC parties introduced the second path 
with the Bali Action Plan (BAP). At the Copenhagen Conference in 2009, both 
pathways were to finalize their work.

The road of Copenhagen negotiations 2009

The UN Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen was a historic event in many 
respects. It was the culmination of two years of intensive negotiations under the 
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Bali Road-
map, which was agreed at the 13th Conference of the Parties (COP13) in De-
cember 2007. Millions of people around the world expected Copenhagen to be 
a turning point in the fight against climate change. The high-level meeting was 
attended by 115 heads of state and government and was widely heralded as one of 
the largest high-level meetings in New York. More than 40,000 people applied for 
accreditation for the conference, far exceeding the 15,000 seats of the conference 
venue (see e.g. Dimitrov, 2010; Scotte & Becken, 2010).

The Copenhagen Accord was immediately confronted with massive criticism 
of its content. However, countries argued that the treaty contained two °C targets 
and many other important provisions. The measures taken by industrialised coun-
tries to mitigate climate change are generally regarded as – obviously weak and – a 
step backwards compared to the KP. The industrialised countries are not commit-
ted to legally binding emission reductions. Similarly, there is no  quantification of 
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a global long-term reduction target or a specific peak date for global emissions. 
Instead, the agreement points to a “bottom-up” strategy in which  advanced and 
developing countries submit their pledges to the agreement on data grounds, a 
technique favoured by the US in particular (International Institute for Sustainable 
Development, 2009).

Judging by the high rhetoric heard before the Copenhagen meeting urging 
parties to follow the KP to finalize negotiations on a new international climate 
change agreement, the results are seen as a failure. While the Copenhagen Ac-
cord was a necessary consequence of the talks, it did not impose any meaningful 
and verifiable commitments, such as precise carbon targets or financial payments. 
However, this fact should not be allowed to undermine the significant progress 
made in at least three areas: Finance, deforestation, and adaptation. For the first 
time, industrialised countries (DCs) commit to providing “new and additional, 
consistent and sufficient financing” of USD 30 billion for the period 2010–12, with 
a “balanced share between adaptation and mitigation” and prioritising AF for the 
most vulnerable developing countries.

i. It is explicitly recognised that action must be taken against deforestation 
and forest degradation and that a mechanism, i.e., an institution, must be 
created to mobilize the necessary resources. 

ii. adaptation action and cooperation have been categorized as ‘ urgent’, par-
ticularly in the least developed countries, small island developing states 
and Africa, with developing countries committing to providing financial 
resources (Egenhofer & Georgiev, 2009).

iii. The agreement discusses all the key elements of the BAP: a long-term 
objective; mitigation; technology; forests; and assessment, monitoring, 
and verification. 

I. Long-term goal
The agreement stipulates that the average global temperature rise should 
be below 2 degrees Celsius. It also calls for a review of the agreement 
by 2015, which includes the long-term goal of a temperature rise of 1.5 
degrees Celsius.
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II. Mitigation
Under the agreement, mitigation measures are adopted by Annex I countries 
(industrialised countries), which commit to adopting economy-wide 
emission targets for 2020. Non-Annex I countries (developing countries). 
(Least developed countries and small island states can take voluntary and 
supporting action). By 31 January 2010, developed countries have set tar-
gets and a preliminary set of measures through DCS, including two foot-
notes. Although not specified in the agreement, it is generally expected 
that the targets and measures submitted will be compatible with those 
requested by governments in the run-up to Copenhagen. Additional DCS 
items can be added to the Annex on an ongoing basis. Activities for which 
developing countries request support are registered in a database. Those 
that receive support are then listed in the annex to the DCS.

III. Measurement, Reporting, and Verification (MRV)
The emissions targets of Annex I countries will be MRV “in accordance 
with the current and other requirements of the COP and its allocation of 
financial resources to developing countries”. These principles are intended 
to ensure sound, reliable and open accounting of targets and finance. 
Developing countries’ actions are aligned with their local MRV, with 
results published in biennial national communications. The published 
data is subject to external assessment and review according to clearly for-
mulated criteria to ensure compliance with national sovereignty. In line 
with the COP recommendations, the actions of developing countries 
receiving international support will be subject to international MRV (see 
e.g. Bodansky, 2010; Niederberger & Kimble, 2011).

IV. Forestry
The agreement announces the immediate creation of a method to enable 
the use of financial resources from industrialised countries to support 
efforts to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest clearing and to 
increase the size of forest sinks.

V. Technology
The treaty creates an innovation framework for both adaptation 
and mitigation to facilitate technology development and transition. 
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Link to UNFCCC and Kyoto – Two simultaneous decisions under 
the Convention and the Protocol (see below) strengthen the two for-
mal negotiating mechanisms before the agreement was adopted in 
Copenhagen. However, these decisions do not refer to the Agreement. 
As a result, no formal reference has been made, although some Parties 
are likely to scrutinise these negotiations to establish and fully opera-
tionalise the Agreement. In addition, two years ago in Bali, the COP 
established the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term Collective 
Action (AWG-LCA) to discuss the “agreed outcome” to be adopted in 
Copenhagen. A number of decisions addressing the critical elements 
of the BAP, and one important decision linking them, have not been 
finalized. While the parties have made significant progress in certain 
regions, some draft documents remain largely unfinished.

The COP approved a proposal to forward the text and extend the authority of the 
AWG-LCA to “submit the results of its work for adoption” at COP16 next year. A 
draft decision emerged when President Obama revealed that the provisional agree-
ment defined the desired outcome for next year as “a legally binding instrument.” 
However, the term did not appear in the text presented at the final plenary session. 
Some nations have spoken in favor of reopening, such as the United States, but oth-
ers have rejected it, including India and Saudi Arabia (COP15 Copenhagen, 2019).

The Cancun climate summit

The Cancún summit began with the conviction that it would not be possible to have 
a binding treaty with significantly reduced expectations compared to the earlier Co-
penhagen conference. If the outcome of the meeting would define the circumstances, 
it describes it as reasonably satisfactory. The Cancun agreement, which was reached 
almost unanimously (only Bolivia voted against), represents significant progress. In 
adapting to climate change, reducing deforestation and introducing economic aid 
for underdeveloped countries. The prominent positions were as follows:

i. The BASIC (Brazil, South Africa, India, and China) was blocked, with dif-
ferent nuances but with a unified stance, as its support for the negotiation 
process depended on the treaties. 
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ii. The bloc of nations including Japan, the Russian Federation, Australia, 
and Canada was not prepared to support the second period of post-Kyoto 
emission reduction commitments unless the US agreed to a possible deal.

iii. The bloc of Bolivia, Venezuela, Nicaragua, Ecuador, and Cuba ALBA 
(Bolivarian Alliances for the Americas) was critical of the whole process. 
It blocked the option of renewing the only binding agreement on climate 
change mitigation at the summit. 

iv. Developing countries taking a clear stance by not accepting reduction 
commitments until they have set their own for the post-Kyoto period. 

v. Some particular positions, such as China’s, have raised the possibility that 
the Copenhagen Summit’s voluntary targets could be binding in order to 
move the negotiations forward (BC3 Public Policy Briefings, 2011).
In particular, the agreements reached on 11 December in Cancun, 
Mexico, at the 2010 UN Climate Change Conference were important 
steps. Forward in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and helping devel-
oping countries protect themselves from the effects of climate change and 
create a sustainable future.

The primary goals of the Cancun agreements are:

a) Set clear targets and a timetable to reduce man-made greenhouse gas 
emissions to keep the increase in global average temperature below two 
degrees.

b) Encourage all nations to participate in reducing these emissions, in accor-
dance with the respective obligations and capacities of each state.

c) Ensure international transparency of countries’ behaviour and guarantee 
a timely review of global progress towards the 2C target.

d) Mobilise the development and transfer of clean technologies to scale up 
climate change initiatives, get them to the right place at the right time and 
have the greatest impact on both adaptation and mitigation.

e) Mobilise and make available more resources in the short and long term so 
that developing countries can act more effectively.

f) Help the world’s most vulnerable people adapt to the inevitable impacts of 
climate change through a coordinated adaptation strategy.
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g) Building global capacity to meet the global challenge. Especially in devel-
oping countries (Intro to Cancun Agreements, 2019).

Durban 2011

The talks have been going on for several years: the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
KP (AWG-KP), which was set up in 2005 to negotiate a second round of Kyoto 
emission targets for development co-operation. The Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) was established in 2007 to achieve 
a more comprehensive ‘ agreed outcome that includes non-Kyoto countries and 
industrialised nations. Many expected that the two paths would lead to a bind-
ing agreement at the Copenhagen Summit in 2009, attended by world leaders. 
Instead, the Copenhagen Accord was reached, a political agreement that was not 
legally recognised by the COP. With the Cancún Agreements the following year, 
the key elements of the Copenhagen Accord were officially integrated into the 
UNFCCC system, including the nations’ mitigation pledges, and the first steps 
were taken to enforce them.  Cancún also sidestepped broader legal issues, includ-
ing the fate of Kyoto. The AWG-KP and the AWG-LCA are tasked with continuing 
their work in Durban (Centre for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2011). The UN 
Climate Change Conference opened on Monday morning, 28 November 2011, in 
Durban, South Africa. After a welcoming ceremony attended by South African 
President Jacob Zuma and other high-level representatives, delegates gathered for 
the opening plenary sessions of the COP, CMP, SBI and SBSTA. 

Christiana Figueres, UNFCCC Executive Secretary, emphasized the need for 
two key actions in Durban: the completion of the COP16 tasks and the resolu-
tion of the major political issues raised in Cancun. She emphasized the launch of 
the Adaptation Committee, the operationalization of the Technology Mechanism 
in 2012, the approval of the Green Climate Fund (GCF) and the clarification of 
fast-start financing. More than 12,480 people attended the conference, includ-
ing more than 5,400 government representatives, 5,800 representatives from UN 
agencies and organizations, intergovernmental and civil society groups and more 
than 1,200 journalists. During the Group of 77 and China (G-77/China), Argen-
tina favored a second commitment period under the KP as part of the balanced 
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and complete outcome of Durban and stated that countries should ultimately 
 implement the Cancun Agreements. Australia favored the transition to a structure 
for climate change in the Umbrella Group that includes all major economies and 
considers the respective capacities of nations. According to the European Union 
(EU), Durban should address the ambition level gap, a single global accounting 
system and a mechanism for building a new comprehensive, legally binding global 
framework by 2015 (see e.g. Kulovesi, 2012; Moncel, 2012). 

Switzerland outlined three key actions for the Environmental Integrity Group 
(EIG) in Durban: agreeing on critical components of the post-2012 international 
regime, initiating a process to further improve the mid-term system, and agree-
ing on key elements of a shared vision, including a long-term global emissions re-
duction target and a date for the global emissions peak. In short, all countries in 
Durban are committed to a detailed strategy that, over time, moves towards the 
ultimate goal of the Climate Convention: stabilizing greenhouse gas concentrations 
in the atmosphere at a point that prevents our dangerous interference with the cli-
mate system while preserving the right to sustainable development (Summary of 
the Durban Climate Conference, 28 November–11 December 2011, 2011). 

The outcome of Durban was an effective political commitment by Europe and 
many other industrialised nations (together responsible for around 15% of global 
emissions) to legislate for a second commitment period at next year’s assembly. 
The committees worked out solutions to the technical obstacles to translating the 
commitments made in Copenhagen and Cancún into enforceable emissions tar-
gets for the EU and countries. 

The decisions:

I. Explain the “intention” of certain groups to convert their commitments 
into validated emission reduction and mitigation targets in an amend-
ment to the CMP 8 Protocol.

II. Review the standards for accounting of emissions and removals for land 
use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF).

III. The authorisation of the second dedication era of emissions trading and 
project-based systems (Clean Development Mechanism-CDM and Joint 
Implementation) as part of the second dedication era.
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IV. Add nitrogen trifluoride (NF3), a fuel used in the production of silicon 
wafers and other materials, to the gas basket of the protocol.

The formal introduction of the GCF in favors of mitigation and adaptation in 
developing countries was an important outcome in Durban. However, the de-
cision does not specify when developing countries can start contributing to the 
project. The development will be entrusted to a 40-member transitional com-
mittee, which has worked out a governance mechanism but was unable to reach 
full agreement, mainly due to the concerns of the USA. The COP authorized the 
governance mechanism with a cover decision that clarifies important issues. In 
Cancún, countries agreed that the GCF will operate independently under the 
“oversight” of the COP, not under the specific “power” of the legal framework 
provides for: a 24-member board made up of equal numbers of developed and 
developing countries; a “fully independent” secretariat; eligible governments 
can receive donations directly, not through a multilateral agency such as the 
United Nations Environment Program. Environment Program: and a “facility” 
to support private sector activities. 

Important issues adopted in Durban include the Interim Secretariat (to be 
run jointly by the UNFCCC and the Global Environment Facility (GEF)) and the 
methodology for categorizing a permanent host country (to be appointed by the 
Executive Board and supported by the COP). The regulatory instrument states 
that the program must “receive” investment from developed countries and “may 
also” receive funding from a “variety of other sources.” The US wanted to open the 
program specifically to investment from developing countries, an issue implicitly 
raised by the wording, which echoes South Korea’s proposal for a start-up fund. 
The COP on other financial matters:

i. COP An Executive Board has been established to analyse the financial 
flows related to climate change and to provide the COP with direction 
and cooperation between the various UNFCCC funds.

ii. A work programme is launched to examine possible long-term financing 
options, which the US had rejected on the grounds that the UNFCCC 
was not the right forum.
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Many other measures to enforce the Cancún Agreements adopted by the parties, 
such as:

a) Decisions on the composition and activities of a 16-member Adaptation 
Committee, which will serve as a “national advisory institution” to the 
Conference of the Parties “on adaptation issues.

b) The decisions were aimed at the selection and operation of a host country 
for a new Climate Technology Centre and network in 2012.

c) Ongoing workshops to explain the 2020 emissions targets of industri-
alised countries and to “further assess the range of mitigation actions” 
taken by DCS.

d) Establish a web-based database where DCS can indicate planned action 
steps for which assistance is needed and provide DC with information on 
appropriate support.

e) A decision to develop “effective market-based strategies” to support DCS 
actions to minimise emissions from deforestation and land degradation.

f) A judgment under the Treaty to create a new market-based strategy to 
help developed nations meet their emission objectives.
Groups were unable to make progress on some other issues and post-
poned them to the year, which is as follows:
– A target for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 and a 

global emissions limit.
– Continuing to define the context and methods of a study on the 

2-degree target in 2013–15 and the evolution towards this target (The 
Centre for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2011).

Doha climate change conference 2012

The United Nations Climate Change Conference in Doha, Qatar, took place from 
26 November to 8 December 2012. It comprised the 18th COP18 of the UNFCCC 
and the 8th COP of the KP (CMP 8) Assembly. Five subsidiary bodies also met: 
the Subsidiary Implementing Body (SBI), the Subsidiary Scientific and Techno-
logical Advisory Body (SBSTA), the Ad Hoc Working Group on Annex I of the 
KP (AWG-KP), the AWG-LCA under the Convention (AWG-LCA) and the Ad 
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Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP). The 
meeting attracted around 9,000 participants, including 4,356 officials, 3,956 rep-
resentatives of UN bodies and agencies, IGOs and civil society organisations, and 
683 members of the press – the first time the UN climate change negotiations 
have taken place in the Middle East (For more on the politics of climate change in 
the Middle East and North Africa, see also Asadnabizadeh, 2022; Kyungmee, and 
Garcia, 2023). The Doha negotiations focussed on ensuring that the agreements 
reached in previous meetings are implemented by the parties. The main objectives 
of the Doha negotiations were to continue the second commitment period of the 
KP and the work of the AWG-KP, finalise the work of the AWG-LCA and advance 
the ADP negotiations (see e.g. Campbell, 2013; Lal Pandey, 2014).

The key issues were how to close the gap between emission mitigation 
commitments and what is needed to achieve the 20C target, given the low 
level of ambition that advanced nations have articulated so far, and how to 
ensure adequate finance – securing economic flows until 2020 after the expiry 
of fast-track finance in 2012 and the long-term finance target for 2020. In its 
resolution (FCCC/CP/2012/L.16), the COP agrees to extend the work pro-
gram on long-term finance by one year. The COP allows the Chair of the COP 
to appoint two co-chairs for the work programme from a developing country 
and an established State Party. It also intends to continue the Convention’s 
current procedures for assessing and updating the financial capacity needs of 
developing countries, including the identification of alternatives for the mo-
bilisation of these instruments and their adequacy, consistency, stability, and 
availability (Earth Negotiations Bulletin, 2012).

The “Doha Climate Gateway” was the result of two weeks of complex negoti-
ations, the elements of which were as follows:

i. Restrictions on which countries can use market mechanisms under the 
KP for the period 2013–2020. Only countries that have signed the KP2 
can issue and use CDM and JI credits (market mechanisms under the KP) 
and move these units internationally.

ii. We use any surplus of Assigned Amount Units (AAUs) – units allocated 
to all DCs, including the Russian Federation and Ukraine, under the first 
commitment period of the KP. A massive surplus – will be minimal in the 
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2013–2020 period for national enforcement reasons and will disappear in 
the post-2020 period.

iii. Doha, no final decision was taken on how to channel and spend the billions 
of dollars for initiatives to reduce carbon emissions through Reducing 
Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD).

iv. By the end of 2013, new market mechanisms (NMMs) will be developed 
under the UNFCCC that can be used for commitments under all three 
processes mentioned above, such as sector coupling and trade, REDD+. 
At the same time, countries will establish a system to recognise new mar-
ket tactics developed in the United States for global compliance. This 
system is intended to create additional incentives for countries such as 
China, Korea, Colombia, and Mexico to introduce emissions trading sys-
tems in various models. The role of the UNFCCC in recognising national 
organisations and their entities under global commitments was intention-
ally left unclear in the text. An important assessment of the CDM will 
take place during 2013, including the implementation of the new global 
climate change architecture.

v. The KP text also provides an assessment of the level of commitment to 
DC in reducing targets in 2014. This text is difficult to reconcile with the 
simultaneous debate on targets for all nations that will take place in 2015 
to reach agreement under the ADP.

vi. The debate on the GCF (FCCC/CP/2012/L.17) was in favour of its loca-
tion in the Republic of Korea. It also supported the Board’s work pro-
gramme, which envisages the development of the Private Sector Facility 
in 2013, the mobilisation of resources and the establishment of an inde-
pendent secretariat.

In its Executive Committee decision (FCCC/CP/2012/L.16), the COP:
Countries consider welcoming the operationalisation and development of 

the Central Committee.
Endorses the Standing Committee Support Programme for 2013–2015.
Welcomes the work of the Standing Committee Forum and calls on the 

Standing Committee to promote the inclusion of the personal, economic, and ac-
ademic sectors in the Forum.
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Welcomes the new structure and operation of the Standing Committee.
Establishes that the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Standing Committee will 

serve as co-chairs of the Forum. 
Standing Committee from its first meeting in 2013.
Decides to re-designate the Committee as the Standing Budget Committee.
Calls on the Committee to seek ways to strengthen techniques to focus on 

climate finance when preparing the first biennial assessment and analysis of finan-
cial flows (Marcu, 2012).

United Nations framework convention on climate  
change (COP19)

The Warsaw Conference on Climate Change took place in Poland from 11 to 23 
November 2013. This conference comprised the 19th COP19 of the UNFCCC 
and the 9th COP of the KP (CMP 9). The 39th meeting of the Subsidiary Body 
for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA 39) and the Subsidiary Body for 
Implementation (SBI 39) as well as the third meeting of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP 2) took place during 
the summit. The conference was attended by more than 8,300 people, including 
4,022 officials, 3,695 representatives of UN agencies and institutions, intergovern-
mental and civil society organizations and 658 members of the press. 

In Warsaw, negotiations focused on the implementation of treaties con-
cluded at previous conferences, including the promotion of the work of the 
ad hoc working group ADP (International Institute for Sustainable Develop-
ment, 2013). Many saw COP19 as a warm-up event for the big conference in 
Paris in 2015, where both sides will have to agree on new rounds of respon-
sibilities for the third Kyoto era, which begins in 2020. This era implied that 
the Warsaw conference did not set very high expectations for the meetings in 
the past – especially not for Bali or Copenhagen. If anything, the differences 
between the developing countries and the industrialised nations were even 
greater. Negotiations between the ‘sides’ must be protracted and arduous, of-
ten lasting into the early hours of the morning. The key debates centred on the 
text with which the nations were to submit their next round of targets by the 
planned 2015 deadline (Hampton, 2014).
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Here are some results outlined in four main fields of negotiation:

i. Financial Contributions
Financial and monetary contributions were an important part of the recent 
negotiations. Developing countries are calling for economic contributions 
to current financing systems before discussing post-2020 emission reduc-
tion measures. In Warsaw, there were several fragmented pledges for fresh 
money. Under a major new funding initiative totalling $280 million, the 
US pledged $25 million to slow desertification and limit its impact on 
global carbon emissions. Countries also pledged $100 million to supple-
ment the AF, which was established in 2008 to help poorer countries adapt 
to the impacts of climate change. New aid pledges for the AF were made 
primarily by European countries: Norway pledged 2.5 million dollars, 
Sweden 30.2 million dollars, Belgium 1.6 million dollars and Germany 
40.7 million dollars (or 30 million euros) (see e.g. Bracking, 2014; Fridahl 
& Linnér, 2015; Cui & Gui, 2015).

ii. Loss and Damage
The new “Warsaw International Loss and Damage (L&D) Mechanism 
Associated with Climate Change Impacts” promises no liability for dam-
ages in developing countries caused by the effects of climate change, a red 
line for the United States and other industrialised countries. The mech-
anism places the issue under an adaptation structure for at least three 
years, with a built-in review for 2016. This outcome reflects a hard-won 
compromise between the US, Nicaragua, the Bahamas, and Fiji and was 
considered a satisfactory provisional outcome by both sides.

iii. REDD+
The negotiators achieved several objectives at the Cancun conference 
in 2010 and agreed on important texts on scientific and technical reg-
ulations, financing, and a system of national cooperation. Additions to 
the text on technical issues included decisions on the implementation of 
environmental and human rights protection in REDD+ initiatives, lay-
ing the foundation for a system of tracking, reporting and verification. 
The reduction of carbon emissions from standing trees; the establish-
ment of national forest monitoring systems; the establishment of baseline 
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or reference values to guide a nation in reducing deforestation. During 
 negotiations, the team also decided on the REDD+ financing document, 
including a provision that states must provide the latest evidence that 
conservation measures are being met in order to receive compensation 
(Hultman & Langley, 2013).
Ironically, in some cases, settlements seemed to be made so that mem-
bers could proclaim improvement. However, the prominent non-gov-
ernmental organisation (NGO) has staged a ‘walkout” in recent days, 
arguing that developing countries are too obstructive. Justin Lee, 
ambassador for climate and career officer at the Department of Foreign 
Affairs, led the Australian negotiating team. The Australian govern-
ment’s decision not to send a minister to the talks has led to a wide-
spread misconception that Australia has abandoned climate change 
initiatives. Furthermore, the Abbott government has reaffirmed that 
our national target is 5 percent below the 2000 emissions rate and that 
it will use the $1 trillion ‘Direct Action’ plan to ensure this target is met 
(Hampton, 2014).

COP20

The Lima Conference on Climate Change took place from 1 to 14 December 2014 
in Lima, Peru. It comprised the 20th session (COP20) of the UNFCCC and the 
10th session of the Conference of the Parties to the KP (CMP 10) (see e.g. Shock-
ley & Boran, 2015; Tschakert, 2015). Three subsidiary bodies (SBs) also met: the 
41st sessions of SBSTA 41 and SBI 41 as well as the 7th part of the second session 
of the ADP Ad Hoc Working Group (ADP 2-7). More than 11,000 people took 
part in the climate conference in Lima, including around 6,300 officials, 4,000 
representatives of UN agencies and organizations, IGOs and civil society orga-
nizations as well as 900 media representatives. The negotiations in Lima focused 
on the ADP outcomes needed to reach a deal at COP21 in Paris in 2015, such 
as preparing the data and system needed to submit the NDCs as early as possi-
ble in 2015 and making progress on the elements of a draft negotiating text. As 
for the protracted discussions on a draft decision to advance the Durban Frame-
work for Enhanced Action, COP20 adopted the ‘Lima Call for Climate Action’, 
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which launches the negotiations for a 2015 agreement next year, the process for 
 submission and review of INDCs and the enhancement of ambition before 2020 
(Earth Negotiations Bulletin, 2014).

Five main problems of the Lima Call for Climate Action, worth pursuing 
during the 2015 Paris Road:

a) For the first time, an agreement was reached in which all nations, if they 
are willing to do so, set their targets and submit their CO2 emissions data 
by March 2015 (NDC).

b) Common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) was a contentious issue 
that affected the negotiations between industrialised and developing coun-
tries. COP20 could not describe how emission reductions should be dis-
tributed among nations. This problem will be discussed at COP21 in Paris.

c) The agreement reached is in line with the work started in Durban at 
COP17. The focus of Lima was more global and hardly addressed the 
progress of individual countries. In contrast to the KP, which mainly con-
cerned the advanced nations, this is a comprehensive agreement that cov-
ers all countries.

d) Funding for the GCF slightly exceeded the target and reached 10.2 billion 
dollars. The fund will enable developing countries to utilise a variety of 
techniques to combat climate change. A private sector facility was estab-
lished in 2015 to ensure that private sector companies can be approved 
and access the fund.

e) They introduced a new framework for measurement, investigation, and 
identification. The first multilateral assessment took place in Lima and 
provides greater accountability for the actions of advanced countries as 
they can compare their level of compliance with emission reduction tar-
gets (Main outcomes of the Lima Climate Conference (COP20) | Sustain-
ability for all, 2015).

With regard to the INDCs, industrialised countries have decided to focus only on 
mitigating “nationally agreed commitments”, although many DCS still call for ad-
aptation and financing. The agreement does not directly set out the  context of the 
INDCs. By linking the INDCs to the ultimate objective of the treaty (stabilisation 
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of greenhouse gas emissions to prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference 
with the climate system), the decision sets expectations for everyone’s mitigation 
contributions. It also encourages participants to consider this as an element of 
adaptation. To measure the parties’ commitments, the decision sets out some data 
that the sides can provide if needed, including “quantifiable details” on the dura-
tion, scope, and scale of an INDC, as well as the assumptions and methodologies 
used to measure and account for pollution. Participants can also indicate how 
“reasonable and constructive” their commitments are. In addition, the phrase 
“both parties should” has been replaced with “can” in the final text, making this 
optional. Consideration was also a topic of discussion at this meeting.

Some parties have requested various procedures to examine each other’s ex-
pected commitments before Paris; large DCS are trying to block them. In the final 
decision, a mid-year “dialogue” on INDCs was cancelled. Nevertheless, guidance 
was given to the UNFCCC Council to prepare an analytical study in November on 
the “cumulative impact” of the INDCs – in other words, how they compare to the 
reductions needed to limit warming to 2°C, based on differentiation. Throughout 
the decision, which was roundly rejected by the industrialised countries, the ma-
jor developing countries pushed for a clear distinction between Annex I (indus-
trialised countries) and non-Annex I (developing countries). The agreement uses 
the same language as the recent joint statement by the United States and China, 
which reiterates the UNFCCC idea of “common but differentiated commitments 
and separate capacities” with the addition of “given different state circumstanc-
es” The differentiation was also an issue for developing countries in the political 
demand for more finance. Instead of taking full responsibility themselves, the in-
dustrialised countries called for wording suggesting that other actors “who are in 
a position to do so” should also participate The final document “clearly realises the 
help of other parties (Centre for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2014).

Conclusion 

This chapter of the book consists of the most important variables that determine 
the decision-making situation of the Paris Agreement in international relations. 
The decision-making situation of the Paris Agreement (DMS-PA) is an essential 
aspect of the primary approach in this book, namely IID. It is a direct function 
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of IID. The DMS-PA was fully evaluated by the researchers of this study based on 
the various items. To be more specific, items such as concern for the environment, 
perception of climate change, and PA steps were included and assessed. The deci-
sion situation reduced the gap between the variables involved and the desired PA 
situations by understanding problems and items and using IID. In the context of 
the decision-making situation of the Paris Agreement, the author has prioritised 
the consolidation of the environmental concerns, the science of climate change 
and the steps of the PA that will allow a continuous analysis of the IID approach 
and the chapters to come. This requires a strong elaboration and in-depth analysis, 
characterized by Natural causes of climate change, Changes in volcanic activity, 
Solar output, The Earth’s orbit around the Sun, Tectonic plates, El Niño, La Niña, 
Ocean currents, UNEP, WMO, IPCC, UNFCCC, Transport, Industrialization, 
deforestation, effects of livestock farming, factory farming, consumption and cli-
mate change, fossil fuels, aquatic ecosystems, aerosols, the path of negotiations 
in Copenhagen 2009, the climate summit in Cancun, Durban 2011, the climate 
conference in Doha 2012, UNFCCC (COP19), COP20. This set of points explains 
that there are well-understood tools that the author uses to evaluate the DMS-PA 
layers. I discuss the evidence that the concentration of these tools in this chapter 
has increased the validity of the decision situation. In this chapter, a wide range 
of evidence of the climate change situation was evaluated and several different 
variables were used to understand the decision-making situation. From all these 
perspectives, the evidence and variables collected by the author lead to a simple 
conclusion: the natural causes of climate change and human activities outweigh 
the Paris climate negotiations and situation. The natural and human causes have 
affected the essential elements of international relations, such as climate change 
negotiations, climate change agreements (decision). Based on the results of DMS-
PA and the modelling used, the author believes that this wide range of variables 
has been effectively accounted for and has led to an understanding of the global 
decision-making situation based on the Paris negotiations. The author believes 
that the main drivers of DMS-PA in the first step are the natural causes of climate 
change and the scientific consensus on climate change. 
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2   
Global climate change 
decision-making center

2.1. �Global�climate�change�centre�for�decision� 
making PA

The global climate protection agreement(s) aims to help countries achieve their 
climate targets. The Paris Agreement is a guide for determining the effectiveness 
of global decisions on climate change. This chapter provides a strategy for ex-
ploring the effectiveness and efficiency of the IID approach as a central theme. 
The basic aim of the strategy, which is described in the following pages of this 
study, is to guide the author through a systematic and well-organized series of 
steps to identify factors relevant to assessing the effectiveness of global climate 
change decision making centers (DMCs). In this section, indicators such as the 
nature and distinctiveness of the DMC, the institutions of the DMC-PA, the ar-
chitects of the DMC-PA, and the IGOs are presented in relation to the epistemic 
communities (see Figure 4) for analysing the Global Climate Change Decision 
Centre. For example, the architects of the PA refer to industrialised and devel-
oping countries.

This section combines a descriptive and an analytical question regarding the 
Global climate change Decision-making Centre. The critical evaluation of indi-
cators in this section is in line with (1) regime theory (2) epistemic communities. 
Factors and indicators are at the heart of global climate change decision making, 
and their presence, absence or importance can significantly influence the behavior 
of the main approach, namely IID.
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2.2. �Understanding�decision-making�in�international�
relations 

At the beginning of this chapter, the author discusses decision-making (DM) in 
international relations and politics. An attempt is made to define decision-making 
based on the literature and to consider the relationship between decision-mak-
ing and global climate change negotiations (PA). Therefore, the centre of glob-
al decision-making in this study includes the essence of decision-making of the 
Paris Agreement, such as A. KP B. Copenhagen Accord, and the specificity of 
decision-making includes the definition of A. NDC, B. Adaptation. C. Mitigation. 
Thus, as a first step, the author has benefited from helpful literature on decision 
making in international relations (DM-IR). Decisions can be classified in different 
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Figure 4. The logic of decision-making center of Paris Agreement.
Source: Author own-constructed.
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ways. In a classic work, Snyder, Bruck, Sapin, and Hudson helped develop glob-
al decision-making in international relations and significantly influenced other 
scholars interested in how foreign policy is made. They believed that states as ac-
tors in a situation play a key role in global decision making (Snyder et al., 2002). 

Mintz and Derouen (2010) explained different types of decision making. For 
example, group decision making can be complicated because the group members 
at the centre of a decision may have different agendas and preferences for the ar-
rangement of policy structure options. Group processes therefore often involve 
negotiations between the group members. Negotiated decisions are the result of 
interactions between two actors and are more at the centre of the decision-mak-
ing process (Mintz & DeRouen, 2010). David Brulé and colleagues (2013) looked 
at the main debates and criticisms of the various decision-making approaches. 
They emphasized that a detailed discussion of the rational–cognitive debate and 
some thoughts is more helpful for future advances in decision analysis (Brulé et 
al., 2013). Partowazar and co-authors argue that decision-making in international 
relations depends on various factors independent of decision-making in foreign 
policy. External factors limit the choices of states, regardless of their political sys-
tem, history, and culture. The second factor is internal factors, which relate to the 
various positions and expectations in the internal environment of states. Despite 
the same systemic pressures, the states at the centre of decision-making behave 
differently due to their internal sources such as different political systems, cul-
tures, etc. (Partowazar et al., 2016). 

Afinotan mentions in his essay that the decision-making framework essen-
tially comprises the following five elements: The decision situation – involves or 
refers to the objective nature of the environment that may be essential for deci-
sion making, decision participants concern the main actors in the decision centre, 
their educational background and experiences, the decision organization revolves 
around the context in which decisions are made, the decision process – touch-
es on the various techniques and strategies used to reach a conclusion, the deci-
sion outcome – the net results or the totality of the results of the decision process 
(Afinotan, 2014). The Framework Convention on Climate Change establishes a 
collective decision-making process for the future actions of the negotiating par-
ties. Since the 1970s, multilateral environmental agreements have increasingly 
adopted the COP as the standard model for decision-making. It is noteworthy 
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that the COP model has not been extended beyond the field of environment and 
climate change (Vihma, 2014). 

The author of this study insisted that the PA has created a new collaborative 
framework for climate change decision-making at the centre of global climate ne-
gotiations. Countries have made concerted decisions and found a legally binding 
agreement after 20 years of global climate action. The PA is at the centre of global 
decision-making on climate change because it is a combined long-term effort that 
considers long-term goals. In essence, the PA commitments would cover more 
emissions targets than the KP, and the contributions would be more concert than 
the intentions declared at the 2009 international climate negotiations. Regardless 
of specificity, states intended to adopt new climate action measures, known as 
NDCs, as part of further global negotiations. To be more specific, the adaptation 
and mitigation actions involved in this phase largely set out a clear pathway with 
short and long-term milestones and a system to support decision-making in mea-
suring and scaling up progress over time at the centre of global climate change 
negotiations.

2.3. �Prologue�on�the�nature�of�the�global�climate�
change centre: From Kyoto to Copenhagen 

Based on the Paris Agreement and its comprehensive guidelines under the Unit-
ed Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), measures 
to combat climate change will be implemented worldwide after 2020. The Paris 
Agreement was signed in 2015, entered into force in 2016 and is currently formu-
lating regulations to ensure its success. The adoption of a set of rules and guide-
lines is planned for COP24,25 and 26 at the end of 2021. The Paris Agreement is 
a global UNFCCC agreement that systematically addresses climate change after 
2020. The Agreement aims to provide and deploy new essences and tools to sup-
port climate change governance (Matsuo, 2018). The Pact recognizes an imminent 
threat from climate change ‘and the need to strengthen the global response to the 
threat of climate change and to significantly reduce the risks of climate change’ 
(Article 2.1). The Paris Agreement and the UNFCCC are essentially based on the 
scientific method, even if comparisons could be more precise. Greenhouse gas 
concentrations in the atmosphere should be kept at a level that prevents serious 



2.3. Prologue on the nature of the global climate change centre

51

anthropogenic interference with the climate system and allows ecosystems to 
adapt to climate change so that food supplies do not suffer, and economic growth 
can continue indefinitely (Cordonier Segger, 2016). 

The Paris Agreement reaffirms the long-term temperature increase to control 
the KP and the Copenhagen Accord (limiting global warming to below 2°C) by 
giving it legal effect. Setting a new target: “Limiting the increase in the global av-
erage temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and promoting ef-
forts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C.” (Chien Te, 2018). In addition, the 
KP and Copenhagen disagreed on how to bridge the gap between industrialised 
and developing countries. Essentially, a breakthrough came in 2015 through the 
global climate resolutions, which imposed specific responsibilities on both indus-
trialised and developing countries and closed gaps (Fietta, 2016). The Copenha-
gen and Kyoto negotiations are analyzed to shed more light on this area.

A. Kyoto protocol

At the third session of the Conference of the Parties (also known as COP3) in 
Kyoto, Japan, the KP was adopted on 11 December 1997. At the 7th Conference 
(COP7) in Marrakesh in 2001, the Parties to the KP adopted detailed rules for the 
implementation of the Protocol, the so-called ‘Marrakesh Accords’ the KP came 
into force in February 2005 and obliges the countries that have signed the agree-
ment to reduce their emissions of six greenhouse gases. The main emitters are 
carbon dioxide, methane and N2O (United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change: Essential Background, 2008). The KP was an important first step. 
It was the most far-reaching agreement ever reached on climate. The agreement 
showed that the international community is ready to accept and tackle climate 
change. (Roewe, 2019). More specifically, the Protocol contains more robust and 
legally binding measures to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions. Essentially, 
the Protocol sets agreed targets for 37 industrialised countries (also known as An-
nex I countries) and the European Union. The aim is to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by an average of 5% compared to 1990 levels. These reductions had to 
be realized in the period 2008–12.

In view of the fact that the established industrialised countries are also the 
biggest polluters and have been the main cause of the increase in greenhouse gas 
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emissions since industrialization, the Protocol places an even greater burden on 
the developed economies under the premise of the “CBDR” In addition, Western 
countries must provide additional financial support to promote the implementa-
tion of the commitments by the developing countries. All Annex I and non-An-
nex I Parties shall cooperate in the areas of: 

i. The production, implementation, and utilization of climate-friendly tech-
nologies.

ii. Research into the climate system and systematic observation.
iii. Education, training, and public awareness of climate change.
iv. the improvement of methods and data for greenhouse gas inventories. 

The KP focused more on its first commitment, which expired in 2012, and the 
question arose as to what should happen after this period. Should the new deci-
sion be organized under the UNFCCC? With a new round of emission reduction 
targets for industrialised countries? In the next step of the international climate 
negotiations, the Copenhagen conference should resolve these questions. 

B. Copenhagen accord 

The first commitment phase of the KP, which ended in 1997 and came into force 
in 2005, was concluded with the COP 2012. The main objective is to reach a 
legally binding global climate agreement at the United Nations Climate Change 
Conference in Copenhagen and to apply this agreement for the period after 
2012 (Riitta Korhola, 2014). The Copenhagen summit can be seen as an essen-
tial step, as this was the final agreement to continue the KP (which expired in 
2012). The UN Convention in Copenhagen is therefore seen as an essential step 
(Reena, 2017). The popularity of the conference is evident by the gathering of 
some 130 national leaders from 191 countries and nearly 35,000 representatives, 
including activists, scientists, and industrialists. For the first time, the interna-
tional community recognised the fact of climate change during this meeting. 
The heads of state at the summit agreed to seek a successor to the KP that could 
be legally binding on developing countries. Developing countries such as India 
and China, however, have refused to sign a legally binding pact. Developing 
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countries are legally obliged to reduce their emissions as they are historically 
responsible for climate change.  

 On the other hand, the industrialised countries emphasized that although 
they have produced many greenhouse gases, the developing countries cannot 
shirk their obligations as they are likely to contribute to this concentration of 
greenhouse gases. According to the DC, around 40 percent of these countries’ 
emissions have been absorbed into the atmosphere in recent years. Furthermore, 
the burden of commitments must be shared equally by industrialised and devel-
oping countries (Dutt, 2009). When these facts came to light, the international 
dialogue on climate policy changed. This dialogue no longer focused primarily on 
strengthening and expanding the Kyoto model, but on improving the strategy at 
the heart of the Copenhagen Accord. The components of a new model for climate 
change began to take shape. Paris combined features of the two earlier approaches 
in a novel way. In several cases, the Paris Agreement reaffirms the 2°C targets of 
the Copenhagen Accord. It replaced the KP, which only required industrialised 
countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, the Paris Agreement essen-
tially re-energized the Kyoto and Copenhagen models (Held & Charles, 2018).

2.4. �Prologue�on�the�nature�of�the�global�climate�
change centre: Linking NDC, mitigation and 
adaptation 

In the climate change conversation, the Paris Agreement can be better interpret-
ed by considering how it discusses three recurring themes: (1) Nationally Deter-
mined Contribution (NDC), (2) Adaptation and (3) Mitigation (Daniel Bodansky 
2016). The Paris Agreement has redefined climate action, focusing on the steps 
of NDC, adaptation and mitigation to emphasize the importance of long-term 
economic and social change. The agreement emphasizes the importance of build-
ing climate-resilient, state-led national pathways to low greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions in order to simultaneously achieve climate and broader sustainable de-
velopment goals. 

These forward-looking strategies, such as NDC, mitigation and adaptation, 
will in some way guide short-term initiatives that will help achieve long-term goals. 
This reorientation means that all actions by governments and non-state actors 
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should be compatible with economic and social development, which is indeed in 
line with the long-term goals of the Paris Agreement (Cochran & Pauthier, 2019). 
Therefore, the author believes that the Paris Agreement brings about a significant 
historical change in global climate change negotiations. This agreement is due to 
its specificity, which applies to all nations.

A. NDC

The concentrations of the most important greenhouse gases (GHG) in the atmo-
sphere are higher today than they have been in the last 800,000 years. This is due 
to human activities such as fossil fuel production and land use change (Global 
Carbon Project, 2014). In recent years, anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions 
have contributed significantly to global warming, changes in the global water cy-
cle, declining snowfall, and pack ice, rising sea levels and changes in some extreme 
climatic conditions, among other things. The UNFCCC has introduced a global 
warming limit of 2°C above pre-industrial levels to prevent severe impacts in the 
future. 

As the primary tool for countries to share globally how they will reduce their 
emissions for the post-2020 period, NDCs enable countries to show leadership 
in tackling climate change (Designing and Preparing Intended Nationally Deter-
mined Contributions (Indus), 2016). NDCs are essential for the Paris Agreement 
and for achieving long-term goals. The NDCs reflect the efforts of individual 
countries to reduce national emissions and respond to the impacts of climate 
change. The Paris Agreement (Article 4, paragraph 2) provides that each Party 
shall prepare, harmonize, and maintain a set of NDCs that it intends to make. 
Parties should pursue national mitigation initiatives to achieve the objectives of 
these contributions (UNFCCC, 2020). 

B. Adaptation

The Paris Agreement calls for adaptation action under the three priorities, which 
serve the purpose of the agreement to improve the global response to the threat 
of climate change in light of sustainable development and poverty eradication 
(Bonnie, 2017). Through Article 7 of the Paris Agreement, countries have decided 
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to establish the Global Goal on Adaptation (GGA) to enhance adaptive capacity, 
increase resilience and reduce vulnerability to climate change in order to contrib-
ute to sustainable development and ensure an adequate response to temperature 
goals. Keeping track of progress on all elements of the agreement, both in terms of 
temperature levels and the global adaptation target, is crucial to the success of the 
Agreement. States are required to submit an Adaptation Communication to the 
UNFCCC Climate Change Secretariat once a year, which is entered into a regis-
try (Adaptation Communications under Article 7 of the Paris Agreement, 2016). 
Under the Paris Agreement, each country should communicate its climate action. 
The main purpose of the adaptation communication is to:

i. Communicate forward-looking adaptation priorities, plans, and actions.
ii. Recognise the need to implement forward-looking adaptation priorities, 

plans, and actions.
iii. Track and contribute to overall progress towards achieving the Global 

Adaptation Goals.
iv. Contribute to the Global Stocktake (GST) process, which will take stock 

of countries’ collective progress in implementing the Paris Agreement.
v. Support the submission and updating of forward-looking adaptation pri-

orities, plans, and actions.

Here are some of the key elements which the Communication on Adaptation may 
include:

i. Assessment of projected impacts, hazards, vulnerability, and adaptive ca-
pacity for all major sectors, including biodiversity and ecosystem.

ii. Information on adaptation priorities, plans, and actions with clear bud-
get requirements for critical sectors, including biodiversity and nature for 
DCS.

iii. The estimated level of public funding that wealthy nations will provide for 
DCS, supporting forward-looking nations goals, strategies and  activities.

iv. The estimated level of funding needs for adaptation in the DCS.
v. Ongoing adaptation efforts, their implementation, including adaptation 

in support of nature-based solutions, and lessons learnt by all countries. 
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C. Mitigation 

The 2015 Paris Agreement (UNFCCC) is an important milestone in the interna-
tional response to the challenge of climate change. By working together, UNFC-
CC countries have achieved the UNFCCC’s ultimate goal of avoiding “dangerous 
anthropogenic interference with the climate system” In 2015, the international 
climate policy framework took a step forward by converting the UNFCCC target 
into a quantifiable temperature limit. This goal reflects Article 2 of the Paris Agree-
ment, which states that the objective is to “keep the increase in the global average 
temperature to well below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels. Measures 
shall also be taken to limit the temperature increase above pre-industrial levels 
(see e.g. Heyward, 2007; Rong, 2010; Batalha & Reynolds, 2012)”. In addition to a 
long-term temperature target based on specificity, the Paris Agreement also sets 
a long-term mitigation target stating that ‘ Parties shall endeavour to achieve the 
peak in global greenhouse gas emissions. Establish a link between anthropogenic 
emissions from sources and the elimination of greenhouse gas sinks as soon as 
possible in the second half of this century and implement substantial reductions 
in line with the best available science (Rogeli, 2016). 

As a result, the Paris Agreement requires nations to review collective prog-
ress “in the light of fairness and the best available evidence” from 2018 onwards 
in order to achieve their global reduction goals. States indicate that the expect-
ed cumulative greenhouse gas emissions of the 2025 and 2030 rates resulting 
from the planned nationally defined allocations do not fall within the cost-op-
timal 2 C scenarios because the Agreement has not set national reduction goals 
that are consistent with the 38 long-term goals. As part of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), all parties agreed in 
1992 to take measures to mitigate climate change within the framework of their 
“common but differentiated commitments and respective capabilities” (CDO-
RC), whereby a distinction is made between advanced countries (Annex I) and 
developing countries. The Paris Agreement has moved to a sliding scale of emis-
sion reduction measures. While co-benefits and vested interests can drive rapid 
mitigation action due to the PA, equity remains essential for the ratcheting cycle 
and the adequacy of climate finance and support in this area (Robiou du Pont 
et al., 2016).
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2.5. �A�multi-criteria�assessment�framework�for�
the decision-making hub: Putting actors and 
 organizations at the heart of decision-making

In this part of the book, the author introduces a multi-criteria decision-making ap-
proach, that is also used in social science (see Ozsahin et al., 2021), to find the key 
drivers for the decision centre of global climate change. The author’s aim is to evalu-
ate the main actors in a centre and rank them among the different options available. 
The proposed framework includes various criteria such as the following: Identify-
ing the role of states, international organization(s) and border  organization(s). 

The author places the category of actor and its criteria first, based on the cat-
egories of developed countries, developing countries, least developed countries 
and small island developing states. The classification of these countries as an actor 
category shapes the results in the context of the decision centre. The author choos-
es this classification under World Economic Situation and Prospects (WESP) in 
the context of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and, as a case study, the 
global politics of climate change negotiations.

2.5.1 Actors at the centre of global climate change 
decision-making: Insights from regime theory 

In this section, the author of this book explains the functions of Regime Theory 
Scholarship (RTS). First, I briefly assess the definition and literature on regime 
theory to define and divide the critical concepts in the global decision-making 
centre for the remainder of this study. The straightforward explanation and evalu-
ation of RTS provides a solid theoretical foundation for this part of the study. The 
author reviews the previous academic literature on regime theory to highlight the 
key actors – states, IGOs and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in DMCs. 
In 1983, a pioneering regime expert, Stephen Krasner, formulated what has be-
come the most cited concept of a regime. I have set out a plan as implicit princi-
ples, norms, rules, and decision-making processes around which the perceptions 
of actors in a particular area of international relations converge. Principles are 
statements about reality, causality, and correctness. Norms are behaviors defined 
in terms of rights and obligations.
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Rules are precise regulations or operating prohibitions. The decision centre 
is the predominant method where different practices are distributed through 
different entities for process and implementation (Krasner, 2013). Independent 
of climate change, existing multilateral efforts to mitigate greenhouse gas emis-
sions and adapt to climate change are organized around the UNFCCC. Both 
the KP and the Paris Agreement were negotiated within the framework of the 
UNFCCC. Together, the UNFCCC, the KP and the Paris Agreement form the 
basis for the global climate regime (Pattberg & Widerberg, 2018). According to 
regime theory, nation states are the main actors in international negotiations 
and decision-making, while civil society plays only a subordinate or supporting 
role in shaping policy. Young, Keohane and Nye are the leading proponents of 
regime theory. Marek Pietras (2014) argues that “international regimes are a 
type of international institution that bind states and other parties to negotiated 
rules of behavior. They operate in many areas of international relations: Ecology, 
military, economics, and others. They cooperate with international organiza-
tions and are part of collective control solutions for the international commu-
nity. Regimes are also the subject of research and accompanying theoretical 
considerations” (Kącka, 2014).

As climate change is a global problem, policy researchers are focusing on ne-
gotiations based on a decision-making approach. This thread is also reflected in 
climate regulation. However, there are discussions about improving co-operation 
in decision-making on issues such as adaptation and mitigation. Furthermore, 
regime theory espouses the ideals of liberal institutionalism, which sees interna-
tional institutions as a force in global politics, negotiations, and decision-making. 
International organizations, IGOs and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 
play a central role in environmental issues, particularly climate change. This is 
particularly true for climate diplomacy, as the United Nations Development 
Program (UNDP), the World Health Organisation (WHO) and environmental 
NGOs (ENGOs), for example, play an important role in formulating and defining 
decisions in climate change negotiations (Sosa-Nunez & Atkins, 2016). The au-
thor of this book notes that the differentiation in the Paris Agreement is more nu-
anced than that enshrined in the UNFCCC, its KP and the Copenhagen Accord. 
This position for PA is tailored to the specifics rather than the substance. There-
fore, climate regime development based on the UNFCCC principle, specificity 
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and  differentiation remain central features of global decision-making on climate 
change (the case of the Paris Agreement). Therefore, in this part, it is beneficial to 
understand the regime theory in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the deci-
sion-making centre based on the role of the actors (states).

Developed states (DC) 

Advanced industrialised or industrialised countries in the 21st century are coun-
tries with high economic growth and fulfil certain trade-related socio-economic 
requirements. These include GDP, the industrialization index, and the human de-
velopment index (HDI), which have been defined by the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF), the United Nations (UN) and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) 
(Nicolas, 2019). Development and climate change are closely intertwined and 
can be considered together. Preventing dangerous climate change is crucial for 
promoting global development (Climate Change, 2020). At the beginning of the 
twenty-first century, climate change is a new threat that poses a major problem for 
some wealthy countries. It is a consequence of economic growth and greenhouse 
gas emissions and will have significant social, economic, and environmental con-
sequences. These impacts will be unevenly distributed across regional, social, and 
intergenerational boundaries. The impacts of mitigation and adaptation are as-
sociated with unequal and different situations for industrialised and developing 
countries (Wijaya, 2014). The KP was the only agreement to emerge from the 
UNFCCC process and enforce binding limits on greenhouse gas emissions. In the 
first implementation phase of the Protocol, which ran from 2008 to 2012, 37 in-
dustrialised countries and the countries of the European Community committed 
themselves to binding GHG emission targets. 

Considering the concept of mutual but differentiated responsibility, the Pro-
tocol only imposed emission limits on the (developed) countries in Annex I. Un-
der the Protocol, the developed countries that have ratified the Protocol have set 
quantified emission limitation and reduction goals (generally around 5 percent 
below 1990 levels) for the first implementation phase (2008–12), thereby creating 
emission limits. The Protocol requires the EU to agree on an overall reduction 
target (the most optimistic of all participants from industrialised countries for the 
first implementation period) to be distributed among its member states. 
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Thus, the obligations of each Member State for the first implementation 
cycle were negotiated in a burden-sharing agreement within the European 
Union, with obligations linked to variables such as each region’s leading ener-
gy mix, economic development potential and industrial character. (DellaSala & 
Goldstein, 2018). In 2009, at COP15 in Copenhagen, a new post-Kyoto climate 
agreement was sought to commit industrialised countries but failed. The meet-
ing resulted in the Copenhagen Accord, a non-binding declaration aimed at 
limiting the global temperature rise to 2 degrees Celsius and focusing more on 
wealthy countries. In 2011, COP17 in Durban initiated the process that led to 
the Paris Agreement by agreeing to conclude a new agreement for the period af-
ter 2020 by 2015. As a developed and leading country in the international nego-
tiations on climate change, the United States announced its commitment to the 
fight against climate change in November 2014. This decisive action is import-
ant to signal to other DC countries that Europe is determined to play a decisive 
role in securing the international decision on climate change. The participation 
of industrialised countries, both within Europe and globally, was primarily seen 
as increasing the chances of reaching an agreement in 2015 (Erbach, 2016). As 
leaders of COP21 in 2015, France and its European allies were keen not to make 
the mistakes of Copenhagen.

Of all the main parties, Western nations insisted on making timely and de-
monstrable national emissions pledges that would be sufficient to build mutual 
trust for an optimistic agreement to materialize. The EU has acted as a bridge 
builder, bridging the gap between the development needs of the global South 
and the stricter climate requirements of the growing North. A joint plan with 
79 African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) countries was announced at the start 
of the summit and European delegates played a leading role in creating a ‘high 
ambition alliance’ including the US. This coalition successfully advocated for 
new international decision-making on climate change and the inclusion of a 
commitment to limit the increase in global average temperatures to 1.5°C over 
the century, as well as the creation of a new ‘transparency framework’ (Barichel-
la, 2017). Based on the DMC layer in this research, it can be argued that the 
Paris Agreement is the best international decision-making to combat climate 
change, and Europe as a developed entity has taken credit for its crucial role in 
the success of COP21.
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Developing States (DCS)

A developing country endeavors to develop economically and socially (What Is a 
Developing Country, 2020). Developing countries are countries that have passed 
through the first stages of industrial development and have a low per capita in-
come. The state does not enjoy healthy and safe living conditions, a low gross 
domestic product, high illiteracy, poor education, transport, communication and 
medical facilities, unsustainable public debt, unequal income distribution, high 
mortality and birth rates, maternal and child malnutrition, high infant mortality, 
poor living conditions and a high uniformity rate (Surbhi, 2019). 

When the UN was founded, most developing countries were not sovereign 
states and had no say in the global political system. With the fall of the Berlin Wall 
in 1990, the trilateral policy was transformed into a North-South policy. Firstly, 
the South no longer received raw materials from the East and the East became the 
South’s competitor for the North’s money; secondly, the emerging states could no 
longer compete. Although expectations were high during this period that the fact 
that fewer resources were needed for security problems would result in a peace 
dividend, this ultimately did not materialize. The politics of climate change came 
at a time when the power of developing countries was waning. The 1992 UNFC-
CC was based on the concept of leadership which industrialised countries should 
take by (a) minimizing their emissions and (b) providing developing countries 
with ‘new and additional instruments”, as stated in Article 4(3).

Furthermore, the governance concept was linked to conditions until 1997: 
The US expected concrete action from key developing countries, and the EU 
depended on what other industrialised nations would do. Negative parameters 
categorize the DCS in the climate regime – its non-inclusion in UNFCCC An-
nex I and KP Annex B. To be precise, this group consists of about 150 countries. 
Of these 150 countries, 130 belong to the G-77, and the others are mainly for-
mer Eastern and Central European countries (Gupta & Goossens, 2008). When 
it became apparent that the KP was faltering, the UNFCCC parties attempted 
to create an alternative mechanism that would encourage a stricter stance from 
all industrialised and emerging economies, or DCS. While the Copenhagen Ac-
cord was only a political agreement, it represented significant progress on some 
points.
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It set the goal of limiting the global temperature increase to 2 degrees Cel-
sius and called on all countries to make commitments to reduce emissions. It set 
far-reaching conditions for reporting and reviewing countries’ actions, set a tar-
get of mobilizing $100 billion a year in public and private finance for developing 
countries by 2020, and called for the establishment of a new GCF. At COP21 in 
Paris, the world’s heads of state and government established joint binding proce-
dural commitments for industrialised and developing countries (History of the 
UN climate negotiations, 2020). Unlike the UNFCC and the KP, the Paris Agree-
ment sets a quantified temperature target. Article 2 states that one of the main 
objectives of the agreement is to “hold “the increase in the global average tempera-
ture to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” and to pursue efforts to limit 
the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels (Marechal, 2018). 
This framework explicitly recognizes that this goal can be achieved in the form of 
international climate change agreements and that the wealthier nation’s leading 
efforts to mitigate climate change must provide greater financial support to devel-
oping countries. It is recognised that increased support for developing countries 
will enable more ambitious action on long-term climate change decisions (Joshi 
& Sircar, 2016).

Least Developed Countries (LDC)

Since 1971, the United Nations has recognised the Least Developed Countries 
(LDCs) as the “poorest and weakest segment” of the international community. 
They are severely disadvantaged in their development due to their vulnerabili-
ty (The Least Developed Countries Things to Know, Things To DO, 2017). The 
LDCs are a group of 48 nations defined by the United Nations as having the 
lowest socio-economic development indices in the world. The identification of 
LDCs is based on indicators within three categories: Income, Human Assets and 
Economic Vulnerability. The UNFCCC categories countries into different groups. 
The Convention pays particular attention to the 48 countries designated by the 
United Nations as least developed countries, as they are unable to respond to cli-
mate change and adapt to its negative impacts. Parties are encouraged to fully 
consider the situation of least developed countries when it comes to financing and 
technology transfer (Lamb & Depledge, 2003). As far as the international climate 
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summit is concerned, COP7, which took place in Marrakesh, Morocco, in 2001, 
is regarded as the first milestone in adaptation. It was there that the Marrakesh 
Accords were reached, which contained important adaptation decisions. At this 
COP, the work programme for Least Developed Countries (LDCs) was launched 
to address their specific and urgent needs, including the preparation of National 
Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) for LDCs and the establishment of 
an LDC Expert Group (LEG). 

The LEG was established in 2001 as part of the Marrakech Accords to “sup-
port LDCs in addressing the negative impacts of climate change.” NAPAs are gov-
ernment-led strategies that identify the most urgent needs of LDCs to adapt to 
climate change. These include water, agriculture and food security, health, disaster 
mitigation and prevention, infrastructure, and vulnerable ecosystems. (Least De-
veloped Countries Fund – LDCF, 2020).  LEG has since provided technical guid-
ance and advice to LDCs in the planning and implementation of their NAPAs 
(Singh & Indrajit, 2018). The Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change (UNFCCC) agreed in December 2011 to develop a “new protocol, 
another legal instrument or an acceptable outcome with legal force appropriate to 
all Parties” by 2015 at the latest and to adopt it by 2020. To mobilise political will 
for ambitious negotiation outcomes, the United Nations is convening a much-an-
ticipated UN climate summit by 2015. The governments of the LDCs actively par-
ticipated in this summit. The LDC group intended to use this high-level summit 
to highlight and explain three key positions (UN Doc. FCCC/CP/2010/7/Add.1, 
2011).

i. An agreement to follow a 1.5°C pathway, based on climate science
The Convention recognises that LDCs have different circumstances 
and specific needs in responding to climate change. Scientific evidence, 
such as that in the IPCC reports, has repeatedly confirmed that LDCs 
will be the first and most vulnerable to climate change (UNFCCC, 2014). 
Although countries have agreed on a long-term global goal to keep the 
average temperature increase for LDCs below 2°C above pre-industrial 
levels, this temperature target is not ambitious enough. With a global 
average increase of 2°C, warming and the associated risks will continue 
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to be unevenly and disproportionately distributed, with the greatest 
temperature changes occurring where countries are most vulnerable. A 
more ambitious “1.5°C pathway” to limit the global average temperature 
increase is essential to minimise risks to LDCs (e.g. Mace, 2016; Robinson 
& Shine, 2018).

ii. A legally binding rules-based regime, respecting the principles of the convention
LDCs maintain that by far the most successful way to tackle climate 
change is through an open, rules-based, and legally binding mechanism 
structured to enforce collectively agreed obligations while upholding the 
values of the Convention. Adherence to these principles should ensure 
that the specific needs and circumstances are recognised and addressed 
through activities that contribute to the Convention’s objective. However, 
the LDCs caution against using the principles of the Convention as an 
excuse for inaction or delay in action. Although the LDCs are the poorest 
and most vulnerable, the LDCs are willing to participate in the global fight 
against climate change. Including through the adoption of low-carbon, 
climate-resilient development strategies by COP21 (see Maljean-Dubois 
& Wemaëre, 2012; Bodansky, 2016).

iii. A meaningful and comprehensive agreement
The 2015 agreement is comprehensive and covers mitigation, adapta-
tion, L&D, finance, technology development, transfer, capacity building 
and transparency of actions and support. The adverse impacts of climate 
change on vulnerable people can lead to long-term L&D. The LDCs 
emphasize that the international mechanism established in Warsaw 
in 2013 to combat L&D must be integrated into the 2015 agreement 
(Stabinsky & Hoffmaister, 2015; Nhamo & Nhamo, 2016). If this is not 
done, LDCs will unfairly bear the associated costs, including the costs of 
investing in risk assessment, risk management, insurance, and compensa-
tion, as well as other associated costs and impacts of L&D. Policies should 
ensure that investments promote successful climate action with adequate 
adaptation and mitigation measures. Access to technology is critical as it 
enables LDCs and other developing countries to engage in climate change 
mitigation and adaptation and to pursue low-carbon, climate-resilient 
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growth pathways. Through the Convention’s technology mechanism, the 
2015 agreement must accelerate support for the development and transfer 
of technology. The agreement must also recognize that implementation of 
the treaty and its elements will be very complex for LDCs without com-
prehensive capacity building support (Tenzing, 2014).

Small Island Developing States (SIDS) 

Small Island Developing States (SIDS) are a special group of developing countries 
that face particular social, economic, and environmental problems. SIDS were 
recognised as a special case for both its environment and their development at the 
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), also 
known as the Earth Summit, held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, from 3to 14 June 1992. 
The SIDS are recognised and cover three geographical areas – the African, Pacific 
and Arctic Seas and the Arabian, Mediterranean and South China Seas (AIMS). 

The SIDS are geographically separated from each other, but share common 
social, developmental, and environmental problems. Due to their small size, geo-
graphical remoteness and vulnerable climate, the SIDS face a unique combination 
of difficulties and lower resilience to natural disasters such as cyclones and earth-
quakes. The so-called developing small island states face a massive problem due 
to climate change. The SIDS in this category is sometimes referred to as climate 
change pioneers, as they are the most likely to be affected by the extreme impacts 
of climate change. The impact of rising sea temperatures on marine ecosystems, 
which are usually largely dependent on the tiny islanders, is significant (Small 
Island Developing States Small Islands Big (Ger) Stakes, 2011).

Furthermore, extreme weather events are expected to become more frequent 
and more severe as a result of climate change. Small islands in the Pacific or the 
Caribbean – areas that are particularly vulnerable to hurricanes – are at risk of 
being affected by such events. As low-lying areas, sea level rise is also a danger-
ous impact for these countries (IPCC, 2007). Most SIDS are members of the Al-
liance of Small Island States (AOSIS), a broader ad hoc alliance of small island 
and low-lying coastal states comprising 44 states and observers and representing 
about 20 percent of the total UN membership. AOSIS is the voice of SIDS in the 
international climate negotiations under the UNFCCC (Climate Change Realities 
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in SIDS in the Caribbean, 2017). The main objective of AOSIS is to represent the 
interests of the islands in the international negotiations within the framework of 
the UNFCCC.

Although the AOSIS leadership is tiny and lacks political clout, it has be-
come one of the leading players in the UNFCCC negotiations. AOSIS was able 
to win a seat on the Bureau at the Earth Summit, setting a precedent that has 
endured to this day, as AOSIS is still represented on several Convention and Pro-
tocol bodies as well as climate finance committees. Through effective lobbying at 
the KP negotiations (which set legally binding emission reduction targets only 
for Annex I countries (i.e., industrialised countries)), they were once again able 
to protect their common interests— – and continue to grow under the accepted 
concepts of the CBDR. As the focus has shifted to the reduction targets for indus-
trialised countries, individual submissions by member states have increased in 
recent years. In the run-up to the UNFCCC climate conference in Paris (marking 
the 21st COP since then), AOSIS has placed particular emphasis on promoting 
change that achieves the UNFCCC’s long-term goal of preventing warming of 
more than 1.5 degrees above pre-industrial levels. During the Bonn Climate Talks 
in June 2015, the Chairman of AOSIS and the Maldivian Minister of Environment 
and Energy, H.E. Thoriq Ibrahim referred to numerous extreme weather events in 
recent times. With regard to the role of AOSIS in the design and development of 
Cop21, they have called for action and stated that a 1.5-degree limit must be part 
of the Paris Agreement for the benefit of present and future generations. AOSIS 
has called for a legally enforceable protocol under the agreement that would apply 
to all parties involved in the Paris Agreement goals. The coalition has also empha-
sized that L&D must be treated as a stand-alone element of the 2015 agreement 
(Betzold et al., 2012). 

2.5.2� The�anatomy�of�institution:�The�influence�of�
organizations at the decision-making centre

In this section, the author reviews and evaluates the influence of international 
organizations on the performance of the global decision-making centre us-
ing information from the Paris Agreement. The author summarises the rules of 
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 international organizations and NGOs in the global decision-making centre. For 
the international organizations, the author has selected some of the influential 
institutions associated to the Paris Agreement and policy making. The second is 
an NGO dominated by specific organizations that focus on knowledge brokers 
and intermediaries and how these contribute to the overall effectiveness of the 
decision centers’ value chain under the IID approach. These are organizations that 
coordinate relationships between governments and climate change activities, im-
prove knowledge sharing, strengthen coordination of planned activities, improve 
cooperation between financial systems, focus on co-production of knowledge and 
emphasize learning and action processes.

International organizations 

The author of the present study noted that a better understanding of the condi-
tions under which DMCs (effectively) respond to the parameters of PA would 
contribute to a more comprehensive review and analysis of IID in relation to the 
international. International organizations are decision-making bodies with dele-
gates from member states that can facilitate effective and efficient decision-making 
processes at the international level. International organizations are transnational 
organizations in which states give up some of their sovereignty when they agree 
to abide by a treaty they join by becoming a member of that organization. They 
transcend national borders and can also have a significant impact on state and 
transnational entities. 

In relation to climate change and the negotiations, they mean that they have 
an impact beyond the conditions in the international arena. This is to address and 
support complex issues of climate change and interactions with global economic, 
political, and social affairs by facilitating co-operation with other actors, especially 
governments, to make better negotiation decisions. Charters of such organiza-
tions in the form of the IID approach in this study generally include the United 
Nations system, the WHO, the UNDP, the Major Economies Forum (MEF) on 
Energy and Climate, the International Energy Agency (IEA), the European Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the International Labour Organi-
sation (ILO) and the International Maritime Organisation (IMO).
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The United Nations System 

Climate change is the central challenge of our time and must be tackled. Action to 
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and respond to climate change is neces-
sary and therefore all countries must successfully address climate change. For this 
reason, the UN system is firmly committed to supporting the international com-
munity in tackling climate change while working towards a sustainable world for 
the twenty-first century based on international co-operation between states and 
decision-making. The United Nations and its specialized agencies, institutions, 
funds, conferences and other bodies believe that climate change requires compre-
hensive cooperation and collaboration among all governments, economies and 
communities.

The UN system brings the advantages of international political legitimacy, 
wide-ranging and cross-cutting expertise, national and regional presence and 
strong partnerships with civil society, academia, and the private sector. It focuses 
on these strengths to encourage action both through the UNFCCC and through an 
integrated program and summits (How the United Nations System Supports Am-
bitious Action on Climate Change). As the UNFCCC is the UN’s most influential 
environmental and climate institution, states have a rich history of participation 
through a program and an agreement (Kamphof, 2018). Like the KP and the Doha 
Treaty, the Paris Agreement falls within the scope of the UNFCCC. Article 7 of the 
UNFCCC establishes a COP, which acts as the supreme body of the Convention 
and meets annually, unless otherwise decided. Mitigation and adaptation are the 
core elements of the Convention, which is the first objective of COP21.

In The UNFCCC, the terms mitigation and adaptation are considered from 
different perspectives. Mitigation refers to actions that need to be taken to con-
trol the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, either by reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions, utilizing sinks and reservoirs, or a combination of both. 
The UNFCCC defines adaptation as changes in ecological, social, or economic 
systems that respond to existing or projected climatic stimuli and their conse-
quences or implications. In the history of the UNFCCC, mitigation and adap-
tation have had a somewhat uneasy relationship, but COP21’s emphasis on an 
equivalent focus is based on a UNFCCC report (What Is the History of the Paris 
Agreement? – Ask DAG, 2018).
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World Health Organization 

The WHO has improved the general standard of health over the last 60 years. The 
WHO is an independent body within the UN, which consists of 192 nations. The 
World Health Assembly, an elected body of 34 members, meets annually to eval-
uate the organization’s new regulations and financial requirements (Braun, 2006). 
The work of the WHO is defined by its constitution, which divides the core func-
tions of the WHO into three categories: (1) regulatory functions, i.e., international 
agreements and conferences, rules and non-binding requirements and guidelines, 
(2) governance and organizational functions, including health for all, poverty and 
health, essential medicines and special programs for diseases, (3) research and 
technical cooperation functions, including disease eradication and emergencies 
(Prah Ruger & Yach, 2009). There is now clear evidence that human activities, 
especially the burning of fossil fuels and the resulting release of climate pollutants, 
are causing significant changes in the global climate system. At the current rate of 
greenhouse gas emissions, global surface temperatures are expected to rise by 4° 
Celsius by 2100. 

This rise in temperature would have a significant impact on health. Already 
populated, low-lying areas would be flooded, and vital parts of the world would 
be transformed into places where work or outdoor physical activity is no longer 
safe for much of the year. The latest evidence indicates that climate change will 
cause around 250,000 additional deaths per year by the middle of this century. 
The latest IPCC report assesses strong evidence of increased risk of injury, illness, 
and death due to heatwaves and fires, increased risk of food and waterborne dis-
eases, increased risk of vector-borne diseases, increased risk of malnutrition due 
to lower food production in poor regions, and health impacts of job losses and 
lower labour productivity in vulnerable populations (World Health Organisation 
Conference on Health and Climate Change, 2014). 

In May 2008, The Member States jointly adopted Resolution WHA61.19 on 
health in the context of climate change. This resolution recognised, among other 
things, that responses to the health impacts of climate change should be seen as 
a collective responsibility of all states and that development cooperation should 
support development cooperation in this way. In January 2009, The WHO Ex-
ecutive Board approved a work plan on climate change and health. According to 
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the work plan, the WHO should ensure that the adaptation plans of states take 
health problems into account. Since COP16 in December 2010, one-day climate 
and health summits have been held in conjunction with the UNFCCC COP dis-
cussions, organized by a global network of health groups.

The Climate and Health Summit at COP17 in 2011 led to the Durban Dec-
laration, which called on negotiators to recognize the health benefits of climate 
action and to advocate for better representation of the health sector in national 
envoys and central bodies of the UNFCCC (A Summary Report of The World 
Health Organisation (WHO) Conference on Health and Climate, 2014). Repre-
sentatives from around the world are gathering in Paris to discuss one of the most 
pressing issues of our time, climate change, and hopefully adopt a new climate 
agreement that can put the world on a healthier and lower-carbon development 
pathway (Health and Climate Change: Road to COP21, 2020).

The Agreement contains explicit references to health, including a reference 
to the “right to health” in the preamble, and the “co-benefits” of climate action 
for “adaptation, health and sustainable development” are also recognised in the 
decision on “enhanced actions” to be taken before 2020. Regardless of its effective-
ness in shaping COP21, the WHO has recognised and expressed in its language 
a growing understanding of the links between health and climate change. To put 
it simply, ahead of the UN Conference on Climate Change (COP21), the WHO 
published the first set of state profiles on climate and health and a global analysis 
of predicted patterns of climate change and human health. The profiles provide 
a comprehensive picture of the current and projected health impacts of climate 
change, as well as recent policy actions at the state level and the potential for health 
co-benefits from climate change mitigation efforts. These actions include switch-
ing to cleaner energy sources for electricity generation and household use, as well 
as increasing the use of public transport, walking, and cycling (COP21 Climate 
Agreement – Moving Towards Healthier People and A Healthier Planet, 2015).

United Nations Development Program (UNDP)

The UNDP is the UN’s global development network. The UNDP is currently ac-
tive on the ground in more than 170 countries and territories, working with them 
to address international and national growth challenges. The UNDP was created 
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from the merger of the United Nations Expanded Technical Assistance Program, 
founded in 1949, and the United Nations Special Fund, founded in 1958. As we 
know today, the UNDP was established by the UN General Assembly in 1966 
(COP21 Climate Agreement – Moving Towards Healthier People and a Healthier 
Planet, 2015). Climate change poses considerable challenges for society in indus-
trialised and developing countries. The impacts of climate change can undermine 
decades of progress in human development and jeopardize the Millennium De-
velopment Goals (MDGs). In the face of climate change, UNDP promotes inclu-
sive and pro-poor adaptation that leads to stable economic growth and improved 
social conditions.

UNDP supports countries in developing stable and responsive state institu-
tions, competent public and private sector management, and a trained and experi-
enced human capital that is able to innovate, adapt and achieve results in response 
to changing conditions. The UNDP’s Adaptation Program currently supports 75 
countries in strengthening national, sub-national and community capacities to 
cope with climate change. In total, the UNDP is investing more than 800 million 
US dollars in climate-resilient growth through its development cooperation pro-
gram (Vandeweerd, 2011). UNDP has years of experience in urging countries to 
address climate change. UNDP has worked with its partners to help individuals 
and communities in over 140 countries reduce emissions and respond to the im-
pacts of climate change. In doing so, the UNDP has learnt that action on climate 
change must be inclusive, consider the gender perspective and prioritize the poor-
est and most vulnerable. The Parliamentary Assembly has paved the way for the 
world to take collective action, and now it is up to us to continue on this path and 
achieve concrete goals.

In 2015, the UNDP published its first infographic showing the scope and 
depth of its climate change support over the past two decades (see Siegel & Bastos 
Lima, 2020). The UNDP report highlighted the achievements and mentioned the 
prospects that climate action offers states to transform their economies towards 
carbon-free and climate-resilient sustainable development. To be more specific, 
the UNDP has issued an updated report on its climate change efforts up to 2015, 
having played an important role in the global debate on climate change. This re-
port pays particular attention to the links between climate change and sustainable 
development. It emphasizes the need for a climate change policy focused on the 
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SDGs and gives examples of UNDP’s efforts on the ground to this end. The report 
outlines the UNDP’s pledge to strengthen action on climate change to fulfil the 
ambitious international agenda adopted by states in 2015 (Keo & Gold, 2016).

Major economies forum on energy and climate 

In 2009, President Obama established the Major Energy and Climate Econo-
mies Forum. This high-level forum brings together industrialised and developing 
countries, which are responsible for about 75 percent of global greenhouse gas 
emissions, to support international climate negotiations and facilitate concerted 
action to combat climate change. The forum has been successful on both sides – it 
has been instrumental in making progress in the broader talks while also launch-
ing the Clean Energy Ministerial to catalyze the development and implementation 
of clean energy and sustainability strategies (Executive Office of the President, 
2013). In addition, the Obama administration has sought to establish the MEF as 
an international platform rather than a U.S. initiative. Meetings have been held in 
the United States and the United Kingdom, Italy, and Mexico.

Nevertheless, the USA is still the most influential state that shapes the profile 
of the MEF. This is reflected in the fact that most meetings take place in the USA 
and that work on clean energy is one of the most tangible results of the MEF 
(Bausch and Mehling 2011). This institution, with the support of The 17 largest 
economies participating in the MEF are: Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, the Eu-
ropean Union, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, 
the Russian Federation, South Africa, the United Kingdom and the United States, 
will provide the necessary political leadership to achieve a positive outcome at 
the UN Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen in December, and promote 
the development of practical projects and partnerships to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions (Major Economies Forum On Energy And Climate | Open Energy In-
formation, 2020), and has made progress in promoting international co-operation 
on technology action plans that set out concrete steps to promote the develop-
ment and implementation of low-carbon technologies (Dalkmann & Brannigan, 
2010). In the run-up to the Copenhagen Conference in 2009, six meetings were 
held which helped the major economies to agree on several key issues. Under the 
Global Partnership, countries signed plans to recognize and share best practices 
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for many clean energy breakthroughs, which served as the basis for the 2010 Min-
istry of Clean Energy.

The MEF continued to meet after Copenhagen, although it was less notice-
able, and the discussions did not produce prevailing positions on issues relevant 
to the UNFCCC negotiations. The MEF thus provides a platform for the informal 
exchange of views on aspects of the climate negotiations and the identification of 
areas of convergence and divergence. At their meetings in 2013, the MEF partici-
pants agreed that the forum should include an action plan. As a result, they set up 
a task force for energy efficiency in buildings based on the MEF declaration and 
adaptation (Van Asselt, 2014). The amendment was largely ignored in sessions 
eleven to seventeen of the MEF, with only a few points of criticism. 

The adjustment value was then discussed at the eighteenth meeting in May 
2014 due to the upcoming Paris negotiations in 2015. Adaptation was also high-
lighted at the twentieth and twenty-first meetings, emphasizing the importance of 
a future Paris agreement to promote adaptation measures. The last documented 
meeting (at the time of writing) took place on 22 July 2015 and focused primarily 
on how key concerns such as adaptation should be addressed in the Paris Agree-
ment. Therefore, before the PA in 2015, it was accepted that transformation is 
necessary, and that more recognition requires adaptation. Although adaptation is 
urgently needed, it was reported “that adaptation does not mean that mitigation 
and adaptation must be treated equally” (De Voogt, 2017).

International Energy Agency (IEA)

The IEA was founded in 1974 to implement an international energy program 
within the framework of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and De-
velopment (OECD). A fundamental objective is to promote global co-operation 
and improve energy security through research, development, and demonstra-
tion in the field of energy efficiency technology and renewable energy sources 
(Yoshino, 2013). Put simply, a key part of the Agency’s program involves collab-
orating on the research, development, and demonstration of new energy tech-
nologies to minimize over-reliance on imported oil, improve long-term energy 
security and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The IEA’s R&D activities are led by 
the  Committee on Energy Research and Technology (CERT) and supported by a 
small staff of the Secretariat based in Paris.



2  Global climate change decision-making center

74

In addition, three working groups monitor the various cooperation agree-
ments in the energy sector, develop new areas for cooperation and advise CERT 
on political issues. (Neymark & judkoff, 2002). Promoting sustainable develop-
ment and combating climate change are essential elements of energy planning, 
assessment, and decision-making. Energy accounts for two-thirds of total green-
house gas emissions. Therefore, the energy industry must make efforts to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and combat climate change (Climate Change Topics, 
2020).

The IEA stated that the planet may be rapidly approaching a tipping point 
in climate change. It pointed out that action to reduce greenhouse gases would 
be crucial in the coming years (The Global Climate Change Regime, 2013). The 
global plan in the 1990s addressed environmental problems in general and climate 
change in particular, and due to these facts, the IEA tried to work more on energy 
resources and technologies. In the KP, 37 DCs dedicated themselves to the modest 
goal of reducing emissions by 5 percent by 2012 compared to 1990 levels. Negoti-
ations on a successor treaty for a new commitment phase have stalled so far, and 
no new international agreement will enter into force before 2020.

However, the search for alternative energy sources and green energy technol-
ogies has gained momentum, especially in recent years, partly due to the grow-
ing awareness of the threat of climate change. This continues to have an impact 
on climate change issues, negotiations, and energy policy worldwide. In recent 
years, international initiatives within the IEA on climate change have increased. 
The most striking example of such organisational overlap is the invention of the 
International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) in January 2009, with several 
IEA member states – Germany, Denmark, and Spain – playing a central role in the 
creation of this new international organisation (Van de Graaf, 2013). In the con-
text of COP21, the IEA mentioned that global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
from production and energy use are twice as high as those from all other sources 
combined. This means that measures to combat climate change must primarily 
come from the energy sector. The IEA suggests that from an energy perspective, 
the previous four key pillars are necessary for the success of Paris:

i. Five-year revision – review national climate targets regularly to test the 
scope to raise ambition.
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ii. Lock in the vision –  translate the world’s climate goal into a collective 
long-term emissions goal.

iii. Track the transition – establish a process for tracking achievements in the 
energy sector (IEA Sets out Pillars for Success at COP21, 2015).

iv. The peak in emissions – sets the conditions to achieve an early rise in 
global energy-related emissions.

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development

The EBRD was founded in 1991, when the collapse of the communist regimes of 
Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet states slowly emphasized the 
need to support the transition to democracy and a market economy (Quadrio 
Curzio & Fortis, 2008). Its work includes project financing, technical assistance, 
institutional capacity building and policy advisory services with a global focus. 
The EBRD’s work focuses primarily on the private sector and micro, small and 
medium-sized enterprises and utilizes a wide range of financing instruments, pri-
marily loans, equity investments and guarantees (European Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, 2015). 

Since its foundation in 1991, the EBRD has put environmental issues, and 
climate change in particular, at the top of its agenda in order to facilitate the tran-
sition to market economies (Key players perspective on climate change in the 
Mediterranean, 2016). In light of this, the EBRD plays a major role in climate 
change and financing with 369 projects in 29 countries, totaling EUR 34 billion 
in investment. Climate change initiatives include large-scale energy efficiency in 
companies, financing services for sustainable energy through financial intermedi-
aries, cleaner energy in the power sector, renewable energy and energy efficiency 
in urban infrastructure, carbon market support, use of new global financing in-
struments and support for policy discussions (Dilip & Zhu, 2012). 

The EBRD’s founding agreement states: “The Bank is committed to support-
ing sustainable and environmentally sound growth in all its investment and tech-
nical co-operation activities.” Modern and well-functioning market economies 
should integrate climate change into their decision-making processes and make it 
a driver of growth and competitiveness. Promoting a sustainable environment and 
climate-friendly construction therefore goes hand in hand with other elements of 
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the transformation process. Energy efficiency was therefore recognised early on as 
an important factor in improving resource efficiency and cost effectiveness. 

In response to the call from the G7 Gleneagles Summit in 2005 for the MDBs 
to step up their clean energy financing activities, the EBRD launched the Sustain-
able Energy Initiative (SEI) in 2006 to increase investment in sustainable energy 
in its regions of operation. It improved the business environment for sustainable 
investments and removed important barriers to market growth (see e.g. Larionova 
et al., 2015; Nyekwere, 2017). SEI has used the full range of the Bank’s financial 
instruments to support sustainable energy initiatives that emphasize energy effi-
ciency in the energy and business sectors. For example, in the agribusiness, man-
ufacturing and municipal services sectors. Building on the success of the SEI, the 
EBRD launched the Sustainable Resource Initiative (SRI) in 2013. This umbrella 
initiative promotes efficiency and innovation in three areas that are critical to the 
countries in which the EBRD invests: Energy, Water and Materials (MDB Climate 
Action: The EBRD Perspective, 2019). 

The EBRD has stepped up its contribution to the global fight against climate 
change with a large increase in green financing over the next few years. The an-
nouncement was made just two months before a conference in Paris (COP21), 
where an international climate agreement is to be sealed and a plan with specific 
measures to combat climate change defined. EBRD President Sir Suma Chakrabar-
ti stated that green finance will continue to grow: The global community has a rare 
opportunity to deliver a comprehensive collection of measures to combat climate 
change. With this new approach, which has been approved by the EBRD Board 
of Directors, the Bank is targeting a green financing volume of around EUR 18 
billion in the coming years. In other words, the EBRD would provide as much 
green finance in the next few years as it has in the last ten years (Williams, 2015).

International Labor Organization 

in 1919, as part of the Versailles negotiations that ended the First World War, the 
ILO was founded to promote the idea that a genuine and lasting peace can be 
achieved if it is centered on equality. The ILO became a professional organization 
of the United Nations in 1946. The specific tripartite agreement gives an equal voice 
to workers, managers and governments and provides a unique platform for all 
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women and men to promote meaningful work (Sundholm, 2020). The ILO is the 
international organization responsible for developing and monitoring internation-
al labour standards (International Labour Organisation – ILO, 2020), promoting 
rights at work and working to ensure decent employment opportunities, improve 
social protection and strengthen dialogue on work-related issues (International La-
bour Organisation Knowledge for Policy European Commission, 2020).

Climate change is a major challenge for sustainable development and has a 
significant impact on economic growth and employment. Today’s climate change 
and environmental degradation will be even more significant in the medium to 
long term (Addressing the Impact of Climate Change on Labour, 2017). A new 
report by the ILO warns that increasing heat stress due to global warming will lead 
to massive job and economic losses by 2030, with emerging economies being the 
biggest losers. The ILO study entitled Working on a warmer planet: The impact of 
heat stress on labour productivity and decent work. States that rising temperatures 
and increased heat stress in the workplace would lead to the loss of 80 million full-
time jobs and global economic losses of 2.4 trillion dollars by 2030 (Schlein, 2019). 
In 2009, the International Labour Office was active at COP13 (Bali, Indonesia) 
as part of the UNFCCC system. Since then, the ILO has actively participated in 
the COPs and SBs and submitted technical reports to the Parties at the request of 
the UNFCCC Secretariat on areas of work relevant to the ILO’s mandate. Such as 
the socio-economic impact of response measures or skills and other education 
initiatives related to climate policy. The ILO also provides detailed information on 
the links between the world of work and the Decent Work Program and climate 
change policies and impacts.

The ILO is active in the UN Working Group on Climate Change under the 
High-Level Committee Program (HLCP). The UN system is a coordinating body 
in the UNFCCC process and promotes system-wide cooperation, coordination 
and knowledge sharing in the program and functional areas. In addition, develop-
ment programs on climate change and decent work have been established through 
the International Training Centre (ITC-ILO) in Turin, Italy, and at regional and 
national level (Belén Sanchez & Kamal Gueye, 2015). 

The 21st meeting (COP21) of the UNFCCC took place from 30 November to 
11 December 2015 in Paris, France. According to the ILO’s Global Employment 
Trends, 74.8 million young people between the ages of 15 and 24 were unemployed 
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in 2011, an increase of 4 million since 2007. For COP21, the ILO study of the ILO 
reports that the world is threatened by 600 million workers. The study also high-
lights that young people are almost three times more likely to be unemployed than 
adults. The ILO has mentioned that Paris needs to bridge the gap between science 
and society. It should worry us that investment in research continues to increase 
without recognizing the natural development of human resources and sustainable 
job creation (Arowolo, 2015).

The International Maritime Organization 

As a specialized agency of the United Nations, the IMO acts as a standard-set-
ting body in matters of international shipping, but not only in relation to health, 
safety, and environmental efficiency. Founded in 1948 (originally under the name 
Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative Organisation), the IMO’s mission is 
to create a fair and efficient legal framework designed for general adoption and 
implementation by the maritime industry. More specifically, the measures taken 
by the IMO regulate various aspects of international shipping, such as ship design, 
crewing, construction, equipment, and disposal, in order to create a clean, envi-
ronmentally friendly, energy-efficient, and stable sector (International Maritime 
Organisation, 2019). 

More specifically, the United Nations organization is responsible for devel-
oping and implementing measures to improve the safety of international ship-
ping and prevent pollution from ships. The IMO plays a crucial role in achieving 
the goals set out in the United Nations Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 
14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas, and marine resources for sus-
tainable development (Lim, 2017). The world has already recognised the need to 
tackle climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, and international leaders are 
doing so. Everyone must do their part – no industry or sector should be exempt, 
including ships. Shipping is the industry that directly handles around 90 percent 
of world trade and is a key driver of the global economic system (IMO, 2023). 
International shipping is a large and growing source of greenhouse gas emissions, 
and emissions are expected to increase significantly unless rapid action is taken 
to reduce emissions (Reducing Emissions from The Shipping Sector – Climate 
Action – European Commission, 2020). 
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The KP includes measures to minimize greenhouse gas emissions from inter-
national aviation and shipping. These industries are considered differently from 
other sources due to their multinational operations, which have been adopted by 
the IMO. Emissions from domestic aviation and shipping are included in the na-
tional targets of Annex I countries. The IMO reports regularly to the UNFCCC 
on the progress of its work. In September 1997, an International Conference of the 
Parties to the MARPOL Convention, which adopted the 1997 Protocol amend-
ing the MARPOL Convention (MARPOL Annex VI), also adopted Resolution 
No. 8 on CO2 emissions from ships. In this resolution, the Marine Environment 
Protection Committee (MEPC) was asked to examine possible strategies for CO2 
reduction, considering the relationship between CO2 and other atmospheric and 
marine pollutants (see e.g. Oberthür, 2003; Lin, 2006). 

In December 2003, the IMO Assembly adopted Resolution A.963(23) on 
IMO policies and practices to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from ships, which 
mandated the MEPC to define and improve the mechanisms necessary to achieve 
the limitation or elimination of greenhouse gas emissions from international ship-
ping. In July 2011, the IMO introduced binding measures to improve the energy 
efficiency of international shipping with Resolution MEPC.203(62). This is the 
first globally binding energy efficiency standard for an international industrial 
sector, the first legally binding agreement since the KP on greenhouse gas emis-
sions and the first globally binding register for the reduction of greenhouse gases. 
The IMO has contributed to the global greenhouse gas emission targets and will 
continue to do so. 

The IMO and its Member States recognize that international shipping, which 
is responsible for 2.2% of anthropogenic CO2 emissions, must make a decisive 
contribution to global efforts to reduce the impact of climate change. During 
COP21, the IMO provided an overview of its research on tackling greenhouse gas 
pollution from bunker fuels used in international shipping (Historic Background 
GHG, 2020). In addition, the IMO focused on further improving guidance to pro-
mote uniform enforcement of ship energy efficiency regulations and on technical 
co-operation and capacity building to ensure the successful implementation and 
application of the above-mentioned new regulations throughout the world and, in 
particular, to promote international co-operation and technology transfer related 
to improving the energy efficiency of ships. The IMO brings together the world’s 
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governments to set the regulatory framework for international shipping, which 
forms the basis for global decisions such as the PA. In addition, the IMO has con-
tributed to low-carbon technologies and the principles of the Paris Agreement 
through the expansion of ship design and the development of marine engineers 
(Adamson & Brown, 2020).

Mapping an epistemic community at the decision-making 
centre of global climate change: The role of NGOs

Theoretical�literature:�Understanding�epistemic�communities

The experimental imponderables and the complexity of the world’s problems 
have made international political co-operation increasingly necessary and ex-
tremely difficult. Although various theoretical methods have been used to tackle 
international relations and political challenges, the approaches have offered only 
fragmentary insights. The study of political co-operation between states includes 
debates on determinism vs. free will and ways to maintain and change the inter-
national system. Among the questions discussed here is whether the behavior of 
a state is determined by system-level variables, by unit-level factors or by a dy-
namic interplay between these two factors. Whether state policymakers can define 
strategic interests and act independently of the social classes nominally served; 
and whether nations respond to opportunities to create, protect, or expand their 
wealth and power, increase mutual material benefits, or promote non-material 
benefits on a regular basis. 

They recognize that human agency exists at the intersection of systems 
(e.g. Antoniades, 2003; Cross, 2012). A framework for examining the role of ex-
pert knowledge-based channels – epistemic communities – in representing the 
cause-effect relationships of complex problems, helping states set their priorities, 
framing concerns for public debate, recommending specific policy actions, and de-
fining key negotiating points (Haas, 1992). Peter M. Haas developed the concept 
of the epistemic community to examine the role of knowledge-based experts in 
 international  policymaking. The method was explicitly designed to study decision 
 cases  characterized by technical complexity and ambiguity (Araral et al., 2012). 
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In a broader political sense, epistemic communities are the main channels through 
which the international community articulates and disseminates the regime’s shared 
values, norms, and laws. 

The epistemic societies’ confidence in their unbiased competence is their 
most powerful tool. They provide limited knowledge of interest to decision- 
makers who are unaware of the dynamic political environment they face, especial-
ly on new problems with which they are politically and technologically unfamiliar. 
While epistemic communities are the main agents responsible for the formulation 
of such principles, norms and rules, the extent to which they are more widely 
disseminated and embedded internationally has to do with the political influence 
of members of epistemic communities. Their ability to persuade others, their po-
tential to maintain bureaucratic power in important institutions, and their ability 
to maintain control over time (Haas, 2001).

Conceptualization of epistemic communities in the context 
of the decision centre: PA

Epistemic communities are important actors in an environment where transna-
tional systems continue to grow and evolve. Many scholars have recently exam-
ined cases of “transnationalisation” in specific areas of global governance, such 
as the development of safety standards for the aviation, shipping, automotive, 
food, pharmaceutical and telecommunications industries, as well as corporate 
social responsibility and corporate citizenship. These areas of global governance 
can lead to more regulation when it comes to climate change negotiations and 
agreements (Cross, 2012). A key aspect of this transnationalisation is there-
fore the problem of climate change. Shaping climate change is the new role of 
non-governmental organizations, multinational corporations, international en-
vironmental groups, and international expert groups known as “epistemic com-
munities” (Schreurs, 1996).

Therefore, the literature on the epistemic community, non-governmen-
tal organizations and international environmental groups, politics and climate 
change has raised the interest and visibility of international relations. The link 
between science and policy identified by the IPCC and the UNFCCC is  supported 
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by  proponents of the KP, including government officials, international orga-
nizations, scientists, NGOs, and businesses. Through the IPCC, a  distinctive 
 knowledge-based framework for climate change assessment and policy has 
emerged. Non-governmental organizations have been instrumental in ensuring 
the credibility of inclusiveness required for the epistemic alliance to have adequate 
authority, including the expert advisors.

A very crucial factor may be the fact that ENGOs, intergovernmental and 
governmental organizations, the academic community and even certain business 
groups are in a coalition and this community. Non-governmental organizations 
that have participated in the formation of the epistemic community on climate 
change have been forced to shift their frame of reference away from ethical and 
overtly political problems and towards science and technological, political inter-
ventions and responses (Gough & Shackley, 2001). The author of the present study 
has used the short literature on an epistemic community to describe networks in 
which PA is involved. The concept of cop21 was used as an example of an interna-
tional epistemic community. Epistemic communities are recognised as key actors 
in transnational global governance, particularly in climate governance, and are an 
essential means by which knowledge is translated into power. They are an essential 
means by which knowledge is transformed into power.

Knowledge communities shape specific government policies and shape cli-
mate governance and negotiations more broadly by including the climate issue in 
negotiations and integrating it into development policy. The outcome of the Paris 
conference shows that such communities were sufficient to move international 
discussions on climate change from the emergent stage to the cascade stage. The 
researcher has argued that the epistemic community framework, together with 
the concept of climate change negotiations, helps to understand how the DMC has 
improved its approach to PA. The epistemic community network has enabled an 
expansion of climate negotiations. It has led to a snowball effect where the PA has 
been able to demonstrate in global climate governance how to use this network 
for better, long-term effective decisions. It is therefore important to recognize that 
epistemic communities in the PA can consist of non-state actors, ENGOs, busi-
ness and industry NGOs, (BINGO) farmer and agricultural NGOs, trade union 
NGOs, youth NGOs (YOUNGO), indigenous people’s organizations, local gov-
ernments, and municipal authorities (Figure 5).
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Non-state actors in the UNFCCC

Non-state actors include organizations and individuals that are not affiliated with, 
directed, or funded by the government. These include companies, private finan-
cial institutions, non-governmental organizations, and paramilitary and armed 
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Figure 5. Epistemic communities role in decision-making center of Paris 
Agreement.
Source: Author own-constructed.
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resistance groups (Non-State Actors, 2020). Non-state actors in global environ-
mental governance are increasingly seen as representative actors acting on behalf 
of others. The responsibility of non-state actors in climate policy, for example, has 
generated a wealth of academic work. Peter Newell (2008) has described in detail 
how non-state actors translate their (lack of) interference into transparency claims 
against companies and public institutions. The responsibility of non-state actors in 
the broader UN system has been discussed by Peter Willetts (2011). 

Karin Bäckstrand (2008) developed a typology to capture transparency in 
public-private partnerships with non-state actors (Kuyper & Bäckstrand, 2016). 
Understanding the role of non-state actors in climate policy is becoming increas-
ingly important for the implementation of climate governance and the adoption 
of measures that will lead to more positive outcomes. The implementation, com-
pliance and effectiveness of international climate law and policy will not be suc-
cessful if it is limited to governments and IGOs. The implementation of successful 
climate policy therefore depends on state actors and increasingly also on non-state 
actors. Non-state actors have already made considerable efforts in the run-up to 
the major talks to define policy, participate in the debates during the meetings and 
ultimately contribute to the final agreements by monitoring and evaluating the 
outcome. At COP20 in 2014, where states and the UNFCCC Secretariat launched 
a forum called the Non-State Actors Zone (NAZ), there was a significant push for 
non-state actors. Over 5,200 different actors have participated in this platform. 
The aim is to connect governments with non-state actors and create synergies to 
achieve ambitious climate policy goals and improve mitigation and adaptation 
targets. in 2014, while non-state actors had been acting on climate change for 
many years, there have been more deliberate and emphatic efforts to link action to 
the UNFCCC intergovernmental process (Ersin, 2018). 

In September 2014, UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon organized a climate 
summit in New York, which was attended not only by heads of state, but also by 
mayors, CEOs, civil society organizations and others. All non-state actors were en-
couraged to make ambitious pledges. The Office of the Secretary-General worked 
for several months before the summit to organize dozens of initiatives bringing to-
gether different actors around specific climate goals. Shortly after COP20 and with 
a view to COP21 in Paris, the UNFCCC Secretariat, the UN Secretary- General’s 
Office and the governments of Peru and France launched the Lima–Paris Action 
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Agenda, an unprecedented attempt to coordinate further commitments and ini-
tiatives by all actors and sectors. The Action Agenda ultimately mobilized over 
10,000 commitments from non-state actors and was declared the “fourth pillar” 
of COP21 by the French COP presidency (see e.g. Kuyper et al., 2017; Hermwille, 
2018). More specifically, non-state actors played an influential role in the PA be-
cause they created positive ‘mood music’ and built a narrative of opportunity and 
momentum, particularly in the media and elite forums, which states were reluc-
tant to disrupt. The COP21 decision text institutionalized the role of non-state 
actors in the new architecture of the UNFCCC regime. The governments in Paris 
have created a new system to track, support and accelerate non-governmental cli-
mate action in the future. They appointed two ‘High-Level Champions’ to mobi-
lize additional action from cities, states, regions, businesses, investors, and others. 
They recognised the NAZCA portal as the global system for tracking such activ-
ities. They mandated that a high-level event for non-state actors be held at each 
COP to announce new commitments and report on progress. They also decided 
to link the action agenda to the technical process in the negotiations, in which 
countries consider new policy options they could adopt so that non-state action 
can influence national policies and vice versa (Hale, 2018).

Environmental NGOs

NGOs are generally referred to as non-governmental organizations (NGOs), but 
states can sponsor them. Such organizations are mainly active in the public sector. 
The World Bank describes non-governmental organizations (NGOs) as private 
entities that work to alleviate poverty, promote the rights of the vulnerable, protect 
the environment, provide essential social services, or promote sustainable growth. 
According to the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the term NGO refers to groups 
that are not affiliated with the government and do not pursue commercial objec-
tives (see e.g. Clarke, 1998; Florini & Sovacool, 2009). The characteristics of NGOs 
can be considered as follows: Environmental monitoring and reporting, environ-
mental protection, resource and environmental management,  community-based 
projects, provision of basic social services, awareness raising, campaigning and 
advocacy, education, training and capacity building, government-NGOs part-
nership, regional and international cooperation and networking, engagement in 
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emergency relief, promotion of the interests of the poor, promotion of community 
development, environmental management plans, biodiversity and wildlife conser-
vation (Badruddin, 2015). In recent years, the range of activities of ENGOs and 
other important groups has expanded. 

The activities of ENGOs and other major groups are broader than simply 
raising environmental awareness and acting as advocacy groups. Their move-
ments now include environmental monitoring, promoting environmental edu-
cation, training, capacity building, conducting demonstration projects, lobbying 
in partnership with government and promoting regional and international envi-
ronmental co-operation. Many are also involved in the practical management of 
nature reserves. They encourage community or individual action and advocate for 
greater government and corporate sector involvement (Al Mubarak & Tanzeed, 
2012). NGOs influence international conventions, monitor government imple-
mentation of agreements, and raise public awareness (Baylis et al., 2019). 

The access of NGOs as observers at UNFCCC conferences has been open and 
comprehensive. The literature on climate change shows that NGOs played a prom-
inent and conspicuous role in the international negotiations on climate change. 
Nearly 1,100 NGOs participated in the 1992 Rio Conference, while 134 NGOs 
participated in the 1972 Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment. In 
1997, 3,865 NGOs participated, in 2009 there were 13,482 NGOs, but this number 
dropped to 5,386 in 2010 and 3,985 in 2014 (Depledge, 2016). While there was 
little room for NGOs to participate in the official negotiations, apart from the 
opening and closing remarks on the ADP mechanism and the final speeches at the 
last meeting of the parties that formally adopted the Paris Agreement, they had 
other opportunities to make their voices heard. The main contribution of NGOs 
to COP21 is the provision of technical information and expertise to inform other 
relevant stakeholders about their actions. 

During COP21, NGOs provided insights into the science of climate change, 
disseminated information and updates on the status of negotiations through brief-
ings, press conferences and the newsletter ECO, published by the global environ-
mental umbrella organization Climate Action Network (CAN), and advocated 
for their preferred text options through informal networking or external lobby-
ing and protest actions. Eight constituencies were represented in Paris: Industry 
and business (BINGO), local Governments and municipal authorities (LGMA), 
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 environmental Organizations (ENGO), Indigenous Peoples (IPO), 29 Research 
and Independent NGOs (RINGO), Trade Unions and Non-Governmental Orga-
nizations (TUNGO), Women and Gender Organizations (Women and Gender) 
and youth Organizations (YOUNGO) (Finiguerra, 2017).

BINGO

The BINGO constituency serves the economic and industrial sector. According to 
a 2014 study by Nasiritousi, Hjerpe, Linnér, it is seen as influencing decision-mak-
ing, agenda-setting and decision-makers, especially on mitigation issues where in-
dustry plays a central role. According to BINGO’s latest statement, one of its main 
priorities is to promote flexible market-based instruments and the implementa-
tion of technological innovations, and to provide its members with professional 
and sectoral knowledge. The importance of business in providing technical skills 
and industry knowledge is credited for BINGO’s high reputation. Its focus is on 
the International Chamber of Commerce, which has a long tradition of represent-
ing trade interests in international forums.

The economic interests of governments are undoubtedly significant and well 
represented by BINGO officials, but it is important to recognize that their pri-
orities are far from uniform. BINGO encompasses a wide range of companies 
around the globe, from major emitters to technology solution providers, with the 
latter having grown in importance over the years (Alessi, 2020). In terms of the 
climate regime and negotiations, BINGOs are among the longest-standing and 
most active observer groups participating in the climate regime. From the early 
1990s, when negotiations for an international conference began, to the signing 
and rationalization of the KP at the end of the century, business participation and 
engagement was dominated by the fossil fuel lobby – organized primarily by the 
Global Climate Coalition, a coalition opposed to emissions reduction and regula-
tion that includes US and some European oil, coal, and vehicle manufacturers. By 
the turn of the century, however, the BINGO constituency had grown and diversi-
fied. It now encompassed a broader range of organizations with widely divergent 
interests, mandates, and strategies in the international climate regime. The growth 
of BINGO as a distinct type of business also reflects corporate efforts to increase 
their credibility as foreign political actors. The emergence and development of 
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BINGOs in the climate negotiations is due to the UNFCCC Secretariat’s require-
ment that all non-state actors be for-profit, as well as the Secretariat’s ability to 
coordinate the participation of observer organizations in various NGO groups 
(Vormedal, 2008).

BINGO argued that the business community needs to understand the im-
plications of the potential 2015 agreement and that it wants to contribute to the 
future Agreement. They explained that business routinely engages with govern-
ments – at national and sub-national level – through well-established channels. A 
recognised, continuous channel for business input will be essential for a success-
ful, practical, and implementable post-2020 Agreement. BINGO pointed out that 
the Paris agreement should encourage and work with markets, including carbon 
pricing in countries that aim to do so, and encourage innovation and technology 
deployment (see e.g. Wamsler et al., 2020). Companies are willing to support and 
work with governments to create a broad and deep toolkit of different market 
instruments, risk mitigation and frameworks during and after COP21. To make 
the treaty “future-proof”, i.e., resilient and lasting in its relevance, they urged 
governments to develop flexibility to adapt to new scientific, technological, and 
economic knowledge and experience. The business community wants clarity and 
predictability in public policy. For business, the new agreement should recognize 
the interlinked challenges of energy access and energy security and advance the 
broad post-2015 development agenda (UNFCCC, 2014).

Agricultural NGOs

Non-governmental organizations, also known as NGOs, play an important role 
in people’s lives and promote diverse economic growth. The agricultural sector 
is one of the areas promoted by NGOs. In this way, people get jobs, earn a living, 
have a better lifestyle, and develop their economy (Role of NGOs in Agriculture 
Development, 2015). Agriculture also has an important impact on climate change. 
In 2005, it contributed to 10–12 percent of total global greenhouse gas emissions 
(5120 MtCO2 eq/yr to 6166 MtCO2 eq/y). It is worth noting that the five regions, 
mainly non-Annex I countries, were responsible for 74% of total agricultural 
emissions. These are also the regions where the largest share of food production is 
expected in the future (Muldowney et al., 2013). The provisions of the UNFCCC 
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explicitly address the position of agriculture in relation to climate change, both in 
terms of mitigation and adaptation. Food protection is listed as one of the three 
requirements that guide the understanding of the ultimate objective of the Con-
vention.

The Convention explicitly requires that the reduction of greenhouse gas con-
centrations in the atmosphere must take place within a timeframe that ensures 
that food production is not affected. Agriculture is also mentioned as one of the 
economic sectors for which Parties must prepare plans and measures to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions (Kalfagianni & Duyck, n.d.). Regarding the negotia-
tions on climate change, the role of agriculture and related non-governmental or-
ganizations was addressed by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term Action 
(AWG-LCA) for the 2009 UNFCCC meeting in Copenhagen.

In it, members pledged to promote research and development and technology 
transfer and to work together to reduce greenhouse gas emissions while promot-
ing agricultural efficiency and productivity and addressing development priori-
ties and food security. In the discussions on climate change in Copenhagen, not 
enough time was devoted to agriculture and non-governmental organizations to 
overcome the technical aspects required to reach only a political agreement on the 
inclusion of agriculture in the treaty. However, the text on agriculture proposed 
in Copenhagen was dropped by the Parties in Cancun (only the call for a work 
program of the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technical Advice – SBSTA) 
(Elbehri et al., 2011). The Paris agreement opens the door for more adaptation and 
mitigation in the agricultural sector with the help of NGOs.

The Paris Agreement aims to limit the increase in global average tempera-
tures to “well below two degrees C” and to pursue efforts to limit it to 1.5 degrees 
C, which will come into force in 2020. Food security and agriculture are not ig-
nored in the Paris Agreement (Research Program on Climate Change, Agricul-
ture and Food Security, 2015). Prior to the PA in 2014, governments and critical 
non-governmental organizations discussed how an improved agricultural sector 
and better land use could reduce emissions and build resilience as part of future 
meetings in 2015. The coalition and the debates on agriculture in New York could 
boost governments and NGOs in their attempts to raise immediate climate ambi-
tion under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and the univer-
sal climate agreement to be negotiated in Paris in 2015. During the meeting in 
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New York before the Paris Summit on Agriculture and Land Use, several multilat-
eral organizations presented their work.

The GEF, for example, described areas in which it contributes to financing 
sustainable agriculture. The Technical Expert Meeting on Land Use concluded 
that despite the enormous challenges, food producers have good opportunities 
to increase their productivity, reduce emissions and strengthen their resilience. 
States and non-governmental organizations also pointed out that the land sector 
should be an essential element for increasing the immediate climate targets and 
the global climate agreement of 2015 (Agriculture to Play Key Role at UN Sum-
mit, 2014). 

Trade union NGOs – TUNGO

Both trade unions and NGOs are the leading international actors in civil society. 
NGOs are voluntary, independent, not-for-profit and do not pursue self-serving 
goals (see e.g. Breitmeier & Rittberger, 2000; Davies, 2014). A trade union can be 
seen as a self-interested membership organization that primarily advocates for the 
interests of its members. Historically, trade unions have argued that a consistent 
defense of their members’ interests requires a long-term struggle for a social and 
political context at national and international level that serves the well-being of 
people and society. They rightly claim to serve the interests of the community, 
as do NGOs working to improve human living conditions (Spooner, 2004). The 
transition to a low-carbon economy within a few decades is a challenge for all 
countries. Decarbonizing an economy that is still highly dependent on fossil fuels 
will require, among other things, far-reaching industrial change and technological 
transformation, the development of new energy patterns, new business models 
and a more circularity in production and consumption. The transition will im-
prove air quality and reduce energy dependency (see also Asadnabizadeh, 2021). 

It could be an excellent tool for job creation and an opportunity to strength-
en global know-how and technological capabilities in the field of environmental 
innovation. The transition will reshape the labour market in ways that bring both 
new risks and new opportunities for workers: new jobs, but in some cases also job 
destruction, the replacement of some existing occupations with new ones, and the 
need for new competences and skills. Certain sectors and regions, especially those 
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dependent on carbon-intensive industries, could be more affected than others. 
Anticipating these trends and their impact on workers is at the centre of trade 
union activities. Climate governance and related policy planning provide an op-
portunity for trade unions to improve their understanding of the ongoing changes 
and their influence on climate policy (Denis & Herrera Rodriguez, 2017). 

Independently of the literature on the role of trade union in climate  policy, 
Uzzell and Räthzel (2013) emphasize the value of trade union climate action. 
Räthzel and Uzzell summarize the narratives that unions use to express their cli-
mate policies and some of the dilemmas they encounter when interacting with 
progressive issues such as the struggle between job preservation and the quality of 
services for workers (Räthzel & Uzzell, 2011). More than 400 trade unionists took 
part in activities related to the 15th Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC, 
which took place in Copenhagen from 7 to 18 December 2009. The international 
trade union movement had two main objectives in Copenhagen: to promote ef-
forts to reach an ambitious agreement at COP15 and to ensure that fundamental 
labour issues are included in these decisions. The International Trade Union Con-
federation (ITUC) issued a comprehensive statement entitled ‘Trade Unions and 
Climate Change. Equality, fairness, and unity in the fight against Climate Change’,  
which addresses the key aspects of climate change, its labour relations, and the 
role of trade unions. This statement sets out the key objectives of the trade union 
movement in the negotiations and in its alliances with other key decision-makers 
on climate change (Trade Unions at The UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change UNFCCC – COP15, 2009). 

The 21st session of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(COP21) had the task of agreeing on a new climate framework to drive forward 
the implementation of the climate convention. This includes the long-term goals 
that states will pursue, the way in which they will increase the ambition of their 
nationally determined contributions (INDCs), the amount of climate finance to 
be mobilized in the future and a purpose for adaptation. The ITUC had 117 badg-
es, that allowed us to register 171 delegates, thanks to the split between week 1 and 
week 2. In addition, several unions registered under their status or through their 
government representative. The trade union’s demands for Paris were distributed 
in the run-up to and during COP21. The Trade Union climate summit (Paris, 
14–15 September 2015) and the Trade Union Forum on Climate and Employment 



2  Global climate change decision-making center

92

(3–6 December 2015) helped to spread the messages in a very “crowded” media 
environment. The ITUC also launched a call for dialogue for a just transition, 
jointly signed by civil society and business allies, which was published the day be-
fore the COP began (Trade Unions at The UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, 2015).

YOUNGO 

It is generally recognised that youth organizations are non-profit, voluntary NGOs 
run by young people. Under certain conditions, they can either be part of the state 
system or run by youth workers. They are usually established to promote the politi-
cal, financial, cultural, or economic interests of their members. Typically, youth or-
ganizations focus on promoting and safeguarding the democratic and social rights 
of young people and facilitating their social and political participation in society 
at all levels. They also provide opportunities for personal and social development 
through recreational activities, volunteering, and non-formal and informal learn-
ing (Youth Organisation and Youth Programme, 2020). Youth participation within 
the United Nations (UN) has a long and productive history. Resolution No. 3022 
of 1972 describes “channels of communication with youth and international youth 
organizations”.  In 1981, the General Assembly and the then Secretary-General 
Kurt Waldheim called on the governments of the world to include youth delegates 
in their national delegations (Darrach, 2011). According to the guidelines for the 
participation of representatives of non-governmental organizations in UNFCCC 
meetings, “representatives must normally be at least 18 years of age. At COP5 in 
Bonn, which took place from 25 October to 5 November 1999, young people got 
involved as NGO representatives by launching official initiatives and influencing 
delegates in a parallel children and youth forum on the environment. At COP7 in 
Marrakech, youth organizations issued statements calling for “a low-carbon future 
and to see the entry into force of the Protocol as the beginning of a ‘long road’ in 
the fight against climate change”. At COP10 in Buenos Aires, young people came 
together for the first time as an “organized caucus” to draft a resolution calling for 
“the establishment of a Youth Community Group within the COP to ensure youth 
engagement, in line with other communities such as businesses, indigenous peo-
ples and environmental organizations.”
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At COP11/CMP 1 in Montreal, the Canadian government sponsored an 
ambitious “International Youth Summit” organized by Canadian environmen-
tal youth groups. At COP13/CMP 3 in Bali, young people held the third youth 
conference and actively participated in the COP through press conferences and 
side events. At COP14/CMP 4, over 500 young people gathered in Poznan to call 
on governments to work together for an ambitious climate Agreement. Prior to 
COP15/CMP 5, the Secretariat granted young people provisional constituency 
status. This new constituency is referred to as YOUNGO. The status of the con-
stituency (a) enabled the exchange of official information between young people 
and the Secretariat; (b) assisted the Secretariat in ensuring effective youth partic-
ipation appropriate for an intergovernmental meeting (O’Doherty et al., 2015). 
Youth participation at COP21 was unusual due to unusually high public inter-
est, increased registrations, and the reduction of quotas for regular participants. 
Youth participation combined with heightened security precautions following the 
Paris terrorist attacks resulted in an unprecedented number of negotiations being 
closed to observers, which negatively impacted perceptions of youth participation 
(Thew, 2018).

Indigenous people’s 

Indigenous peoples are communities that live in or are associated with geograph-
ically distinct traditional habitats or ancestral territories and identify themselves 
as part of a particular cultural group descended from groups that lived in the area 
before modern states were established and today’s borders were defined. They 
maintain cultural and social identities and social, economic, cultural, and political 
institutions that are separate from the mainstream or dominant society or cul-
ture (WHO Indigenous Peoples, 2020). Indigenous peoples in relation to climate 
change are not explicitly mentioned in the UNFCCC text. Nevertheless, Article 
4 of the Convention calls on developed countries to recognize the problems and 
risks faced by developing countries due to climate change. 

Article 4, paragraph 8 defines the emergency faced by different social 
groups, such as those living in areas threatened by sea level rise, those vul-
nerable to heat waves and desertification, those prone to natural disasters, or 
those with fragile ecosystems, including the ecosystems of mountainous regions 
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(Macchi et al., 2008). Since the adoption of the 1997 Kyoto Protocol to reduce 
global greenhouse gas emissions, members of indigenous peoples have begun to 
push for participation in climate change agreements, but they have been left out. 
In 2004, the UNFCCC – the international environmental agreement that was 
signed at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro from 3 to 14 June 1992 and entered 
into force on 21 March 1994 – recognised their participation. Since 2013, repre-
sentatives of indigenous peoples have been meeting at international conferences 
and other forums. This has enabled them to collectively claim their rights to 
protection under national and international law on the basis of both human 
rights and environmental protection (Etchart, 2017). Indigenous peoples and 
local communities (IP/LCs) are supported in preparing for effective participa-
tion in COP21:

i. The capacity of indigenous peoples and local community representatives 
to engage effectively in COP21 is strengthened.

ii. Key IP/LC representatives are supported to participate in preparatory/
planning meetings throughout 2015.

iii. IP/LC positions and contributions to COP21 are defined through national 
and regional consultations.

iv. IP/LC experiences and perspectives are communicating to govern-
ment representatives and UNFCCC negotiators through the state- and 
region-specific activities in the run-up to and during COP21.  

v. The visibility and standing of IP/LCs in their own countries are strength-
ened through opportunities to interact with their governments in an 
international setting.

vi. Robust and helpful dialogue is facilitated among IP/LCs, governments, 
private sector, multilateral and others, both inside and outside the formal 
UNFCCC negotiations area.

vii. IP/LCs deliver a declaration(s)/call(s) for action addressing priority issues 
(e.g. land titling, respect, and restoration of traditional territoriality, ded-
icated territorial climate finance, self-determination, and free, prior, and 
informed consent) and are duly profiling as innovators, partners, and 
essential stakeholders in the Paris agreement (LCIPP, 2021). 
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Local governments and municipal authorities

Nine stakeholder organizations, including local governments, were named at the 
1992 Earth Summit as key partners of society for the implementation of the glob-
al sustainability agenda. Since the first (COP) in 1995, the LGMA Constituen-
cy has represented local and regional governments in the UNFCCC processes. 
Since 1995, the LGMA Constituency has represented local and regional govern-
ment networks in the UNFCCC process (About the LGMA – Cities & Regions 
Pavilion – LGMA, 2020). The challenges that climate change poses to people and 
the world cannot be solved without the involvement of local authorities. 

Between 1990 and 2007, the roadmap for local climate action was established 
within the UNFCCC and beyond through active participation in the UN Earth 
Summit and subsequent Conferences of the Parties (COPs), as well as through the 
launch of initiatives such as the Municipal Leaders’ Summit on Climate Change. 
The Local Government Climate Roadmap was developed from 2007 to 2013 and 
has led to a number of successes. This includes recognizing the contribution of 
local and subnational governments in the official COP outcome documents and 
the launch of the Carbon Climate Registry. In the period 2013–2015, the mission 
of the Local Government Climate Roadmap has been accomplished as the world 
moves towards a climate agreement at COP21 in Paris in 2015. After eight years of 
tremendous mobilization at all levels, the Local Government Environment Road-
map has achieved its overall goals (Arikan & Brekke, 2015). In addition, local and 
subnational governments are actively advocating rapid and transformative climate 
action within and outside the COP21 negotiation process. These efforts are sup-
ported by the Transformative Actions Program (TAP) at COP21 (Subnational 
Governments and COP21, 2020).

2.5.3 The decision-making centre of the climate change 
instrument: Transboundary organizations 

The management of the decision-making centre for global climate change can 
be understood in terms of boundary organizations. The creation and function of 
boundary organizations for the study of the global decision-making centre for 
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climate change (Paris agreement) is important. These organizations can influence 
the climate change decision-making centre in two ways at the global level: (1) SB-
STA (2) SBI. These organizations are one such instrument to coordinate the pro-
duction of policy-relevant yet policy-neutral scientific work in the global climate 
change decision-making hub.

The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological 
Advice (SBSTA)

The SBSTA is one of the two permanent subsidiary bodies of the Convention es-
tablished by the COP/CMP. It supports the work of the COP, the CMP, and the 
CMA by providing timely information and advice on scientific and technological 
issues related to the Convention, the KP and the Paris Agreement (see e.g. Koetz 
et al., 2008). The SBSTA’s main areas of work include impacts, vulnerability, and 
adaptation to climate change, promoting the development and transfer of envi-
ronmentally sound technologies, and conducting technical work to improve the 
guidelines for the preparation and review of greenhouse gas emission inventories 
of Annex I Parties. The SBSTA carries out methodological work within the frame-
work of the Convention, the KP and the Paris Agreement and promotes co-opera-
tion in research and the systematic observation of the climate system. 

In addition, the SBSTA plays an essential role as a link between the scientific 
information provided by expert sources such as the IPCC on the one hand and the 
policy-oriented needs of the COP on the other. In view of COP21, it is expected 
that the SBSTA’s support for climate action in the agricultural sector, including 
NAMAs, will increase in the context of the SBSTA, the COP and the submission 
of the NDCs. The aim of the session during COP21 is to highlight progress and 
pathways for countries interested in climate finance for agricultural mitigation 
through livestock. Agricultural NAMAs finance reduced emissions while sup-
porting agricultural production and livelihoods. This side event will focus on 
discussing active NAMA proposals that will reduce emissions while improving 
livestock productivity. Experts spoke about monitoring, reporting and verification 
(MRV), public-private partnerships and financing opportunities (UNFCCC Sub-
sidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA), 2020).
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Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI)

SBI stands for SBI. Its work is at the centre of all implementation issues under the 
Convention, the KP and the Paris Agreement. In this respect, its plan is orientated 
around the critical building blocks of implementation of all these treaties and in-
struments: transparency, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology, and capacity 
building, and aims to strengthen the ambition of Parties in all aspects of their plan 
(see e.g. Jacob, 2003). From 2014, the SBI increasingly focused on the further de-
velopment of the MRV issues as outlined in the Cancun Framework. To this end, 
two processes were launched, the International Assessment and Review (IAR) 
process and the International Consultation and Analysis (ICA) process, which are 
conducted under the SBI. In addition, the SBI annually reviews the development 
of greenhouse gas emissions of developing countries and regularly reports on the 
policies and measures of industrialised and developing countries, which enable us 
to track global emissions as well as mitigation and adaptation measures. Efforts in 
the areas of financial, technological, and capacity-building support, research, and 
systematic monitoring, as well as education, training, and public awareness (Sub-
sidiary Body for Implementation (SBI), 2020). The Paris Agreement and its COP 
decisions do not contain any concrete next steps to promote education before the 
agreement enters into force. However, in Paris, the Parties adopted the mandate 
for the interim review of the Doha work program on Article 6 of the Convention. 
With this decision, the COP requested the SBI to initiate the interim review of the 
implementation of the Doha Work Program on Article 6 of the Convention at the 
UNFCCC negotiating session in May 2016, so that the review can be completed 
by November 2016, at COP22. The study should be used to drive the education 
and public awareness agenda over the next four years and enable Parties at the 
CMA1 to adopt a program to further improve the implementation of training, 
public awareness, public participation, and public access to information to drive 
action under the Agreement (Dagent et al., 2016).

Conclusion

In this chapter, the author has begun to review and analyze the global deci-
sion-making centre of the Paris Agreement (DMC-PA). The decision-making 
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centre is a well-structured position that can be seen as a global decision on climate 
change in the Paris Agreement. The key to understanding the decision-making 
centre of the Paris Agreement is the author’s ability to carefully identify all rele-
vant elements of the global decision-making centre. In this chapter, the author has 
attempted to provide the details such as the understanding of decision-making 
in international relations, the decision-making centre in climate change negotia-
tions, the specifics of DMC-PA, the actors of DMC-PA, the institutional structure 
of the global climate regime, the IGOs, the United Nations system, the WHO, 
the UNDP, the MEF, the IEA, the EBRD, the International Labour Organization 
(ILO), the IMO, the role of NGOs in epistemic communities and the conceptual-
ization of epistemic communities in the context of PA.

Therefore, the author believes that the DMC-PA analysis and its variables 
have made a significant contribution to the global decision-making centre of 
climate change negotiations, not only theoretically, but also substantively and 
methodologically. The variables (indicators) that express the environment and 
development status of climate change actors through simple classification and 
graphics in this chapter effectively support the understanding of the global deci-
sion-making centre. 
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3   
Global decision-making process on climate 

change: Paris Agreement 

The global decision-making process (DMP) is an essential criterion of this book, 
which plays an important role in the IID approach. In other words, it is a good idea 
to look at the Paris Agreement from the IID perspective, which can be achieved 
through its third phase, namely the decision-making process on climate change. 
At this stage, it is important to analyze how the Paris Climate Agreement was 
framed as a global decision to change climate negotiations. Based on the DMP, 
this book proposes a framework to define and analyze the process of the Par-
is Agreement on climate change through the two-stage structure of the global 
 decision-making process. It considers the range of political and economic stages 
(Figure 6). At the centre of each stage would be the political and economic dy-
namic(s) of the decision, identified with sufficient precision to allow the author to 
better analyze them. The techniques of the two-level structure provide an effective 
means of understanding how the global decision-making process is used to con-
struct the current political and economic stages for the global decision-making 
process, namely the Paris Agreement. 

This analysis would begin by identifying and characterizing the discrep-
ancies between the political and economic aspects of the decision. It would 
then diagnose the reasons for the design of the Paris Agreement, accepting 
the possibility that the two levels are not at the same level. The analysis in this 
part covers broad areas of information and decision-making in political and 
economic terms, analysing the practical aspects of three individual decision 
tables.
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3.1  �A�framework�for�diagnosing�the�structure�of�the�
global decision-making process

Decision-making is the selection of a course of action from a range of alternatives. 
It is an essential part of planning, but also a fundamental part of the overall man-
agement process. The six main stages of the decision-making process are problem 
recognition and diagnosis, identification of options, evaluation of alternatives, se-
lection of an option, implementation, and evaluation (Tiernan & Morley, 2013). 
Andy Afinotan (2014) argues that decision-making in international relations is 
the deliberation of choices between alternative courses of action. The degree of 
independence enjoyed by a nation’s state can be measured in a particular way 
by the extent to which the decisions of its leadership are influenced by events 
in the external environment, rather than the extent to which its actions or deci-
sions are influenced by events in its external environment. He believes that the 
 decision-making process encompasses the various techniques and strategies used 
to plan. This technique refers to the competence of the decision participants, the 

Political
stages

Economic
stages

Decision-making
process Decision-making

Paris Agreement

Figure 6. Decision-making process for the structure of Paris Agreement.
Source: Author own-constructed.
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information available to them and their motives or motivation (Afinotan, 2014). 
In addition, Herbert Simon (1960) pointed out that the decision-making process 
consists of the following stages:

1. Intelligence (gathering information and identifying the problem) 
2. Design (identify alternatives and select criteria) 
3. Selection (use criteria to evaluate alternatives and make a decision) 
4. Implementation (putting the decision into action and allocating resources) 

(Mintz & DeRouen, 2010). 

As the uncertainty of climate change is relatively new to decision-makers, building 
capacity to cope with climate change is a critical adaptation measure. Therefore, 
governments have a crucial role to play in creating the framework conditions nec-
essary for decision-making and change. The decision-making process must focus 
on providing people with the appropriate knowledge, incentives, resources, and 
skills to increase their resilience and adapt themselves to climate change (World 
Resources Institute, 2002). The decision-making process can take place in differ-
ent ways and in different steps, which are discussed below. These steps are similar 
to those described for climate change adaptation processes:

a) Identifying and analysing the problem.
b) Identifying and prioritising the decision criteria.
c) Determining the prioritised solution.
d) Generation of solution options.
e) Evaluation of the generated options.
f) Selecting and applying the best option.
g) Analysing the results 

From these points of view and with these theoretical elements, different organi-
zations implicitly or explicitly face their different needs to deal with evolutionary 
or change processes in which the scientific and technical knowledge apparently 
available is not always sufficient to make good decisions (Bustos & Vicuna, 2016). 
These studies provide starting points for intervening in the decision-making 
process in global climate change negotiations. Vihma pointed out that the COP 



3  Global decision-making process on climate change: Paris Agreement 

102

 decision-making process in the global UN climate negotiations remains essential 
and problematic. Since the 1970s, the COP has been a regular paradigm for treaty 
negotiation and management in international environmental treaties. Although 
the COP and its decision-making process are limited in some respects, they have 
been and will most likely remain a crucial element of global climate policy. Even 
though the COP and its decision-making process are not legally binding, it is clear 
that they have been used with far-reaching political, if not legal, implications. 

Therefore, understanding the high-level meetings leading up to COP21 in 
Paris is an incentive to analyze at least some of the pressing issues surrounding 
global climate problems and the decision-making process (Vihma, 2014). In order 
to understand why the given information can be used as a framework to examine 
how the global decision-making process of the negotiations at the PA was shaped, 
the author of this chapter will analyze the main process of the global decision-mak-
ing negotiations before the PA. The author examines the global decision-making 
process of the negotiation structures that incorporate political and economic fac-
tors and feed into major global decisions on climate change before the PA, for ex-
ample, starting from the Durban Summit, through Doha and Warsaw, to Lima.

3.1.1 Two-stage structure for the global decision-making 
process: Application to PA 

This part of the book analyses a two-stage decision-making process for global cli-
mate negotiations. The author has chosen to divide the decisions in the run-up to 
Paris into two phases, a political phase, and an economic phase. The two-stage de-
cision-making structure, which clearly underlies the analysis of pre-COP decisions 
in Paris, depends on political and economic signals based on available resources. 

3.1.1.1  The rationale for the political stages of the  
decision-making process 

The political stages of global climate negotiations are a tool to examine the criti-
cal issues surrounding the process of global decision-making on climate change. 
The importance of the PA has led the author of this study to explore a better and 
 practical understanding of the driving forces and political factors that have influ-
enced the DMP-PA. Assessing these complex issues from a political perspective 
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helps to describe the interactions between the different COPs in response to cli-
mate change issues and provides broader opportunities to better understand the 
global decision-making process on climate change. 

Therefore, this part of the study analyses the political signals of decisions 
in the climate change negotiations in the context of the pre-PA period. In other 
words, to what extent is the DMP-PA involved in the political factors of pre-PA 
negotiation decisions. This is a crucial criterion to better understand the issues 
that influence decision-making in a given global climate negotiation. This section 
looks specifically at 17 key factors based on decisions made during the pre-PA 
global negotiations. Firstly, it looks at the Durban Political Stages (DPS), DOPS, 
then the Warsaw Political Stages (WPS) and LPS. Finally, the Paris Political Phases 
(PPS) are analyzed (Table 1).

The structure of the constructed table shows the different political charac-
teristics of the decisions taken by the states in the negotiations prior to the PA on 
climate change. During the PS-DMP assessment, 5 clusters were identified: DPS 
4 elements, DOPS 3 elements and WPS 1 element. The author discovered some 
elements for the two middle categories which show less tangible trends towards 
PA. The categories with more political elements, DPS 4, LPS 5 and PPS 4, show 
more tangible political signals for the process of global decision-making on cli-
mate change.

Durban

Pledges and commitments of EU FAC

The Foreign Affairs Council consists of the ministers of the Member States of 
the European Union responsible for foreign affairs, defense and development. 
These ministers meet monthly to discuss foreign policy, trade, security, defense 
and development issues (Foreign Affairs Council, 2016). The meetings of the 
Foreign Affairs Council are chaired by the High Representative of the Union for 
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. The High Representative is supported by the 
European External Action Service (EEAS). Rationality and solidarity in the EU’s 
climate negotiations increased significantly in the 1990s. Although the Foreign 
Affairs Council agreed on common objectives, positions, and tactics from the very 



3  Global decision-making process on climate change: Paris Agreement 

104

Table 1. The scope of the political stages of decision-making process.

PS-DMP More tangible Less tangible
DPS I.  Pledges and commitments of 

EU Foreign Affairs Council
II.  Pledges and commitments 

of EU Green Diplomacy 
Network

III.  Papua New Guinea (PNG)
IV.  Russian federationn Proposal

DOPS I.  Long-term Cooperative 
Action (AWG-LCA) 

II.  Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Further Commitments for 
Annex I Parties under the 
Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP)

III.  ADP

WPS I.  Commitments of coun-
tries (40) and UNFCCC- 
Cartagena Dialogue2013

LPS I.  China–U.S. Commitments
II.  Commitments of France and 

Peru (LPAA)
III.  India and U.S. Consensus 

(F-GHGs) 
IV.  Isla Margarita (Pre-COP in 

Venezuela, November 2014)
V.  UN climate summit, 

September 2014
PPS I.  U.S.-Brazil commitments on 

Climate Change 2015
II.  EU-China commitments and 

actions
III.  French Presidency and its 

commitments 2015
IV.  Adoption of the 17 SDGs

Source: Author own-constructed.
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 beginning of the international discussions, each Member State proposed its com-
mitments and initiatives and took the floor in the actual UNFCCC negotiations 
in the early 1990s. In 2004, the structure of foreign policy orientation and repre-
sentation was reorganized to improve its efficiency and strengthen the ownership 
of the structural framework by EU Member States (Foreign Affairs Council (FAC) 
Configuration, 2020). 

The revisions supported a trend among EU negotiators toward forming a 
European identity, and they were regarded as a significant step forward by many 
participating in EU climate discussions. However, as of mid-2011, the organiza-
tion and representation of EU external climate policy kept following the existing 
model. Even though EU delegates began to speak from behind the flag of the EU 
rather than the flag of the Member State holding the Presidency of the Council in 
2010 (Oberthür, 2011). The main objective of the 2011 Durban Climate Confer-
ence was to agree on the Durban Platform for Improved Action, which sets out a 
roadmap for future climate negotiations and thus prevents the UNFCCC mech-
anism from failing. The EU, together with the presidency of the Durban Summit 
and a limited number of other states, appears to have been the main architect of 
this roadmap (van Schaik, 2012). The EU and the FAC firmly believe that an ag-
gressive, inclusive and legally binding global climate change regime, involving all 
major economies, is necessary if the world is to avoid dangerous climate change. 
Europe agreed on such a structure in Copenhagen and Cancun and is in a posi-
tion to do so in Durban. 

It is therefore important for the EU and the Council to reach consensus in 
Durban on a comprehensive plan and timetable to finalize the system as soon as 
possible and implement it by 2020 at the latest. They felt that climate change ac-
tion on the ground can be improved in the short and medium term. The meeting 
must also take the follow-up decisions needed to implement certain aspects of the 
Cancún Agreements and resolve a number of critical issues that were left out of 
the Cancún Agreements (Press corner, 2011). COP17 agreed to start negotiations 
under an ADP, which is tasked with negotiating a protocol, other legal instru-
ment or agreed outcome with legal force under the Convention that applies to all 
 parties. This agreement is only the first phase: talks are to be finalized by 2015, 
with a possible agreement coming into force in 2020 if the treaty is still concluded. 
However, the Durban Summit represents an improvement on the model favored 
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by the EU and the FAC for managing global climate change – a top-down interna-
tional agreement with binding targets for all nations. In addition, the actions and 
commitments of the EU and the FAC were instrumental in bringing the final talks 
to a successful conclusion and preparing for the next climate conference in Doha 
(Pavese & Torney, 2012).

Pledges and commitments of EU Green Diplomacy Network

The Green Diplomacy Network (GDN) is a significant but often neglected innova-
tion that has effectively combined the power of EU delegations with the national 
diplomatic framework. Launched by the European Council in 2003, the GDN was 
originally intended to facilitate the integration of environmental objectives into 
the EU’s external relations by building an informal network of experts in national 
capitals (see e.g. Del Castillo, 2010; Morgera, 2012). At its inception, each rotating 
EU presidency organized a GDN meeting in Brussels to inform the other member 
states about the international environmental negotiations of the coming semester 
and to examine the implementation of a common EU strategy for environmental 
priorities. 

The entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty on 1 December brought some im-
portant improvements for the network. Since 2012, the Presidency has shifted from 
the Council Presidency to the EEAS in order to promote continuity (Ujvari, 2016). 
In the early years, the GDN (2005a, 2005b, 2006) was particularly active in the ar-
eas of sustainability, biodiversity conservation and the prevention of environmen-
tal damage caused by toxic chemicals. Once bilateral relations were consolidated, 
the GDN organized informal meetings involving several countries with similar 
goals and interests. In 2004, for example, the EU launched a demarche on climate 
change in which 34 third countries took part. In 2005, the initial successes were 
evaluated by the Council, which concluded that this was an important component 
of the initial success. Nevertheless, these measures were ultimately not enough to 
achieve the overarching EU climate targets. Since the Lisbon Treaty in 2009 and 
based on the lessons learnt from the Copenhagen  Summit in 2009, the EU has ‘re-
vitalized’ the GDN and revised its diplomatic strategy (see e.g.  Otterbach, 2021). 
The EU tends to rely on promises at UN summits to go further and pay more than 
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others to stop climate change in the hope that they will follow suit, but this has not 
proved very effective. 

This promise was most evident at the Copenhagen summit in 2009, where 
the EU was sidelined. Many retrospective analyses of that summit argue that the 
EU’s narrative of leading by example or extending its preferences to others needed 
to change in time for Paris 2015. As part of their diplomatic “rethinking,” the EU 
and the GDN have tried to focus more on recognizing the normative positions 
of third countries. Their epistemic community of diplomats tried to enforce their 
pragmatic, bottom-up approach in a much more committed way. In 2011, the 
EU regained some power with the establishment of the so-called Durban Plat-
form, which lobbied for a major climate agreement between international actors 
in 2015, to be implemented by 2020, when the Kyoto Protocol expires. With the 
Durban Platform, it was clear that the EU and the GDN saw the Paris Summit in 
December 2015 as a defining moment (Cross, 2018).

Papua New Guinea (PNG)

PNG, the largest and most populous country in the Pacific, is under pressure from 
the effects of environmental and climate change. The unpredictable environment 
makes its society vulnerable to many threats. Slow-onset cycles (drought, frost, 
salinization, coastal erosion, sea level rise) and fast-onset events (cyclones, earth-
quakes, floods, landslides, tsunamis and volcanic storm surges) are a reality for 
PNG. PNG experiences two to three national activations (and several smaller local 
activations) for disaster events each year. There have been seven significant events 
in the last 15 years, including floods, tsunamis, landslides, droughts and volcanic 
eruptions. In addition, there is a significant risk of technological and man-made 
disasters from oil spills, industrial emissions, uncontrolled and disruptive land use 
and infrastructure construction, as well as rapid population growth. 

Independently of the climate negotiations, PNG as a non-Annex I member 
ratified the UNFCCC in 1992 and 1994. And the KP in 1999 and 2002 respective-
ly. The first national communication was drafted in 2000, then approved by the 
Council towards 2001 and finally sent out after ratification in 2002. PNG has also 
undertaken several new initiatives aimed at supporting our commitment to the 
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UNFCCC. These include the inclusion of climate change in our current national 
long-term policy visions, plans and strategies, namely Vision 2050 and the Na-
tional Strategic Plan 2010–2030 (Naser, 2015).

In addition, the Office of Climate Change and Development should be 
established to advocate for the implementation of the goals. PNG is leading a 
proactive coalition of rainforest nations to participate in negotiations under 
the UNFCCC on behalf of its 52 member countries, particularly in relation to 
REDD+ (Pundari, 2014). This information was taken up at COP11 in Mon-
treal by PNG and Costa Rica, which lead the Coalition for Rainforest Nations 
(CFRN). An alliance of more than 50 members of the DCS with tropical forests 
has made a joint submission entitled Reducing Emissions from Deforestation 
in DCS: Approaches to Stimulate Action. This submission was made as part of 
an item specifically requested by PNG to be added to the provisional agenda 
and sought support from several other Latin American and African countries. 
This submission considers the introduction of “RED” into the UNFCCC pro-
cess, which has evolved into what we know today as REDD+ (La Viña and de 
Leon, 2014). 

During the conference in Durban, the states and Mexico had prepared a pro-
posal to amend the convention in accordance with Articles 15 and 16. This point 
was first discussed at the COP plenary session on 30 November. Mexico, sup-
ported by Colombia and others, tabled a proposal to hold a vote as a “last resort” 
in the event that all efforts to reach consensus on issues with broad support have 
failed. The parties also discussed this issue during the week. He explained that 
this was to avoid “paralysis” Bolivia, Venezuela and Saudi Arabia said they could 
only support a consensus approach. The states convened informal consultations 
on the issue. Many countries, in particular Costa Rica, Colombia, Guyana, Suri-
name and the European Union, were in favor of this idea in order to increase the 
effectiveness of the Agreement. Saudi Arabia, Bolivia and Venezuela rejected any 
change to the consensus rule. During the final plenary session of COP17, Mexico 
expressed its satisfaction with the interest shown and pointed out that a revised 
version of the proposal had been submitted. The parties agreed to place the item 
on the provisional agenda of COP18 (International Institute for Sustainable De-
velopment, 2011).
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Russian federation proposal

To tackle climate change, Russia has indicated that it will go beyond the second 
Kyoto pledge for the time being. The Russian Federation has the opportunity to 
prove its position as a strict climate protector by legally implementing a domestic 
emissions limitation target as a security partner, as proposed at the Copenhagen 
conference in 2009. This situation will show the international world that Moscow 
has abandoned its history of reducing post-Soviet emissions. It will lend prestige 
to the Russian Federation’s insistence on negotiating a new global climate agree-
ment instead of entering the second phase of the KP. 

At the climate conference in Durban, the Russian Federation’s resolution took 
the first step by formally recommending the establishment of a regular review of 
national groups under the UNFCCC. As a starting point for the KP, these groups 
divide countries in terms of necessary climate commitments based on 1990 
growth levels. Based on the current stage of growth, their change will update who 
has to contribute and what kind of pollution reduction or limitation. Let’s assume 
that the future climate agreement continues to be used as a reference point. In 
that case, this could force the better-off DCS to adopt carbon reduction targets 
based on their level of economic development (Vatansever & Korppoo, 2012). At 
the COP plenary session on 30 November, the Russian Federation made it clear 
that the list of states in Annexes I and II must be reviewed regularly. There were 
opponents and supporters. Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan supported this pro-
posal, while Saudi Arabia opposed it. Informal consultations took place, chaired 
by Ambassador Javier Diaz (Costa Rica). During the closing plenary session, the 
Russian Federation sought clarification on the status of the proposal. COP Pres-
ident Nkoana-Mashabane referred to fruitful debates on the legal, political, and 
other implications of the proposal and added that more time was needed to assess 
the proposal (International Institute for Sustainable Development, 2012).

The Russian Federation’s proposal at the climate summit in Durban contains 
an important and generally accepted concept, namely the setting of standards for 
developing countries to gradually move towards emission reduction targets, de-
pending on their level of economic growth. The Russian Federation needs to de-
velop a more concrete plan to contribute to the Durban Platform and optimize the 
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foreign policy and global mitigation benefits of this proposal. Adopting a national 
mitigation target will show developing countries that Moscow practices what it 
preaches (see e.g. Abdenur, 2014; Stuenkel, 2021). 

Although the position of the Russian Federation in the current climate ne-
gotiations is less decisive than during the Kyoto ratification process, the Russian 
Federation’s position on future burden sharing is compatible with other DCs and 
provides Moscow with a more solid forum to establish a co-operative position. 
The main weakness of the Russian Federation’s initiative is that it is essentially 
hollow. The issue needs to be brought into sharper focus, regardless of the fact that 
the G77 DCS community is opposed to the adoption of mitigation commitments. 
Moscow needs to come up with a more concrete plan to help shape and control 
the future climate regime, as reflected in the foreign policy doctrine of the Russian 
Federation. For example, the agreement could include updated indicators to de-
termine which countries are sufficiently developed to make commitments to limit 
and reduce emissions under the eventual climate Agreement. Lacking substance, 
this very sensible proposal is easy for a powerful DCS lobby to undermine and 
disregard (Vatansever & Korppoo, 2012).

Doha 

Long-term cooperative action 

 Decision 1/CP.13 (BAP) established the AWG-LCA as a subsidiary body of the 
Treaty to carry out a comprehensive process to enable the full, effective, and sus-
tainable implementation of the Convention through long-term cooperative action 
through 2012 and beyond to achieve an agreed agreement (AWG-LCA bodies 
page, 2020). The ad hoc working group initiated the discussion on developing 
countries’ mitigation actions that led to the Cancun Agreement. Definition of 
developing countries’ mitigation commitments and the arrangements to sup-
port these commitments and the MRV framework, aspects of which were further 
agreed as a result of Durban (History of negotiations, 2012). 

In Doha, these areas were discussed as part of the cooperative sectoral climate 
protection approaches. Tracking of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term 
Cooperative Action Ad Hoc Working Group under the Convention (AWG-LCA). 
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The critical issues raised by the parties were: The position of the UNFCCC in rela-
tion to the IMO/ICAO, the treatment of DC and the required emission reductions. 
There is a growing consensus among Parties that the IMO and the International 
Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) should develop and implement policies to re-
duce emissions from their respective sectors, with some guidance from the UNFC-
CC. Nevertheless, the agenda item has been highly controversial, and the positions 
of the parties have hardly converged in recent years (see e.g. Oberthür, 2003; Shi, 
2016). 

The most contentious issue was whether the principle of CBDR should apply 
in these sectors when it comes to greenhouse gas emissions or whether the IMO/
ICAO should act in accordance with their equal treatment of all ships and aircraft. 
Finally, some countries, including the EU, would have liked to set global sectoral 
reduction targets under the UNFCCC, while others saw no need. In Doha, the 
parties were unable to reconcile the CBDR principle with the prohibition of pref-
erential treatment that would distort international competition in the respective 
markets. This BAP agenda item was therefore the only closed item for which there 
was neither a resolution text nor a follow-up process (Herold et al., 2013). Ad hoc 
working group on further obligations for Annex I parties under the KP ( AWG-KP). 

In 2005, the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties 
to the KP (CMP) established the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commit-
ments of Annex I Parties under the KP (AWG-KP) at its first session in Montreal 
through its decision 1/CMP.1. The AWG-KP was established to discuss the future 
commitments of industrialised countries under the KP. The AWG-KP reported 
to the CMP (Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Par-
ties under the KP (AWG-KP), 2020). Only those nations that have ratified the 
AWG-KP are concerned with the Protocol. Therefore, neither the United States 
nor emerging or industrialised countries are concerned. The scope and purpose 
of its work can only be tenuous when it comes to the ultimate goal of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions worldwide. 

The states wanted the AWG-KP to conduct and finalize its deliberations 
so that there would be a PK2 and not a break between PK1 and PK2. During 
the 2nd MOP, held jointly with the 12th COP in Nairobi in 2006, the AWG-KP 
discussions did not contribute to the concept of commitments for the eventual 
PK 2. While discussions continued under the leadership of the AWG-KP, the 
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BAP, which was adopted at the end of the 13th COP in 2007, was adopted. This 
plan opened up a different mechanism for discussion and negotiation through 
the formation of an AWG-LCA under the Convention (AWG-LCA) (see e.g. 
Boston, 2008). The BAP implies that the AWG-LCA is responsible for initiating 
a comprehensive process that will enable the Convention to be fully, efficiently, 
and sustainably enforced through long-term cooperative action, now through 
2012 and beyond, to achieve an agreed outcome, it is the 15th COP. In other 
words, the Working Group should participate in the negotiations that should 
lead to an agreement on the implementation of the 2012 KP and beyond. This 
agreement is to be implemented at the 15th COP in Copenhagen in 2009. The 
countries have not reached an agreement, but they have decided that a joint 
agreement is necessary. The AWG-LCA was created without dissolving the 
AWG-KP. For this reason, two working groups have been discussing the future 
of the KP after 2012 in parallel since 2007. 

The negotiations conducted by the AWG-KP aim to define new commitments 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for countries that already have commitments 
under the KP for period 1. In contrast, the AWG-LCA negotiations aim to define 
new commitments for all nations. The AWG-KP is under the authority of the KP, 
while the AWG-LCA is under the authority of the Convention and includes all 
countries, including the United States and developing countries that have ratified 
the treaty (Tsayem Demaze, 2014). The agreement was reached at the 18th year 
AWG-KP (‘COP18’) in Doha, Qatar, where industrialised countries reluctantly 
accepted to make new commitments under the KP for the second commitment 
period 2013–20.  

This agreement was enshrined in the Doha Amendment to the Protocol. 
Nevertheless, the negotiated collective emission reductions were only a minimal 
attempt to combat climate change. They were only 18% below 1990 levels by 2020, 
and Australia committed to reducing its emissions by 0.5% below 1990 levels by 
2020. The Protocol was further weakened by the withdrawal of Canada and the 
inability of the Russian Federation, Japan and New Zealand to fulfil their com-
mitments in the second commitment phase. In addition, the Doha Amendment 
never achieved formal legal effect: currently, only 66 parties to the Protocol have 
ratified the Doha Amendment, while 144 ratifications are required for it to enter 
into force (Wewerinke-Singh & Doebbier, 2020). 
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ADP for enhanced action (ADP)

The ad hoc working group on the ADP is a subsidiary body established by Deci-
sion 1/CP.17 in December 2011. The mandate of the ADP is to develop a protocol, 
other legal instrument or agreed outcome with legal force under the Convention. 
The mandate applies to all Parties and must be finalized by 2015 at the latest so 
that it can be adopted at the twenty-first session of the (COP) and enter into force 
and be implemented from 2020 (ADP bodies, 2020). The decision to establish an 
ad hoc working group on the ADP provides for 1. the initiation of a process to 
negotiate a protocol, other legal instrument or agreed outcome with legal force 
under the Convention applicable to all Parties as soon as possible, but no later 
than 2015. Work will begin immediately under the ad hoc working group on the 
ADP. At the twenty-first session of the Conference of the Parties, the outcome 
will be adopted so that it can enter into force and be implemented from 2020. 2. 
Extend the AWG-LCA by one year. 3. Launch an immediate work plan to increase 
mitigation ambition, now, up to and beyond 2015 (Osafo et al., 2012). During the 
course of the year, the parties decided that work on the ADP must be conducted in 
two separate steps: Work step 1 deals with the visions and aspirations for the ADP 
(in line with paragraphs 2–6 of Decision 1/CP.17). Work step 2 deals with the 
enhanced mitigation ambitions (in line with paragraphs 7–8 of Decision 1/CP.17). 
In October 2012, at a negotiating meeting in Bangkok, Parties exchanged views 
on what nations are preparing for a post-2020 system (see e.g. Depledge, 2008; 
Stern et al., 2014). For both workstreams, the co-chairs of the ADP have written 
overview notes on the roundtable discussions, indicating where opinions differ 
between countries. In Doha, additional critical issues for the workstreams were 
highlighted by the co-chairs in a recent reflection note:

Workstream 1:

a) How will Parties apply the principles of the UNFCCC in the new agree-
ment?

b) How countries will consider national circumstances and changes.
c) How the new agreement will be “applicable to all” in practise, including 

approaches to defining differentiated commitments.
d) Ways to incentivize full and ambitious participation and ensure effective 

implementation and compliance regimes.
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Workstream 2:

a) How to raise the ambition of existing commitments by Parties and en-
courage those who have not yet submitted their commitments?

b) International and national actions that are additional and thus comple-
mentary to the Parties’ commitments can be strengthened, promoted, 
and supported by the Convention.

c) Ways to deepen the work, including technical and quantitative analyses 
of options to increase ambition.

Ways to incentivize mitigation action and ensure effective implementation (Sarac, 
2012).

Warsaw

Commitments of countries (40) and UNFCCC – Cartagena 
Dialogue 2013

The Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive Action is a group of around 40 countries 
seeking ambitious results in the UNFCCC negotiations. Participating countries 
include Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Bangladesh, Belgium, Burundi, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Democratic Republic of Congo, Dominican 
Republic, France, Ethiopia, Gambia, Germany, Ghana, Guatemala, Indonesia, 
Kenya, Lebanon, Malawi, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Panama, Peru, Rwanda, Samoa, Spain, Switzerland, Sweden, 
South Africa, Tanzania, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Uruguay, United Kingdom and 
the European Commission. The dialogue emerged as an accidental and informal 
attempt to produce the Copenhagen negotiating texts. 

The Cartagena Group/Dialogue for Progressive Action was established by 30 
developed and developing countries at COP15 in Copenhagen to work towards a 
constructive outcome for progressive action to advance climate change talks (Aus-
tralian Government, 2011). The dialogue has officially taken place five times since 
its inception, in Colombia, the Maldives, Costa Rica, Malawi and Samoa. As the 
dialogue is a closed intergovernmental conference, it is difficult to obtain specific 
details about the discussions. However, mitigation plans, assessment,  reporting 
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and monitoring procedures for mitigation commitments, climate finance, the 
need to strengthen the implementation of adaptation strategies and the need for 
a realistic, systematic, and legally binding AWG-KP and AWG-LCA outcome 
have been discussed so far. At the second meeting in the Maldives in July 2010, 
the participating nations committed to taking a leadership role in mitigation and 
adaptation (see e.g. Laine, 2014; McLaughlin, 2016). The discussion at the third 
meeting in Costa Rica was based on textual proposals to achieve a grand outcome 
in Cancún. The fifth meeting, held in Samoa in July 2011, focused on finance, 
mitigation targets and the need for a framework for international responsibilities, 
whether through the continuation of the KP or a possible Durban mandate.  

The Cartagena debate is often one of the few prospects for a global consensus 
on climate change. Monica Araya, a Costa Rican climate negotiator, describes the 
Cartagena dialogue as “the most innovative and constructive platform currently 
available in climate negotiations – unusual and refreshingly constructive, allowing 
for the exchange of ideas. The Australian government, which has played a signif-
icant role in establishing the dialogue, notes that it has proven to be a necessary 
platform for open discourse to move the negotiations forward (Bowering, 2011). 
in 2013, the parties extended the duration of the Cartagena Dialogue in the expec-
tation that the forum in Warsaw would lead to greater understanding and consen-
sus. In April 2013, the following concerns were raised for Warsaw at a conference:

The importance of rapidly operationalizing the newly developed systems, 
structures, institutions, and processes.

Maintaining an effective link between the discussions in the subsidiary bod-
ies and the ADP.

An efficient, comprehensive, multilateral system based on the rules devel-
oped under 2015 Accordance; the need to focus on low-hanging mitigation capac-
ities and complementary measures (Herold et al., 2013).

Lima�(COP20)

China–U.S. commitments

The United States of America and the People’s Republic of China have an essential 
role to play in the fight against global climate change, one of the greatest  challenges 
facing humanity. The gravity of the obstacle calls on both sides to work together 
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constructively for the common good. The United States and China announced 
a bilateral cooperation agreement on renewable energy production and green-
house gas emissions on 11 November 2014. They have outlined steps as part of a 
longer-term plan to achieve deep DE carbonization of the global economy over 
time. These steps would also boost international climate negotiations towards a 
sustainable new climate agreement in Paris by 2015 (Lima) (U.S.-China Joint An-
nouncement on Climate Change, 2014). 

The new US target is to reduce emissions by an average of 2.3 to 2.8 percent 
annually between 2020 and 2025. In the first quarter of 2015, the parties to the 
UNFCCC presented the new proposal as the U.S. “NDC.” Although the recent 
midterm elections have seen increased opposition from the Republican Party, 
President Obama has proposed making this pledge without Congressional ap-
proval. In order for China to achieve its new target, it will promote energy pro-
duction from non-fossil fuels to meet 20 percent of its energy needs by 2030. This 
approach will result in the generation of 800 to 1,000 gigawatts of emission-free 
energy from nuclear, wind, solar and other sources by 2030, a significant improve-
ment over current coal-fired power generation by 2030 (see Vezirgiannidou, 2013; 
Christoff, 2016; Cooper, 2018, among others).  

These initiatives go hand in hand with China’s aim, particularly in Beijing, to 
reduce local air pollution. However, the year in which emissions will peak seems 
doubtful, especially without a more comprehensive reduction target. The pledge 
signals “the “end of the coal age” and the growing importance of other sources of 
energy generation, particularly natural gas and renewables, alongside the use of 
clean, energy-efficient technologies. The two companies have agreed to enhance 
co-operation on climate and renewable energy through policy consultations and 
practical work on clean energy innovations and low greenhouse gas emissions. 
The United States and China have agreed to expand joint research and develop-
ment in renewable energy, promote large-scale demonstrations of carbon capture, 
utilization, and storage, and increase cooperation on hydrofluorocarbons. They 
also want to launch an initiative for climate-friendly/low-carbon cities, promote 
trade in environmentally friendly goods and demonstrate renewable energy local-
ly (Echeverría & Gass, 2014).
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Commitments of France and Peru 

At COP21, countries are to create a new international framework to prevent 
global temperatures from rising above 1.5°/2°C by the end of the century. 
Achieving this goal will require a truly global response from all authorities, cit-
ies, businesses, investors, and civil society. To illustrate this action as an essential 
basis for potential progress in the implementation of the new Paris Agreement, 
COP21 will include a whole range of action-orientated activities over several 
days as part of the Lima to Paris Action Plan, which will also involve non-state 
actors (Fabius et al., 2014). 

The website presents the activities under the Lima-Paris Action Agenda 
(LPAA), which brings together governmental and non-governmental actors to 
accelerate joint action on climate change. According to the UNFCCC, such a step 
is essential to keep the increase in global average temperature below 2°C. More 
specifically, the LPAA aims to strengthen climate action now and after COP21 by, 
among other things, supporting efforts towards low-carbon and climate-resilient 
societies. In addition, it mobilizes stakeholders and provides a forum for meaning-
ful and measurable action and commitments; and it provides progressive support 
for existing projects, including those initiated during the UN-GS conference (see 
e.g. Chan et al., 2018; Hickmann et al., 2019; Hickmann & Elsässer, 2020). New 
initiatives, especially in less developed sectors or areas, will also be supported by 
the LPAA. Parties will regularly link UNFCCC projects in the areas of agriculture, 
forestry, transport, renewable energy, energy access and productivity, resilience, 
urban growth, private finance, industry, innovation, construction, and short-lived 
climate pollutants to the website (Hub, 2015). 

The goal of the LPAA was to ‘catalyze action on climate change”, which led 
to the UNFCCC’s aim to further improve ambition before 2020. In addition, 
they facilitated the “2015 Agreement’, which aimed at individual and collective 
climate action by state and non-state actors, in particular businesses, investors, 
cities, sub-national regions and civil society organizations. It should also contrib-
ute to narrowing the gap between the climate action taken or underway and what 
science indicates is appropriate to limit the increase in global average tempera-
ture to less than 2°C above pre-industrial levels. This target referred to a series of 
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UNEP reports that indicate that national commitments to reduce emissions are 
 inadequate. 

Four partners working together under the name ‘Quartet’, including the Pe-
ruvian Presidency of COP20, the French Presidency of COP21, the UNFCCC 
Secretariat and the Office of the Secretary-General of the United Nations , pre-
sented the LPAA as a joint initiative (see e.g. Pasztor, 2016; Widerberg & Pattberg, 
2016). The results of the New York Climate Summit were presented by UN Sec-
retary-General Ban Ki-moon in September 2014, three months before COP20. 
In collaboration with the LPAA, the Peruvian COP20 Presidency introduced a 
data platform – the ‘Non-state Actor Zone for Climate Action’ or ‘NAZCA’ – to 
highlight, track and monitor climate action. NAZCA, which is operated by the 
UNFCCC Secretariat, has utilized data from external providers on climate action 
by non-state actors, namely CDP and Carbon, and has become an important tool 
for the LPAA to demonstrate progress. NAZCA recorded over 11,000 individual 
commitments and 35 joint initiatives during COP21 (Widerberg, 2017).

India and U.S. consensus (F-GHGs)

Prime Minister Narendra Modi and President Barack Obama co-authored an ar-
ticle in the Washington Post after their meeting in late September, and their two 
countries issued a solid joint statement from the US to India. The statement was 
unexpectedly positive, with significant, strategic, global partners in many areas, 
including trade, industry, maritime security, e-governance and even sanitation. 
Both heads of state and government paid particular attention to the issues of ener-
gy and climate change. Indeed, both sides appear to recognize their responsibility 
to tackle climate change while respecting the multiple commitments of individual 
nations (Antholis, 2014). 

The US, in a statement released during a meeting between Modi and Obama 
at the White House, emphasized its determination to formally ratify the agreement 
as soon as possible. India reiterated the pledge and added that its systems have also 
started working towards this common goal. Although the wording leaves some 
room for India to delay adoption, it is the clearest sign yet that India, the world’s 
third largest emitter of greenhouse gases, is in favor of global efforts to fast-track 
the Agreement. The U.S.–India statement also points a way forward to secure 
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an updated Montreal Protocol to phase down hydrofluorocarbons, a dominant 
greenhouse gas used in air conditioners and refrigerators. The new amendment 
to reduce HFCs will help countries meet their important goal of limiting global 
warming to 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels, as experts agree that a 
rapid phase-out of HFCs could prevent warming of half a degree or more (see e.g. 
Zaelke & Borgford-Parnell, 2015; Stokes et al., 2016). The statement said India and 
the United States will work together this year to pass an HFC amendment that 
provides for expanded financial assistance to support developing countries, which 
is a key concern for India. 

In addition, the statement said the U.S. Export-Import Bank will work to-
ward a sustainable financing package with India for Westinghouse’s proposal to 
build six nuclear reactors in India. The two nations have also proposed a $20 mil-
lion clean energy financing plan between the U.S. and India that aims to mobilize 
$400 million in investments to power 1 million homes with green and low-car-
bon electricity by 2020, as well as a $40 million catalytic solar financing program 
between the U.S. and India that aims to mobilize up to $1 billion in solar energy 
investments (Restuccia, 2016). 

Among the most important issues, the United States and India are working 
to support the Indian government’s goal of providing 175 gigawatts of clean en-
ergy by 2022. TODAY, the U.S. reports 5.4 GW of new commitments from the 
U.S. green sector seizing the opportunity to invest in India. The United States and 
India continue to expand their bilateral cooperation on climate change through 
the U.S.-India Joint Working Group on Mitigating Climate Change and similar 
forums (see e.g. Kasa et al., 2007; Rajamani, 2009; Michaela, 2012). Improved col-
laboration in the field of energy security remains an important area of collabora-
tion. The two countries actively participate in negotiations to share information 
on global energy developments and common priorities for market stability and 
to promote sustainable economic development. The US. Trade and Development 
Agency (USTDA) has declared funding for a feasibility study to help Indian Oil 
Corporation Ltd (IOCL) evaluate advanced technologies at IOCL refineries to im-
prove energy production and urban air quality. The study will also explore ways to 
expand the use of petroleum byproducts to produce safer fuels for transportation 
and power generation (The White House Office of the Press Secretary, 2016).
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Isla Margarita (Pre-COP in Venezuela, November 2014)

The ‘Margarita Declaration on Climate Change’ is the result of a preparatory exer-
cise organized by the Venezuelan government for the Social Pre-COP on Climate 
Change, which included the perspectives of participating communities and initia-
tives that strive for the values of inclusion and intergenerational justice and a good 
and safe life. The preparatory meeting, which took place from 15 to 18 July 2014 
on Margarita Island, Venezuela, consisted of three sessions: “State Governments 
on Climate Change”, “The Future Has the Word: Youth on Climate Change” and 
“Safe Living on Climate Change”. The aim of the conference, which was attend-
ed by representatives of the Venezuelan and international community and social 
movements, was to identify, exchange and pool positions and initiatives in prepa-
ration for the Social Pre-COP organized by the Venezuelan government, which 
will take place on Margarita Island, Venezuela, from 4 to 7 November 2014. The 
thematic elements of the Margarita Declaration are intergenerational peace and 
the interests of future generations, as well as sustainable and just living, such as 
climate ethics, the social impact of climate change, social decision-making, the 
war against climate change and the responsibility of the North and the South. 

Among other things, the declaration addresses intergenerational justice and 
the needs of future generations: the need to transform the “consumption model 
into a good life and global cooperative societies”, the exchange of views and soli-
darity, the mobilization of youth, creative and environmental education, and the 
need to work for a solution for the richest countries. The declaration calls for an 
alternative climate-ethical growth policy based on living in harmony with nature 
and an equal distribution of “carbon airspace” It also describes carbon markets as 
“wrong answers” and the UN’s Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Deg-
radation (UN-REDD) program (Social Pre-COP, 2014). The strategic objectives 
agreed in the declaration and document include: 

Public engagement and the institutionalization of the external pre-COP as 
a separate and autonomous space to ensure the successful involvement of civil 
society in the negotiation process. Civil society has also called on policy makers 
to instruct the UNFCCC to protect freedom of expression, including agitation. 
International companies must be given a sustainable framework and a fair chance 
and be accountable for their actions and activities. To keep the global temperature 
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rising below 1.5 degrees, an ‘even distribution’ of mitigation efforts by all states 
based on historical commitment and capabilities was also called for. Enforcing 
climate finance commitments must be done with substantial new public funding. 
The financing mechanisms and instruments must not be debt-inducing and un-
predictable, and they must not follow the logic of corporate supply and demand. 

Climate discussions do not lead to institutions, organizations or tactics that 
promote the financialization of nature, such as carbon markets, geoengineering, 
REDD, climate-smart agriculture, or high-risk alternatives that can harm the 
environment and the health of future generations. The Paris Agreement of 2015 
must prioritize the special conditions of the least developed countries, particularly 
with regard to adaptation, displacement, and destruction, as well as the methods 
for achieving them (First ever Social Pre-COP on climate change delivers strong 
messages from civil society in the run-up to Lima Climate Summit – IBON Inter-
national, 2014).

UN climate summit, September 2014

The UN Climate Summit took place on 23 September 2014 at the UN Headquar-
ters in New York, USA. UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon opened the summit 
with the words: “We are not here to talk; we are here to make history. The summit 
was attended by over 120 heads of state and government, ministers and leaders 
from multilateral organizations, the financial and business sectors, civil society, 
sub-national authorities, and local communities. In addition, measures on climate 
change are to be initiated and the political will for a global agreement within the 
framework of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
is to be mobilized by 2015 (see e.g. Rimmer, 2014; MacGregor, 2014). After the 
opening ceremony, the summit took place in three parallel plenary sessions, in 
which the heads of state and government announced national measures and am-
bitions. 

A private sector forum took place over lunch. In the afternoon, two paral-
lel sessions on national action and announced ambitions were held for the gov-
ernments that had sent ministers to the meeting. In the afternoon, three parallel 
sessions dealt with multilateral and multi-stakeholder action announcements on 
the following topics: Finance, Energy, Forests, Agriculture, Resilience, Oil and 
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Industry, Transport and Cities. Two parallel workshops focused on thematic dis-
cussions on climate science, the voices of the environmental movement, climate, 
well-being and employment, and the economic case for action. 

At the conclusion of the United Nations Climate Change Forum, UN 
 Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon emphasized that never before had so many glob-
al leaders pulled together to combat climate change. He mentioned the updates 
made during the day and the donations. Peruvian President Ollanta Humala 
called for a transparent and concise resolution to be implemented in Paris at the 
UNFCCC COP20 in Lima in December 2015 and endorsed the guidelines for 
national contributions from all nations. Former South African First Lady Graça 
Machel, Graça Machel Confidence, urged everyone to ensure that “each of us 
matches the scale of the task with our actions” from now until UNFCCC COP20 
(A Summary Report of the UN Climate Summit 2014, 2014).

The declarations of the heads of state and government at the summit con-
tained a holistic global perspective on climate change:

a) World leaders agreed that climate change is a critical issue of our time, 
that immediate action is needed to reduce pollution and increase resil-
ience, and that they will lead this effort.

b) Leaders agreed that climate action must be taken to eradicate global pov-
erty and promote sustainable development.

c) The representatives agreed to limit the global temperature increase to less 
than 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels.

d) Several leaders called on all states to take national action consistent with 
a pathway of less than 2 degrees, and several nations agreed to do so.

e) Leaders have committed to finalizing a substantive, universal new agree-
ment under the UNFCCC at COP21 in Paris in 2015 and to adopting the 
first version of such an agreement at COP20 in Lima in December 2014.

f) The Heads of State and Government agreed that the new agreement 
should be successful, long-term, inclusive and provide adequate financ-
ing for mitigation and adaptation.

g) The importance of dealing with failures and violations was emphasized 
by many.
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h) Several participants expressed their determination to submit their In-
tended Nationally Determined Commitments (INDCs) for the new 
agreement in the first quarter of 2015.

i) Several Heads of State and Government reaffirmed the objectives and 
principles of the UNFCCC, including the concepts of fairness and com-
mon but differentiated responsibilities. In addition, some emphasized 
that the global initiative to solve the climate problem should present in-
creasing conditions and facts (UN Climate Summit: Ban Ki-moon Final 
Summary, 2014).

Paris

U.S.–Brazil commitments on climate change 2015

The United States Department of Agriculture and the Brazilian Ministry of Ag-
riculture, Livestock and Food Supply released the joint statement today: Brazil 
and the United States have faced record droughts and other climate and produc-
tion challenges in recent years. To meet the growing demand for food, we urge all 
nations to share knowledge and explore practices and technologies that signifi-
cantly increase productivity, use water effectively, minimize food losses, develop 
resilience to severe climate events, and respond to climate change (United States 
Department of Agriculture, 2015). This was followed at the end of June 2015 by 
the “Joint Declaration of the USA and Brazil on Climate Change”. 

It is good to see that the two heads of state put climate change at the top 
of their goals at their meeting. The Global Resources Institute described the 
declaration as remarkable, unprecedented and a “significant step forward (The 
U.S.– Brazil Joint Statement on Climate Change: Unacceptable, Unambitious and 
Highly Dangerous | REDD Monitor, 2015). The presidents emphasized the fact 
that Brazil and the United States have reduced greenhouse gas emissions more 
than any other country in the world since 2005. Compared to 2005, Brazil has 
reduced its emissions by about 41 percent, while the United States has reduced its 
emissions by about 10 percent and is on track to meet its 2020 target. Both coun-
tries are making solid contributions for the post-2020 period in the run-up to the 
UN Climate Change Conference in Paris and are thus fulfilling their commitment 
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to take on a global leadership role. The United States, according to its UNFCCC 
report, aims to meet an economic target by reducing its emissions by 26%–28% 
below 2005 levels by 2025. Brazil would make a fair and optimistic nationally 
determined intended commitment that represents the most significant possible 
contribution beyond its existing measures (see e.g. Heal, 2017; Gu & Wang, 2018). 

It would apply to the introduction of comprehensive policy measures, in-
cluding those in the areas of forestry, land use, production, and energy. The two 
presidents have agreed to launch a joint Climate Change plan to be presented by 
a new US–Brazil Climate Change Working Group (CCWG) to enhance bilateral 
collaboration on land use, renewable energy, and adaptation, as well as strategic 
discussions on national and international climate issues. The working group will 
begin its work by October 2015. The CCWG will draw up a work plan at its first 
meeting to explore areas of action for co-operation. The CCWG will be a forum to 
address one or more of the following proposals that have been built up over time. 
In addition, the United States and Brazil will strengthen bilateral energy partner-
ship arrangements through the Strategic Energy Dialogue, which will hold timely 
ministerial meetings and another meeting on October 8and 9, 2015. Renewable 
energy: We utilize the abundant renewable resources of both countries and ex-
pand studies on the availability of energy from renewable energy sources such as 
wind, solar, biomass and renewable fuels.

i. Energy efficiency and energy storage: By expanding the current co-op-
eration, we will promote smart grid projects, the use of energy-saving 
building materials and the improvement of energy quality in production, 
particularly through the expanded use of energy-saving and efficient en-
ergy storage technologies, especially batteries.

ii. Energy Science Foundations: The exchange of science, growth and inno-
vation perspectives and the promotion of collaboration between univer-
sities and academic institutions of both nations through the U.S. Centers 
for Energy Frontier Studies and the Scientific Mobility Policy of Brazil.

iii. nuclear power generation: Brazil and the United States will learn from the 
good experiences of both countries and work together to produce nuclear 
energy and technology in a healthy and sustainable manner.
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iv. Accelerating Financing: The United States and Brazil will jointly pilot in-
novative financing instruments in Brazil to mobilize new investments in 
clean energy, energy conservation and resilience initiatives to spur devel-
opment (The White House, 2015). 

EU–China commitments and actions

Climate change is a threat that knows no borders and can only be overcome 
through collective coordination and intervention. Since the early 1990s, the inter-
national community has been working to create a global mechanism for climate 
protection, the UNFCCC, and to take joint climate protection measures, even 
though the capabilities, resources and strategies of individual states vary greatly. 
In the search for strong leadership on climate change, the European Union (EU) 
and China have been identified as potential allies for global climate collaboration 
(see e.g. Men, 2014; Sattich et al., 2021). On the one hand, the EU, which has taken 
initiatives in this area since the early 1990s, is regarded as one of the leading forces 
in climate change. 

On the other hand, China has developed from a weak agricultural economy 
to the second largest economy in the world over the last fifty years. Since China 
was a recalcitrant member of the global climate policy community in the 1990s, 
it has made a more effective contribution. Together, the EU and China are now 
responsible for almost a third of global greenhouse gas emissions. As a result, 
their environmental and energy policies are important as they directly impact the 
current and potential greenhouse gas emissions and decision-making processes 
of other nations (Liu, et al., 2019). Despite tensions between industrialised and 
emerging economies, the EU and China have converged on various issues, such 
as the introduction of climate-related emissions trading schemes. In 2005, the 
EU initiated the world’s first emissions trading system (ETS) and China agreed 
to improve the Clean Growth Process. Obvious tensions between the EU and 
China emerged at the UN talks in the run-up to the 2009 summit in Copenha-
gen (COP15). The long-contradictory perspectives included, for example, legally 
binding pollution reduction targets and global monitoring systems. Finally, at the 
Copenhagen conference, China and other major emitters prevented the adoption 
of legally binding targets for emerging economies until DC increased its financial 
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and emission reduction commitments, hampering the EU’s ambition and weaken-
ing its self-image as a global climate leader. The Copenhagen roadmap has shown 
that despite bilateral agreements, there are still too many differences between the 
EU and China to stand on a common front (Locatelli, 2020). 

According to the draft joint statement, the EU and China see the Paris Agree-
ment as a historic achievement that will accelerate irreversibly low global green-
house gas emissions and climate-resilient development. The nine-page draft states: 
“The EU and China emphasize their key political contribution to the successful 
adoption of the Paris Agreement in all its facets. Their political, technological, eco-
nomic, and scientific cooperation on climate change and renewable energy will be 
“significantly strengthened” to facilitate the planet’s transition to a low greenhouse 
gas economy. The statement said the two hope to make climate action, like eco-
nomic relations, a “key pillar” of their bilateral partnership, emphasizing that their 
cooperation will promote job creation, investment, and economic growth. Europe 
and China will also expand their co-operation on the introduction of the so-called 
ETS for carbon markets (Carmichael & Pigman, 2017).

Presidency of France and its commitments 2015 

Throughout 2015, the French Presidency (COP21) was dedicated to preparing 
for the climate conference in Paris. Throughout the conference, COP leader Lau-
rent Fabius and his group were praised for their willingness to listen, maintain 
transparency, and broker compromises on key sticking points (see e.g. Thomp-
son, 2015; Oberthür & Groen, 2016). Inviting heads of state and government to 
participate at the beginning rather than the end of the COP, as was the case in 
Copenhagen, was one of the pioneering measures of the French presidency. This 
presidency showed political will and probably helped to advance the technical 
work from the outset. Expectations for the outcome of the Paris conference were 
weaker than expectations for the outcome of the Copenhagen conference, in stark 
contrast to COP15. The French presidency and diplomats, think tanks and scien-
tists alike informed the world that the outcome of COP21 would not solve climate 
change (Lázaro-Touza, 2016). 

Under the COP21 Presidency, France’s policy involves a large number of 
high-level actors (French President, Special Envoy for the Earth, Foreign Minister, 
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and Environment Ambassador) with the help of a multidisciplinary interminis-
terial group. The new French presidency organized informal meetings between 
governments and developed its cooperation with think tanks and international 
organizations, leading to an initial exchange of ideas and trusting relationships 
that benefited the Paris talks. 

The French Presidency emphasized this strategy at the start of the negoti-
ations in November by setting up a Paris Commission, a negotiating platform 
accessible to all, and appointing ministerial coordinators for all areas so that all 
state and non-state actors could be involved (Paris Agreement, 2020). Specifically, 
France copied the Indaba model from the COP in Durban and heard from Co-
penhagen that the heads of state and government give diplomatic advice and that 
the document is non-negotiable. “In a process that began before the COP in Lima 
in 2014, the French Presidency, in collaboration with the Peruvian Presidency, 
tried to convene several ministerial meetings” so that the ministers could get to 
know each other better. Another institutional revolution of the presidency was 
to place the entire responsibility for drafting the document on the party leaders. 

In the ADP communications team, ministers had to communicate with the 
long, heavily bracketed text that the parties had formed, and the subsequent iter-
ations published in the second week faithfully reflected the parties’ deliberations. 
By dropping a shocking text late in the deliberations, the French Presidency guar-
anteed that the text belonged to the parties and that the participants recognised 
that they were jointly responsible for its success or failure. Several parties had se-
cretly suspected that the presidency had its test throughout the conference, but 
due to its nature it was never made public. This has encouraged ministers to do the 
hard work of sorting through selections and brackets. It is not only a compliment 
to the French Presidency that all political groups praised the Presidency, but also 
a confirmation that they all felt that their positions were recognised (The IISD’s 
SDG Knowledge Hub, 2015).

Adoption of the 17 SDGs

The SDGs emerged from the combination of two environmental and develop-
ment cycles, the UN Rio+20 Conference on Sustainable Development and the 
post- millennium development goals, as well as the growing awareness of the link 
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between development and environmental development, which is, however, insuf-
ficiently organized. These two aspects reinforce the distinctions between climate 
and sustainability and industrialised and DCS, with environmental societies in 
Europe focusing on international accountability and cooperation at the national 
level of sustainable development and growth societies (SDGs and the Paris agree-
ment: One year on, 2016). The United Nations Sustainable Development Forum 
on the implementation of the 2030 Agenda and the Sustainable Development 
Goals took place in New York from 25 to 27 September 2015 and was of great 
importance. 

The United Nations Secretariat, through its Division for Sustainable Devel-
opment of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA), launched 
Collaborations for Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), an online forum to 
promote cooperation to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals, in the run-
up to the summit (Division for Sustainable Development of the United Nations 
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2015). The new global goals are the 
result of a more integrated approach than ever before, in which the authorities 
involve business, civil society and citizens from the outset. We all agree on where 
the world needs to go. It requires unprecedented commitment from all sectors of 
society (The SDGs Explained for Business | UN Global Compact, 2020). 

Before shaping the Paris Agreement and new pathways for sustainable devel-
opment, some points were considered in the SDGs. The aspirations for the SDGs 
are summarized in paragraph 3 of the declaration. “By 2030, we are determined to 
end poverty and hunger everywhere, reduce inequalities within and among coun-
tries, build peaceful, just, and inclusive societies, protect human rights, promote 
gender equality, and empower women and girls, and ensure the lasting protection 
of the planet and its natural resources. We are also determined to create the con-
ditions for sustainable, inclusive, and lasting economic growth, shared prosperity, 
and decent work for all, considering different national levels of development and 
capacities” (United Nations, 2020). 

In concrete terms, what is probably the most detailed, far-reaching, and am-
bitious Agenda 2030 for sustainable development is being turned into a global 
Agreement. It consists of 17 priorities, 169 goals and 230 measures. It empha-
sizes that these strategies and goals are “integrated and indivisible” and must be 
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 pursued jointly, taking full account of all potential synergies and linkages. The 
2030 Agenda is undoubtedly more detailed than the inclusion of social, techno-
logical, and environmental sustainability, its counterparts. Although the earlier 
interpretations of sustainable development had many similarities, the SDGs are 
specifically more political and relate to industrialised and developing countries. 
The SDGs are closely related to the Paris Climate Agreement (UNFCCC, 2016), 
a global treaty to limit climate change, where all actions under the SDGs must be 
supportive or compatible, as well as the Convention on Biological Diversity (UN, 
1992b) and its most recent Strategic Plan for Biodiversity and its associated (Aic-
hi) targets (CBD, 2011) (Hambrey, 2020).

3.1.1.2  Rationale for the economic phases of the decision-
making process 

The author of this study believes that a second assessment of the DMP-PA is nec-
essary to understand the decision taken at the Paris summit in response to the 
problems of global climate change. The economic stages (ES) of the DMP-PA, 
which influence other decision-making and implementation stages, need to be 
considered. Some stages are more tangible – the Durban economic stage of (DES) 
and the Lima economic stage (LES) – and others less tangible -DOha the econom-
ic stage (DOES) and the Warsaw economic stage (WES) (Table 2) – due to the 
economic factors that the author found behind these global climate change deci-
sion-making processes. Analysing the ES-DMP will allow the author to compare 
the economic measures and reactions to the decision-making process with regard 
to the Paris Agreement. Based on the literature review, a comparative analysis of 
the table created by the author (the scope of the ES-DMP assessment) is proposed, 
with particular attention to the DES and LES elements, and then a focus on the 
DOES and WES elements behind the decisions. 

Table 2, designed by the author, contains ES-DMPs from 4 selected global 
negotiations before the PA (Durban, Doha, Warsaw, Lima) covering the most 
critical tipping points. Each category of the table is described and analyzed in 
this section of this chapter based on the economic drivers behind global climate 
change  decisions.
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Durban

Financial crash 2008–2009

The financial crash was the event that triggered the 2007–2008 crisis. The fall in 
prices initially contributed to a subprime mortgage crisis in the US, where a large 
number of loans were made to subprime borrowers at an adjustable rate, particu-
larly from 2003/2004 onwards (see e.g. Shim et al., 2013; Baker & Underhill, 2015). 
It became increasingly complicated to refinance these loans as they began to fall 
on the markets. Adjustable-rate mortgages were updated to higher rates during 

Table 2. The scope of the economic stages of decision-making process.

ES-DMP More tangible Less tangible
DES  I.  Financial crash 2008–2009

II.  RUSSIAN FEDERATION  
PROPOSAL

III.  Green Growth Alliance
IV.  Global Commission on the Economy 

and Climate
 V.  Carbon Tracker
VI.  BNEF
VII.  The Rockefeller Brothers Fund

DOES Doha Climate Gateway 
financial decisions

WES Bio Carbon Fund 
initiative

LES  I.  We Mean Business
II.  The Global Commission on the 

Economy and Climate
III.  C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group
IV.  Bank of England and carbon budget 

on climate change
 V.  The Norwegian Sovereign Wealth Fund 

and carbon budget on climate change
Source: Author own-constructed.
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the same period. These two variables led to a wave of repayment problems for 
subprime borrowers, and foreclosures ensued. The decline in residential property 
in the US was preceded by a similar trend in residential property prices around the 
world in the coming months via a transmission mechanism (POP, 2009). 

Meanwhile, global carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel combustion and 
cement production increased by 5.9% in 2010, exceeding 9 Pg carbon (Pg C) for 
the first time and more than offsetting the 1.4% decrease in 2009. The impact of the 
2008–2009 global financial crisis on emissions has led to solid emissions growth 
in emerging economies, a return to emissions growth in advanced economies and 
an increase in the intensity of fossil fuel combustion in the global  economy.  

Initial projections of global CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion and 
cement production show that emissions increased by 0.51 Pg C (5.9 percent) in 
2010, reaching a record high of 9.1 ± 0.5 Pg C. The increase in 2010 was due to 
high growth rates in some primary developing economies (Supplementary Table 
S1), such as 10.4 percent in China (0.212 Pg C) and 9.4 percent (0.049 Pg C) in 
India, while this contribution from some developing countries was also significant 
in absolute terms. For example, the United States 4.1% (0.060 Pg C), the Russian 
Federation 5.8% (0.025 Pg C) and the 27 member states of the European Union 
2.2% (0.022 Pg C) (Peters et al., 2011). 

The global financial crisis has prompted policy makers in industrialised coun-
tries to talk about the so-called New Deal, a re-industrialization with a focus on 
low-carbon energy, during the climate negotiations in Copenhagen and Durban. 
Concepts such as carbon capture in power plants, a 100 percent carbon tax, div-
idends for low-carbon consumers and the fourth generation of nuclear energy 
are among the key policy objectives. At the UNFCCC conference in Durban in 
2011, the common goal of governments to set new global warming and emissions 
targets for 2020 and 2050 was discussed (Costello et al., 2009).

Green growth alliance

The idea of green growth began to take root at the G20 summit in Pittsburgh in 
2008, where participants launched the concept of sound, competitive and sustain-
able growth (see e.g. Bradford & Linn, 2012; Blaxekjær, 2015; Tienhaara, 2016). 
In 2009, the structure was discussed again at the G20 summit in Korea, where 
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leaders placed a high priority on green development globally, while also prioritiz-
ing green growth – an innovation at the summit, the creation of the Business 20 or 
“B20” as an invitation to formal feedback from business leaders. 

The concept was discussed again in 2009 during the G20 summit in Korea, 
when leaders placed a strong global emphasis on green development while pri-
oritizing green growth. At the summit, the Business 20 or “B20” was launched 
as an official call for formal contributions from top companies and marked the 
beginning of a new development. Since then, and at a time when businesses and 
governments are grappling with how to tackle the global economic crisis, green 
growth has become a key initiative that creates new economic opportunities while 
addressing environmental and resource scarcity problems (Nelson, 2013). Follow-
ing the G20 meetings and similar intergovernmental conferences, non-govern-
mental and private sector platforms are now engaged in promoting public-private 
alliances and government initiatives to increase investment in resource-efficient, 
low-carbon infrastructure and services. The members of the 2012 B20 Green 
Growth Task Force have developed the Green Growth Action Alliance as a realis-
tic way to pursue this green growth agenda. 

According to the World Economic Forum, partnerships between the pub-
lic and private sectors have proven useful in climate finance, such as the 2009 
G20 Task Forces on Climate Investment and Clean Energy Financing for Low 
Carbon Prosperity, the 2010 Critical Mass Program and the UK Government’s 
Capital Markets Climate Program. The Alliance brings together more than 60 
participants, including the host nation and the host state: nations of the donor 
community, foreign and non-governmental research organizations, development 
finance agencies and the private sector. 

The Alliance was founded with a specific goal: to find innovative ways and 
methods for green development and to unlock private investment. It seeks to 
make the low-carbon alternative the most desirable option for development. The 
Alliance is a group of actions that aim to turn innovation into reality and harness 
the best of the private sector, including innovative business models and a long-
term focus on profitability (The Green Growth Action Alliance: Progress report 
from the first year of catalyzing private investment, 2013). As a complementa-
ry mechanism to the UNFCCC negotiations, Korea, and Denmark, together 
with COP16 host Mexico, started to promote a green economy in the  UNFCCC 
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 interim cases and formed the Green Growth Alliance at the Durban Climate Sum-
mit in 2010 and 2011. China, Kenya, and Qatar joined this alliance in 2012, Ethi-
opia in 2014 and Vietnam in 2015. Korea and Denmark have influenced green 
growth to include public-private partnerships on green sector investments and 
market-based values, but green progress is still closely linked to global sustainable 
development and poverty eradication In addition to combating climate change, 
one goal seems to be to position Korea, Denmark and Mexico as active members 
of the international community, with the central aim of the Green Growth Alli-
ance being to bridge the North-South divide. With financial support from Den-
mark, Korea established the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) in 2010, while 
Denmark launched the Global Green Growth Forum (3GF) in 2011. (3GF). Since 
2011 and the international climate conference in Durban, the GGGI has been a 
fully-fledged international organization, acting as a partner network and as the 
secretariat of the Green Growth Alliance within the Danish Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs (Øfjord Blaxekjær, 2016).

Global commission on the economy and climate

The Global Commission on the Economy and Climate and its flagship initia-
tive New Climate Economy were established to help governments, businesses 
and society make more informed decisions about how to achieve economic 
growth and sustainability while tackling climate change (see e.g. Newell & Tay-
lor, 2017; Sharma & Soederberg, 2019). The Commission was funded in 2013 
by the governments of Colombia, Ethiopia, Indonesia, Norway, South Korea, 
Sweden, and the United Kingdom. As an autonomous body, the Global Com-
mission, composed of 28 former heads of state, gave finance ministers and pol-
icymakers from business, industry, and finance complete freedom to draw their 
conclusions, benefiting from the help of partner governments. The Committee 
has published three comprehensive flagship reports: the Brookings Institution, 
the Energy Transitions Commission (ETC), the Coalition for Urban Transi-
tions, the Food and Land Use Coalition (FOLU), the Grantham Research In-
stitute on Climate Change and the Environment, the Overseas Development 
Institute (ODI),  SYSTEMIQ and WRI (Corfee-Morlot et al., 2018). The Global 
 Commission on the Economy and  Climate has called for action in ten key areas 
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where  collaboration between nations, states and regions, cities, international or-
ganizations, and the private sector offers opportunities for more significant and 
economically beneficial climate action:

1. Accelerate low-carbon development in the world’s cities.
2. Increase agricultural production by restoring and protecting the agricul-

tural and forestry environment.
3. Invest at least US$1 trillion per year in clean energy.
4. Raise energy efficiency standards to the world’s best levels.
5. Introduce carbon pricing and phase out fossil fuel subsidies.
6. Ensure that new infrastructure is climate friendly.
7. Galvanize low-carbon innovation.
8. Drive low-carbon growth through business and investor action.
9. Raise the standard for international aviation and maritime emissions 

reductions.
10. Phase down the use of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs).

Taken together, the implementation of these measures will achieve 96 percent of 
the emission reductions needed to maintain global emissions by 2030. They will 
also bring significant economic benefits. For example, investments in sustainable 
cities could save around USD 17 trillion worldwide by 2050 (The Global Com-
mission on the Economy and Climate and its flagship project The New Climate 
Economy, 2020).

Carbon tracker

Carbon Tracker is a non-profit organization founded to stimulate a new way of 
thinking about climate risks. It is funded by several European and American or-
ganizations. Carbon Tracker is not an investment advisor and does not reflect the 
ease of investing in any individual company or mutual fund or other investment 
(Gray et al., 2018). Carbon Tracker is a professional financial think tank that pro-
vides an in-depth assessment of the impact of the energy transition on capital 
markets and future investments in high-cost and carbon-intensive fossil fuels 
(see also Asadnabizadeh, 2023). The team of financial market, energy and legal 
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experts uses leading industry databases and produces innovative analyses to high-
light both risks and opportunities for investors on the road to a low-carbon future. 
The Carbon Tracker recognizes that cumulative emissions have a finite global ‘car-
bon budget’ that must be adhered to in order to avoid exceeding 2 degrees Celsius 
and disrupting the global ecosystem. 

They believe that, as has already been seen with energy utilities in the EU 
and coal mining companies in the US, financial markets are struggling to adjust 
the capital allocation mechanism, resulting in the owners of fossil fuel companies, 
their shareholders, losing value in the future. They also conclude that business-
es have not adequately considered the risk of a dramatic reduction in potential 
demand due to technological advances and policy changes (About us – Carbon 
Tracker Initiative, 2020). Regardless of the international climate conferences, 
cost-effective greenhouse gas mitigation is crucial to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. Individual actors and institutions cannot achieve cost-effective mitiga-
tion if they pursue their own targets individually.  

Developed countries need to work together at the international level to mo-
bilize financial flows in developing countries for low-carbon investments. A range 
of fiscal, structural, and capacity-related variables suggest that many developing 
countries have an excellent risk environment for investors that could penalize new 
types of investment, even where carbon reductions are possible. In this context, 
an analysis of the Paris agreements from 2012 to 2015 by Climate Action Tracker 
shows that the co-benefits of mitigating to a 1.5/2°C pathway in 2030 will signifi-
cantly reduce the overall costs of mitigation, including the financial costs of dam-
age from air pollution. The Climate Action Tracker also shows that a significant 
proportion of the costs are higher. 

The behavior of pedestrians, reducing pollution from industrial chimneys or 
improving cookstoves would offset the costs of environmental policies such as 
renewable energy, urban mobility measures based on public mobility, pedestrian 
regulations, and savings from reduced mortality. The pollution gap between gov-
ernments’ existing reduction commitments and a temperature limit of 1.5°C is 
about 23 GtCO22 E by 2030. They believe that in this period, the associated inter-
actions between pollution control and practise and community would cover many 
developed and DCS by economic costs. Climate change helps the environment 
and the economy by reducing health expenditures associated with air pollution, 
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increasing worker productivity, and extending life expectancy (United Nations 
Development Program Bureau for Development Policy, 2016).  

In order to continue the fight against climate change and to institutionalize 
the DCS contribution to adaptation and mitigation efforts through DC support 
in Durban in 2011, the Ad Hoc Working Group on the ADP or Durban Plat-
form was created in a new negotiating framework. The working group was set 
up in 2012 with the aim of adopting an agreement by 2015 that would apply to 
all parties and be implemented by 2020 (Summary for Policymakers, 2013). At 
the same time, according to the IPCC, global emissions must be reduced by 20 
to 40 by 2030 compared to 1990 levels. The Secretariat of the Convention has 
published a summary report listing 119 countries representing 86% of global 
greenhouse gas emissions. In this study, The Secretariat illustrates that the mit-
igation efforts emphasized by the countries for 2025 and 2030 are very likely 
to lead to a temperature increase of more than two °C by 2100 compared to 
pre-industrial levels. A similar analysis by the independent scientific analysis 
Climate Action Tracker arrives at precisely this figure (Summary for policymak-
ers, 2015).

BNEF

BNEF is the world’s leading provider of reports, analyses, research, and analysis 
for policy makers in the fields of renewable energy, smart energy technologies, 
carbon markets, carbon capture and storage, and nuclear power. BNEF has more 
than 180 employees in London, Washington D.C., New York, Tokyo, New Del-
hi, Beijing, Singapore, Hong Kong, Sydney, São Paulo, Cape Town, and Zurich. 
BNEF works for leading investors, companies, and countries worldwide. In-depth 
market research on wind, solar, bioenergy, geothermal, carbon capture and stor-
age, smart grids, energy conservation and nuclear energy is supported by Insight 
Services. 

The company also offers Insight Services for each major emerging carbon 
market: Europe, Global Kyoto, Australia and the United States, covering proposed 
regional markets and future government action, as well as the voluntary carbon 
market. The BNEF Market Intelligence Service provides access to the world’s most 
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accurate and complete renewable energy and carbon information for investors. 
The News and Briefing Service is the world’s leading news organization dedicated 
to renewable energy investment. The organization also conducts applied research 
on behalf of consumers. It is networking at the highest level (indices for the Amer-
icas, Europe/Middle East/Africa, and Asia/Oceania and then for sub-sectors such 
as solar and wind energy will provide new insights for investors and ETF provid-
ers in 2020).

At the UN climate summit in Cancún, it was successfully decided that the 
GCF would control “a “large part” of the 100 billion dollars pledged for DCS in 
Copenhagen. BNEF, in response to the frustration of many insiders, proposed the 
creation of a “Green Climate Finance System” rather than a single fund that would 
not raise enough money from donor countries. Working closely with the Climate 
Finance Innovation Centre, BNEF initiated Finance for Resilience, an accelerator 
program that uses the network to identify and promote the most promising ideas 
for growing investments in renewable energy (Liebreich, 2014). 

Decision-makers must define the rules for managing the fund and develop 
strategies to ensure financial transparency, evaluate the success of the measures 
and strengthen stakeholder participation. UNFCCC Executive Secretary Chris-
tiana Figueres recently reported that “the Fund’s Transition Committee is now 
fully on board to finalize the Fund’s design for adoption by the UNFCCC COP in 
Durban (see e.g. Fuel for Thought: mid-August from mid-November 2012 to Jan-
uary 2013, Brunner et al., 2012). She indicated that the fund would be operational 
by 2012 in Durban. Some observers remain skeptical about the effectiveness of the 
fund, especially if it is to be financed by donations from developing countries. In 
Durban, Michael Liebreich, Chief Executive of BNEF, explained that this funding 
approach would be a recipe for failure to reduce emissions due to the weak finan-
cial position of Annex I countries, which are constrained by the Kyoto Protocol. 

Information from BNEF shows that these concerns may be justified. In a re-
search note, Bloomberg points out that while industrialised countries have pledged 
$27.3 billion in fast-start funding for DCS, only $11.3 billion has been made avail-
able as of August 2011. Assuming equal monthly instalments, Bloomberg calcu-
lates that governments should have provided USD 16.7 billion. Due to this lack 
of accountability, there are also significant concerns as to whether this funding 
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is “new and complementary” to existing aid programs for future climate negotia-
tions (Ernst Young Organisation, 2020).

The Rockefeller brothers fund

The five sons of John D. Rockefeller Jr. founded ‘the RBF’ on 23 December 1940. As 
an entity from which they could run organized philanthropic programs. Standard 
Oil, the oil company founded by Standard Oil, was the source of their wealth. The 
remarkable family tradition of using the family fortune in the interest of the family 
fortune began with John D. Rockefeller Sr. and his uncle, John D. Rockefeller Jr. 
John D., who took over the family tradition, 3rd, Nelson, Laurence, Winthrop, and 
David. Each of the Rockefellers had always been interested in philanthropic giv-
ing, so they banded together to increase the effectiveness of their efforts; together 
they could accomplish more than they could individually (see e.g. Perkins, 1990; 
Winkler, 2007). 

At The heart of the RBF is its commitment to protecting the natural environ-
ment, while the roots of its foundation lie in the oil business. In its first decade of 
activity, The RBF has already helped to establish national organizations. For ex-
ample, Parks promotes scientific research and finances zoological stations, among 
other things. The fund began awarding grants to combat climate change through 
its sustainable growth policy in 1984. Over the past 30 years, the Sustainable De-
velopment Initiative has used its grants to support several analytical public poli-
cy studies to make the economic case for climate change. The RBF’s Sustainable 
Development Initiative alone accounted for nearly $75 million in grants between 
2005 and 2015 (Bonsey & Rotenberg, 2016). 

In 1984, the RBF first began awarding climate change grants and has con-
tinuously maintained its interest in climate change. Advances in policy, research, 
philanthropy, and the climate revolution have provided a complex backdrop for 
the Fund’s climate change activities over the past 25+ years. The most recent era 
of RBF activity on climate change began in 2005, when the Board of Directors 
approved a proposal to redirect nearly all of the Fund’s green growth resources to 
the fight against climate change. The total investment in sustainable development 
during this period (2005–2010) totaled 43.6 million dollars. 

The $38.5 million was earmarked for the RBF’s broader mission to combat 
climate change at the international level and global warming with two goals. 
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To achieve a meaningful global agreement, to limit the scientific assessment of the 
safe level of climate change, and to secure an ambitious U.S. federal strategy on 
climate change (Northrop & Bailey, 2010). As world leaders look ahead to another 
round of climate talks in Durban, South Africa in December, it is a fact that the 
poorest and most disadvantaged communities in both developed and emerging 
economies are bearing the costs of climate change. During the summit in Durban, 
both individuals and city networks quickly demonstrated that they are playing a 
leading role in addressing the risks of climate change. 

Cities are best placed because they best understand the urban environment 
and the needs of their citizens. The increase in population and economic activity 
in cities ensures that minimizing the impacts of climate change – from rising sea 
levels to an increase in extreme weather events – is critical to minimizing eco-
nomic damage. During the climate negotiations in Durban, the issue of cities, the 
impact of climate change and financial support from the Rockefeller Foundations 
was discussed. Most importantly, this network facilitates learning and informa-
tion sharing about the climate issues facing cities (Chu, 2011).

Doha 

Doha climate gateway financial decisions

8 December 2012: From 26 November to 8 December 2012, the UN Climate 
Change Conference in Doha, Qatar, focused on ensuring that commitments made 
at previous conferences were adopted. After two weeks of talks, negotiators adopt-
ed the Doha Climate Gateway decisions on Saturday evening, 8 December. The 
outcome requires revisions to the KP to establish a second contribution period 
(Doha Climate Change Conference Adopts Doha Climate Gateway, 2012). 

In Doha, the parties explicitly agreed on the technical terms of the second 
commitment period of the KP (KP-CP2), which will enter into force in 2013–
2020. The KP-CP2 commitments generally include the extension of the 2015 
Paris Agreement and the 2020 voluntary commitments adopted in Copenhagen 
in 2009. Thus, the second cycle quotas related to additional pollution compared 
to 2008–2010 will be cancelled. Consequently, the commitments proposed by 
the states, as set out in the Doha Decision, do not correspond to the basic objec-
tives of the nations to be achieved. Ultimately, with the exception of Ukraine, the 
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 emissions approved under KP-CP2 correspond to a slight reduction from current 
emission levels (see e.g. Chen et al., 2013). 

However, in the event of a “satisfactory” international agreement, several na-
tions, such as the EU, have raised the prospect of increasing their ambitions. With 
a view to a possible global agreement by 2015, they want to keep this option open. 
In April 2014, the Annex I countries participating in KP-CP2 reconsidered their 
pledge. By offering targets between −25 percent and −40 percent, they welcome 
the opportunity to strengthen their resolve. An amendment was tabled to allow 
for this review. Apart from the KP-CP2 commitments, three important topics 
were discussed:

A formal agreement allowing filing from 1 January 2013.
Restriction on the use of credits from Kyoto countries not participating in 

KP-CP2.
Limiting the use of surplus allowances from KP-CP1 (see e.g. Blaxekjær & 

Nielsen, 2014).
During COP18, particular attention was drawn to the third point, given that 

there is no consensus on this issue even within Europe. Poland, in particular, lob-
bied for the transfer of surplus allowances from KP-CP1 to KP-CP2. It was finally 
accepted that the KP does not bind the Annex I state. KP-CP2 was not in a posi-
tion to transfer or purchase the allowances and carbon credits in question for this 
period. The impact of this decision is limited with regard to Certified Emission 
Reductions (CERs), as it is possible to cancel CERs directly in September 2012 
without going through the registry of Annex B countries. These countries can also 
receive CERs through the direct financing of CDM programs. Three quarters of 
the participating countries must agree to the changes to the KP. However, until the 
national approval procedures have been completed, the amendments will be ad-
opted by the nations. In practise, this should mean that the KP-CP2 commitments 
can effectively begin in 2013 and continue until 2015 (Morel & Leguet, 2012).

Warsaw

Biocarbon fund initiative

The Initiative Sustainable Forest Landscapes (ISFL) of the Biocarbon Fund is a 
multilateral organization that promotes and rewards the reduction of  greenhouse 
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gas pollution and enhanced greenhouse gas sequestration through improved land 
management, namely REDD+ (Reduced Deforestation and Forest Depletion 
Emissions), climate-smart agriculture and more thoughtful land use planning and 
strategies. The Sustainable Forest Environments Biocarbon Fund program was 
established in 2013. Germany, the Kingdom of Norway, Switzerland, the United 
Kingdom (Department of Industry, Energy and Industrial Policy and Department 
of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs) and the United States are funding the 
project. It has funds totaling USD 360 million and supports projects in Colombia, 
Ethiopia, Indonesia, Mexico, and Zambia (“ISFL) – Climate Initiatives Platform”, 
2013). The initiative is based on the realization that the growth of agriculture and 
the conversion of land use must be controlled. The ISFL will enable countries to 
recognize and promote climate-friendly agricultural products. Particularly in ar-
eas where agriculture is a major driver of deforestation and low-carbon land use 
initiatives. 

The project is building a portfolio of legal services that will have a significant 
impact on rural areas in different regions as part of a landscape strategy. On the one 
hand by protecting forests, restoring degraded land, and improving agricultural 
production, and on the other hand by improving livelihoods and local ecosystems 
(Hagbrink, 2013). ISFL aims to promote and support the reduction of greenhouse 
gas emissions and increased sequestration of greenhouse gases through improved 
land management, namely REDD+ (Reduced Deforestation and Forest Depletion 
Emissions), climate-smart agriculture and smarter land use planning and policies. 
ISFL aims to promote sustainable growth with low carbon emissions. It supports 
emerging forest nations to end deforestation and greenhouse gas pollution from 
other types of land use change. 

The aim is to identify new approaches that can be implemented at inter-
national level, such as national low-carbon policies and global donor funding 
schemes such as REDD+ (UK Department of Energy & Climate Change, 2015). 
During the international climate negotiations in Poland in 2013, some states con-
firmed the role and function of the Biocarbon Fund Program for Sustainable For-
est Ecosystems, which aims to take a step towards a more comprehensive strategy 
for land use conservation, and pledged a total of USD 280 million for a proposed 
multilateral project that goes beyond the UNFCCC and is operated by the World 
Bank (see e.g. Šimunović et al., 2018; Lier et al., 2021). The United States will be 



3  Global decision-making process on climate change: Paris Agreement 

142

the smallest national contributor to the current fund, with $135 million from Nor-
way and $120 million from the United Kingdom. Curiously, Brazil, one of the 
most forested countries in the world, came under fire when Environment Min-
ister Izabella Teixeira had to justify why deforestation rates in the Amazon have 
increased for the first time since 2005. 

Brazilian non-governmental organizations have discovered the obvious: De-
forestation rates began to rise after the forest law was updated in 2012. However, 
this also correlates with the start of the world’s first exchange of land and forest 
credits (offsets) via the newly established Bolsa Verde. And although Brazil has vig-
orously (and successfully) lobbied against a global market solution for REDD+, the 
Warsaw system would not prevent countries from introducing national or bilateral 
REDD+ markets (Heinrich Böll Foundation Green Political Foundation, 2020).

Lima

We mean business

Founded in 2014, the We Mean Business alliance aims to unite the world’s leading 
climate change industry programs and has since overseen the implementation of 
several corporate governance frameworks to amplify climate change in business. 
Although there are other projects in the corporate sector, We Mean Business is 
led by the most influential pioneers in corporate sustainability and has well over 
1,000 companies in its network (see e.g. Scott et al., 2016). We Mean Business is 
an alliance of blocks in its simplest form, seeking to improve the world’s leading 
business climate initiatives. The alliance took shape in 2013 as a result of a series 
of climate events and congresses that hosted numerous corporate climate confer-
ences and brought together business leaders to look for ways to improve how the 
entrepreneurial community works together. Although We Mean, Business brings 
together hundreds of stakeholders, the organizational framework is structured to 
promote collaboration and minimize friction between the different aspirations of 
the various competing stakeholders.  

From the beginning, We Mean Business has been obsessed with the challenge 
of getting hundreds of companies, executives, and climate protection  organizations 
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to work together. We Mean Business often encourages collaboration among a larg-
er group of people by stimulating the exchange of information. Reducing infor-
mation barriers and improving transparency encourages collaboration on external 
affairs involving a wide range of stakeholders. For the We Mean Business alliance, 
building a forum where participants in the various programs meet regularly allows 
them to share best practices, brainstorm ideas and increase overall awareness of 
what their peers are focusing on (Teater, 2019).

In 2015, as the world enters the final phase of the current round of climate 
negotiations in Paris, there will inevitably be several phases in which the machin-
ery will pause or instead be revitalized. The 20th Conference of the Parties to the 
UNFCCC in Lima, Peru, COP20, is at the top of the list of such moments; if Lima 
fails, Paris will almost certainly fail. In Lima, most governments adopted measures 
to stabilize carbon emissions. The Global Commission on the Economy on Cli-
mate, chaired by former Mexican President Felipe Calderon, underpinned this in 
its ground-breaking report “New Climate Economy”. 

They stated that “countries at all income levels now have the opportunity to 
build sustainable economic growth while reducing the immense risks of climate 
change (see e.g. Lockwood, 2015; McInerney & Johannsdottir, 2016). The envi-
ronmental group needs to change this majority by giving them the confidence to 
make bold promises and purchasing into a new clean industrial revolution. The 
arguments for action or the ‘why’ have already been made – higher productivity, 
energy conservation, economic development, and job creation. During the Lima 
conference, organizations that put sustainability and climate change at the heart of 
their business plan outperformed their peers. 

As one of the key alliances of business organizations presented at Climate 
Lima, We Mean Business announced that forward-thinking companies that in-
vest in low-carbon technologies achieve an average internal rate of return (IRR) 
of 27 percent. This organization argued that the development of a new wave of 
ambitious climate and energy policies, which will form the future climate policy 
environment, is progressing alongside cities, states and regional governments 
around the world (Climate negotiations: If we fail in Lima, we will fail in Paris, 
2014).



3  Global decision-making process on climate change: Paris Agreement 

144

The global commission on the economy and climate

The Global Commission on the Economy and Climate was established to inves-
tigate whether lasting economic prosperity can be achieved if the consequences 
of climate change are mitigated (Dagnet and Waskow, 2020). The Commission’s 
consortium consists of seven academic institutions from the fields of economics 
and development in the USA, China, Europe, India, Korea, and Ethiopia, as well 
as the Stockholm Climate Institute. An international council comprising former 
heads of state and finance ministers as well as experts from the fields of business, 
industry and finance oversees the initiative. 

The Commission’s flagship initiative, Current Climate Economy, aims to 
produce more robust and thorough statistics on whether and how climate poli-
cies can be implemented to achieve positive economic outcomes. Its mission is 
to contribute to the discourse on the global economy and climate change and to 
advise policy makers on their priorities and spending decisions in the business 
and financial sectors. This includes a review of scientific evidence aimed at a 
broad international audience. Nations and private actors would be best placed 
to make responsible decisions for the benefit of themselves, their constituencies, 
and the global environment if they better recognised the various consequences 
of climate change-related behavior (Global Commission on the Economy and 
Climate | SEI, 2020). 

The Lima Agreement on climate change was signed by Lord Nicholas Stern, 
Chairman of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change, and the Envi-
ronment and Vice-Chairman of the Global Commission on Economic and Cli-
mate. He, as the most critical representative of the international commission, said: 
This is an important step towards a new agreement at the Paris climate conference 
in December 2015, but there also remain many important issues that need to be 
resolved between nations over the next 12 months (see e.g. Sohn, 2016; Leggett, 
2018). Before the Paris conference is planned, countries must make nationally de-
fined, ambitious, and reliable contributions. However, it is already foreseeable that 
the scale of action to monitor and minimize annual greenhouse gas emissions 
as a whole would not be consistent with a pathway that would provide a real in-
centive to prevent harmful global warming of more than 2 degrees Celsius above 
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pre-industrial levels. This situation means that countries must continue to find 
ways to accelerate the reduction of emissions. 

In addition, they should build on the agreements of the Paris Agreement to 
consciously increase the scale of action thereafter. To build mutual trust, all parties 
must continue to work together constructively. Rich countries must take respon-
sibility for their increased wealth and their historical contribution to greenhouse 
gas emissions in the atmosphere. They need to better address the consequences of 
climate change that we already have. In addition, they should also generate and 
unleash even greater public and private participation in smooth economic growth 
in developing countries, not just relabeling international aid budgets (New Cli-
mate Economy, 2014).

C40 cities climate leadership group

The C40 is a community of global megacities taking action to combat climate 
change. C40 encourages cities to actively collaborate, share expertise and promote 
concrete and sustainable progress in the fight against climate change (see e.g. Lee 
& Koski, 2014; Davidson & Gleeson, 2015; Heikkinen et al., 2018). Developed 
and run by cities, it focuses on mitigating climate change and promoting environ-
mental activities that reduce greenhouse gas pollution and climate threats while 
improving the health, well-being, and economic opportunities of city residents.  

The C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group aims, among other things, to sub-
stantially and significantly reduce both greenhouse gas emissions and the risks 
associated with climate change, share information and drive implementation 
through metrics, and understand the local benefits of these alternatives: cleaner 
air and water, lower electricity prices, reduced road pollution, better quality of 
life, longer life expectancy, green jobs and green businesses (C40 Cities Climate 
Leadership Group (C40) – Climate Initiatives Platform, 2020). 

Since 2007, the organization has expanded to cities all over the world. In ar-
tistic style and demographics, but comparable in population, they are different. 
Extend and vulnerability to the threat of a changing climate to the atmosphere. 
Leadership was handed over in 2008 to the then Mayor of Toronto, David Miller, 
who chaired the 2009 Copenhagen Climate Conference for Mayors, attended by 
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mayors from 79 cities. He also chaired the 2009 C40 Mayors Summit in Seoul. 
Under the control of then New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg in 2011, CCI Cit-
ies and the C40 were fully integrated into the Executive Board. Management with 
trained full-time staff. Siemens Collaboration projects are showcased at the Crys-
tal Sustainable Cities Project, their recently opened facility in London; an annual 
leadership award series recognizing invention and innovation has been added. 
The projects discuss climate challenges and a new expanded live tech conference 
channeling the exchange of advice, ideas and concepts participant best practices. 
In preparation for the annual C40 conference, two important studies were pub-
lished at the beginning of February 2014: “Energy Measures in Megacities “CDP 
Cities 2013, in collaboration with the Emissions Transparency Initiative”. The sec-
ond volume of the study, ‘Climate Actions”, was published in 2014 to coincide with 
the climate conference in Lima. It evaluates the efforts of the mayors and presents 
convincing examples of successes and developments in the measures taken by the 
member cities in relation to climate change (Tapscott et al., 2014).  

United Nations Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon and Michael R. Bloomberg, 
UN Special Envoy for Local Government and Climate Change, announced the 
Global Compact of Mayors (see e.g. Dotto & Oakes, 2019; Swiney, 2020), the 
world’s first initiative to tackle climate change in major cities. Using a recently 
standardized calculation framework consistent with international trends, the 
Compact would encourage cities to collectively agree on deep reductions in 
greenhouse gas pollution, publish updated targets and proposals, and report an-
nually on their progress. As part of this initiative, cities will follow the same blue-
print for international climate negotiations to contribute to the 2015 Paris global 
climate Agreement. Following the completion of a pilot phase involving around 
30 locations worldwide and numerous training workshops in Latin America, Asia, 
Africa and Europe, the Global Protocol for Community (GPC)-scale Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Inventories entered its final phase in 2014. In July 2014, version 2.0 
of the GPC was made available for public comment. The formal introduction of 
the GPC was confirmed and discussed at the COP in Lima in December 2014.  

During the Lima conference, the GPC proposed a tool to help communi-
ties and local governments of all sizes and geographies to calculate and disclose 
 greenhouse gas emissions in a standardized way, in order to create a uniform 
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national minimum level for the assessment of greenhouse gas emissions at the 
community level (Achievements | LG Climate Roadmap, 2014). In other words, 
the introduction of the GPC-scale Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (GPC) 
developed in cooperation with C40 was the most important result for the cities in 
Lima. The first step in tackling pollution in cities is to identify and calculate where 
it comes from. However, this has proven to be impossible if there is no accurate 
method of measuring emissions at city level. The GPC addresses this problem by 
providing municipalities with the first global emissions standard that allows them 
to regularly monitor their performance and set reasonable targets for reducing 
emissions (Morgan et al., 2014).

Bank of England and carbon budget on climate change

The Bank of England aims to promote the welfare of the citizens of the United 
Kingdom by maintaining monetary and financial equilibrium. In light of many 
considerations that may affect its statutory priorities, the Bank takes a for-
ward-looking approach to meeting its obligations (see for example, Forde et al., 
1992; Ungerer et al., 1983; Monasterolo et al., 2019). The Bank’s Financial Policy 
Committee (FPC) is committed to defining and tracking threats that jeopardies 
the stability of the UK financial system and taking action to address or mitigate 
them. Although climate-related factors, such as increased volatility in headline 
inflation due to food and energy price shocks, may have an impact on financial 
policy, the Bank’s response to climate-related factors is primarily motivated by its 
commitment to promoting the protection and soundness of controlled entities 
and maintaining financial stability.

The Bank’s focus on the impact of climate-related financial threats increas-
ingly fits within the broader framework of decisions taken by central banks and 
financial regulators internationally and by the global community. This atmo-
sphere includes risk management measures such as the studies on the financial 
consequences of climate change by the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB), 
the Dutch and Swedish financial authorities and the German Ministry of Finance. 
They also include transparency measures, such as the regulations adopted by the 
California Department of Insurance on the public disclosure of fossil fuel assets 
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(Morgan et al., 2014). It is worth mentioning that Bank of England system has 
received climate impacts as follows:

The number of recorded weather-related catastrophic events since the 
1980s has been Triplicated. Inflation-adjusted insurance claims have 
grown to around $55 billion over the last decade, from an estimated rate 
around $10 billion in the 1980s.

Changes in law, technology, and public opinion might cause a reval-
uation of many assets in transformation risk factors, resulting in credit 
exposures for banks and other lenders as expenditures and opportunities 
become apparent.

The vital issue of rising credit losses due to climate-related variables is 
mainly consistent with the outlook of solvency risks for the banking sector 
more generally. In the bank of England banking sector, nearly three-quar-
ters of total risk-weighted assets contribute to credit and counterparty risk 
(Prudential Regulation Authority, 2018).

The Bank of England is investigating the possibility of economic collapse if com-
panies can no longer exploit their coal, oil and gas reserves due to climate change 
concerns. On the same day that a new round of global talks on climate change 
began in Lima, Peru, the Bank of England advised Congress to investigate the car-
bon bubble. During his speech in Lima, Bank of England Governor Mark Carney 
emphasized that fossil fuel companies should not burn any of their reserves if the 
world avoids catastrophic climate change. During the climate conference in Lima, 
he mentioned that if the world enters into an official agreement in Paris in a year’s 
time to limit global warming to 2C by reducing carbon emissions, several fossil 
fuel companies will be left with “stranded money”, that is, resources they will not 
sell (Bank of England investigating risk of carbon bubble, 2014).

The Norwegian sovereign wealth fund and carbon budget 
on climate change

The surplus income that a nation accumulates over time is a Sovereign Wealth 
Fund (SWF), sometimes referred to as a collective wealth fund. The state-backed 
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resource pool is mainly fueled by foreign exchange reserves (see e.g. Bang & Lahn, 
2019; Bhopal, 2021). Other funding streams for an SWF account include:

Reserves of banks 
Surplus profits from businesses concerned with natural resources (e.g. the 
oil sector) 
Surpluses in exchange 
The unused money from the government budget 
Payments on Government Transition

One of the world’s leading sovereign wealth funds is the Norwegian Government 
Pension Fund Global (Sovereign Wealth Fund (SWF) – Overview, Types, Invest-
ing Conditions, 2020). In other words, some of the most important money re-
serves on the global equity markets are sovereign wealth funds. The Norwegian 
sovereign wealth fund, which consists of two independent trusts, is the largest 
and best known, with assets of around USD 1.1 trillion (Sovereign Wealth Fund 
(SWF), 2020). The Norwegian sovereign wealth fund faced new problems in 2014: 
The oil reserves from which it draws its income are beginning to dry up. 

In order to curb greenhouse gas emissions and combat climate change, Nor-
wegian Prime Minister Erna Solberg announced in March 2014 that her govern-
ment intended to spend a large part of the state’s sovereign wealth fund on clean 
energy. She noted: ‘This government takes environmental concerns very seriously, 
but we need to look more closely at how we can work with the fund by making 
productive clean energy investments in sustainable businesses overseas. Solberg 
emphasized: ‘It is important that Norway leads the way beyond its borders Nor-
wegian Finance Minister Siv Jensen said in a statement in April 2014 that the fund 
would double its commitment to clean energy to around $8bn. She said that the 
extended reach we provide for green investments would strengthen the fund’s 
ability to actively manage investments in this area. 

However, Siv Jensen pointed out that the fund ‘is not an instrument for in-
creasing government spending in emerging economies or on renewable energy’ 
(Rimmer & Wood, 2014) During the climate conference in Lima, the Norwe-
gian sovereign wealth fund and the carbon budget on climate change played an 
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 important role. The Norwegian Sovereign Wealth Fund as a private sector gives 
first signals that it has understood the financial risk of a “carbon bubble” and is 
ready to deal with it. The Norwegian SWF is considering divesting from fossil 
fuels which could pose a threat to the stability of the financial system (COP20: 
Lima | Heinrich Böll Foundation, 2020).

3.2  �Summary�in�plain�language�

The final section of this chapter summarises the ‘PS-DMP’ and ‘ES-DMP’ in the 
context of the Global Decision-Making Process (Paris Agreement) and highlights 
the key features (tipping points) of the process that help us to understand the 
outcomes.

The author of this study introduces PS-DMP and ES-DMP respectively. The 
author was active in a PS-DMP during DPS, DOPS, WPS, LPS and PPS. The sec-
ond step involves analysing ES-DMP, namely DES, DOES, WES and LES. The 
author has divided the data into two different categories, namely more tangible 
and less tangible. In the case of review and analysis of PS-DMP, LPS 5, DPS 4 and 
PPS 4 along with at least 13 potential tipping points that characterize the global 
decision making (PA) process. In both the review and analysis, ES-DMP 4 clusters 
were used to represent the second stage. The author points out that DES and LES 
with almost 12 tipping points are potential steps for global decision making. 

Let’s take a closer look at the stages and points that shaped the decision-mak-
ing process of the Paris Agreement and how the author should use the informa-
tion and data analysis on each page and in the structure of this section (Table 3). 
Simply put, a better system for understanding the key drivers of this process is to 

Table 3. Decision-making process of Paris Agreement and summary of analysis.

Major stages Indicators of major stages Results 
PS-DMP (DPS) (DOPS)  (WPS) (LPS)  (PPS) 17
Components 4 3 1 5 4
ES-DMP (DES) (DOES) (WES)  (LES) 14
Components 7 1 1 5 0

Source: Author own-constructed.
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create a summarized, understandable table, one for PS-DMP, which refers to 5 
clusters, and another for ES-DMP. 

Each cell of the table can contain further information, either data or zero. For 
example, ES-DMP can be analyzed with only four levels in the table. Three, with 
one less column containing no data based on a literature review and analysis. To 
move forward in this regard, the author analyzed five steps based on the literature 
review. Table 3 illustrates that the global decision-making process related to cli-
mate change, i.e., the PA shown in the table, is much more connected to political 
factors, which are deeply divided by 17 tipping points.

Conclusion

In this part of the study, the author of this book has tried to understand how the 
global decision-making process on climate change, the Paris agreement, was or-
ganized within the framework of international relations. The author presents the 
decision-making process – namely the PA – as a series of elements formed by cer-
tain variables using a specific structure for global climate change decision-mak-
ing. The origins of this focus on decision-making are generally attributed to the 
main approach of this book, namely IID, with the types of literature adding to the 
complexity and diversity of the approach in this study. Decision-making is located 
in IID analysis (a subfield of PA), which applies perspectives and methods from 
different disciplines – political phases, economic phases – to understand how 
states shape this process and how these phases translate into outcomes.  

The literature on global climate decision-making is often compartmen-
talized based on assumptions about how actors set the political stage for 
 decisions –  primarily in COPs; about who is assumed to drive the decision-making 
process – states, international climate change negotiations and ESDMPs. In addi-
tion, the influences on these stages PS DMP are assumed to be most  important:  

Durban
Doha
Warsaw
Lima
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Paris
And ES-DMP
Durban
Doha
Warsaw
Lima.

While much of the literature focuses on the political phases of PA, there have been 
attempts to apply an analytical table (Table 3) developed as part of the discussion. 
Factors about DMP-PA and conduct an in-depth and careful analysis. The author 
of this study suggests that 17 indicators provide an excellent key stage for the IID 
approach and the process of current and future global decision-making on climate 
change.
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4   
Global decision on climate change: 

The Paris Agreement 

In this chapter of the study, the author deals with the Paris Agreement as an in-
ternational decision on climate change. The Paris Agreement is a global decision 
initiated by more than 196 states to combat climate change and its negative effects. 
The agreement was the culmination of six years of international negotiations on 
climate change under the auspices of the UNFCCC and was reached under strong 
international pressure to avoid another failure of the Copenhagen conference in 
2009. The PA sets a target for global warming well below two °C compared to 
pre-industrial averages. It requires countries to formulate progressively more am-
bitious climate targets which are consistent with this goal. 

It commits all Parties to contribute to climate change mitigation and ad-
aptation. For the first time, all countries will develop plans on how they can 
contribute to climate change mitigation and communicate their ‘NDCs’ to the 
Convention Secretariat. Unlike the KP, the Paris Agreement does not formulate 
state-specific emission targets. Instead, the Paris Agreement relies on voluntary 
mitigation contributions and a series of processes to ensure collective and indi-
vidual progress in meeting initial and progressively more ambitious mitigation 
contributions. Therefore, the author of this study analyses the PA based on the 
principles of the Paris Agreement and the rules of the Paris Agreement. The PA 
has recognised the different starting points of the IID approach. This means 
that understanding the PA as a decision lead to an intergovernmental integrated 
decision-making approach. In this respect, the analysis is essential and a step 
towards practical  implementation.
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4.1  �The�Paris�Agreement�on�climate�change:�Critical�
choice, nature, and structure of analysing an inter-
national decision 

This chapter focuses on the nature and structure of PA to explain the decision of 
the Paris Agreement (DEC-PA), with particular emphasis on the global level. In 
this chapter, I will attempt to understand the decisions of states in relation to the 
problems of climate change by using the PA lens of the essence of the decision, 
which is an analysis of the PA decision provisions in the process of international 
relations. In this section of the study, the author considers the DEC-PA based on 
the direct approach – IID – that makes up the entire study. The author highlights 
the essence and core elements of the Paris Agreement decision in order to maxi-
mize its significance as a global decision. This section looks at the principles of the 
Paris Agreement, the rules and principles of the Paris Agreement and describes 
how the Paris Agreement decision was designed internationally to respond effec-
tively to climate change. 

This chapter proposes equity and common but differentiated responsibility as 
a possible pathway for principles to limit global warming for PA rules, as the rest 
of this section is organised around the rules of the Paris Agreement. In this part, 
the author will take a closer look at the different articles of the PA as an interna-
tional decision. In this part, the topics of transparency and GST, L&D, voluntary 
cooperation, sinks and reservoirs, finance, technology, capacity building support, 
global peaking, climate neutrality, education, training and public awareness on 
climate change, public participation and public access to information will be in-
troduced and explored.

4.2  �Advancing�decision-making�on�climate�change�
under the Paris Agreement: A guide to principles, 
rules 

Principles of Paris Decision 

Some of the influential global agreements and principles that have been made to 
combat climate change are the KP and the Paris Agreement. These two agreements 
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were concluded as a result of the increasing global warming caused by greenhouse 
gases. Both fall under the UNFCCC, which was adopted at the United Nations 
Conference in Rio in 1992. The UNFCCC was designed to support policies that 
help stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere. Although these 
two global agreements were designed based on the principles of the UNFCCC to 
combat climate change, there is a significant difference between the principles of 
the KP and the Paris Climate Agreement.  

In order to make the most important principles of the UNFCCC and in par-
ticular the Paris Agreement clearer in this section, the author takes a brief look at 
the principles of the KP:

The KP principles were only addressed to industrialised countries and con-
tained legally binding targets for greenhouse gas emissions.

The KP principles had organized targets for the signatory countries and were 
linked to sanctions for non-compliance.

The KP was legally binding for the participating countries and had some 
countries as signatories.

The ultimate goal of PA is to limit the global temperature rise to 1.5°C in the 
21st century, and because of this reality, the principle of PA is different. In this 
research section, the author therefore takes a closer look at the key principles of 
the Paris Agreement. In particular, the author explains how these principles have 
been considered in the organization of the PA. These principles, including equity, 
CBDR, human rights, indigenous peoples’ rights, food security, just transition and 
ecosystem integrity, have been emphasized.

i� Equity, Common but differentiated responsibilities

Its origins go back to the Second World Climate Conference in 1990, where 
countries agreed to recognize the principle of equity and the common but sepa-
rate obligation of countries at different stages of growth, and to the Rio Declara-
tion of 1992. When it comes to the Parties’ obligations, this and the CBDR&RC 
concept are also mentioned in Article 4.1 of the Convention; instead of the re-
spective capacities, “their specific national and regional growth targets, strate-
gies and situations” are added (Winkler & Rajamani, 2013). In this article, the 
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 Convention distinguishes between developed and developing countries.  Annex 
I of the Convention contains a list of developing countries that should take the 
lead in combating climate change. The convention was signed in 1992, and the 
economic differences between rich and developing countries reflect the reality. 
The “D” – differentiation – has been a hot topic in the debate on equity and CB-
DR-RC. Differentiation between countries was made possible by the KP (1997), 
which contained specific mitigation commitments with targets and timetables for 
developing countries, but not for developed countries. Industrialised countries 
must help developing countries to reduce their emissions and adapt to climate 
change by providing finance, technology transfer and other instruments.  

Over time, industrialised countries have questioned the distinction between 
reduction targets. They claim that major emitters should be required to take bind-
ing mitigation action, regardless of whether they are listed in Annex I, and that the 
Convention’s principles are complex and should respond to changing geopolitical 
realities. Some developing countries argue that the Convention’s principles en-
courage developing countries to take the lead in efforts to mitigate climate change, 
as they are traditionally the source of most global greenhouse gas emissions 
(Cameron, 2012). In the recent UNFCCC negotiations, starting with Durban, the 
parties have changed their views. The parties wanted to allow countries to deter-
mine their own “contribution” to tackling greenhouse gas emissions. This latest 
climate agreement will “apply to all”. It will differ in that it uses a bottom-up strat-
egy to assess a collective initiative. The meaning of equity (historical and current 
responsibility for climate change), the role of the annexes and the function each 
nation can play in the UNFCCC climate negotiations are all thorny issues. 

At the talks in Lima in 2014, the parties agreed on a new term: similar but 
differentiated commitments and respective capacities, considering different na-
tional circumstances, which indicates how a Paris agreement will solve the prob-
lem (Common but Differentiated Responsibilities and Respective Capabilities 
(CBDR-RC) | Climate Nexus, 2021). The key to explaining how the distinction 
was handled in the Paris Agreement is to look at Decision 1/CP.20, which was 
implemented in Lima, Peru, in December 2014. The third paragraph emphasiz-
es the parties’ commitment to reach an ambitious agreement in 2015 that rep-
resents the concept of CBDR-C due to different national circumstances and their 
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 commitment to reach a realistic agreement in 2015 that reflects the principle of 
CBDR-RC. 

The language was inspired by the November 2014 joint statement by the 
United States and China, which marked an unprecedented rapprochement be-
tween the world’s two largest emitters. It was the first time that CBDR-RC was 
included in an ADP resolution. Given the different national circumstances, the 
qualifier, as the concept was formulated in the Paris Agreement, has a variety of 
implications, such as a move away from a rigid, precise distinction formulated in 
annexes (White House, 2014). The normative legacy of the UNFCCC is strongly 
recognised in the Paris Agreement. It will be motivated by the values of the Con-
vention, such as equity and the CBDR-RC, and will represent them in its imple-
mentation due to the different national circumstances. The Paris Agreement takes 
a much more nuanced approach to differentiation than the UNFCCC. While the 
division into states such as “existing” and “developing” countries still applies, the 
agreement does not specify these terms or refer to the UNFCCC annexes. 

The Paris Agreement aims to take into account the commitments, capabili-
ties, and situations of all parties. Differentiation is operationalised in various ways, 
some explicit, others more implicit, with different considerations for each element 
of the Agreement. The Paris Agreement recognises the existence of an evolution-
ary “policy space” in several respects. The Paris Agreement does not use a single, 
all-encompassing approach to differentiation based on predefined categories of 
countries. Many of the commitments that become legally binding when the agree-
ment enters into force apply to all parties (Voigt & Ferreira, 2016).

ii� Human Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

Between 2008 and 2015, the Human Rights Council adopted five resolutions on 
climate change and human rights (see e.g. Quirico & Boumghar, 2015; Albers, 
2018). With the inclusion of human rights terminology in the Cancun Agree-
ments in 2010, this lobbying campaign had its first success. In addition, paragraph 
8 of the Cancun Agreements emphasizes that Parties should fully support hu-
man rights in activities related to climate change. These provisions of the Cancun 
Agreement have led to calls for the use of human rights concepts in the climate 
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regime. In 2014, the mandate holders of the UN Special Procedures for States 
negotiating in the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform published 
an open letter calling for the adoption of the Durban Platform. The interests of 
the people would be “included” in a current climate agreement (United Nations 
human rights office of the high commissioner, 2014). More than thirty countries 
signed the Geneva Declaration on Human Rights in Climate Change in the run-
up to the Paris Conference. The Human Rights and CCWG, an important civil 
society network in Cancun, organized the NGO. They are calling for the specific 
language to be used in the work of the ad (Mayer, 2016). 

In 2014, the IPCC predicted that the effects of climate change will be “severe, 
pervasive and irreversible” (IPCC, 2013). Extreme weather conditions jeopardize 
the right to life, which is a prerequisite for all other human rights, by causing 
significant disruption to infrastructure for energy, water sources and health and 
emergency care (see e.g. Short et al., 2015). Food production would decline, lead-
ing to malnutrition. An excessive threat from foodborne, waterborne, and vec-
tor-borne pathogens would jeopardize the right to health.  

When food security deteriorates, the right to food is compromised. Inade-
quate access to drinking water, irrigation and sanitation would affect rural liveli-
hoods and wages and lead to lower agricultural production. The IPCC estimates 
that hundreds of millions of people will have to be relocated due to water levels 
and severe storms. This situation is due to land erosion from coastal and inland 
flooding, with a high risk of death, injury, extreme disease and threatened live-
lihoods in low-lying coastal areas and SIDS (Field et al., 2015). While there is 
no definitive classification of indigenous peoples, Krakoff says they can be dis-
tinguished from other minority groups: “First and foremost, indigenous com-
munities claim systems of association that link religious, cultural, and economic 
relationships with the land and resources of their ancestors. Second, indigenous 
groups use the word -people- to express their profound questions of communi-
ty belonging and communal and mutual self-determination (Farber & Peeters, 
2016). Due to their geographical location, their theological and cultural ties to 
the land and the world in general, their history of colonial exploitation and dis-
possession, the irreversibility of climate damage and their comparatively low 
adaptive capacity, indigenous peoples are particularly sensitive to the effects of 



4.2  Advancing decision-making on climate change under the Paris Agreement

159

 anthropogenic warming.  Deforestation jeopardizes people’s livelihoods and their 
right to food, water, health and life. It exacerbates the exploitation of traditional 
areas and jeopardizes the access, use and ownership of land and natural resources 
by indigenous and local population groups (Savaresi, 2013). 

 Indigenous peoples are therefore at the forefront of efforts to link human 
rights and climate change. The Inuit petition to the Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights in 2005 is perhaps a good example of this. For more than three 
decades, indigenous groups in the Brazilian Amazon have been fighting against 
massive energy projects with dubious long-term viability, such as the Belo Monte 
dam in Brazil. They hoped that the conclusion of the Paris Agreement would use 
precise words to protect human rights. The scene was set for COP21 in Paris to 
put human rights at the centre of the climate regime and its principle, an illusion 
that was shattered when the final draft of the Paris Agreement was published. The 
Paris Agreement is the first legally binding multilateral climate agreement to in-
clude human rights as a component (Gardiner & Thompson, 2017). Paragraph 11 
of the preamble states: 

Recognizing that climate change is a common concern of humankind, Par-
ties should, in taking action to address climate change, respect, promote and take 
into account their respective obligations with regard to human rights, the right to 
health, the rights of indigenous peoples, local communities, migrants, children, 
persons with disabilities and persons in vulnerable situations, and the right to de-
velopment, as well as gender equality, women’s empowerment and intergenera-
tional equity. This atmosphere builds on and improves an earlier reference in the 
overarching part of the Cancun Agreements adopted by COP16 in 2010. 

This decision also emphasized the importance of parties respecting human 
rights in their climate-related activities. The text of the Paris provision, on the 
other hand, addresses key aspects of human rights – and certain groups of rights 
holders – that are emphasized as particularly important in the application of the 
Paris Agreement. Other paragraphs in the preamble further emphasize two sim-
ilar principles. In addition, the PA lightly mentions the paramount importance 
of ensuring food security and ending poverty, as well as the requirements of fair 
labour transformation and the development of good work and better employment 
(Duyck & Lador, 2016).
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iii� Gender Equality

When public engagement is at the centre of climate change governance and em-
powers interested people at all levels, it works best. The Rio Declaration on Envi-
ronment and Development states that individuals at the national level “must have 
adequate access to information held by public authorities on the environment, 
including information on hazardous substances and activities in their communi-
ty, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes” (see, among 
others, 2015; Boute, 2016). Countries that endorse Agenda 21 should make infor-
mation available to promote public engagement and understanding. The mandate 
to involve the public in the decision-making process was transferred to the area of 
international climate policy by Articles 4 and 6 of the UNFCCC. 

Article 4 commits to: “Promote and cooperate in the areas of education, 
training and public awareness related to climate change and encourage the wid-
est possible participation in this process, including the participation of NGOs” 
(Martinez Blanco, 2021). Today, climate change is causing widespread social and 
environmental damage and human misery all over the world. Human freedoms 
are being eroded and choices are being limited by climate change. 

On the other hand, climate change does not affect everyone equally, with 
women bearing the brunt of the impact. Without action on the inequality that cli-
mate change brings, those with the lowest incomes, both nations and people, will 
be the hardest hit by the harmful effects of climate change; and those in a position 
of wealth and authority will be the first to benefit from economic changes towards 
a low-carbon society. Any international climate agreement should be long term 
to ensure the survival, wellbeing and livelihoods of women and men worldwide. 
It must also be ambitious and equitable to keep temperatures below 1.5°C, act on 
climate change and defend the human rights of all people. The 2015 Paris climate 
negotiations will determine whether gender-responsive decisions, programs and 
policies on climate change are made and supported as part of a comprehensive 
and equitable overall agreement (Blomstrom & Burns, 2016).  

In 2015, a truly transformative plan on climate change and sustainable devel-
opment was agreed, as well as a ground-breaking treaty on gender equity. Parties 
to the Paris Agreement agreed to take concrete action to halt global warming, 



4.2  Advancing decision-making on climate change under the Paris Agreement

161

minimize greenhouse gas emissions and support, promote and recognize their 
commitments to gender equity and women’s empowerment in addressing climate 
change. These strategies could serve as a starting point to ensure that the fight 
against climate change is not only about preserving the one world we have for 
future generations, but also about making it a 50/50 planet for women and girls 
today and in the future. 

This pledge reinforces and promotes the realization that achieving SDG 5 on 
gender equality and the empowerment of all women and girls (SDG5) would con-
tribute significantly to progress on all SDGs, including SDG 13 (see e.g. Diaz-Sar-
achaga et al., 2018; Charnock & Hoskin, 2020) on immediate action to combat 
climate change and its effects. According to the Paris Agreement, climate policy 
must be gender-responsive, promote human rights and support women and girls. 
Governments seized this unique opportunity when they met for the first time in 
Marrakech as parties to the Paris Agreement. Parties sent a clear warning that now 
is the time to turn words into action and move forward with an ambitious expand-
ed programme of work on gender and climate change (Puri, 2016).

iv� Food Security 

Food security is a universal principle and a major concern of humans (see e.g. 
Headey & Ecker, 2013; Campbell et al., 2016). However, as communities grow and 
mature, the definition of food security needs to be regularly reconsidered, updated 
and redefined. At the 1996 World Food Summit, the Food and Agriculture Organ-
isation of the United Nations (FAO) stated: “Food security exists when all people, 
at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious 
food that meets their dietary needs and preferences for an active and healthy life” 
(Policy Brief, 2006). 

Climate change can have catastrophic effects on global food supplies, which 
is one of the reasons why there is an urgent need to remedy the situation. Climate 
change is expected to lead to a decline in food production and yields of crops, 
aquaculture and fisheries. Due to the projected impacts of climate change, based 
on potential and current greenhouse gas emissions, food security has become in-
creasingly important in recent decades (Kais & Islam, 2018). The new IPCC study 
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reinforces the critical conclusions of previous IPCC reports on climate change 
and its significant physical impacts, such as temperature changes on land and in 
the oceans, sea level rise and ocean acidification. It also provides a clearer under-
standing of possible shifts in the spatial, temporal and seasonal distribution of pre-
cipitation. In several areas, climate change has raised significant concerns about 
potential water supplies, which will affect precipitation, runoff and snow/ice melt 
and influence hydrological processes, water quality, temperature and groundwater 
recharge. Rising sea levels have affected the salinity of surface and groundwater in 
coastal areas (see e.g. Nuttle & Portnoy, 1992). Extreme events are expected to be-
come more frequent and intense due to climate change. Extreme events also have 
a significant impact on agriculture and the food system. According to a recent 
FAO report on 78 post-disaster needs assessments conducted in 48 developing 
countries between 2003 and 2013, the agricultural sector accounts for 25% of all 
economic losses and damage caused by medium- and large-scale climate hazards 
such as droughts, floods, and storms in developing countries (FAO, 2015). In-
creased temperatures and fluctuating precipitation are the two most important 
factors causing damage to agricultural production. 

Temperature fluctuations indirectly influence the structure of the ecosystem, 
food supplies and the availability of resources, so that changing weather condi-
tions will reduce the productivity of food and agricultural. The predicted rise in 
sea levels, which would flood agricultural areas, is one of the most critical as-
pects of climate change. Higher temperatures would have three types of impacts 
on potential food security: I constant impacts: Fluctuations in crop yields due to 
temperature increases, changes in the length of seasons and increased salinity in 
coastal regions; (ii) Discontinuous impacts: increased crop losses due to extreme 
weather developments and climate-related events such as pest infestations and 
disease outbreaks; (iii) Pessimistic impacts: increased crop losses due to extreme 
weather systems and climate-related events such as pest infestations and disease 
outbreaks; (iv) pessimistic impacts: increased crop losses due to extreme weather 
patterns (Islam & Kieu, 2020). 

Agriculture is rarely mentioned in the various drafts of the negotiating doc-
ument for the Paris Climate Agreement, and even less in the final text adopted at 
COP21. The only mention is in the provision on finance, which calls on countries 
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to integrate climate goals into other policy-relevant areas and practices, such as ag-
riculture. Both references to “agriculture” were removed from the co-chairs’ final 
negotiating document. As a result, agriculture is not mentioned in the agreement 
as implemented at COP21. Maintaining food security was mentioned throughout 
the textual recommendations aimed at setting adaptation targets. However, this 
reference had disappeared from the Co-Chairs’ final negotiating document, only 
to reappear in the preamble of the COP draft decision. 

The latter reference survived the negotiations in Paris at COP21. The pre-
amble to the Paris Agreement on climate change now states: Recognizing the 
fundamental priority of ensuring food security and ending hunger, and the par-
ticular vulnerability of food production systems to the adverse impacts of climate 
change. Food distribution was a recurring theme throughout the report. Negotiat-
ing texts as a limiting consideration in mitigation efforts. Only one such reference 
remained in the final version of the Paris Agreement on climate change. Article 2 
contains the main objectives of the agreement: to enhance the capacity to adapt to 
the adverse impacts of climate change and to promote climate resilience and low 
greenhouse gas emission development in a manner that does not jeopardize food 
production (Verschuuren, 2016).

v� Just Transition

Climate change is now widely recognised as one of the greatest – if not the great-
est – threats facing humanity in the coming decades. The economic impact of 
climate change is predicted to be a huge burden by 2050, accounting for between 
5 and 20 percent of global GDP. Worse still, the citizens of the world’s poorest 
countries, who have contributed the least to the crisis, will bear the brunt of the 
consequences. It is becoming increasingly clear that the best option to get the kind 
of promise needed to successfully tackle the problem is to form a collective coali-
tion that includes all stakeholders. Such a principle will crystallize when there is a 
seemingly equitable transition of responsibility in the struggle to keep the world 
habitable for humans. 

This principle is obvious when it comes to the just transition perspective (Cli-
mate change and labor: The need for a “just transition,” 2010). In recent years, the 
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idea of a “just transition’ “has received much attention in both political discourse 
and academic literature (Heffron and McCauley, 2018). The US labour group, 
however, had invented and used it in the 1980s (see e.g. Hayward, 1980). Staff 
responded to new laws to prevent air and water pollution, which led to the closure 
of many polluting industries. Some credit the first use of the term ‘just transition’ 
to Tony Mazzocchi, an American activist who advocated for financial assistance 
and easier access to higher education for jobs affected by environmental policies. 
Between 1990 and 1995, the president of the Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers 
Union proposed the Just Transition Plan. Many US and Canadian unions then 
publicly adopted the Just Transition theory (Newell & Mulvaney, 2013).  

 North American trade unions in particular began to develop the idea of just 
transition in the 1990s. Initially, trade unionists saw the transition as a program to 
support people who had lost their jobs because of environmental policies. Many 
people outside the trade union movement still see transition as a measure to cush-
ion job losses in industries such as coal. However, for trade unions and their allies, 
Just Transition now represents a concerted attempt to prepare for and participate 
in a transition to economically and socially sustainable jobs, sectors, and econo-
mies. As public awareness of the climate crisis grew, trade unions began to link the 
transition to climate policy. They also began to advocate for just transition to be 
considered in international regimes, including the UNFCCC negotiations. 

The United Nations General Assembly adopted the Sustainable Development 
Goals in 2015. This goal reflects just transition policies as a whole, including the 
goals of decent jobs for all (Goal 8), renewable energy for all (Goal 7) (see e.g. Vil-
lavicencio Calzadilla and Mauger, 2017), climate security (Goal 13) and poverty 
eradication (Goal 1) (see e.g. Kamruzzaman, 2016). Following that, in 2015, the 
United Nations ILO published a final draft for a just transition: For all, principles 
for a just transition to green economies and communities. The regulations are a 
multilateral tripartite agreement between trade unions, employers’ organizations, 
and states (Burrow, 2017). At the global level, the importance of a just transition 
in the fight against climate change and within the industrial relations system has 
been recognised by the following multilateral treaties and institutions: 

The idea of a just transition is widespread in international organizations 
such as the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 
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the UNEP and the UNFCCC. The preamble of the Paris Agreement, adopted at 
COP21 in 2015, states that transition requirements must be considered in the 
world of work in order to create excellent and quality jobs in line with national-
ly determined growth priorities (The just transition, fundamental for achieving 
climate goals and generating prosperity, 2021). The Paris Agreement on climate 
change includes just transition as an essential principle. Based on the PA, the just 
transition is not a fixed set of rules, but a vision and a process based on a dialogue 
and a common agenda of workers, industry and governments that must be nego-
tiated and implemented in the respective geographical, political, cultural, and so-
cial context. It implements a set of guiding principles, such as the “Just Transition 
Guidelines,” 2021. The Paris Agreement recognises the urgency of addressing the 
consequences of climate change. Considering PA and the fact that countries plan 
to evaluate their NDCs in 2020 to increase the level of commitment, only a just 
transition is crucial to tackle the environmental crisis and ensure that no one is left 
behind (Van Vuuren & Kojo Agyemang-Bonsu, 2017).

vi� Ecosystem Integrity

According to Webster’s dictionary, the state of being unbroken, intact, consistent, 
or complete. Thus, when a system is disturbed from the outside, it retains its in-
tegrity if all its elements and the functional relationships between them are pre-
served (see e.g. Kandziora et al., 2013; Roche & Campagne, 2017). Ecosystems are 
similarly structurally organized into populations, species and groups of organisms 
that are related to each other and to abiotic features of the environment, as well as 
fundamentally into components for the production and consumption of energy 
and resources. 

“Measurable definitions of integrity include that of Cairns (1977): the main-
tenance of community structure and function characteristic of a particular place 
or deemed satisfactory by society, and that of Karr and Dudley (1981): the ability 
to support and maintain a balanced, integrated, adaptive community of organisms 
whose species composition, diversity and functional organization is comparable 
to that of natural habitats in the region. Integrity is a definition that reflects the 
ability of the system to provide valuable services to humans. Karr and Dudley’s 
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definition also reflects a human perspective” (De Leo & Levin, 1997). It is worth 
defining the integrity of the ecosystem. With the destruction and degradation of 
habitats leading to the loss of biodiversity and ecological resources worldwide, it is 
more important than ever to pursue and adequately protect what is left. 

The size of an ecosystem is not the only factor that determines its benefits 
to the natural environment and humans; the condition of an ecosystem, or its 
integrity, is also crucial. Many concepts are relevant to the state of the envi-
ronment in international or intergovernmental policy contexts, but integrity 
is the most commonly used and systematic concept (Lieberman, 2020). The 
2015 Paris Agreement on climate change refers to the importance of ensuring 
the integrity of all ecosystems and the protection of biodiversity (Biodiversity, 
Land Use and Forestry | Fact Sheets on the European Union | European Par-
liament, 2020). 

More specifically, in terms of combating climate change and responding to 
its consequences, the Paris Agreement emphasizes the importance of measures to 
protect the integrity of all ecosystems and the conservation of biodiversity. In light 
of the PA, creating appropriate solution-oriented policies and interventions for 
habitat conservation and cost-effective adaptation to climate change on an eco-
system basis requires a deeper understanding of the relationships and feedback 
between natural processes and climate change, as well as evidence-based guidance 
(see e.g. Cantonati et al., 2020). As smart climate policies will simultaneously mit-
igate other environmental pressures, such as air pollution, there are also oppor-
tunities for habitats and ecosystems to benefit multi-dimensionally from climate 
change adaptation and mitigation (Funding & tenders, 2021).

Rules of Paris Agreement under global decision 

Transparency and global stock take

At COP16 (Cancun, 2010), the Parties agreed to assess the overall progress to-
wards achieving the long-term global goal of staying within 2 degrees Celsius. 
This meeting also looked at how Parties are meeting their commitments under 
the Convention. The UNFCCC developed the Structured Expert Dialogue (SED) 
at COP18 (Doha, 2012) (see e.g. Schurer et al., 2018; Lesniewska & Siegele, 2018) 
to ensure the scientific credibility of such reviews. The SED created a forum for 



4.2  Advancing decision-making on climate change under the Paris Agreement

167

Parties to engage in an inclusive and constructive dialogue on scientific expertise 
and evidence-based climate policy formulation (UNFCCC, 2016).  

In addition to collecting and analysing data, technical reviews and open stake-
holder forums were conducted to ensure transparency. The SED research report 
(2015) pointed out that climate policy is not sufficient to keep global warming be-
low 2 degrees Celsius. According to the report, the significant impacts of climate 
change are increasing at current levels of global warming, and further warming 
would only increase the likelihood of extreme, systemic and lasting impacts. The 
report advises pursuing emission pathways in the short term that are compatible 
with limiting warming to below two °C without losing sight of the 1.5°C targets 
(Schleussner et al., 2015). 

The Parties agreed at COP21 (Decision 10/CP.21) to pursue efforts to limit 
the global temperature increase to 1.5 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial lev-
els, relying on the conclusions of the SED. The SED report states: “Parties should 
act urgently and ambitiously under the Convention, while recognizing the tech-
nological, economic and institutional challenges. It also encourages the scientific 
community to address the information and research gaps identified by the SEDs, 
including the scenarios that limit warming to below 1.5°C above pre-industrial 
levels by 2100 and the range of impacts at regional and local scales associated with 
these scenarios” (Prasad, Ganesan & Gupta, 2017). Accordingly, there is nothing 
in the environment of global organizations that is comparable to the GST created 
by the Paris Agreement on climate change. In terms of global governance, the GST 
is a multilateral assessment process that can be found in most multilateral systems. 

The GST plans to regularly measure joint progress against the long-term pri-
orities of the Paris Agreement. In particular, the parties will be advised on how to 
update and improve their actions, support and co-operation. These individual and 
collective assessment processes are critical to the current “hybrid” rationale of the 
Paris Agreement, which combines non-binding, nationally determined pledges 
with international progress monitoring. Article 14 of the Paris Agreement stip-
ulates that the parties shall regularly take stock of the functioning of the Paris 
Agreement in order to determine their mutual progress in achieving the objective 
of the Paris Agreement. The main functions and issues of the GST are considered 
by the states (Milkoreit & Haapala, 2017). These functions are as follows: Peace-
maker, Accountability, Driving the NDC and Signaling.
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Peacemaker

As far as the requirements for results are concerned, the PA imposes few legally 
binding obligations on states. However, in order to act as peacemakers, there are 
several procedural responsibilities related to the planning and communication of 
NDCs (Articles 4.2, 4.3 and 4.8) and the accounting and monitoring of green-
house gas emissions data (Articles 4.13 and 13.7) (Bodansky, 2016). The PA’s pro-
cedural rules – 5 years – the cycle of NDC amendments, assessment and analysis 
of national action and support. This collective assessment of progress in the form 
of the periodic GST helps to stimulate and synchronise climate policy procedures. 
But what is the special place of the GST in this policy cycle? The GST strength-
ens the 5-year PA cycle by bridging the assessment phase and the agenda-setting 
phase for the subsequent NDC cycles. It incorporates the results of individual 
state-level assessments to draw global conclusions. What is needed for the GST to 
function as an effective agenda-setting mechanism? 

First of all, the GST can only efficiently integrate and finalise the assessments 
of the individual states if the inputs are available in a timely manner (Obergasse 
et al., 2016). The results of the GST should be structured to feed into the policy 
discourse of many states in order to have a significant impact on national policy 
processes. This can be achieved by presenting detailed information on sectoral 
transition issues and information suitable for stakeholders. It will also be help-
ful to coordinate knowledge with other related international agendas, such as the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (see e.g. Leal Filho et al., 2017; Agbe-
dahin, 2019) and its Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and UN Habitat’s 
New Urban Initiative. Data and analyses that enable the development of complex 
policy agendas at a technical level must therefore be (Hermwille et al., 2019).

Accountability

One of the most prominent rationalist criticisms of the Paris Agreement is its lack 
of moral coercion. To some extent, this situation has been replaced by account-
ability, in the expectation that the threat of naming and shaming would inspire 
politicians to properly enforce their NDCs. Transparency is a crucial criterion for 
the naming aspect. Without reliable and sufficiently granular data, it is difficult 
to assess whether and to what extent states have fulfilled their NDCs (Oberthür 
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& Bodle, 2016). A crucial level of media interest is for the “shaming’ part. In this 
case, the transparency mechanism is unlikely to be sufficient. This transparency 
is one aspect where GST could help. The GST could form an echo chamber for 
the accountability framework by openly receiving, updating, and evaluating the 
reports of individual states. This GST will serve to generate the necessary public 
interest (Obergassel et al., 2015).

On the other hand, the GST has only a limited mandate in this area: accord-
ing to Article 14.1, the GST should only measure mutual success. This seems to be 
correct in the sense that the GST results must summarize the results of individual 
states to arrive at global results. Although the GST does not intend to equate the 
results of states, this would be desirable. Article 6 is crucial for naming and sham-
ing (see e.g. Taebi & Safari, 2017; Seo, 2018). The priority given to environmental 
integrity and the avoidance of double counting is already an indicator. If the ac-
counting of foreign transfers of carbon reductions under Article 6 is insufficient 
or ambiguous, the GST transparency mechanism will be seriously hampered. In 
the absence of a robust Article 6 accounting system, there is a risk that countries 
will form coalitions with low ambition and use Article 6 to disguise their failure to 
comply with the Paris Agreement (Hermwille & Kreibich, 2018).  

Driving NDC, the current level of ambition is still insufficient to fulfil the re-
quirements. To compensate for this, the Party’s next NDCs must at least be in line 
with Article 4.3 of the PA, which states that they express the Party’s highest possible 
ambition and represent a progression beyond the Party’s current NDC (UNFCCC, 
2016). The GST should create benchmarks to better operationalize what it means to 
have the highest possible ambition and what constitutes progress against the current 
NDC. These indicators make it easy to identify and promote aggressive measures 
that achieve the benchmark while recognizing the lack of ambition. In this way, the 
GST helps to highlight the political costs or benefits of action or inaction. 

A benchmark will decide what level of ambition is expected in the subsequent 
NDC cycle, considering the achievements and shortcomings of the current NDC 
period. In light of the new NDCs, modelling studies have already discussed the 
necessary increase in global ambition thresholds for 2030 and 2035 and can advise 
the first GST together with additional assessments (Rogelj et al., 2016). This pro-
cedure can then be used as a benchmark for the calculation of the newly proposed 
NDCs. While it is not within the mandate of the GST to determine individual 
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NDCs, it can allow others, such as national policymakers and civil society or-
ganizations, to do so. Another helpful metric will be to recognize and highlight 
incredibly ambitious NDCs, strategies and initiatives that have been implemented 
to date. This situation will raise the bar for what is widely recognised as the high-
est level of ambition. In order to fulfil the last part of Article 4.3: the reference to 
justice and national conditions, a diverse portfolio of states with different levels of 
growth and a wide variety of relevant national conditions will be helpful.  

This form of benchmarking points to another important contribution that 
the GST could make to raising NDC ambitions (Hermwille et al., 2019). Use the 
GST as a peer learning forum to learn how to bring about change, as suggested by 
Milkoreit and Haapala (2017). This change could be achieved if the GST focus-
es on identifying synergies and disruptive potential for sustainable growth rather 
than just mitigation. They go on to argue that raising ambition could be achieved 
by developing a system that enables Parties to enforce their NDCs on the basis of 
“pride and glory” rather than “fear and shame”. To this end, they are considering 
encouraging participants to voluntarily undergo an international review, analo-
gous to the modalities of the voluntary review of the United Nations High-Level 
Political Platform on Sustainable Development, which assesses progress towards 
the Sustainable Development Goals (Milkoreit & Haapala, 2017). 

Signals

Another framework for reform that the GST advocates is the fact that concepts 
and beliefs influence the way we see the future; transformational progress requires 
a profound change of mind. Change occurs when new collective ideas emerge that 
alter the cultural principles and worldviews that drive everyday decision mak-
ing. The GST, in particular, will facilitate progress by formalizing a global vision 
of a low-carbon, long-term future. The GST will accelerate the normalization of 
ambitious climate change and align stakeholder priorities at all levels of govern-
ment by regularly setting and comparing targets (Hale, 2018). The PA guidelines 
and signaling mechanism are primarily derived from the intent of the PA (Article 
2), more specifically the long-term temperature goal (Article 2.1a). The goal of 
achieving greenhouse gas neutrality in the second half of the century comple-
ments this temperature goal (Article 4.1). 
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For the first time, the temperature limit is enshrined in international law and 
has been improved compared to the previous edition. The goal of the agreement 
is to limit global warming to 1.5°C compared to pre-industrial levels. The 1.5°C 
goal was therefore formulated in Copenhagen in 2009 and converted into a simple 
“well below’ 2°C “limit’ one year later in Cancun. The signal given in some sectors 
seems to be much sharper than in others. There are also many doubts about what 
the 1.5°C target means in certain sectors. While the issues in the energy sector 
and electrification of passenger transport are well understood, this is less the case 
for emissions-intensive industries, agriculture and land use, particularly forestry 
(IPCC, 2018). 

The IPCC Special Report on the 1.5°C targets (see e.g. Jacometti, 2019; 
Livingston & Rummukainen, 2020) goes into more detail on how 1.5°C can be 
achieved in terms of sustainable development, as well as the risks of exceeding 
the Paris temperature limits more specifically, it would be particularly benefi-
cial for mitigation if the GST were to develop and internalize sectoral visions 
that more clearly highlight the sector-specific transition issues and take into 
account the interdependencies of the sectors. Replicating the PA’s signal would 
guide the next round of NDCs and serve as an improved reference point for 
various governance measures. It will lend legitimacy and direction to interna-
tional governance efforts and help ‘orchestrate” climate change (Hermwille, 
2016).

Loss and damage

L&D has a long tradition in climate negotiations, dating back to 1991, when the 
Alliance of Small Island States called for a compensation scheme for countries 
affected by rising sea levels (see e.g. Roberts & Parks, 2009; Mechler et al., 2019). 
Over time, more and more impoverished countries realised that they too are af-
fected by climate change beyond their ability to cope (Loss and Damage under 
the UNFCCC process, 2021). Therefore, since the Alliance of Small Island States 
(ASIS), there have been repeated proposals to address the impacts of climate di-
sasters under the UNFCCC regime. ASIS proposed to develop an insurance pool 
for DCS to be financed by mandatory payments from industrialised countries 
during the UNFCCC negotiations. 
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However, the proposal was unsuccessful, and the issue was dropped from the 
negotiating table. It resurfaced briefly in 2001 when the COP decided to  discuss 
insurance-related measures at the next conference, but this was not pursued fur-
ther. In the years that followed, the UNFCCC negotiations focused almost exclu-
sively on mitigation and adaptation, while the issue of loss and damage largely 
disappeared from the agenda. At COP-7 in 2001, the issue of insurance briefly 
resurfaced when the Parties decided to include insurance-related measures in the 
subsequent climate negotiations. However, this was not pursued further (UNFC-
CC, 2002). 

The word L&D was developed, and the issue was firmly included in the UN-
FCCC negotiating agenda in 2007. The BAP called for action to mitigate disas-
ter risk and other ways to address L&D in vulnerable states. This issue should 
correspond with the publication of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (see e.g. 
Schnoor, 2007; Füssel, 2009), which stated unequivocally that record levels of 
greenhouse gas pollution have made some degree of L&D unavoidable (IPCC, 
2007). AOSIS proposed a three-tiered system for loss and damage at COP14 in 
Poznan in 2008: an insurance element to respond to the risks associated with 
unfavorable weather events; a recovery and compensation element to deal with 
slow-onset risks; a mechanism to assess long-term impacts. By this time, however, 
a split had emerged between developed and developing countries, with the former 
vehemently opposing any mention of restitution or compensation. 

Parties such as the EU and Canada opposed the establishment of new struc-
tures within the UNFCCC at the 2010 Bonn climate talks, while the US was main-
ly interested in the insurance-related elements of the AOSIS proposal. Despite 
growing disagreement over whether failure and harm can be addressed under the 
UNFCCC, some progress was made at COP-16 in 2010. L&D Under the ‘Cancun 
Adaptation Framework’, a two-year program of work was established, structured 
around three themes: identifying the threats associated with L&D, exploring ap-
proaches to address L&D, and specifying the role of the Convention in putting 
these approaches into practise (Kreienkamp & Vanhala, 2017). It was not until two 
years later, at COP-18 in Doha, that the Parties agreed on a more precisely defined 
scope for loss and damage and decided that the UNFCCC’s position should focus 
on three aspects.
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Increase awareness and understanding of risk management strategies.
Improve interaction, coordination, coherence, and synergies between the 
actors involved.
Improve L&D response and support, including capital, infrastructure, 
and capacity building.

The COP also wanted to create specific institutional structures to support the 
agreed functions of the Convention. This agreement to identify the extent of fail-
ure and harm and to establish structural foundations was a significant step that 
went beyond hypothetical talks and led to more realistic, action-oriented negoti-
ations (Climate Focus, 2016). The Warsaw International Mechanism (WIM) for 
L&D related to the impacts of climate change, which sits within the Cancun Adap-
tation Framework, was developed by the COP in Warsaw the following year. The 
process was to be led by an Interim Executive Committee made up of members 
of established UNFCCC bodies and was initially due to run until 2016 (at which 
point it will be reviewed). The committee is tasked with developing and imple-
menting a two-year work plan (UNFCCC, 2014). 

The last significant step in relation to this issue was taken in 2015, when the 
WIM was supplemented at COP21 in Paris with a corresponding L&D clause in 
Article 8 of the Paris Agreement. This provision meant that L&D were given a 
structured say in the UN climate change Agreement. As a result, some L&D are 
only considered if they “do not ‘involve or create responsibility or restitution”, as 
stated in paragraph 51 of Decision 1/CP.21 (UNFCCC, 2015). Article 8(4) pro-
vides a non-exhaustive list of eight areas of cooperation and facilitation to improve 
understanding, action, and support through which Parties to the Paris Agreement 
seek to avert, minimize and address L&D (see e.g. Roberts et al., 2017). 

Although some of these areas of co-operation and facilitation, such as Ar-
ticle 8(4) (g), which includes non-economic losses, can easily be classified as 
L&D. Others, however, such as Article 8(4) (a) on early warning systems, (b) 
on disaster risk reduction, (e) on robust risk assessment and management, and 
(h) on the resilience of communities, livelihoods, and the environment, are not 
(Broberg & Romera, 2020). The Paris Agreement recognises the importance of 
averting,  minimising, and combating L&D. Therefore, COP21 called for the 
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 establishment of a clearing house on risk transfer and the creation of a task force 
on  displacement.

Establish a clearing house for risk transfer

The Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC has proposed that the Executive 
committee of the WIM establish a clearing house for risk transfer (see e.g. Ge-
wirtzman et al., 2018; Dehm, 2020). At its 21st conference (COP21) in France in 
December 2015, this centre will serve as a data repository for insurance and risk 
transfer. The position of the clearinghouse was addressed in a working group, as 
were concerns about the potential stakeholders and the mechanism for forming 
a clearinghouse. It is emphasized that it should be more than a passive repository 
for details. Instead, it should allow industrialised nations to create the data needed 
to implement insurance and risk transfer. (Serdeczny & Dhakal, 2016).

Creating a task force on displacement

The PA calls for the WIM Executive Committee (ExCom) to set up a task force on 
displacement (see e.g. Ferris, 2020; Odeyemi, 2021). Paragraph 50 of the Decision 
text calls on the WIM Executive Committee to establish a task force, in accordance 
with its procedures and mandate, to support the work of existing bodies and expert 
groups under the Convention, including the Adaptation Committee and the Least 
Developed Countries Expert Group, and relevant organisations and expert bodies 
outside the Convention, drawing on their work and involving them as appropriate, 
to develop recommendations for integrated approaches to avert, minimise and ad-
dress displacement related to the adverse effects of climate change (United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC, 2021)). 

Subsequently, at its fourth meeting, the Executive Committee established the 
terms of reference for the task force on displacement (the Task Force). The task 
force reports daily to the Executive Committee at its meetings. The scope of work 
of the Task Force is set out in the mandate as follows:

i. Consider the latest science, most recent evidence, findings, and experi-
ence, including research, best practices, data.
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ii. Consider the three functions of the WIM.
iii. Consider strategies for preventing, minimizing, and addressing displace-

ment due to climate change’s adverse effects at the subnational, national, 
regional, and international levels.

iv. Identify legal, policy, and institutional challenges, good practices, lessons 
learned. 

v. Provide opportunities for Parties to articulate their questions and needs, 
good practices, lessons learned.

vi. Share information with, complement, draw upon the work of and involve, 
as appropriate, existing bodies and expert groups under the Convention, 
including the Adaptation Committee and the LDCs Expert Group, as 
well as relevant organizations and expert bodies outside the Convention 
(see e.g., Bauer et al., 2011 Yamamoto et al., 2018).

vii. Consider Action Area 6 [of the initial two-year work plan of the Execu-
tive Committee] and other relevant action areas of the Work plan (Report 
on Task Force on Displacement, 2018).

Climate change education, training, public awareness, 
public participation, and public access to information

The UNFCCC has coined the term “Action for Climate Empowerment” (ACE) to 
describe the work being carried out under Article 6 of the Convention (1992) and 
Article 12 of the Paris Agreement. Through research, preparation, environmen-
tal education, public engagement, public access to knowledge and international 
co-operation on these issues, ACE’s overarching mission is to inspire all citizens of 
society to take action on climate change. The global approach to tackling climate 
change depends on the implementation of all these focus areas. 

Everyone must consider and participate in the transition to a low-emission, 
climate-resilient environment, including and perhaps especially young people. 
Article 10 of the KP (see e.g. Ott, 1998; Shishlov et al., 2016), adopted in 1997, 
emphasised the importance of international cooperation in the implementa-
tion of Article 6. At (COP11) in New Delhi in 2002, the New Delhi Work Pro-
gramme’ (2002–2007) was introduced (see e.g. Kulovesi et al., 2007) to serve as a 
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multi- faceted platform for state-led action on Article 6 to respond to the specific 
needs and situations of Parties and to represent their national objectives.

The New Delhi work programme was revised and extended at COP13 (in 
Bali) for five years (2007–2012) and the UNFCCC Secretariat was invited to host 
regional seminars to discuss lessons learned and best practises as part of the work 
programme assessment. The eight-year Doha Work Plan on Article 6 of the UN-
FCCC was presented at COP18 in Doha in 2012. At the 3rd Annual Article 6 
Dialogue in Bonn in June 2015, it was agreed that actions related to the adoption 
of Article 6 would be referred to as ACE: a user-friendly, easy-to-define concept. 

 The ‘Lima Ministerial Declaration on Education and Awareness-Raising’ 
was presented in Lima in December 2014 (see e.g. Jodoin et al., 2015), in which 
the importance of Article 6 of the UNFCCC for achieving the overarching goal 
of the UNFCCC and promoting climate-resilient sustainable development was 
confirmed. In 2015, at COP21 (Paris), governments agreed to cooperate in tak-
ing appropriate measures to improve education, training and public awareness 
on climate change based on various articles enshrined in the PA (United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO, 2016). 

Public participation and access to information

Successful public participation in the social sciences is the main principle of 
early intervention or involving people in social activities, making decisions 
when all options are still available, and actually speaking or empowering people 
to make the final choice and decision (Gross, 2007). This public participation 
stems from normative ideas of public engagement that acknowledge the impor-
tance of a two-way dialogue between accountable actors and the general public 
through an iterative mechanism of policy review and revision through active 
deliberation. On the one hand, the seminal engagement ladder distinguishes 
between non-participation and tokenism; on the other, between co-operation, 
delegated authority, and citizen power. Only the upper levels of the engagement 
hierarchy are considered proper and substantive forms of participation that can 
help individuals make rational decisions and achieve more socially relevant out-
comes (Arnstein, 2019). 
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As a result, public participation faces a significant social and environmental 
obstacle. If well-coordinated, it can enhance democracy while meeting the urgent 
need for action to combat climate change. On the other hand, if poorly planned, 
it will fuel opposition and polarization and hinder climate action (Squintani et 
al., 2019). The United Nations Aarhus Convention is the main legal system that 
prescribes citizens’ access to information and participation in environmental deci-
sion-making (United Nations Convention on Access to Information, 1998). 

The Aarhus Convention establishes a link between human rights and envi-
ronmental protection (e.g. palerm, 1999; Lee & Abbot, 2003; Mason, 2010). The 
parties to the Convention have constitutionally recognised the human desire for a 
sustainable climate as a human right (Počuča et al., 2018). In support of the human 
right to a safe climate, Article 1 of the Aarhus Convention defines access to envi-
ronmental knowledge as the first of three procedural rights – for all citizens. Ar-
ticles 4 and 5 address the methods for obtaining environmental information from 
public authorities and the responsibility of Parties to ensure that these authori-
ties effectively disseminate environmental information from a range of sources. 
Both articles contain the requirement that the obligations be enacted “within the 
framework of national legislation,” which gives the parties considerable freedom 
to disclose information, including requirements to refuse requests for information 
(Mason, 2010). These special rights are complex and include several entitlements 
that vary depending on the subject matter and the holder.  

Furthermore, some of them (articles) overlap, such as the right to transpar-
ency and participation in decision-making and climate change mitigation (Ro-
doljub, 2013). The Paris Agreement emphasized the value of public participation 
and access to information for successful climate policy (see e.g. Ding et al., 2011; 
Glucker et al., 2013). A pledge that reflects parties’ established commitments to 
promote procedural rights in environmental governance and the IPCC’s findings 
that participatory policies contribute to more effective and resilient climate ac-
tion (International Instruments on Public Participation in Environmental Gov-
ernance and Relevance to the Paris Agreement Implementation and the COP25, 
2020). The 2015 Paris Climate Agreement was praised for uniting all countries 
behind the urgent need to tackle climate change and emphasising the impor-
tance of people-centred climate action. People-centred climate change promotes 
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 people’s rights while engaging them in the implementation of climate policies. 
When  governments take action to combat climate change, they must support, 
promote, and recognise their human rights obligations, states the preamble of the 
Paris Agreement, and Article 12 of the Agreement highlights the need to improve 
citizen engagement and access to information (Duyck, 2018).

Information and transparency

The terms “transparent” and “transparency” are finding their way into the general 
vocabulary and into the academic literature on politics and policy. New laws and 
administrative regulations have given the public more access to government re-
cords over time (e.g. Tucker, 2014; Elliott, 2020). In the wake of Watergate in the 
1970s, they have increased the accountability of corporations, public officials, and 
policymakers for their actions and made decisions more transparent (Ball, 2009). 
The word “information” in the term “information transparency” refers to what is 
made available (or “transparent”) to the consumer. In order to decide what type 
of information to disclose, one must first understand the characteristics of the 
organization that are to be disclosed. 

Information can be interpreted very differently depending on the purpose 
and objective for which it is used (Turilli & Floridi, 2009). Climate transparency 
is becoming increasingly heterogeneous and decentralized, with multilaterally ne-
gotiated agreements, transnational municipal systems, subnational actors, bilater-
al agreements and voluntary efforts by companies all playing a role. The demand 
for and supply of transparency in these circumstances is multidirectional, going to 
and from a variety of governmental and non-governmental organizations, clients, 
and individuals, and not just to and from states. As a result, the justifications for 
greater transparency and the governance benefits resulting from disclosure are 
varied and even contradictory. Many transparency experts first praise the benefits 
and then point out the risks associated with focusing on openness when seeking 
greater accountability and sustainability. Scholars cite a variety of reasons why ac-
countability fails to achieve its goals. For example, inadequate disclosure lies in the 
type of medium through which information is to be disclosed (whether electronic 
or otherwise), the characteristics of the information disclosed, such as whether it 
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is structured, reliable and understandable, or the amount of information disclosed 
(Gupta & Mason, 2016). 

The ultimate goal of the UNFCCC (see e.g. Prasad & Sud, 2021) and all rel-
evant legislative frameworks adopted by the COP is to stabilize greenhouse gas 
emissions in the environment to the extent that harmful anthropogenic interac-
tions are prevented. Taking the climate system into account within a given time-
frame will allow habitats to respond progressively to climate change and ensure 
that food production does not suffer from climate change. The Parties want ac-
curate, transparent, and detailed reporting on greenhouse gas emissions, climate 
action and financing to achieve the objective of the Convention. The Convention 
requires both Parties to submit information on the implementation of the Con-
vention to the (COP) (Article 12) (What is transparency and reporting?, 2021). 
Article 4.8 of the Paris Agreement requires governments to provide the informa-
tion necessary for the transparency, openness and interpretation of their NDCs. 
The main objective of this mandatory function is to clarify Parties’ mitigation 
contributions (see e.g. Aldy et al., 2003; Afionis et al., 2016) in order to monitor 
their success and account for their performance. Other benefits include measur-
ing global ambition, building trust among Parties, and sending strong signals that 
mobilize actors and stakeholders interested in translating NDCs into policies and 
initiatives (Canada’s submission on APA point 3, 2017).

Capacity building and public awareness

Capacity building is one of the implementation measures aimed at achieving the 
17 UN SDGs by 2030. If we are serious about bringing about substantial change in 
sustainability management and improving the effectiveness of existing approach-
es, capacity building is the cornerstone (see e.g. Balogh et al., 2017; Bloomfield 
et al., 2017). It enables all interested parties to move from passive observers to 
active participants in change. Capacity building lays the groundwork for making 
the best decisions, whether it is fundamentally rethinking a city’s electricity supply 
strategy, a farmer deciding which seeds to grow in a drought-stricken area, or a 
commuter evaluating their options for travelling to work. 

Capacity building is a universal way to pave the way to growth, to a truly 
global way of life, whether we live in the North or the South (Hub, 2018). More 
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specifically, capacity building is the mechanism by which people or organizations 
acquire, develop or maintain the expertise, experience, tools, facilities or other 
services that enable them to do their work well (see e.g. Khan et al., 2018). It is 
also about improving one’s performance and thus enhancing one’s capabilities. In 
other words, capacity building is an expense item for the productivity and long-
term viability of society. 

The most common starting point for capacity building activities is to raise 
awareness and develop information about the potential impacts of climate change 
and the need to respond to them. Observations, predictions and estimates of 
current and expected weather- or climate-related (extreme) events or slow-onset 
loss events, as well as information on future adaptation behaviour, form the basis 
for building adaptive capacity (Capacity building on climate change adaptation, 
2021). Irrespective of capacity building, the UNFCCC recognizes that states, es-
pecially developing countries, need support in creating and strengthening their 
capacities to implement the convention. The UNFCCC therefore identifies the 
following areas for capacity building: 

Provision of financial resources. The industrialised countries must provide 
the DCS with new financial resources to cover the total cost of meeting its con-
tractual obligations.

Transfer of technology. A wide range of activities have been undertaken to 
analyze technological needs, identify difficulties in technology transfer and devel-
op financial incentives.

Support for national reporting Most developing countries lack the resourc-
es and capacities to carry out their national assessment. Therefore, a CGE was 
formed to facilitate and support the reporting of developing countries (Wang & 
Wiser, 2002). As most DCS lack the resources and capacities to prepare their na-
tional assessment, a CGE was established in 2001 to support and promote DCS 
in reporting. Guiding principles for developing countries included instructional 
design that requires state-led learning and builds on current practices. 

The importance of addressing developing country objectives, taking into ac-
count the specific situation of LDCs and SIDS, and focusing on and mobilizing 
existing national, sub-regional and regional structures and the private sector by 
drawing on existing mechanisms and endogenous capacities was emphasized. 
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According to the structure, capacity building can include tasks such as learning 
and strengthening expertise and understanding, as well as creating opportunities 
for individuals and organizations to share their perspectives and raise awareness 
so that they can engage more actively in the climate change process (Sagar et al., 
2017).  

According to Article 10(d) of the CP, all Parties undertake to promote the 
development and strengthening of endogenous capacities and capabilities to par-
ticipate in international and intergovernmental efforts, programs and networks 
for research and systematic observation (see e.g. Santilli et al., 2005). Both Parties 
commit to co-operate in and promote the development and provision of educa-
tion and training systems, e.g. through the strengthening of national capacities in 
the area of specific human and institutional capabilities, in accordance with para-
graph (e) of the same document. COP/MOP 1 addressed the capacity- building 
needs of the KP and agreed that the mechanisms established by decisions 2/CP.7 
and 3/CP.7 relate to the implementation of the Protocol. The capacity-building 
needs of developing countries in relation to their readiness to participate in proj-
ect initiatives under the clean development agenda are set out in decision 29/
CMP.1 (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2006).

In 2011, the SBI established the Durban Forum on Capacity-Building (see 
e.g. Anastagi, 2015) to improve the monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness 
of capacity-building under the Convention. It functions as an annual dialogue fo-
rum for the Parties, the members of the bodies established under the Convention 
and the KP, and relevant experts and practitioners. Members should share their 
perspectives and exchange insights, best practices and experiences in the imple-
mentation of capacity-building activities in different thematic areas. The following 
objectives guided the 8th Durban Forum:

To provide a forum for different stakeholders to share their views and experi-
ences and learn from each other.

To provide partners with information to help them better coordinate their 
support for capacity development initiatives related to the adoption of NDCs in 
industrialised countries. To explore how the best academics, education centers 
and other national or sub-national institutions can be involved in capacity build-
ing projects to support developed institutions in capacity building projects to 
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 support developed states in developing and sustaining their capacity to enforce 
the NDC (8th Durban Forum on Capacity Building, 2021). The COP of the UN-
FCCC adopted the Doha Work Plan on Article 6 at its 18th session in 2012. The 
Conference of the Parties agreed that the eight-year work program would be sub-
ject to an interim review in 2016 to assess its feasibility, identify existing problems 
and needs and, if necessary, discuss decisions to strengthen the effectiveness of 
the work program. The areas of capacity building, climate change education, pre-
paredness, public awareness, public engagement, public access to information and 
international cooperation are all included in this report. Each segment includes 
data on successes, lessons learnt and best practices, as well as needs, gaps and 
barriers. The study also looks at how far Parties have progressed in mainstream-
ing Article 6 activities into current programs and capacity building strategies, as 
recommended in the Doha Work Programme (Mitigation Update: Market Mech-
anisms Analyzed, 2016).  

In 2014, the Secretariat launched a platform that provides up-to-date in-
formation on capacity-building programmes worldwide. The portal contains an 
interactive map with a list of activities in the individual regions and a graph show-
ing the percentage of activities completed in the priority areas of the Marrakech 
Agreement. At COP20 in 2014, the Parties launched a ministerial-level dialogue 
on understanding climate change and education, which promotes the integra-
tion of climate issues into national curricula. In addition, this dialogue prioritizes 
awareness-raising in the implementation of climate-related measures by govern-
ments (Hoffmeister et al., 2016). Capacity building and public awareness are dealt 
with in Article 11 of the Paris Agreement. 

The aims, guiding principles, and procedural commitments of all Parties to 
the Agreement concerning capacity building are laid out in the five paragraphs 
of this Article. Developed nation Parties should encourage DCS to improve their 
capacity (Article 11.3) (see, e.g. James, 1998), and DCS should report on their suc-
cess in adopting capacity-building strategies, programs, activities, or interventions 
regularly (Article 11.4). CMA 1 is requested to consider and decide on the initial 
institutional arrangements for capacity building. In addition, capacity building 
under the PA must be state-driven, focus on and address national needs, and pro-
mote state ownership for members at all levels, including national, sub-national 
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and local levels, especially for developed States Parties. Lessons learnt,  particularly 
from capacity building under the Convention, should guide capacity building, 
which should be an effective, iterative mechanism that is participatory, cross-cut-
ting and gender-sensitive (Capacity Building (Article 11, Paris Agreement, Cli-
mate Change) | Lewik, 2018).

Enhanced transparency framework 

With the aim of strengthening the international response to the threat of climate 
change, states adopted the Paris Agreement in 2015, creating an ETF (Moving 
towards the Enhanced Transparency Framework, 2021). Like most multilateral 
environmental systems, the climate regime is based on a transparency mechanism 
that includes a regular assessment and review mechanism. Transparency fosters 
optimism and allows us to assess whether we are on track to achieve our goals.

This transparency system can apply both to the activities of individual states 
and to concerted progress towards larger global goals. In theory, transparency in-
creases overall commitment to the climate system as a whole as well as to reported 
activities. This transparency prompts more governments to act, and the need to 
report on their actions and submit them for approval allows nations to take more 
ambitious action. Moreover, states have only entered into commitments that they 
intend to honor. So, knowing exactly what countries promise to achieve increases 
the likelihood that they will honor them. Regular reports and analyses also help 
to verify and improve the accuracy of the data over time. This system leads to 
improved strategy development and decision-making at both national and inter-
national level. 

It also increases confidence in the reported data, allowing for a more stream-
lined and reliable evaluation. It increases the accuracy of assessments that attempt 
to look at the bigger picture of how well we are doing as a society in tackling cli-
mate change (Barakat et al., 2017). The ETF is central to the design, credibility and 
functioning of the Paris Agreement (see e.g. Elliott et al., 2017). The development 
of the transparency part of the rulebook did not start from scratch, as countries 
were able to draw on previous experience under the UNFCCC (Navigating the 
Paris Rulebook: Enhanced Transparency Framework, 2021). The “ETF,” as de-
scribed in Article 13, is one of the most important aspects of the Paris Climate 
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Agreement. Transparency is crucial for the sustainability of the agreement, both 
in terms of the actions taken by the parties and in terms of the financial and tech-
nical support and capacity building provided and received by some parties. 

Transparency will help the parties develop trust and respect by clarifying the 
extent of progress in fulfilling the commitments of the Agreement. Transparency 
will also help participants to achieve a harmonized assessment of their collective 
and individual efforts (van Asselt et al., 2016). The PA framework provides “built-
in flexibility” in the application of a common framework that recognizes the dif-
ferent capacities of the parties. First, the proposed accountability arrangements 
will build on the current UNFCCC arrangements, meaning that aspects of the 
existing monitoring and assessment mechanism will be utilized – although it re-
mains unclear which elements will be retained (see e.g. Weikmans et al., 2019; van 
Asselt & Kulovesi, 2020).  

Moreover, the proposed mechanism would ultimately replace all disclosure 
agreements. Second, the mechanism includes both action (measures to combat 
or respond to climate change) and assistance (financial, technical, and capaci-
ty-building support), making the latter a stronger and more visible priority of the 
UNFCCC accountability structures. In particular, the agreement requires devel-
oping countries to report on their assistance every two years and encourages all 
countries to do so on a reciprocal basis. For the first time, industrialised countries 
are even asked to report on the aid they have received. 

Finally, the Paris Agreement requires each participant to submit biennial re-
ports on the greenhouse gas inventory and the information necessary to monitor 
progress towards the adoption and implementation of the [NDC] (Article 13.7). 
Fourth, similar to the Cancun Agreements, the international assessment mecha-
nism will include two key elements: a review by a qualified expert and a process 
of “facilitative, multilateral recognition of development”. The aim of the technical 
expert analysis is to define “areas of development” for the group under review and 
to assess the accuracy of the recorded data with multilaterally negotiated criteria 
(Gupta & van Asselt, 2019).

Implementation facilitation mechanism

Article 15(1) of the Paris Agreement provides for a mechanism to facilitate the 
implementation of the provisions of the Agreement and promote compliance with 
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them. This mechanism consists of a committee (see e.g. Zihua et al., 2019). The 
Article 15 Committee aims to improve the effectiveness of the Paris Agreement 
by pushing parties to enforce it and holding them accountable for some aspects 
of their outcomes. This article aims to strengthen trust between the parties. The 
Committee should be facilitative, transparent, non-adversarial and non-punitive 
(Article 15.2). It should endeavour to avoid duplication, not act as an enforce-
ment, or dispute settlement mechanism, not impose sanctions or penalties and 
respect national sovereignty (Voigt, 2019). 

Specific complaints could be referred to by the Committee in various ways (in-
cluding self-referral, party-to-party referral, and referral to non-parties, such as the 
Committee itself or the Secretariat) to discuss critical implementation issues and 
possible solutions to non-compliance. In this regard, it would be crucial to ensure 
that the Committee initiates hearings based on relevant information it receives un-
der Article 13 or from the UNFCCC Secretariat (Oberthur & Northrop, 2018). The 
Paris Agreement contains a combination of soft and hard commitments, formal 
and substantive commitments, and commitments on consequences and behaviour. 
The function of the Article 15 mechanism in relation to this complex combination 
of obligations is an overarching issue. In the specific context of the Paris Agree-
ment, the choice between the functions is determined by the two main objectives 
of Article 15: facilitating implementation and promoting compliance.

Where separate tasks are involved, the mandate of the committee and the 
procedure for each task may vary in terms of the applicable provisions, the pro-
cedures for commencing the committee’s hearings or the possible outcomes. For 
example, the committee may facilitate enforcement of all requirements of the 
agreement by advocating compliance only with those provisions that include spe-
cific binding obligations. Similarly, to facilitate enforcement, a greater number of 
actors may be allowed to initiate committee hearings than to promote compliance 
(Rajamani, 2017). 

It is important to understand the scope of the Article 15 mechanism. Accord-
ing to Article 15, the Committee has the task of promoting the implementation of 
and compliance with the provisions of this Agreement. If one reads the provisions 
to mean all provisions, then the question of scope is already settled – although 
there may still be questions about initiation and role/issue in relation to various 
provisions.
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The CMA must define its scope when the scope is open, taking into account 
the ‘added value” of the committee and other considerations. For example, if the 
committee serves as a “support desk”, its scope would certainly be broad. If the 
 focus is on implementation, the complexity of the project could be limited to 
a subset of the legally binding commitments. Alternatively, the scope could be 
broad, with restrictions on initiation and role/issue (Biniaz, 2017).

Voluntary cooperation approaches

The approaches for voluntary co-operation are set out in Article 6 of the Agree-
ment. Article 6 gives countries the opportunity to generate and trade International-
ly Transferred Mitigation Outcomes (ITMOs) through decentralized cooperative 
approaches under Article 6.2, to participate in a UNFCCC- administered mech-
anism under Article 6.4 (the successor to the CDM) and to cooperate through 
non-market approaches under Article 6.8 (Greiner et al., 2021). This article is 
broadly defined and is intended to cover all forms of cooperation between Parties 
in the implementation of their NDCs. 

This is made clear by the mention of attenuation and adaptation in the PA. 
Since the interpretation of “cooperative approaches” (see e.g. Harrison, 1998; 
Galán-Martín et al., 2018) has been intentionally broad and all types of coopera-
tion can be considered, this means that the formation of so-called “clubs,” includ-
ing carbon market clubs, is possible under this paragraph. 

In this context, it should also be recalled that previous versions of the text 
on “co-operation” mixed two concepts: (i) that of co-operation between Parties 
and (ii) that of co-operation between Parties in the context of regional economic 
integration (the EU provision). The fact that this co-operation is voluntary is often 
discussed, which can be seen as reassuring. It may reassure parties that are unable 
to engage in co-operative approaches that they will not be pressurized. In extreme 
cases, it may be helpful for parties to try to co-operate with private entities or 
sub-national jurisdictions that do not have the permission of the host party (Mar-
cu, 2016). If Parties wish to use co-operation mechanisms to achieve their NDCs, 
the Paris Agreement contains a number of rules that must be followed:

Participation in the coordination processes is voluntary and the national gov-
ernment must accept them.
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The co-operation mechanisms are intended to facilitate a stronger com-
mitment to climate change mitigation, leading to increased initiative in climate 
change mitigation or adaptation.

Co-operation processes should promote long-term development. Although 
the focus is on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, other facets of sustainability 
are also discussed.

The coordination processes would ensure the integrity of the environment. 
This process assumes that the frameworks cannot be used to circumvent participat-
ing countries’ aggressive climate change mitigation efforts, as this will undermine 
their pollution reduction targets (Cooperative Action under Article 6 – Carbon 
Mechanisms, 2021). Specifically, the PA offers three approaches, direct bilateral 
cooperation (Article 6.2), a new Sustainable Development Mechanism (SDM) 
(Article 6.4) and non-market-based approaches (NMAs) (Article 6.8), for the use 
of international cooperation mechanisms.

Direct bilateral cooperation (Article 6.2)

The current negotiations on Article 6.2 of the Paris Agreement have their ori-
gins in the discussions within the UNFCCC around 2010 on the future of market 
mechanisms in the climate regime. At that time, UNFCCC members were work-
ing on a new legislative structure to enter into force after 2012 (i.e., after the end of 
the first commitment period of the KP), as set out in the 2007 BAP. States decided 
to address in this plan opportunities to utilize markets, improve cost-effectiveness 
and promote mitigation actions. 

What was really at stake in these debates was the role of multilateralism in 
market processes. For some UNFCCC parties, international co-operation served 
only to create a mechanism for the transition from nationally issued emission 
units. Others saw international co-operation as a way to identify processes for the 
production of emission units that could be used to enforce the UNFCCC and how 
actors could use these mechanisms to create and exchange international emission 
units (de Lassus Saint-Geniès, 2018). 

One option is therefore direct bilateral cooperation in accordance with Article 
6.2 of the Paris Agreement as part of the new climate regime. Mitigation activities 
are carried out in one region, with the resulting mitigation outcomes being passed 
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on to another state and counted towards the NDC (see e.g. Schneider et al., 2018; 
Fuessler et al., 2019). This activity requires transparency and correct  crediting of 
mitigation results. The aim is to avoid double counting carbon  reductions, e.g. 
counting reductions both for the region in which mitigation measures are applied 
and for the state to which they are exported. As a result, Article 6.2 could serve 
as a basis for linking different national or regional mechanisms, such as the EU 
Emissions Trading Mechanism, with related structures to create a single, transna-
tional carbon market.  

It is important to emphasize that this type of cooperation does not jeopar-
dize the environmental integrity of the overall system but should instead help to 
increase the level of ambition on climate change (The Basis for New International 
Carbon Markets, 2020). Therefore, the guidelines under Article 6.2 would need 
to discuss the consistency of all ITMOs proposed for use and the quality of the 
appropriate methodologies for creating, sharing and monitoring these ITMOs in 
order to maintain environmental integrity (see e.g. Schneider & Siemons, 2021). 
If stakeholders are allowed to share ITMOs as part of quantified economy-wide 
targets or quantified emission reduction and limitation targets in specific sectors 
under Article 6.2, this will be required.

i. Presentation of an adequate time series of economy-wide and sectorial 
emission inventories so that the context of any transferred ITMOs is clear.

ii. Submission of regular GHG inventories 
iii. Third-party technical reviews, for example of inventories, reference points, 

baselines, assumptions, and methodological approaches (Submission 
of Views on The Content of Article 6.2 Guidance and Article 6.4 Rules, 
Modalities and Procedures, Presented By The Republic Of The Maldives 
On Behalf Of The Alliance Of Small Island States, 2017).

New sustainable development mechanism (Article 6.4)

Article 6 creates some types of carbon market. Article 6.4 creates a centralized 
global market, which is a successor to the CDM under the KP (see e.g. Olsen et al., 
2017). The critical questions related to Article 6.4 are whether credits created un-
der the CDM will be transferred to the SDM, how to ensure that the mechanism 
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delivers an “overall reduction in global emissions,” and how to ensure that a credit 
only counts towards a country’s national target (which is referred to as avoiding 
“double counting”) (Gopalakrishnan, 2019). In other words, Article 6.4 of the PA 
introduces a new Sustainable Mitigation on Mechanism (SMM) with the dual aim 
of contributing to the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions and promoting sus-
tainable development (Arens et al., 2021). 

Article 6.4 states that the mechanism shall achieve an overall reduction in global 
emissions (often referred to as OMGE). For certain parties, overall global emission 
reductions mean that any credits generated for emission reductions under Article 
6.4 are effectively removed from the table and not applied to a Party’s NDC. In other 
words, rather than passing emission reductions between Parties and encouraging 
a purchasing party to count them towards its target, these unused emission reduc-
tions should be set aside to achieve a net reduction in global emissions. 

For example, if ten credits are generated from State A’s wind farm and 
transferred to another state, a portion of the credits would not be added to 
either State A’s NDC or a purchasing party’s NDC. In this case, Article 6 is not 
just an offsetting mechanism where carbon reductions are passed from one 
state to another without the promise of further emission reductions beyond 
the NDCs, but rather a mechanism that contributes to reducing emissions. 
In particular, countries disagree on whether global emission reductions as a 
whole extend exclusively to Article 6.4 solutions or even Article 6.2 approach-
es and how global emission reductions as a whole are implemented in reality 
(Kizzier et al., 2019). 

Under the authority and guidance of the CMA, a framework will be devel-
oped that contributes to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and promoting sus-
tainable development and can be used by Parties on a voluntary basis. It will be 
overseen by an agency designated by the CMA with the aim of:

To incentivise and facilitate participation in the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions by public and private entities authorised by a Party.

Contribute to the reduction of emission in the host Party, which benefits 
from the mitigation actions leading to emission reductions that another Party can 
also use to fulfil its NDC and achieve an overall reduction in global emissions 
(Schneider et al., 2016).
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Non-market-based approaches (Article 6.8)

The Parties to the UNFCCC committed in the BAP (2007) to improve emission re-
duction solutions using various techniques, including market-based  approaches. 
Non-market-based solutions became an important topic of discussion at COP16 
in Cancun 2010 to improve mitigation action. Parties were invited in the Can-
cun Agreement to consider at the seventeenth session of the COP the creation of 
one or more non-market-based mechanisms to improve the cost-effectiveness of 
mitigation actions and to promote them (Outcome of the work of the AWG-LCA 
under the Convention, 2011). 

The study on non-market processes was addressed to the SBSTA at COP18 
in Doha, as the parties were unable to conclude a post-2012 agreement under the 
UN AWG-LCA (see e.g. Kati, 2012). Parties agreed at COP19 in Warsaw (2013) 
that international cooperation, collaboration, and engagement are essential pre-
requisites for the effective adoption of NMAs to ensure sustainable growth. In 
September 2014, the SBSTA invited parties to submit their views to the UNFCCC 
Secretariat on experiences and best practices regarding the nature and implemen-
tation of NMAs (Bagchi, 2021). 

At the 41st SBSTA meeting there was no consensus on the NMAs, so the top-
ic was put on the agenda for SBSTA 42. It is noteworthy that the elements of the 
draft negotiating text prepared in Lima contained only one reference to NMAs, 
and that was in the context of the discussion on REDD+. This was the case in 
both the draft texts following ADP 2-9 in June and the 25 February 2015 edition 
produced at ADP 2-8 in February 2015, and in both draft texts following ADP 2-9 
in February 2015. The last ADP meeting, ADP 2-12, took place in the first week 
of COP21 in Paris, France, and discussed much of the conceptual issues that had 
been debated. The debate on the NMAs began on Tuesday 1 December. A com-
mittee was formed to deal with mitigation, including Articles 3, 3(bis) and 3(Ter).  

The work of ADP 2-12 came to an end on Saturday. The ADP produced a final 
negotiating document for the Paris Agreement. In the case of NMAs, the contro-
versial Article 3(Ter) on mitigation strategies was reduced from five to two alterna-
tives, with NMAs remaining as the second option, and the draft clause on the Joint 
Mitigation and Adaptation Mechanism (JMAM) also remained in Article 3(bis). 
At that time, the co-operative approaches included two options: one focused on 
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globally validated but non-transferable mitigation outcomes, and another based 
on ITMOs. However, Article 6.8 remained insufficiently specified and required 
significant additional research by the SBSTA before organizational frameworks or 
non-market cooperative methods could be developed (Anderson, 2021).

Sinks and reservoirs

Land use and land change have long been recognised as a source of greenhouse 
gas emissions, releasing carbon into the environment through deforestation, 
burning and surface degradation, or as sinks that store carbon from the environ-
ment in biomass, soils, and processed wood products. The IPCC has produced a 
special report on this topic by the year 2000. The Land Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forests (LULUCF) sector (see e.g. García-Oliva & Masera, 2004; Schlamadinger et 
al., 2007) is expected to emit about 4 tons of CO2 per year (average for the period 
2000–2009), accounting for about 10% of global CO2 emissions, mainly due to 
deforestation in developing countries. 

The LULUCF sector, on the other hand, serves as a significant carbon sink, 
sequestering one third of global CO2 emissions per year (Savaresi and Perugi-
ni, 2020). Carbon should be sequestered (extracted) from the environment and 
stored in reservoirs. A “reservoir” is a part of a climate system that can store a 
greenhouse gas or a precursor of a greenhouse gas. A method, process or system 
that eliminates a greenhouse gas, aerosol, or precursor of a greenhouse gas from 
the atmosphere is called a “sink” Sinks can theoretically be either oceanic or ter-
restrial (Gillespie, 2003). 

During the negotiations on climate change, the KP then makes specific de-
mands on sinks and reservoirs. To offset even a small percentage of carbon di-
oxide emissions in the North, millions of hectares of land must fall under the 
KP. The KP requires Annex 1 countries (industrialised countries) to reduce car-
bon dioxide emissions by 5.2 percent below 1990 levels in the first commitment 
phase, which runs from 2008 to 2012 (see e.g. French, 1998). The articles force 
industrialised countries to account for the increase in emissions caused by hu-
man-induced land-use change and forestry practices that are limited to afforesta-
tion, reforestation and deforestation and simulate afforestation, reforestation, and 
deforestation since 1990. 
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Simply put, the Protocol allows the use of afforestation as a sink to reduce 
CO2 in the atmosphere. As a result, Annex 1 countries will now use afforestation 
programs to demonstrate carbon reductions and meet their stated commitments 
without doing anything to minimize emissions from fossil fuel combustion (Jamal 
Qaiyum, 1998). Article 5 of the Paris Agreement (see i.e., Harris & Stolle, 2016) 
encourages countries to protect and improve greenhouse gas sinks and wetlands, 
such as forests. The article also recommends incorporating and supporting the 
current Warsaw Framework for REDD+, which was implemented at COP19, as 
well as complementary policy options such as sustainable forest management 
(Buszko-Briggs, 2021).  

In other words, according to this article, all states should take measures to 
preserve and improve the importance of “greenhouse gas sinks and reservoirs”. 
These include biomass, trees and oceans, as well as other things such as ecosys-
tems on land, at sea and in the air. Several options are seen for implementing the 
Warsaw Framework for REDD+, in particular through results-based payments. 
REDD+ measures would also aim to achieve a balance between anthropogenic 
emissions by sources and removals by sinks of greenhouse gases in the second 
half of this century, as mentioned in Article 4 of the Paris Agreement (Forests and 
Land Use in the Paris Agreement, 2015).

Global peaking and climate neutrality

Low-emission development strategies (LEDS) were first proposed in 2008 in the 
run-up to the UNFCCC climate negotiations in Copenhagen (COP15) (see e.g. 
Martius et al., 2015). According to the Copenhagen Accord, a low-emission devel-
opment strategy is essential for sustainable development. LEDS have emerged in 
the form of national climate policies or green growth initiatives to help countries 
reconcile sustainable development goals with climate change mitigation goals, al-
though there is no standardized approach in this sense. Long-term low emission 
development strategies (LT-LEDS) are governmental, subnational or supranation-
al long-term solutions for setting national targets that are consistent with decar-
bonization mechanisms while providing for low-emission development. LT-LEDS 
are voluntary measures that help policy makers think strategically and in a coor-
dinated way about climate change reduction and national socio-economic growth 
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(Rocha & Chiara, 2019).The Paris Agreement is a legally binding international 
agreement on climate change (Oguntuase 2021). 

In 2015, the Paris Agreement set long-term temperature targets to reduce the 
impacts and potential risks of climate change. To limit global warming to 1.5 de-
grees Celsius with a 50 percent probability, global combined anthropogenic CO2 
emissions would need to remain below a global carbon budget of 580 Gt CO2 
compared to 2010. Countries need to peak global anthropogenic CO2 emissions 
as soon as possible and achieve net CO2 emissions by the mid-twentieth century 
to control global warming (Huang et al., 2021). The Paris Agreement has thus low-
ered the long-term temperature target below the previous threshold of 2 degrees 
Celsius. Its position as a reference point in previous discussions on climate change 
mitigation has been widely criticized for not being sufficient to prevent extreme 
negative impacts of climate change (Tschakert, 2015). 

The global coalition of nations has taken into account the interests of both 
experts and the country’s most vulnerable to climate change by lowering the 
long-term temperature target to “well below 2°C and probably to 1.5°C” (Sa-
madi et al., 2018). Parties endeavour to establish and coordinate long-term low 
greenhouse gas emission development strategies (LT-LEDS) in accordance with 
Article 4, paragraph 19 of the Paris Agreement and are encouraged to com-
municate them to the Secretariat by 2020, as provided for in Decision 1/CP 
21 (Global Meeting on Long-Term Low Emissions and Development Strategies 
(LT-LEDS), 2021).

LT-LEDS (see e.g. Levin et al., 2018) is an essential aspect of PA because it 
provides the basis for implementation and engagement strategies. LEDS should be 
designed to complement and inform the NDC process in 4 aspects.

I. Short-term policies must be linked to the longer-term structural change 
that is expected. The LT-LEDS system should be used to investigate the 
long-term consequences of short-term policy decisions on the Deep DE 
Carbonization (DDC) of emitting sectors.

ii. Setting standards for the analysis of national mitigation policies. LT-LEDS 
will help organize a policy debate at the national level by providing a con-
sistent and open forum for examining the ramifications of various policy 
alternatives.
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iii. It is bringing together the goals of sustainable development, adapta-
tion, and mitigation. LT-LEDS will provide a mechanism for explor-
ing cross-sectoral relations in the various policy agendas of prevention, 
socio-economic growth, and adaptation unique to each national context 
by situating human, oral sect policies within a structural perspective.

IV. They are putting the national and international perspectives together. 
LTLEDS will disclose critical strategic details about a state’s future expec-
tations, such as what technology it will deploy, what strategies it will enact, 
what commitments it will make, and what business opportunities it will 
build, among other things (Henri et al., 2016). 

The most important aspects of the LT-LEDS are aligned with the NDC cycle to 
achieve climate neutrality. According to PA, the LT-LEDS provides the necessary 
guidance to improve NDCs. The implementation of the LT-LEDS emphasizes the 
importance of NDCs that are actionable, achievable and ambitious. Ambitious 
NDCs help to implement and enforce the LT-LEDS. In addition, common an-
alytical elements (e.g. sectoral modelling and socio-economic assessment) and 
MRV programmes link the LT-LEDS and NDCs. These elements developed by 
the NDCs can be explicitly included in the design of the LT-LEDS and vice versa. 
Such synergies are crucial to ensure a coherent climate change process for the 
implementation of the Paris Agreement (Grafakos, 2020).

Finance, technology

Recognizing the critical role that technology plays in achieving the UNFCCC’s 
objectives, the UNFCCC is now coordinating its technology-related activities 
through the Technology Mechanism (TM), an umbrella mechanism developed 
at COP16 in 2010. The Technology Mechanism will consist of two bodies: The 
Technology Executive Committee (TEC) is the policy arm and the Climate 
Technology Centre and Network (CTCN) (see e.g. Lee & Mwebaza, 2020) is the 
implementation arm. Both bodies are now operational. In the meantime, tech-
nology is playing a role in the negotiations leading up to the Paris Summit, as 
evidenced by the submissions from states and the NDCs (de Coninck & Ambuj, 
2015). 
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The technology framework is defined by Article 10, paragraph 4 of the Paris 
Agreement. To facilitate the enforcement of the Agreement, the process will pro-
vide an overarching direction for the functioning of the Technology Mechanism 
by stimulating and promoting improved progress in technology development and 
transfer in order to fulfil the long-term vision of technology development and 
transfer mentioned in Article 10, paragraph 1. The countries participating in the 
SBSTA are actively working to finalise the specifications of the framework. 

Tackling climate change requires financial instruments and sound invest-
ments to minimize emissions, promote adaptation to existing impacts and build 
resilience. However, the benefits resulting from these investments far outweigh 
the initial costs (What Is Technology Development and Transfer? 2021). The term 
climate finance refers to national, private, and alternative financial resources used 
to finance mitigation and adaptation measures to combat climate change at local, 
global, or transnational level. The Convention has developed a financial framework 
to provide financial services to Parties in developing countries to promote climate 
finance. The KP and the Paris Agreement all benefit from the financial system. 
Since the entry into force of the Convention in 1994, the GEF has functioned as the 
operational body of the financial mechanism. The GCF was established by the Par-
ties at COP16 in 2010 and appointed as the operating body of the financial system 
in 2011. The COP is responsible for the financial mechanism’s procedures, policy 
objectives and eligibility requirements (Introduction to Climate Finance, 2021). 

In fulfilling their current commitments under the Convention, developed 
world Parties must have financial solutions in place to assist developing country 
Parties in prevention and adaptation, in accordance with Article 9 of the Paris 
Agreement. a Developing country Parties should continue to take the lead in mo-
bilizing climate finance from a range of sources, instruments, and platforms, em-
phasizing the critical position of public finance through a variety of measures such 
as promoting public action and taking into account the interests and priorities 
of developed country Parties. According to Article 9, the provision of financial 
services on a larger scale should aim to strike a balance between adaptation and 
mitigation, taking into account the policies pursued by the State and the emerging 
State objectives and needs. Members, especially those vulnerable to the adverse 
effects of climate change and with severely limited capacities, such as LDCs, are 
encouraged to participate (Climate Finance in the Negotiations, 2021).
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4.3 �Summary�in�plain�language�

Some conclusions can be drawn from the analysis and results presented in chap-
ter four and from the aim of the Paris Decision. Although the topics on which 
 elements were collected are rather insignificant, the author believes that the results 
provide meaningful findings and insights that could feed into the outcome of the 
DEC-PA (Intergovernmental Integrated International Decision). The in-depth as-
sessment based on the available literature has shown that the DEC-PA consists of 
7 critical provisions. Thus, if seven critical points characterize the decision-mak-
ing of the Paris Agreement, then it should be underpinned by transparency and 
GST, L&D, education, training, public awareness, public participation and public 
access to information, voluntary cooperation, sinks and reservoirs, global peaking 
and climate neutrality, finance, and technology. 

The observation of content elements also places more emphasis on the obser-
vation of content elements than on the link to element types. The analysis of the 
rules has shown that the content elements transparency and GST mostly have dif-
ferent indicators, namely peacemaker, accountability, advancing NDC, signaling. 
L&D is held responsible for elements such as the establishment of a clearing house 
for risk transfer and the creation of a task force on displacement. The author also 
recognizes the problem of education, training, public awareness, public participa-
tion, and public access to DEC-PA information around intergovernmental inte-
grated international decision-making. Key elements include, for example, public 
participation and access to information, information and transparency, capacity 
building and public awareness, an ETF, and a mechanism to facilitate implemen-
tation. I argue that voluntary co-operation through direct bilateral co-operation, 
the new SDM and the NMAs constitute another category of rules. This leads to 
the identification of sinks and reservoirs with elements such as sustainable man-
agement of forests. Transparency and GST as well as L&D are conducive rules that 
tend to be linked to the decisions of the Paris Agreement. The researcher believes 
that it is crucial to include all the crucial rules to understand the substantive ele-
ments of the Paris Agreement to facilitate intergovernmental integration (types of 
elements), which would be helpful at the DEC-PA level. 

Numerous findings emerged from the evaluations presented in this chapter. 
The most important results are listed in Table 1. This shows this the  identifications 
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Table 4. Identifications decision of Paris Agreement.

Issue Elements Conten  
type of 
elements

Level Output 
DEC-PA

Transparency 
and global 
Stocktake

Peacemaker account-
ability driving NDC 
signals

Inter-
governmental 
Ingegrated

International Inter -
governmental 
Integrated 
Decision

Loss and 
damage

Establishing a 
Clearing House for 
Risk Transfer
Creating a Task Force 
of Displacement

Inter-
governmental 
Ingegrated

International Inter -
governmental 
Integrated 
Decision

Climate 
change 
education, 
training, pub-
lic awareness, 
public partici-
pation, public 
access to 
information

Public participa-
tion and Access to 
information
information and 
transparency 
Capacity building and 
public awareness
Enhanced trans-
parency framework 
Implementation facil-
itaion mechanism

Inter-
governmental 
Ingegrated

International Inter -
governmental 
Integrated 
Decision

Voluntary 
cooperation

Direct bilateral 
cooperation
New sustainable 
development 
mechanism
Non-market-based 
approaches

Inter-
governmental 
Ingegrated

International Inter -
governmental 
Integrated 
Decision

Sink and 
reservoirs

Sustainable manage-
ment of forests

Inter-
governmental 
Ingegrated

International Inter -
governmental 
Integrated 
Decision

Source: Author own-constructed.
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of the content elements influence the strategy of the elements (type of elements) 
within the central process of the seven rules. Second, the analysis focuses not 
only on identifying or listing the content elements that influence strategy in the 
Paris Agreement decision, but also on providing the level that has a greater in-
fluence on outcomes. Based on the results presented in this section, the level of 
rules can be grouped by international terms, as shown in Table 1. It is therefore 
clear that understanding the outcome of the Paris Decision is a complex task. 
The author’s intention is therefore to use substantive elements, types of elements  
and levels to develop the primary approach – Intergovernmental Integrated 
Decision – that can support the primary strategy for implementing the Paris 
Agreement. It is also important to point out that the assessments and findings in 
this chapter will only help with implementation, but for successful implementa-
tion, all post-PA communications (COP22, 23, etc.) are of utmost importance. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter of the book, the author has analyzed the Paris Agreement as a glob-
al decision. The author’s analysis has revealed the following main points: The first 
section of the review and analysis reflected the principles of the Paris Agreement 
in different categories and areas of global decision-making. For example, the au-
thor examined CBDR, human rights of indigenous peoples, gender equality, food 
security, just transition and ecosystem integrity. 

The rules of the Paris Agreement specify how national governments should 
develop and communicate their climate action plans (known as NDCs). For 
example, the most stringent point of the Paris Decision was followed up at the 
international level through the formulation of the co-operative approach. This 
section implies possible future changes for NDCs. The use of the Paris Agree-
ment rules can be seen as a response to understanding how the PA establishes 
findings with substantive elements, type of elements and level. These findings 
are consistent with the elements of transparency and GST, L&D, education, 
training, public awareness, public participation, and public access to informa-
tion on climate change, voluntary cooperative approaches, sinks and storage, 
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global peaking and climate neutrality, and finance and technology. The author 
has looked for patterns between the Paris rules of the Decision (see Table 1) to 
see if anything is being tested in relation to the IID and the Decision. As the IID 
is included in the IMP in the next chapter of this study, many variables related 
to the outcome of the Paris Decision, i.e., the Intergovernmental Integrated In-
ternational Decision, have been analyzed to answer the main question of the 
research and provide a more flexible process to understand the IID. There is also 
a detailed analysis on improved transmission and knowledge uptake convened 
by the IID itself. 
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5   
Implementation of mega-conferences 

such as Paris

In this chapter, the author focuses on the implementation process of the Paris 
Agreement (IMP-PA). At the centre of the review and analysis is the question of 
how implementation has taken shape, which may bring about changes for future 
global climate negotiations. The author will focus on three important sections in 
this chapter: The importance of implementation for global climate change Deci-
sion making, Lessons learnt from global climate change Decision making: from 
Marrakech to Glasgow, the implementation of the Paris Agreement: toolkit for 
global climate change Decision making. The author tries to take a close look at 
these criteria to understand how global climate negotiations need to change in the 
upcoming COPs. In reviewing and analysing them in this section, the author will 
consider the key elements for each step. 

5.1  �The�importance�of�implementation�politics�for�
decision-making on global climate change

In this section, the author would first like to provide brief information on the gen-
eral topic of the importance of the implementation of decisions in international 
relations. Based on the old-fashioned and current literature from the Cold War era, 
the world community experienced varying degrees of security, uncertainty, and 
predictability, as well as an atmosphere of decision-making with dynamic interna-
tional relations and the implementation of decisions. The implementation of de-
cisions and globalisation have changed international relations and their decisions. 
Knowledge, information, and experience are the prerequisites for  demonstrating a 
certain situation and knowledge of a new decision in international affairs, namely 
climate change. An important aspect of the new knowledge and implementation 
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of international decisions can be applied to the Paris Agreement. Therefore, the 
last chapter deals with the plans for the future of the PA. 

This chapter assesses the implementation of the global decision on climate 
change, the Paris Agreement, as part of the main approach of this study. The 
chapter analyses and draws on the scientific literature, the assessment, and the 
results of the previous phases (chapters CH1, CH2, CH3 and CH4). This chapter 
(CH5) helps the author to understand how to implement the Paris Agreement 
(IMP-PA) among states and to assess the effectiveness of the Paris Agreement 
Decision (PA-DEC) to address the global climate negotiations to combat the 
effects of climate change. 

This chapter is primarily concerned with assessing the key elements of IMP-
PA, focusing on COP22, COP23, COP24, COP25 and 26. These COPs highlight 
some of the integrated components that are the responsibility of states to imple-
ment the Paris Agreement. Therefore, COP22, 23, 24, 25 and 26 address some 
similar and important issues such as Article 6 of the Paris Agreement and finance, 
which are assessed and explained in detail in the following sections. 

5.2  �The�lessons�of�global�decision-making�on�climate�
change: From Marrakech to Glasgow

Climate change is a common global problem where states need to act on lessons 
learnt to achieve better policy and implementation. Therefore, negotiations between 
states and policy makers on climate change on the global stage are of great impor-
tance. Building on the successes and failures of previous negotiations, countries at 
COP21 have reached a landmark agreement to tackle global climate challenges. 
Some 196 countries of the UNFCCC have adopted a historic climate agreement 
for global climate targets. With the Paris Agreement, the states have recognised the 
groundbreaking provisions for implementation. The states have learnt new global 
lessons and reached consensus on further interpretation and future implementa-
tion by transferring them to the next COP such as Marrakech, Bonn, etc.

Marrakech conference 

The Paris Agreement has created a broad basis for tackling climate change in the 
coming decades. However, it cannot solve the crisis itself, and nations must now 
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work out the details (YEO, 2016). From 7 to 18 November 2016, the COP held 
its twenty-second session (COP22) and the twelfth session of the COP acting as 
the Meeting of the Parties to the KP (CMP 12) in Bab Ighli, Marrakech, Morocco 
(COP22, 2021). The 45th meetings of SBSTA 45 and SBI 45 and the second half of 
the first meeting of the ad hoc working group on the Paris Agreement also took 
place (APA 1-2) (Hub, 2016). COP22 in Marrakech introduces the theme of the 
hard work that states would need to do to put the Paris Agreement commitments 
into action (Schwartz, 2016). Each state participating in COPs is responsible for 
working with others on greenhouse gas mitigation, financial and technical sup-
port and adaptation. 

COP22 is important because it is the first major event to put the Paris Agree-
ment into action. The states’ climate pledges needed to be discussed and imple-
mented more, and COP22 made progress in this regard. The Paris goals remain 
cloudy and dependent on the political opinions and will of the individual heads of 
state and government who participated in the Agreement. The urgency of defining 
these principles and agreements beyond the Paris Agreement is emphasized by 
the severity of climate change (From Paris to Marrakech – global climate change 
action at COP22, 2016). 

The outcomes of COP22 were a collection of topics such as financing, adapta-
tion, transparency, GST, L&D, Mid-Century Strategies (MCS), orphan issues and 
market and non-market mechanisms (Table 1. Reference to the target area of the 
IMP-PA section).

Table 5. COP22 features.

C
O

P22

Features 
Finance

Transparency
Global Stocktake
Loss and damage

Mid-century strategies

Orphan issues
Market and Non-Market Mechanisms

Source: Author own-constructed.
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Bonn,�COP23

The summit, officially known as COP23/ CMP 13/ CMA 1-2, took place in Bonn, 
Germany, and was chaired by Fiji. It is organised by the UN Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) (see e.g. Winkler & Depledge, 2018; 
Benjamin et al., 2018). To ensure a full and successful conference, the UNFCCC 
Secretariat and the Government of Fiji worked closely with the German Govern-
ment, the State of North Rhine-Westphalia and the City of Bonn (UN Climate 
Change Conference – November 2017, 2021). 

In other words, COP23 was the first climate conference to be convened under 
the presidency of a small island state. Fiji belongs to a group of vulnerable and im-
poverished countries that are already affected by climate change (see e.g. Pelling & 
Uitto, 2001; Turvey, 2007). Fiji’s presidency was expected to add momentum to the 
meeting, as 2017017 was proclaimed the warmest non-El Niño year on record and 
was characterized by extreme weather events. The German government support-
ed the event at the UNFCCC Secretariat in Bonn to facilitate COP23. This dual 
hosting by a developed and vulnerable state was unique (Dröge & Rattani, 2018). 
First and foremost, the meeting was divided into two zones: the Bula Zone (Bula 
means welcome in Fijian) and the Bonn Zone (Bonn means welcome in German) 
(named after the host city). 

The official climate talks took place in the Bula Zone (in the World Confer-
ence Centre Bonn (WCCB), on the United Nations campus and in some tempo-
rary buildings). The Bonn zone, which consisted of a series of temporary buildings 
erected on the lawns of the Rheinaue, Bonn’s central park, hosted the many events 
and programs on climate protection. Around 800 staff from the WCCB, the UNF-
CCC Secretariat, the German Federal Ministry for the Environment (BMUB) and 
the event management agency commissioned by the BMUB oversaw all aspects of 
COP23, in particular its environmental and sustainability performance. 

Approximately 1,000 people were involved in the preparation, organisation, 
implementation, and follow-up of the conference, with up to 2,000 people active 
during the conference itself (Stah et al., 2017). The development of themes such 
as adaptation, transparency, GST, implementation and compliance, finance, L&D, 
market, and non-market mechanisms (Article 6 of the PA) were influential during 
the meeting (Table 2. Reference to the target area of the IMP-PA section). 
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Katowice,�COP24

COP24, the United Nations Climate Change conference, took place in Katowice, 
Poland, in the first two weeks of December 2018. The Katowice Rulebook (see e.g. 
Streck et al., 2019), which implements the Paris Agreement, was negotiated for a 
fortnight by 196 nations and the European Union. Numerous presidents, heads 
of government and around 100 environment and foreign ministers from all over 
the world took part in COP24 in the city of Upper Silesia, the most industrialised 
region in Poland. According to the agreement of the parties, Katowice is another 
milestone on the path to sustainable global climate policy after Kyoto and Paris 
(see e.g. Gills & Morgan, 2019). Twelve days of intensive efforts culminated in the 
fulfilment of the implementation provisions of the Paris Agreement (Katowice 
Rulebook – the Historic Success of Climate Policy at COP24, 2018). 

The Polish Presidency also initiated three declarations at COP24, which met 
with broad approval among the Parties (see e.g. Asadnabizadeh, 2019). On the 
opening day of COP24, President Andrzej Duda spoke of a just transformation 
based on solidarity. The adoption of the declaration was the most important out-
come of the Summit of heads of state and government. Prime Minister Mateusz 
Morawiecki and the President of COP24, Micha Kurtyka, presented a joint initia-
tive of Poland and the United Kingdom, the Katowice Partnership for Electromo-
bility, to UN Secretary-General António Guterres. 

Table 6. COP23 features.

C
O

P23

Features
Adaptation

Transparency
Global Stocktake

Implementation and Compliance
Finance

Loss and Damage
Market and Non-Market Mechanisms 

Source: Author own-constructed.
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The “Forests for the Climate” declaration was presented in the second half of 
the conference. The Minister of the Environment, Henryk Kowalczyk, the Pres-
ident of COP24, Michał Kurtyka, and Paola Deda, representing the UNECE, at-
tended the event (Success of COP24 – we have the Katowice Rulebook, 2018). 
During this time, a wide range of topics such as adaptation, market and non-mar-
ket mechanisms, finance, ETF and GST were discussed (Table 3. Reference to tar-
get area of IMP-PA section).

Madrid,�COP25

The UN Climate Change Conference COP25 (2–13 December 2019) took place 
in Chile under the presidency of the Chilean government, with logistical support 
from the Spanish government. SBSTA 51/ SBI 51 took place from 2 to 9 December 
2019 (UN Climate Change Conference – December 2019, 2019). In early Decem-
ber, nearly 27,000 delegates gathered in Madrid to finalise the Paris Agreement’s 
“rulebook” – the operations manual that will be needed when the agreement en-
ters into force in 2020 – by agreeing on rules for carbon markets and other forms 
of international cooperation under “Article 6” of the Agreement. 

They also intended to send a statement of intent to the rest of the world, 
pointing out that the UN climate process remains essential – and recognizing 
the gap between current progress and global warming targets (COP25: Key out-
comes agreed at the UN climate talks in Madrid, 2019). Furthermore, the Chilean 
Presidency declared that this COP25 could be a “Blue COP”, raising the hopes 
of the ocean community by promising to pay special attention to the ocean and 

Table 7. COP24 features.

C
O

P24

Features
Adaptation

Market and Non-Market Mechanisms
Finance 

ETF
Global Stocktake

Source: Author own-constructed.
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its  ecosystems throughout the discussions (see e.g. De Sola Pueyo, 2020; Castillo 
Esparcia & López Gómez, 2021). 

This Blue COP has exceeded expectations, with over a hundred marine-relat-
ed side activities and discussions planned over the two weeks, including Presiden-
cy-led events. Despite difficult talks due to the large number of parties involved 
and their conflicting interests, the ocean prevailed thanks to the strong mobiliza-
tion of civil society and the political leadership of several member states, notably 
Chile, Monaco, Costa Rica, and major ocean states such as Fiji (Climate nego-
tiations in Madrid: COP25 was a resounding success – Ocean Literacy Portal, 
2020). The conference, officially known as the 25th round of the UNFCCC COP 
or COP25, was the first since the USA announced its withdrawal from the Paris 
Agreement. However, it was characterized above all by the large and growing gap 
between the efforts required to avert climate catastrophe and the still hesitant re-
sponse of the major economies. 

The official agenda of Madrid was relatively small compared to the outstanding 
outcome of COP24 in Katowice, Poland, which provided an almost complete guide 
for the implementation of the Paris Agreement (The Centre for Climate and Ener-
gy Solutions, 2019). The negotiations during COP25 addressed a number of issues, 
namely Article 6 of the PA (carbon market), L&D, common timeframes, finance, 
second periodic review, common metrics, CAP and Koronivia Joint Work on Ag-
riculture (KJWA) (Table 4 Reference to the objective scope of the IMP-PA section).

Table 8. COP25 features.

C
O

P25

Features
Article 6 of PA (Carbon market)

Loss and damage
Common timeframes

Finance
Second periodic review

Common metrics
Gender action plan

Koronivia joint work on agriculture
Source: Author own-constructed.
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Table 9. COP26 features.

C
O

P26 

Features 
Finance for Climate Adaptation

Loss and damage
Market mechanisms and non-market approaches

Source: Author own-constructed.

COP26

Almost 200 countries came together in the UK to commit to action on climate 
change and forge the Glasgow Climate Pact. For a fortnight, the world was cap-
tivated by all facets of climate change – the science, the solutions, the political 
will to act and the clear evidence for action. While the agreement is not legally 
binding, it will set the global agenda for climate change for the next decade. The 
package of decisions consists of a number of agreed key points, including Finance 
for Climate Adaptation, transparency and reporting (L&D), market mechanisms 
and non-market approaches (Article 6).

5.3  �Implementation�of�the�Paris�Agreement:�Guidance�
for the implementation of global decision-making 
on climate change

The milestone of global climate change, the Paris Agreement, has the central goal 
of implementing the global response to the problems of climate change. The main 
objective of the Paris Agreement was to drive the implementation process and 
achieve collective progress towards long-term objectives (e.g. reducing global 
greenhouse gas emissions). The goal of the Paris Agreement and its progress can 
be measured through the process of COPs and their outcomes (i.e., funding, GST, 
transparency, etc.), which are designed to inform countries on how to improve 
climate action and increase support.

Conference�of�parties�(22)�and�its�outcomes

1. Conference of parties (22) – Finance

The 22nd session of COP22 of the UNFCCC and the 12th session of the Con-
ference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the KP (CMP 12), 
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at which a number of decisions were taken in connection with climate finance, 
including guidelines for the COP’s operational bodies, dominated the multilater-
al news on climate finance in November. Various initiatives and declarations on 
climate finance were also issued at the Climate Change conference in Marrakesh. 
The largest annual meeting of leading global financial organizations involved in 
climate finance took place in Marrakesh (November 2016 Climate Finance Up-
date: COP22 Moves Climate Finance Agenda Forward 2016).

2.  Conference of parties (22) – Long-Term Climate 
Finance (LTF)

The LTF agenda item is officially located under COP22 (see e.g. Chai et al., 2017). 
The LTF has been working since COP15 in Copenhagen in 2009, initially focusing 
on capital mobilisation by 2020 in light of the USD 100 billion pledge from DC. 
Within the framework of the UNFCCC, special LTF workshops have proven to be 
an important instrument for driving the discussion forward. The LTF workshops 
have taken place in two phases in recent years. Following the COP17 declarations, 
the first process between 2012 and 2013 was comparatively rigorous, with two 
seminars in 2012, an in-session workshop in 2013 and three additional expert 
meetings between July and September 2013. 

The official LTF work programme was formally concluded at COP19 in 2013. 
Governments are encouraged to consider the summary report of the workshop 
held earlier this year at COP22 and take appropriate action (Eckstein et al., 2016). 
In Marrakech, Morocco, the conclusion was problematic due to significant differ-
ences between industrialised and developing countries on some of the key climate 
finance issues. The ‘‘roadmap’ for the USD 100bn, scaling up of climate finance, 
adaptation finance, the calculation, monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) 
(see e.g. Schakenbach et al., 2006) of funding and the mention of Article 9 of the 
Paris Agreement in the preamble of the LTF decision were among the most con-
tentious topics, according to sources (Third world network, 2016).

3. Conference of parties (22) – AF

The AF was put at the service of the Paris Agreement following the decisions on gov-
ernance and other topics in Marrakech. The KP established the AF, which  provided 
over USD 14 million to five Pacific Island nations. Therefore, the AF will  continue 
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to be open to Pacific Island countries to implement climate change  adaptation 
 programs (Tofa soifua, 2016). For example, the President of COP22, Moroccan 
Foreign Minister Salaheddine Mezouar (Nicolai, 2020), hosted a high-level event 
on ‘Progress in Advancing National Adaptation Plans’ to emphasize the crucial role 
of the GCF and other institutions in promoting adaptation. The event on 14 No-
vember 2016 provided an incentive to recognised positive achievements and pres-
ent new initiatives (COP22-Focus on National Adaptation Plans, 2018). 

In Marrakech, several new financial pledges were made for climate change 
adaptation, but they were in the tens of millions, not billions. Germany can con-
tribute 50 million euros to the AF, which is still on the verge of financial collapse. 
However, this does not change the overall picture or the inadequacies of adapta-
tion aid to developing countries (Fuhr et al., 2014). It seems that most countries 
did not support a decision on the future of the AF at COP22. In the negotiations, 
many DCS proposed that a decision be made next year during COP23, while most 
DCs argued in favor of postponing the decision until COP24 in 2018. Both out-
comes are likely to disappoint environmentalists and others, particularly in Africa, 
who are critical of climate change adaptation. However, the news is not all nega-
tive (Webb, 2016).

4. Conference of parties(22) – Transparency

At COP22, delegates are Almost focussed on transparency and accounting. The 
experience of adequate transparency provisions at COP22 provides an opportuni-
ty to inform the development of the “ETF” that will be critical to the success of the 
Paris Agreement (Meyer, 2016). The session examines the existing state of trans-
parency mechanisms under the COP and the proposals in the Paris documents, 
including possible directions. COP22 will examine the implications for AF and 
implementation, transparency, and how capacity would need to be developed and 
financed among adaptation managers, implementers, community and national 
civil society organisations and research institutes, and national and international 
monitoring agencies (Mercer & Bel, 2021). 

During COP22, the topic of transparency will take centre stage via the trans-
parency of measures and support (Leonard, 2016). The Paris Agreement creates 
a more transparent structure for all parties, with monitoring and evaluation 
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 responsibilities for all parties and “built-in flexibility” for DCSs with limited ca-
pacity. This mechanism would build on the current UNFCCC transparency pro-
cesses, which are different for industrialised and developing countries. During 
COP22, the question is whether the “flexibility” of the Paris framework “would 
maintain this bifurcated policy – a position held by some DCS but vehemently 
opposed by the DC. This is likely to be a major source of contention throughout 
2018. Another question is whether the specifications should instead be aligned 
with the various NDCs (COP22 Marrakech, 2016).

5. Conference of parties (22) – Global stocktake

From 2023, the Paris Agreement provides for a “GST” every five years to mea-
sure mutual success against the long-term goals of the Agreement. The stocktake 
will serve as a framework for the Parties to submit subsequent rounds of NDCs. 
Parties began discussing the design, inputs, timing, duration and outcomes of the 
stocktake, as well as its link to other elements of the Paris architecture, in Marrake-
ch (22nd session of The Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change, 2016). 

In other words, the Parties worked together to develop key aspects of the 
Paris Agreement’s ambition process to continuously improve climate change over 
time. There were constructive discussions on the design of the GST, which takes 
place every five years and allows countries to measure their success and make 
changes to become more competitive and optimistic. The negotiators emphasized 
the importance of a comprehensive GST that includes both mitigation and ad-
justment. Some countries have asked for a discussion on how a facilitative dis-
cussion in 2018 could serve as a springboard for further action before 2020. This 
discussion would be crucial to accelerate climate change and close the emissions 
gap. COP22 is expected to provide a transparent framework for the design of the 
GST and a conducive dialogue, ensuring that 2018 is a turning point for climate 
change (Elliott et al., 2016). During COP22, the G-77/China negotiating group 
(Lovisa, 2017) emphasized the role of adaptation in the GSTs and the need for 
recommendations to improve adaptive capacity to climate change. The EU fo-
cused on the need for stocktaking to enable an assessment of collective progress. 
Some members had concerns about the protocol. Australia suggested that debates 
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in 2018 should be captured in co-chairs’ notes rather than structured outcomes or 
resolutions. Others emphasized the need for guidelines for a transparent policy 
(COP22 Marrakesh, 2017).

6. Conference of parties (22) – L&D

L&D addresses the impacts of climate change to which affected communities are 
unable to adapt (see e.g. Fekete & Sakdapolrak, 2014; Wallimann-Helmer, 2015). 
At COP22, the Parties called for a revision of the WIM to improve action and 
support and to adopt a revised five-year structure for the task plan. After lengthy 
deliberations, the meetings on loss and damage were finalized, with ministers 
adopting several decisions. In the first decision, the WIM Executive Committee 
report was commended and endorsed, outlining the following rolling five-year 
rolling job schedule.  

Comprehensive risk assessment, migration in the wake of climate change and 
a cross-cutting focus on increasingly distressed communities are the concerns ad-
dressed in the indicative work strategy requested by the parties. The work plan will 
include a specific area of work on facilitating action and support, a notable and 
contentious outcome of the COP22 negotiations. Governments and observer or-
ganizations have until 28 February 2017 to submit proposals for specific activities 
for the next five-year work plan. In the second part of the L&D talks on the struc-
tural assessment of the Warsaw Mechanism, countries succeeded in discussing 
certain aspects of the review while setting the stage for future routine assessments 
and ensuring the continued presence of the Warsaw Mechanism. Overall, this de-
cision is a strong signal that the WIM will be permanently strengthened. This 
leaves the question of how the WIM will serve the Paris agreements unanswered 
(COP22 in Marrakesh: Moving Together, But NOT Fast and Aggressive Enough 
to Deliver for the Poorest, 2021).  

In addition, the issue of L&D policy was hotly debated in Marrakech, but 
no clear decisions were taken. After many requests for additional support for the 
WIM, this issue was effectively postponed: the Secretariat will prepare a techni-
cal report as an input to the upcoming analysis of the WIM in 2019 to discuss 
“sources of financial support” In addition, draft decision FCCC/SB/2016/L.8 em-
phasizes the need for the Executive Committee to include in its five-year work 
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plan a strategic work area for improving policies and support, including funding, 
infrastructure and capacity development. The indicative five-year work plan al-
ready included a placeholder for the finance-related work area at the time of the 
negotiations (Kreienkamp & Vanhala, 2017).

7. Conference of parties (22) – Mid-century strategies

The Paris Agreement enables countries to develop long-term plans to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. As they usually extend to 2050 or beyond, these tactics 
are referred to as “mid-century” strategies (see e.g. Iyer et al., 2017). According 
to Article 4.19 of the Paris Agreement, Parties shall endeavour to coordinate and 
communicate long-term, low MCS allows countries to communicate long-term 
transformation goals that go beyond their NDC scope and to illustrate the ex-
pected long-term impacts of the policies they intend to use to achieve their goals. 
Although the agreement requires Parties to use MCS, the Paris decisions do not 
provide a mechanism to guide the content of these proposals and, as a result, ac-
tion points on this were not included in the outcome of the UNFCCC Subsidiary 
Bodies (SB44) meetings in May 2016 (Blandford & Cozzi, 2016). 

At COP22, four countries were the first to publish their long-term strategies: 
the USA, Canada, Mexico and Germany (COP22: Strengthening the World’s Re-
sponse to Climate Change, 2016). The Mid-Century Strategy is a technical report 
that lists the priorities for the coming decades: Shifting to a low-carbon economy, 
sequestering carbon, and reducing non-CO2 emissions (Chen, 2016). Marrakech 
has shown how countries can combat climate change while expanding their mar-
kets and resources. During COP22, the United States, along with Mexico, Canada 
and Germany, presented a Mid-Century Strategy for DDC–a long-term vision 
to reduce pollution by 80% by 2050 while maintaining strong economic devel-
opment (Making Change Decisive, 2016). At COP22, the Obama administration 
presented a mid-century strategy for deep decarbonisation and outlined ways to 
reduce net GHG emissions to a quarter of 2005 levels by 2050 (Erbach, 2016). 

During COP22 in Marrakesh last month, 48 of the most vulnerable coun-
tries pledged to switch to 100% renewable energy by 2050. The world’s largest 
economies must ensure that their economic policies are in line with the pledges 
they made in Paris and the trajectory of the global economy. The development 
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of MCS for sustainable development and decarbonization was critical to en-
suring stable and resilient economies during COP22. Such long-term planning 
was a direct message to the private sector and provided a basis for projects that 
aligned with the growth priorities and goals of the Paris Agreement (Parthasara-
thy, 2016).

8. Conference of parties (22) – Orphan issues

The orphaned issues of the Paris Agreement are tasks for which no one has been 
given responsibility. These include expected timeframes for future climate pledges 
and a new target for climate finance (A K Muir, 2016). The UN Climate Change 
Conference (COP22) was due to end on 18 November at 18:00. However, it did 
not end until almost 3:00 am on Saturday 19 November. On Friday, the draft COP 
decision on the entry into force of the Paris Agreement and the draft CMA 1 were 
the main topics of discussion. Friday’s discussions were the culmination of the 
COP President’s informal consultations during the conference. The debate cen-
tered on where “orphan issues” should be placed, the date of the next or revived 
CMA session (2017 or 2018) and whether the AF should be used to support the 
Paris Agreement (Hub, 2016). The so-called “orphan issues”, which were mandat-
ed in the Paris outcome but had no place on the agendas of the subsidiary bodies, 
became a new topic of discussion in Marrakech. 

According to an informal communication from the APA co-chairs, these in-
cluded: Timeframes for NDCs, amending the current NDCs, the Committee on 
Response Measures, understanding emerging economies’ adaptation activities, 
financing guidelines, setting a new collective financing target, biennial financial 
communications from developed countries, and training, education and knowl-
edge. Parties disagreed on which “orphan” issues should be resolved (including 
whether only issues needed for CMA 1 should be included), which bodies should 
do similar work, and finally, how more work should be mandated, which was dis-
cussed in the first week under an APA sub-item on planning for the convening of 
CMA 1.  

The “orphans” were one of the last issues to be addressed before the parties 
could follow the decisions of the COP and the CMA on the Paris Agreement in 
Marrakesh. They were finally resolved by mandating the APA to complete its 
consideration of possible additional matters related to the adoption of the  Paris 
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 Agreement and to convene CMA 1 (Summary Report 7–18 November 2016, 
2016).

9.  Conference of parties(22) – Market and  
non-market mechanisms

The Marrakech outcomes included procedural decisions on Article 6 mechanisms 
(Tänzler et al., 2019). When it comes to market mechanisms, all states need to 
improve their capacity to ensure that markets are well designed and workable, 
provide comprehensive mitigation and preserve environmental integrity. The 
World Bank Partnership has produced two articles on market readiness (PMR) 
(see Ahonen et al., 2017; Diniz Oliveira et al., 2019), which facilitate the design 
and implementation of carbon pricing mechanisms such as carbon taxes and 
emissions trading systems (ETS). 

Guidance on Regulation, Development, and Administration of Emissions 
Trading Registries”, ‘Emissions Trading in Practise: A Handbook on Design and 
Implementation,’ and ‘Emissions Trading in Practise: A Handbook on Design and 
Implementation”. The first article deals with the details of setting up legal and in-
stitutional frameworks, managing registries and IT systems, after discussing nu-
merous design alternatives for registries that issue, record and monitor carbon 
units. According to the authors, a well-designed ETS can mobilize the private sec-
tor, attract investment and create international cooperation. 

The SBSTA addressed Article 6 of the Paris Agreement during COP22, which 
contains provisions for appropriate methodologies, including internationally 
transferable mitigation outcomes (ITMOs), a methodology that contributes to 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions and supports sustainable develop-
ment, and non-market options (see e.g. Mace & Verheyen, 2016; van Asselt et 
al., 2016). The parties reviewed plans to improve the guidance needed for coop-
erative approaches, the rules, modalities and processes of the mechanism and 
the work program of the framework for non-market methodologies. The SBSTA 
agreed to seek proposals from the Parties on the components to be addressed in 
each of these three categories, as well as on cross-cutting concerns and linkages 
between the three components of Article 6 and other essential components of 
the  Agreement, including their operationalisation. The ICAO, whose sector is not 
covered by the Paris Agreement, has opted to reduce emissions through a  global 
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market-based measure (GMBM) (UNFCCC Reports on Education, Training, 
Public Awareness, 2016). The COP22 agreement also calls for a framework for 
non-market-based approaches, and parties have begun to explore what this might 
include. Ideas include the coordination of measures such as feed-in tariffs and 
fossil fuel subsidy reforms. Parties have until 17 March 2017 to submit their views 
on the individual points. A round table discussion will then take place in Bonn in 
May 2017 (Asian Development Bank, 2017).

Conference�of�parties�(23)�and�its�outcome

1. Conference of parties (23) – Adaptation  

At the Bonn Climate Change Conference COP23, adaptation and climate finance 
once again proved to be a sensitive issue (Kowalzig, 2017). At this COP, it was rec-
ognised that successful adaptation to climate change will determine our economy, 
our wellbeing and possibly our ability to continue living on the land we inhab-
it. Some cities will choose to build dykes, dams or walls to keep flooding at bay, 
while others will choose to relocate people and businesses away from flood-prone 
 regions. 

Farmers may choose to grow crops that are better suited to higher tempera-
tures or drought than the ones they currently grow. Communities that have never 
had to think about water conservation may be forced to develop methods to store 
rainwater or upland runoff during periods of drought. Many cities, particular-
ly in DCS or tropical regions, may need to change their building codes to make 
homes, schools, and public facilities more resilient to extreme weather conditions 
(Chan & Mogelgaard, 2017). States debated the role of the AF in supporting the 
Paris Climate Agreement, but only reached an agreement early on Saturday morn-
ing, 18 November (see e.g. Corsi, 2018). The CMP decides that: the AF should 
serve the Paris Agreement in accordance with and consistent with the decisions 
of the CMA 1-3 in December 2018. Following a CMA recommendation to CMP 
15 in November 2019, it considers whether the AF should exclusively serve the 
Paris Agreement; and it will take note of the APA’s progress in addressing gov-
ernance and institutional arrangements, safeguards, and operational modalities 
for the AF to serve the Paris Agreement (International Institute for Sustainable 
 Development, 2017).  
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The establishment of the Global Centre of Excellence on Climate Adaptation 
(GCECA) was more focused on adaptation and climate risk (COP23 roundup: 
the outcomes and implications for climate adaptation, 2017). During COP23, 
the Dutch government founded the GCECA in cooperation with UNEP, NIES 
Japan and the Philippines (HandWiki, 2021). The GCECA aims to improve global 
preparedness for climate change by improving understanding of climate adapta-
tion, stimulating information sharing and promoting international cooperation 
(Nicolás, 2019). In other words, the GCECA aims to accelerate climate adaptation 
by collecting and disseminating information and best practices from local, na-
tional, and regional stakeholders from around the world. Participants emphasize 
the importance of knowledge sharing and analysis for effective climate adaptation 
(Earth negotiations Bulletin, 2021).

2. Conference of parties (23) – Transparency

The parties debated the future of the Paris Agreement following the withdrawal of 
the United States. They made significant progress in the run-up to COP23 by pro-
posing binding decisions and common norms and standards for the implemen-
tation of the agreement, including transparency (Global Forum on Sustainable 
Energy, 2017). The event, which took place at the Bonn Climate Planet Space, a 
project of the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Devel-
opment, showed how civil society’s contribution to openness can help build con-
fidence and ensure climate finance is effective. During COP23, Sebastien Duyck 
from the Centre for International Environmental Law updated the discussion on 
the transparency framework. 

The non-binding nature of the Paris Agreement, due to the lack of a compli-
ance mechanism, is one of its biggest drawbacks. A robust transparency system 
will be a crucial tool in this regard, as it will show the emission reductions and 
financial contribution of each party, incentivize nations to exceed their pledges and 
build public intergovernmental pressure. As a civil society representative from a 
developing country, Zakir Hossain Khan from Transparency International Bangla-
desh shared his perspective on the transparency framework negotiations and their 
potential impact on climate finance. The transparency framework also offers an op-
portunity for transparency in climate financing. For example, it can provide data on 
total government climate finance, distinguishing between adaptation support and 
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mitigation support. In terms of maintaining good governance, industrialised coun-
tries have more important obligations than developing countries. Both developed 
and developing countries need to be proactive in developing robust and meaning-
ful modalities for a transparency framework that focuses on the whole-of-gover-
nance approach to the practical use of climate finance (Hossain Khan et al., 2017). 

In addition, the transparency framework and informal discussions resulted in 
a first substantive document that used a notation key created by the co- moderators 
to reduce the length of the document, which led to some misunderstandings. Key 
points emphasised were support for the preparation of NDCs and the adaptation 
communication, the facilitative multilateral consideration of progress and techni-
cal expert review (TER), and the requirement that support under the framework 
must be exclusively focused on meeting Paris Agreement commitments (Mom-
bauer, 2017). 

The issue of differentiation became a major point of contention in Bonn when 
it came to including the flexibility provisions in the framework for greater trans-
parency. The positions taken in the negotiations mainly reflected the views of Par-
ties expressed in a round of submissions prior to COP23, in which Parties (with 
the exception of the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS)) called for differen-
tiating between developed and developing economies in the MPGs and allowing 
the latter to decide for themselves. In Bonn, on the other hand, some DCs em-
phasized the need for common, uniform modalities, procedures, and guidelines 
(Modalities, Procedures, and Guidelinesso-called-MPGs) for all parties. Despite 
these challenges and the political problems related to the issue of differentiation, 
the parties finally agreed on a document. This short text will serve as a starting 
point for further discussions during the negotiating process. However, the parties 
in Bonn did not succeed in significantly reducing the number of realizable trans-
parency framework formulations and options (Obergassel et al., 2018).

3. Conference of parties (23) – Global stocktake

A discussion among countries scheduled for COP23 (2018) will initiate the pro-
cess of taking stock of Parties’ collective efforts to achieve the long-term goal and 
inform the process of scaling up NDCs (see e.g. Higgins et al., 2017; Benzie et al., 
2018). To ensure that the GST process is implemented effectively and efficient-
ly, there should be no duplication of efforts, and the COP, which serves as the 
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 meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA), should consider these re-
sults as well as previous relevant work (Prasad et al., 2017). Another critical item 
on the COP23 agenda is therefore the design of the modalities for the GST (see 
e.g. Huang, 2018; Winkler, 2019 ), which is referred to in Article 14 of the Paris 
Agreement. The GST is a process by which our collective progress towards achiev-
ing the goals of the Paris Agreement is regularly assessed. As the GST is a new 
topic in the UN climate negotiations, several countries are pushing for it to be 
given a prominent place on the agenda of the Bonn meeting. The aim of Fiji’s COP 
chairmanship, titled the Talanoa Dialogue, is to “take stock of the collective efforts 
of Parties towards the development of the long-term” mitigation goal of the Paris 
Agreement and “guide the development” of the next round of NDCs. The facili-
tated discussion is sometimes seen as an early form of GST, given its objective (de 
Lassus Saint-Geniès & Kai Phillips, 2018). 

The development and discussion of methodologies and inputs used in GST, 
as outlined in the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Paris Agreement (APA) un-
der agenda item 6, was an important focus of COP23 regarding GST. Identify-
ing sources of GST and creating GST modalities are the two main goals of this 
process, and this year’s COP was well on its way to achieving both of these goals. 
These building blocks were discussed informally for nearly 9 hours, and the infor-
mal note from the co-moderators was about six pages long, capturing the main 
themes and arguments of the parties. This atmosphere includes possible titles and 
sub-headings for the building blocks and issues, decisions, concepts and positions 
put forward by various parties during the numerous meetings. Parties and stake-
holders will prepare the necessary contributions to the dialogue in the run-up to 
the May 2018 intersessional meeting and COP24 in November 2018. This dia-
logue is the place where stakeholder organisations can lead the process (Godshalk 
& Fallon, 2017).

4.  Conference of parties (23) – Implementation and 
compliance

In Bonn, the states continued to work on Article 15 of the Paris Agreement. The 
debates in the APA have evolved in a meaningful way (see e.g. Campbell-Duru-
flé, 2018). However, during the climate conference in Bonn, the seemingly never- 
ending discussion on the need for different treatment of developed and developing 
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countries resurfaced, essentially centred on the design of the Committee’s modal-
ities and procedures to facilitate implementation and promote compliance with 
Article 15 of the Paris Agreement (Freedom and DE Lassus Saint-Genies, 2017). 
Little progress was made at the Bonn Summit in defining the way forward. The 
Committee decided to support the establishment of an informal note, following 
the APA’s approach on other matters. 

Nevertheless, the parties could not agree on how the mechanism could take 
shape in certain critical areas of discussion, such as the principles, the system-
ic difficulties and the links with other organizations and activities. Although 
there is broad agreement that the process should be “facilitative, transparent, 
non- adversarial and non-punitive” (Article 15.2 of the Paris Agreement), opin-
ions differ on whether the Committee should play a more active role, whether 
it should seek information directly or indirectly from other bodies, and whether 
it should be able to define its rules. The Committee has summarized the views 
in an updated informal note documenting the positions of the parties (FCCC/
SBSTA/2017/L.26, 2017).

On the issue of scope, it appeared that the parties could only provide the 
Committee with broad direction, such as focusing on legally enforceable elements 
that apply to specific parties and are detailed enough to be objectively evaluat-
ed. There seems to be support for the Committee to focus on “systemic” prob-
lems, including the tendency towards non-compliance. The parties seemed to be 
comfortable with the idea of self-reporting – i.e., a party bringing a case against 
itself – but not so much with the possibility of parties bringing each other be-
fore the Commission. In terms of outcomes, there appeared to be broad support 
for the committee advising parties on how to improve their implementation and 
compliance. However, there is considerable reluctance to allow the committee to 
take actions that could appear punitive, such as declaring a party non-compliant 
(centre for climate and energy solutions, 2017).

5. Conference of parties (23) – Finance

The UN Climate Change Conference in Bonn was supposed to be a busy event 
where nations would work out the details of how to implement the Paris Agree-
ment from 2020. Countries gathered in Bonn to clarify how they will assess their 
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carbon reduction targets from next year. Nevertheless, the question of who should 
pay for it (financially) remains a challenge (Tamma, 2017). This will be no small 
problem, as much more progress was expected in Bonn, says David Levai, Direc-
tor of Climate Programs at the Institute for Sustainable Development, and Inter-
national Relations (IDDRI) (see e.g. Chan et al., 2021). Following Donald Trump’s 
decision to withdraw the USA from the Paris Agreement, Levai recognizes a seri-
ous lack of leadership (for more see also Asadnabizadeh, 2019). 

The issue of 100 billion dollars remains a problem for the parties involved. The 
advanced nations must provide funds to help poorer countries fulfil their commit-
ments to adapt to climate change (Dupin, 2017). In relation to the mandate of 
COP23, the UNFCCC Secretariat has been working on the needs-based finance 
(NBF) project, which aims to facilitate and mobilize climate finance to support de-
veloping countries’ needs for priority mitigation and adaptation actions as high-
lighted in their NDCs, national adaptation plans and national mitigation plans. 
The NBF initiative intends to promote and utilize alliances with other mandates 
and processes of the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement to expand and comple-
ment existing climate finance activities of Member States to enable cooperation 
and avoid duplication. The Secretariat has the honor of being the first to develop 
a climate finance strategy, as this government-led project focuses on several pilot 
partner countries in the regions of Latin America and the Caribbean, Africa, Asia 
and the Pacific, and the Melanesian sub-region (Climate Finance Strategy, 2019). 

In addition, as part of the climate finance announcements at COP23, funds 
were announced to support the most vulnerable populations in adapting to cli-
mate change and extreme weather events. For example, Germany has pledged 
an additional USD 125 million for the ‘Insu Resilience Initiative’ to support the 
provision of insurance to 400 million people in the V20 countries, a group of 
the world’s most vulnerable states that includes SIDS such as Fiji. In addition, 
the AF exceeded its 2017 target by nearly USD 13 million, thanks to contribu-
tions from Germany (EUR 50 million) and Italy (EUR 7 million). The African 
Sub-National Climate Fund’s (R20 and Blue Orchard Finance) offer to provide 
“investment-ready projects” and funding for the construction of at least 100 infra-
structure projects by 2020, as well as HSBC Bank’s pledge of USD 100 billion for 
green investments announced at COP23 (International Institute for Sustainable 
Development, 2017). 
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6. Conference of parties (23) – L&D

At COP23, climate-related L&D was raised and recognised as a critical issue 
that needs to be addressed, having been included as a stand-alone item in the 
Paris Agreement (Article 8). The fact that Fiji hosted this year’s UNFCCC Con-
ference of the Parties raised high hopes for greater momentum to advance the 
UNFCCC L&D agenda and advocate for concrete action to address these issues. 
However, these expectations have not been fully realized as L&D is not particu-
larly highlighted on the COP agenda. The aim was that the vulnerability of SIDS 
would allow the Presidency to raise awareness of this issue, even if it did not dom-
inate the COP agenda (Künzel et al., 2017). 

In his speech at the COP General Assembly of the United Nations, Fijian Prime 
Minister and COP23 President Frank Bainimarama emphasized: “For the Fijian 
people, climate change is real. It has an impact on all our lives. Whether it’s all the 
villages we are moving out of the way to escape rising seas, the loss of our ancestral 
burial grounds, the salinity affecting our crops, or the constant threat of destruction 
of homes and infrastructure” (Climate home, 2017). Many developing countries and 
organizations, including the G77 and China (see e.g. Vihma et al., 2011), AOSIS, 
the Least Developed Countries and the Likeminded Group of DCS, have stated in 
their opening remarks that significant progress needs to be made on L&D (Allan et 
al., 2017). The report of the WIM ExCom on the developments of its work and the 
WIM review mechanisms for 2019 was discussed at the COP23 session on L&D. 
Industrialised countries resisted the issues raised by DCS and other groups during 
the negotiations and tried to argue that resources for L&D should include more 
than just financial support and that it was unnecessary to include L&D as a standing 
agenda item of the SB as this could hinder the progress of the ExCom. 

In the context of the launch of the Fiji Clearinghouse for Risk Transfer, which 
was requested at COP21 and is a database for information on insurance and 
risk transfer, as well as additional commitments and support for the Insu Resil-
ience Global Partnership for Climate and Disaster Risk Finance and Insurance 
Solutions, COP23 was able to note some isolated developments on L&D (Fiji 
Clearing House for Risk Transfer, 2021). The Global Partnership provides data 
and risk analyses, technical assistance and capacity building tailored to the needs 
and objectives of individual nations, solution design for specific risk finance and 
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 insurance  solutions, smart implementation support, and monitoring and evalua-
tion initiatives (UNFCCC, 2017). The final decision on L&D represents a compro-
mise reached after long and arduous discussions at COP23. 

While the resolution recognizes the parties’ concerns about L&D and calls for 
some initiatives to alleviate them, it falls far short of the expectations and  objectives 
put forward by the vulnerable nations during the discussions. The  current  Working 
Group on Displacement was asked to address global and internal displacement and 
to develop recommendations for preventing, mitigating and addressing climate-re-
lated migration. An expert dialogue on approaches to promote better L&D support 
was sought at the next SB meeting, with a technical paper and report to be pro-
duced as outcomes of the discussion. Parties were asked to: (i) provide feedback on 
the WIM’s terms of reference for 2019; (ii) establish national focal points for L&D; 
(iii) participate in the WIM’s ExCom meetings; and (iv) include L&D in national 
procedures (UNFCCC Decision 5/CP.23, 2018). 

The request to include L&D as a permanent agenda item in the twice-yearly 
SB discussions and not just at the COPs was not taken up. No preparations were 
made for adequate funding of the WIM ExCom’s activities. The decision recog-
nizes the limited financial resources of the WIM ExCom by stating that the rec-
ommended activities should be carried out subject to the availability of financial 
resources. Despite this recognition of limited gains, the parties were merely “en-
couraged” to provide “adequate resources” for the implementation of the WIM 
ExCom’s work plan (Benjamin et al., 2018).

7.  Conference of parties (23) – Market and  
non-market mechanisms

The parties meet in Bonn to develop a set of rules for the implementation of the 
various clauses of the Paris Agreement. The NMM (see e.g. Sterk et al., 2014; Gao 
et al., 2016), which is described in Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, is one of 
these provisions. According to the pact, cooperative approaches would incorpo-
rate ITMOs for NDCs that promote sustainable development and ensure environ-
mental integrity and transparency (see e.g. Institute of the Francophone World 
for Sustainable Development, 2017). Observers were not allowed to participate 
in the Bonn roundtable debate on NMMs. The nature of the work program, the 
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 organizational structures to help implement the NDCs and the reporting institu-
tions to monitor activities were discussed. 

Subsequently, the talks focused on the design of the rules and details of Ar-
ticle 6 (Rattani, 2017). The COP23 negotiations resulted in an informal note that 
illustrates the conflict between two schools of thought on cooperative action un-
der Article 6.2 of the Paris Agreement. The first line aims to limit international 
monitoring to an absolute minimum, preferably to ITMO accounting, while the 
second line proposes to introduce international monitoring on an equal footing 
with Art (Greine & Michaelowa, 2018). 

First and foremost, some recommendations were proposed during COP23 
as follows. The modalities and procedures of the CPU were reviewed. Plan the 
phase-out of the CDM at the end of the second commitment period. End project 
registration from COP24. Establish a CDM grievance mechanism. Increase civil 
society engagement. Create conditions that allow only nations with a measurable 
macroeconomic aim to participate in the markets. Ensure that all foreign trans-
fers are recorded using the same accounting system. Require countries participat-
ing in the markets to demonstrate that mitigation actions do not violate human 
rights or harm the environment. To achieve a net reduction in total greenhouse 
gas emissions and revenues for adaptation, the playing field between co-operative 
initiatives and the SDM must be levelled. Define, track, report and verify actual, 
quantifiable and long-term mitigation and development benefits (Kachi, 2017).

Conference�of�parties�(24)�and�its�outcome

1. Conference of parties (24) – Adaptation

The AF was well represented at the United Nations Climate Change Conference 
(COP24/CMP 14/CMA 1.3) in Katowice, Poland, from 2 to 14 December. An 
important issue for developing countries was to ensure that adaptation is given 
the same weight in climate discussions as mitigation (along with implementation 
methods). Therefore, there was a push for the communication of adaptation mea-
sures and the inclusion of adaptation components in the NDCs. While the rule-
book contains a significant amount of language on the adaptation components of 
the Paris Agreement, it lacks the depth and clarity of mitigation provisions (see 
e.g. Sitek, 2020; McGinn & Isenhour, 2021). 
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The focus remains on ‘take it or leave it’ reporting instructions, the search 
for metrics to assess adaptation activities, cautious consideration of methods to 
facilitate aid, and ‘urging’ rich nations to support LDCs and other developing 
countries (The Outcomes of COP24 for Adaptation and Loss and Damage- Plan 
Adapt, 2018). The main debate on adaptation during COP24 is the following: 
The  Katowice Rulebook provides nations with rules for communicating and 
 reporting on adaptation actions. These measures ensure that information on 
 adaptation to climate change is regularly made available so that nations can share 
experiences, learn from each other, and cooperate more effectively and efficiently 
at regional and international levels. These rules will be revised in 2025. The regular 
dissemination of information at international level should also encourage coun-
tries to improve the quality of their adaptation efforts without having to make ad-
ditional commitments. In addition, a global assessment will be carried out every 
five years to determine the overall adequacy of adaptation measures and to discuss 
how the impacts of climate change can be better managed. 

However, the Katowice framework does not leave the Parties to their own 
devices, as it also includes a UNFCCC-wide comprehensive action plan to sup-
port their efforts. Institutions such as the Adaptation Committee and the Least 
Developed Countries Expert Group, to name but a few, have been tasked with 
further analysing the need for adaptation and coordinating with the IPCC to im-
prove the recommendations. In addition, the Standing Committee on Finance, in 
collaboration with the TEC and the Paris Capacity Building Committee, will work 
on methods to mobilize resources for adaptation (The Katowice Rulebook – main 
principles of the document, 2019).

2.  Conference of parties (24) – Market and  
non-market mechanisms

Despite the “victory leap” of the Polish energy minister (the designated president 
of COP24), the conclusion of COP24 in Katowice failed on many fronts. The fail-
ure of nations to agree on a draft Article 6 dealing with market-based mechanisms 
in the Paris Agreement made headlines (Coalition, 2019). The implementation 
procedures for the market mechanisms of Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, in-
cluding those under Article 6.2 (which deals with the so-called “ITMOs”) and 
Article 6.4 (which deals with “ITMOs”), were one of the key aspects that remained 
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unresolved at last year’s COP24 discussions in Katowice, Poland (it is about a 
mechanism that also supports sustainable development) (see e.g. Asadnabizadeh, 
2019). These instruments have the potential to help countries implement their 
NDCs under the Paris Agreement by enabling market-based transactions to play 
a role. The NDCs are the backbone of the Paris Agreement and document what 
each nation intends to do to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Many experts 
 believe that it is important to allow market forces to play a role in the fulfilment of 
the NDCs (Coddington, 2019).  

In other words, no guidelines for international cooperation on the imple-
mentation of national pledges, such as voluntary carbon markets, were negotiat-
ed (Erbach, 2019). Technically, the lack of a structure will not prevent countries 
from developing international markets among themselves, and several participants 
stated that so-called “carbon clubs” (see e.g. Panopoulou & Pantelidis, 2009; Keo-
hane et al., 2015; Haider & Akram, 2019), which are groups of countries developing 
regional platforms, will step in with their guidance, as allowed by the Paris Agree-
ment. However, market participants have secretly recognised that the lack of a clear 
global direction risks hampering regional initiatives. “The risk of moving forward 
without a rulebook for the Paris Agreement is huge for us,” added an insider. 

“We are creating something new, and without a global reference, it’s difficult 
to get international Agreement.” While the carbon clubs will continue with un-
certainty without the rulebook, the endeavour to create a single, global market 
under the UNFCCC will continue. Brazil’s proposal was put on hold until the 
next round of negotiations in Spain (Zwick, 2021). Brazil, in particular, actively 
fought until the final hours of COP24 to prevent such double counting – both in 
the implementing provisions for Article 6 and in the context of transparency. The 
fact that other countries did not give in to Brazil’s pressure is quite encouraging. 
Without strict rules, market systems are very complicated and can do more harm 
than good. The negotiators made the right decision by giving themselves another 
year (COP25) to develop these rules (Schwarz et al., 2019).

3. Conference of parties (24) – Finance

Accounting and reporting on climate finance were perplexing but equally essential 
concerns during COP24. The Paris Agreement contains two important  provisions 
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on financial flows: Article 2.1(c), which sets out a general framework for climate 
resilience of financial flows, and Article 9, which sets out transparency of ex-post 
and ex-ante finance in addition to the general climate finance obligation. One of 
the main objectives of COP24 was to operationalize the latter. 

In terms of long-term finance, COP24 reaffirmed the goal of mobilizing 
USD 100 billion annually by 2020 and the need to scale up climate finance and 
improve the enabling environment for members to support the mobilization 
and effective use of climate finance (see e.g. Streck et al., 2016). In relation to the 
SCF assessment, the COP24 decision included a summary of the overview of 
climate finance flows and the proposals of the Standing Committee on Climate 
Finance (SCF) on the biennial assessment of climate finance flows in 2018. In 
addition, the GCF (see e.g. Cui et al., 2014; Cui & Huang, 2018), which focused 
on progress in 2018, including (i) strengthening the institutional capacity of the 
GCF, (ii) transparency, standards and safeguards to be implemented by the GCF, 
(iii) initiating a process to review the GCF’s progress, (iv) improving access to 
the GCF, (v) increasing the number of accredited entities, and (vi) establishing a 
process to review the GCF’s progress (Alexandraki, 2019). 

The discussions on communicating indicative quantitative and qualitative in-
formation on climate finance, for example, illustrate the importance of convening 
high-level ministerial dialogues every two years, such as the one held at COP24, to 
discuss the progress of current and past global climate finance flows and how de-
veloped countries plan to increase their contributions in the future. The countries 
finally agreed on a solution to this problem. There are some points of contention, 
such as the lack of mention of grant equivalence in the text and the exclusion of 
L&D as a category. Nevertheless, there was consensus on the inclusion of gender 
equity as a metric that nations must report on (Kasteel, 2021). 

France, Sweden, and Switzerland have also made pledges to the LDC Fund. 
Germany and Norway have taken the lead and confirmed that they will double 
their contributions for 2014. During the discussions, the Russian Federation stat-
ed that it would contribute to the GCF for the first time, but the amount has yet 
to be confirmed. At COP24, it was disappointing that more nations did not make 
commitments to international climate finance. Wealthy nations need to make ag-
gressive pledges to the GCF (Thwaites & Niranjali, 2018).
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4.  Conference of parties (24) – Enhanced transparency 
framework

The Paris Agreement lays the foundation for the most comprehensive climate 
change transparency framework ever created. The structure of the agreement sets 
a clear goal for all parties to strive for, while providing the flexibility for nations 
with limited resources to implement it. Article 13 provides an ETF for action 
and support, including mitigation, adaptation, climate finance and other forms 
of  support. While the role and structure of the ETF were defined, a standard set 
of modalities, processes and principles were agreed at COP24 to implement and 
further develop the ETF (Aragon & Dorji, 2018). 

The parties in Katowice have opted for a standard set of standards that offer 
flexibility to those who need it. According to the Modalities, Processes and Guide-
lines (MPGs), the use of flexibility for developing countries that they need based 
on their capacities is self-determined. However, developing countries should ex-
plicitly state which provisions are subject to the flexibility, explain capacity con-
straints and provide a timetable for improving these capacity constraints.  TER 
teams cannot analyze how developing countries apply flexibility measures (see 
e.g. Mayer, 2019; Campbell-Duruflé, 2018). The US and some Umbrella Group 
countries have tried to limit this flexibility in time but have failed. 

It is not applied everywhere where flexibility is required: MPCs specify which 
provisions are subject to flexibility. There are also provisions that allow for better 
reporting and transparency over time, such as the identification of capacity-build-
ing assistance needs and the provision of this assistance. The MPGs also include 
the process of reviewing the data provided by Parties, which consists of two parts: 
a one-year TER (of the mandatory information submitted in the BTR and NIR) 
and a facilitated multilateral review of progress (FMCP) (see e.g. Weikmans et 
al., 2019) with regard to the implementation and realisation of a State’s NDC and 
Article 9 efforts; and a facilitated FMCP with regard to the implementation and 
realisation of a State’s NDC and Article 9 efforts. 

Countries and multinational organizations are invited to nominate experts 
for the expert list. BTR synthesis reports, TER reports and FMCP protocols are 
all prepared by the Secretariat. These are published on the UNFCCC website. 
The role of the GEF is to help developing countries fulfil their growing reporting 
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 obligations. The CGE, which will now be at the service of the Paris Agreement, 
is tasked with helping developing countries by facilitating technical advice and 
support (Sharma et al., 2018).

5. Conference of parties (24) – Global stocktake

Parties must urgently step up their climate action to achieve the goal of keeping 
the global temperature increase well below 2°C and making every effort to stay 
below 1.5°C. The GST is crucial as it will serve as a catalyst for greater ambition 
over time. This mechanism will assess the Parties’ collective progress towards the 
Agreement’s goals on a five-year cycle.

This study is intended to help national governments prepare their NDCs in 
the future (Obergassel et al., 2019). At COP24 in Katowice, Poland, in 2018, the 
foundations for the first GST in 2023 were adopted. It takes into account both the 
provision of support for developing countries to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change and the alignment of all financial flows with climate targets. The GST can 
also be used to learn more about the effectiveness of spending and how, if at all, 
L&D finance should be included. Although equity is included in the GST, it may 
be up to external actors to assess progress on this issue (Watson & Roberts, 2019). 
The parties agreed on three phases of the GST in Katowice: 

They have collected and processed information to take stock of progress. The 
latest NDCs, the latest scientific findings of the United Nations IPCC and the re-
ports of individual nations on their progress in meeting their commitments under 
the transparency framework will be compiled in 2022 (see e.g. Milkoreit & Haapa-
la, 2018; Hermwille et al., 2019). Technical assessment period. This is an assessment 
of the data collected to recommend best practise, which took place over a year of 
UN climate conferences – communication and implementation of results. 

The main results of the assessment will be handed over to high-level national 
officials by the end of 2023. The countries will then assess how far they have come 
and what impact this will have on future national and international climate action. 
Countries agreed at COP24 in Katowice, Poland, to take into account efforts to re-
duce and manage unavoidable climate impacts – known to climate negotiators as 
L&D – and any unintended social and economic impacts of these actions in order 
to meet mitigation, adaptation, and finance goals. However, there is  currently no 
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obvious way to integrate these efforts into the global stocktake. While there is an 
expectation that collective efforts will be assessed against the criterion of equity, 
there is no single definition of equity or standard that should be used to measure 
global efforts (Dagnet & Anderson, 2019).

Conference�of�parties�(25)�and�its�outcomes

1. Conference of parties – Article 6 of PA (Carbon market)

At the United Nations climate negotiations in Madrid in December 2019, interna-
tional carbon trading under Article 6 was a hot topic (COP25). Negotiations on 
carbon markets pushed last year’s climate discussions in Katowice, Poland, into 
overtime, leaving the rulebook of Article 6 of the Paris Agreement unfinished. 
Countries attempted to finalise the last remaining component of the rulebook in 
Madrid (COP25: Tracking progress on the path to implementing the Paris Agree-
ment, 2019). At COP25, the parties were close to agreeing on the guidelines for 
Article 6.2. The draft judgement texts from all three streams were also converted 
into logical structures with little repetition. 

On the other hand, the parties could not agree on some critical policy is-
sues regarding the modalities, processes, and guidelines under Article 6.4. Article 
6.4 – refers to market mechanisms in the carbon and emissions trading system 
through a centralised governance system known as SDM. Countries and private 
sector parties can trade through this system (Abdellatif, 2020). Countries have 
made significant progress in the following areas:

ITMOs are classified in different ways (e.g. as accurate, verified, and 
 additional)

Parties that choose to participate in cooperative methodologies under Arti-
cles 6.2 and 6.4 are accountable for their participation. 

Parties that use non-GHG indicators or have emissions intensity targets (in-
stead of absolute reduction targets) are eligible to participate in procedures 6.2 
and 6.4 (see e.g. Kumar, 2020; Obergassel et al., 2020). The use of appropriate 
adjustments (i.e., accounting techniques that ensure that mitigation outcomes 
are not double counted when transferred between parties). The inclusion of dif-
ferent types of NDCs, such as annual vs. multi-year NDCs and greenhouse gas 
vs. non-greenhouse gas indicators. More than 30 nations, led by Costa Rica and 
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 Switzerland, including the United Kingdom, Germany, France, and several Pacific 
Island countries, published the San Jose Principles for High Ambition and Integ-
rity in International Carbon Markets in the final days of the talks. They urged for 
a set of rules under Article 6 that at least provides for the following:

Ensures the integrity of the environment and enables the most ambitious re-
duction targets possible.

Ensures global emissions reductions that go beyond zero-sum offsetting and 
helps accelerate the reduction of global greenhouse gas emissions.

Pre-2020 units, Kyoto units, allowances and any underlying reduction to-
wards the Paris Agreement and other international targets are prohibited.

Ensures that there is no double counting and that all market-based approaches 
to achieving international climate targets are subject to appropriate  modification.

Collects, tracks, and shares the information needed for comprehensive and 
transparent accounting through centralised and publicly accessible infrastructure 
and processes.

Contributes to the development of measurable and predictable financial re-
sources for DCS. Parties that are particularly vulnerable to the negative impacts 
of climate change must pay for adaptation expenditures (Galarraga et al., 2011).

2. Conference of parties – L&D

The COP took place at the same time as the WIM for L&D in connection with 
the effects of climate change. Therefore, L&D played an important role in the talks 
(Puig et al., 2019). This situation was particularly pronounced when it came to 
L&D, which was a stumbling block in the discussions. Numerous delegates from 
nations emphasised that L&D finance will either “make or break” the COP. Several 
emerging economies, particularly SIDS and LDCs, called for new and additional 
funding to compensate them for the impacts of climate change they are experi-
encing. 

Nevertheless, several delegations diverted the talks in the negotiating rooms 
away from the financing of L&D. According to the Global Campaign for Climate 
Justice, Australia and the United States have continued to “block and undermine 
the demands of poor nations” (see e.g. Jenkins, 2018) and have not responded 
to the concrete recommendations for a new L&D fund. Instead of providing 
much-needed cash and compensation, the focus was on forming a task force or 
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expert group to focus on information sharing and discourse on loss, damage, and 
risk analyses (Shawoo, 2019). The main outcomes of COP25 for L&D were as 
 follows:

New and additional funding is urgently needed to tackle L&D and this needs 
to be increased.

Improved institutional arrangements to facilitate action and assistance in the 
event of damage.

In short, developing countries called for an improved and strengthened WIM 
that could enable action and support for developing countries in their attempts to 
address L&D related to the negative impacts of climate change through a coordi-
nated effort by the G77 and China.

Wealthy nations urgently need to increase their funding and provide new and 
additional resources.

Stronger links between the ExCom and the Convention’s Standing Commit-
tee on Finance (SCF). In particular with regard to feedback on the SCF’s proposed 
advice to the Convention’s financial institutions.

There is a direct link between the ExCom and the GCF to support nations in 
identifying and raising available funding for L&D (see e.g. Serdeczny, 2018).

By next year, an expert group on action and support will be set up within the 
ExCom to focus on improved action and support.

The Santiago Network for L&D Management provides direct technical assis-
tance to developing countries to address L&D. 

It is worth noting that the WIM review decision includes provisions for link-
ages to the SCF and GCF, as well as to COP and CMA decisions on finance, in 
particular the SCF and GCF, which should support the WIM’s efforts to improve 
these linkages. The overarching COP decision (1/CP.25) contains an overarching 
requirement that encourages international entities, including financial institu-
tions, to continue to support the development and implementation of initiatives 
to avert, minimise and remedy the adverse effects of climate change (Pierre-Na-
thoniel et al., 2019).

3. Conference of parties – Common timeframes

The parties were unable to agree on the necessary standards for the content of 
the NDCs in the run-up to the Paris Summit. As a result, the NDCs currently 
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differ significantly in many respects, including the time periods they cover. While 
some Parties’ NDCs set a target date of 2025, the majority set 2030, and some 
set much longer timeframes. COP21 therefore mandated the CMA to consider 
standard timeframes at its first session. As a result, it was decided at the Katowice 
conference that the NDCs for the period after 2030 should correspond to a stan-
dard timeframe, although the parties could not agree on a specific plan. COP24 
therefore mandated the SBI to further examine the issue (Obergassel et al., 2020). 
At COP25, states debated – several alternatives for expected timeframes (see e.g. 
Common timeframes for nationally determined contributions under Article 4, 
paragraph 10 of the Paris Agreement, 2019) for the implementation of climate 
action plans (Evans & Gabbatiss, 2019), but did not agree. 

One of the main debates at COP25 was whether countries should “update” 
their original NDC targets by COP26, five years after it began, in light of new 
events during that time. States debated whether paragraphs 23 and 24 of decision 
1/CP.21, which define the Paris ambition process, are sufficient to call for an up-
date for 2020. Compared to Katowice, however, the SBI talks at COP25 showed a 
clear shift in the Parties’ stance on this issue. In Katowice, there was little sense of 
urgency to make a decision. In Madrid, the parties pushing for the fastest possible 
decision far outweighed the procrastinators. 

Several Parties and organisations, notably the LDCs, the African Group and 
the EIG (see e.g. Hjerpe & Linner, 2010; Stephenson et al., 2019), have also stat-
ed that NDC endpoints should be distributed at five-year intervals rather than 
longer periods and disseminated in the 5+5 pattern suggested by the Dynamic 
Contribution Cycle. The lack of movement on this issue during COP25 sparked 
outrage and prompted Brazil to make a formal request in the SBI plenary to give 
this agenda item more time in future sessions to resolve Glasgow. Civil society 
has also loudly expressed its dismay at the lack of progress on the timeframe issue 
(Sharma et al., 2020).

4. Conference of parties – Finance

In December, financing climate adaptation for vulnerable countries was one of the 
main topics at the United Nations Climate Summit in Madrid, Spain, alongside re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions. As climate-related disasters such as rising seas, 
rising temperatures, severe droughts and floods increase, scientists estimate that 
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between 110 and 275 billion US dollars will be needed annually to protect vulner-
able populations. Gustavo Alberto Fonseca, the GEF’s Program Director, told a 
group of journalists during the 25th Conference of the Parties to the UN Climate 
Change Conference (COP25) that financial mechanisms are crucial to address the 
challenges associated with strengthening the resilience of developing countries to 
the impacts of climate change (Abano, 2019). 

At the UN Climate Change Conference COP25 in Madrid, the Coalition of 
Finance Ministers for Climate Action presented the Santiago Action Plan, which 
aims to accelerate their countries’ transition to a low-carbon and climate-resilient 
economy (see e.g. Malpass, 2020). It was established in April 2019, with mem-
bers endorsing six principles – the so-called “Helsinki Principles” – that promote 
national climate action, primarily through carbon pricing, macro-fiscal policies, 
public budgeting, and financial sector activities.  Argentina, Austria, Bangladesh, 
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Finland, Fiji, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Gua-
temala, Iceland, Côte d’Ivoire, Ethiopia and signed the Helsinki Principles and the 
Santiago Plan of Action, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Kenya, Latvia, Lith-
uania, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Mexico, Monaco, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Paraguay, Philippines, Poland, Por-
tugal, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Tonga, Uganda, United Kingdom 
and Uruguay (Araya & Moren, 2020).  

As part of the Coalition of Finance Ministers for Climate Action, 51 finance 
ministers reaffirmed their commitment to tackling climate change together in 
Madrid. The coalition aims to strengthen collective action on climate change and 
its impacts in six key policy areas, as set out in the six Helsinki Principles (see e.g. 
Lawlor and Morley, 2017). 

a. Align our policies and procedures with the obligations made under the 
Paris Agreement.

b. To offer mutual encouragement and enhance collective knowledge of 
policies and actions for climate change, we should share our experience 
and expertise.

c. Support the development of policies that result in effective carbon pricing.
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d. Macroeconomic policy, fiscal planning, budgeting, public investment man-
agement, and procurement procedures should all consider climate change.

e. Facilitate investments and establish a financial sector that supports cli-
mate mitigation and adaptation to mobilize private sources of climate 
funding.

f. Participate actively in the national planning and execution of the Par-
is Agreement NDC (Climate Action in Financial Institutions Initiative, 
2017).  

In addition, new financial pledges and contributions to the AF totaling around 
USD 90 million were made during COP25 by Germany, Ireland, Norway, Poland, 
Spain, Sweden and Switzerland, as well as by the governments of Brussels-Capital, 
Flanders and Wallonia and the provincial government of Quebec (Fernández & 
Pergolini, 2021). 

5. Conference of parties – Second periodic review

The long-term global goal is to keep the increase in the global average temperature 
well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels, while endeavoring to limit the tem-
perature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels, as this would significantly 
reduce the risks and impacts of climate change. The Parties have committed to 
regularly assessing the adequacy of the long-term global goal and progress to-
wards its realization (Periodic Review, 2021). 

In the adopted resolution, the countries agreed that the second periodic re-
view should be carried out in accordance with the applicable principles and arti-
cles of the Convention and on the basis of the best available scientific evidence (see 
e.g. Bäckstrand et al., 2017; Schleussner & Fyson, 2020) should improve Parties’ 
understanding of (i) the long-term global goal and the scenarios for achieving it 
in light of the ultimate objective of the Convention; (ii) the progress made in ad-
dressing information and knowledge gaps since the completion of the 2013–2015 
review, including the scenarios for achieving the long-term global goal and the 
range of associated impacts–; (iii) Challenges and opportunities for achieving the 
long-term global goal to ensure the effective implementation of the Convention; 
and B) Assessment of the overall impact of the steps taken by Parties to achieve the 
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long-term global goal towards the ultimate objective of the Convention (Raman, 
2020). 

The conclusion of the second periodic review during COP25 did not lead to 
a change or reinterpretation of the long-term global goal set out in Decision 10/
CP.21; the parties were also in agreement (The objective is to keep the increase 
in the global average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels 
and to take action to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industri-
al levels). Developing countries have pushed for a review of the overall progress 
and implementation of the Parties’ activities under the Convention and the KP 
in the period before 2020, while industrialised countries have argued that such a 
review is unnecessary. In other words, the disagreement centred on a bullet point 
on the roundtable on implementation and ambition before 2020 that took place at 
COP25. Two groups of emerging economies emphasised that pre-2020 work is an 
ongoing process and that the summary report “serves” rather than “served” as in-
put to the second session of the first meeting of the SED under the second periodic 
review. Members also debated whether and how to refer to the scope of the second 
periodic review (International Institute for Sustainable Development, 2021).

6. Conference of parties – Common metrics

A climate parameter must be selected to assess the impact, e.g. radiative forcing, 
temperature response. As a result, several options are required for the stages and 
the cause-effect chain from emissions to climate change and impacts. A modelling 
framework is required for each stage of the cause-effect chain (Schleussner et al., 
2019; Tanaka et al., 2021). As an alternative to models that explicitly include phys-
ical processes that lead to forces and reactions, simpler measurements or met-
rics based on insights from complicated models can be used for assessments and 
judgements. Metrics are used to assess the contributions of different components 
to climate change and can therefore be used as “exchange rates” in multi-com-
ponent policies or comparisons of emissions from different regions/countries or 
sources/sectors (Common metrics, 2021). 

The reduction target of the Paris Agreement is listed in Article 4 and aims 
to formulate the long-term temperature target of the Paris Agreement. It also re-
fers to achieving net-zero GHG emissions in the second half of the twenty-first 
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century. The most fantastic research available on emission routes consistent with 
achieving the long-term temperature target of the Paris Agreement would deter-
mine when net-zero GHG emissions will be achieved. The timeline for achieving 
net-zero greenhouse gas emissions in relation to the global average temperature 
target depends on the measurement used to account for the different greenhouse 
gases (Fuglestvedt et al., 2018). The Paris Agreement does not specify a clear mea-
sure for accounting. However, this situation does not mean that the measure is 
undefined. The use of GWP100, which was agreed as the default metric for in-
vestigation under the UNFCCC, adopted at COP2 in 1996 for Annex I countries 
and 2002 for all states, was first introduced in the IPCC First Assessment Report 
in 1990, subject to a special report on radiative forcing in 1994, with the use of 
GWP100 as the common metric for reporting under the UNFCCC agreed at 
COP2 in 1996 for Annex I countries and 2002 for all states. Since then, GWP100 
has been used as the basis for assessing mitigation options and net-zero targets, 
including in the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report of 2007. 

The mitigation pathways assessed in IPCC AR5 Working Group III (IPCC 
2014) provided the scientific basis for the Paris Agreement and its Article 4.1, and 
they were all published using GWP100 metrics. As the Paris Agreement is based 
on current research and linked to the UNFCCC, it is only natural that GWP100 
assesses the Agreement. Assessing the consequences of using alternative metrics 
in the context of the global mitigation architecture outlined in Article 2.1a and 
4 of the Paris Agreement can also provide helpful insights into the alignment of 
metrics with the Agreement (Climate Analytics, 2019). 

During COP25, negotiations continued in camera and focussed on more 
specific Article 6.2 concerns. These included how to deal with NDCs based on 
non-GHG metrics, the timing of such changes, whether adjustments should be 
made annually or over longer periods, and NDC calculation techniques. The sec-
ond draft of the text arrived late on the Saturday of the first week. The goal of the 
drafters was to get the language to the point where only the essential components 
requiring policy decisions remained: Limits and safeguards; metrics (whether Ar-
ticle 6 methods should use tonnes of CO2 only or other metrics as well). 

Observers and Parties found the material in the metric question  sections during 
the COP25 discussion to be inconsistent and poorly written (The  International 
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Emissions Trading Association, 2019). In addition, Clifford Mahlung (Jamaica) 
and Riccardo de Lauretis (Italy) facilitated informal meetings and presented draft 
text on common metrics for calculating the carbon equivalence of greenhouse 
gases. A group of DCS stated that they were not in a position to reach an inter-
nal Agreement. Several parties expressed their dissatisfaction, and co-facilitator 
Mahlung proposed to revisit the issue of default metrics at either SBSTA 52 or 55. 
The parties were unable to reach an agreement (Earth Negotiations Bulletin, A 
Reporting Service for Environment and Development Negotiations, 2019).

7. Conference of parties – Gender action plan

The improved GAP sets targets and activities in five key areas to improve knowl-
edge and understanding of gender-specific climate action (see e.g. Sauer and Stieß, 
2021). It is about consistent inclusion in the implementation of the UNFCCC and 
the work of Parties, the Secretariat, UN agencies and all stakeholders at all levels, 
as well as the full, equal, and meaningful participation of women. Gender aspects 
could be incorporated into the Paris Agreement of 2015 and several UNFCCC 
resolutions, such as the Lima Work Programme on Gender (LWP) of 2014 and 
its extension in 2016, the GAP of 2017 and the Enhanced LWP and GAP in 2019. 
The first phase of implementation of the LWP and GAP was reviewed at COP25 
in Madrid in 2019 (Granat et al., 2020). 

At the UN Climate Change Conference COP25 in Madrid last December, 
countries took action to advance a more gender-equitable strategy for climate 
action by adopting a comprehensive enhanced Lima Work Program on Gender 
Equality (LWPG) and GAP, which sets out the activities that countries and the in-
ternational community as a whole can and will take to achieve this goal. Ministeri-
al officials from Costa Rica, Colombia, Egypt, Germany, Luxembourg, and Spain, 
chaired by a former Irish President at a high-level meeting hosted by the COP 
Presidency and Germany, reaffirmed the need for nations to agree on an ambi-
tious expanded GAP (see e.g. Advances for Gender Equality at COP25 – WEDO, 
2019). It is not a slogan to say that it is time to act, and it is a choice. It is a moral 
demand. Therefore, it is crucial to include gender perspective in climate policies, 
explained COP President Carolina Schmidt during the meeting (Strengthened 
5-year Action Plan on Gender Adopted at COP25, 2020).
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To summarize, the COP25 women gender constituency (WGC) called par-
ties to:

a. Ensure that climate action is founded on human rights and is gender bal-
anced.

b. Make a transition that is fair for everyone.
c. Ascertain that climate ‘solutions’ are gender balanced.
d. Health, particularly sexual and reproductive health, and rights, should be 

promoted.
e. Break free from the shackles of fossil fuels and unreliable energy systems.
f. Invest in social and environmental solutions instead of war and polluting 

energy.
g. People, not profit, should be taken into consideration.
h. Encourage the democratic use of energy.
i.  Ecological food systems must be protected.
j. Ecosystem-based methods should guide.
k. Ensure the long-term viability of fisheries and aquaculture.
l. Recognize that water is essential to life (Key demands COP25, 2020). In 

June 2022, the updated GAP will evaluate, and the improved Lima Work 
Program on Gender (LWPG) will evaluate in December 2024 (Cooke, 
2020).

8.  Conference of parties – Koronivia joint work on 
agriculture

The KJWA is a historic UNFCCC decision that recognizes the unique potential 
in the fight against climate change: (Koronivia Joint Work on Agriculture | Food 
and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, 2021). The primary objective 
of the KJWA should be to improve the enforcement of the Convention and the 
Paris Agreement. The objective should clarify that the activities of the KJWA will 
guide food security, gender equality and human rights. The objective should rep-
resent the shared nature of the KJWA between SBI and SBSTA, drive science and 
technology advice, and inform and catalyze implementation (see e.g. Hönle et al., 
2018). The following activities can be carried out:
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a. Commission the Secretariat to do a quick landscape analysis of the activ-
ities of other UNFCCC bodies on agriculture in SB 48.

b. SB 48: Direct the Secretariat to quickly evaluate possible implementation 
methods, current financing requirements, and environmental and social 
protections.

c. Requested submissions and held technical expert meetings on the new 
topics for COP24 through COP25 in order to (1) examine good practices, 
(2) identify gaps in technical guidance and means of implementation, (3) 
consider critical criteria to guarantee environmental and social integrity, 
and (4) recommend response, including by other bodies under the Con-
vention, to close those gaps (UNFCCC, 2018). 

By December 2019, Madrid, Spain – At the United Nations Climate Change Con-
ference (COP25) in Madrid, NAP-Ag partner countries and members of the global 
team came together to share countries’ experiences in integrating the agricultural 
sector into national climate policies, as well as international commitments such 
as the KJWA (United Nations Development Programme, 2019). At COP25, gov-
ernments recognised the “full potential of improved productivity to contribute to 
food security, resilience and adaptation benefits, and to increase carbon sinks” and 
pointed out that continued engagement of financial institutions is crucial to en-
sure more action on the ground. Brenda, a young farmer from South Africa, and 
Francisco, a farmer from Chile, represented KJWA. Brenda farms a total of 1,000 
hectares, divided between animals (cattle, goats, pigs and game) and crops (cereals 
and vegetables) (COP25: A happy family in Koronivia, 2019). 

In addition, the delegates from the various parties discussed the lessons 
learnt from the Koronivia road map and the KJWA. Fahmuddin Agus (Indone-
sia, representative of the ASEAN Negotiators Group on Agriculture) described 
how his group has harmonized its positions within the framework of the KJWA 
and is applying for funding from the GCF for the preparations. Herwig Ranner 
(EU) emphasized that there are different forms of support from the UNFCCC 
and UN agencies, that there are no “one size fits all” solutions for resilience and 
sustainability, that more research is needed, and that stakeholder involvement 
is important. Julia Wolf, FAO, and Janie Rioux, GCF, highlighted the lessons 
learnt from Koronivia and how they could help in further discussions at COP25. 
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The  workshops, Wolf said, have succeeded in identifying needs, gaps and con-
straints and building trust. She explained that the FAO supports knowledge 
sharing by facilitating exchanges, providing technical assistance and facilitating 
exchanges (Earth Negotiations Bulletin is a division of the International Institute 
for Sustainable Development, 2021).

COP26�and�its�outcomes

1. Finance for climate adaptation

The Paris Agreement includes a global target for adapting to the effects of climate 
change. At COP26, new financial pledges were made to support DCS in achiev-
ing this goal. To achieve the adaptation finance goals, every company, financial 
 institution, bank, insurer and investor must change. Countries need to come to 
grips with the increasing impact of climate change on their citizens, and they need 
the means to do so. The Glasgow Climate Pact, while imperfect, has taken import-
ant steps to close this gap. 

It includes the unprecedented goal that development cooperation will double 
the funds it provides for adaptation to climate change by 2025, increasing them to 
around 40 billion dollars per year. The increase in AF is widely regarded as one of 
the successes of COP26. More than $450 million has announced for “locally-led 
adaptation approaches” and the AF has received a record $356 million in new 
pledges. At COP26, donors pledged $413 million to the LDC Fund, which is man-
aged by the GEF and is “the only climate resilience fund focused exclusively on 
LDCs” (What does COP26 mean for adaptation?, 2021).

2. Loss and damage

The delegates gathered in Glasgow negotiated on a number of issues related to 
transparency and reporting and L&D on which no agreement could be reached at 
the previous COP. The most important of these issues are the financing of L&D, 
the governance of the international Warsaw Mechanism and the operationalisa-
tion of the Santiago L&D Network, which was established in 2019 to catalyse tech-
nical assistance to avert, minimise and manage L&D in vulnerable DCS (Puig & 
Roberts, 2022). The CMA approved resolutions to establish the Santiago  Network 
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under the WIM for damage and loss. The Santiago Network will “catalyse” tech-
nical assistance to avert, minimise and manage L&D in developing countries 
vulnerable to climate change. The decisions did not include any financial commit-
ments (COP26 Summary Report, 2021).

3.  Market mechanisms and non-market approaches  
(Article 6) 

At COP26, countries agreed on new arrangements for market mechanisms and 
non-market approaches under Article 6 (see also Asadnabizadeh and Moe, 2024; 
Asadnabizadeh, 2024). The first set of market-based instruments is a co-operation 
that leads to a transfer of emission reductions between countries – from the coun-
try that has achieved the reduction to the country that will buy that reduction. The 
instruments are designed to enable and incentivize private sector participation. 
Under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement and non-market-based approaches, coun-
tries can work together to achieve mitigation and adaptation as well as sustainable 
development and poverty reduction (COP26 Summary Report, 2021). 

5.4  �Summary�and�conclusion�in�plain�language:�Is�
the decision-making architecture of the Paris 
Agreement a mirage, a dummy or reality 

The main objective of this chapter was to explore the main question of this study, 
namely how the Paris Agreement as a global decision on the politics of climate 
change negotiations is actually structured and what will be the politics of imple-
menting the Paris decision in the future phase? In order to provide a conceptual 
framework for this question and to find a different approach to the Paris Agree-
ment at the level of global climate policy, the author has started to critically exam-
ine, analyse, and discuss COP22, COP23, COP24, COP25 and COP26 as well as 
the main provisions of the COPs in the implementation process. 

The author has analysed the extent to which the Paris Agreement is a mirage, 
a dummy, or a real architecture for decision-making on global climate change. To 
understand this, in addition to the previous chapters and analyses, the author has 
focused on the most important criterion, namely the implementation phase and 
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its complex provisions defined by the PA architecture under the UNFCCC (see 
Table 6).

With the help of this table, the author attempts to clarify the complicated 
relationship between the provisions of the COP and the future phase of the Paris 
Agreement on global climate change. The information from the table shows that 
the architecture of the Paris Agreement on climate change is formed by the 5 main 
provisions such as Article 6 and the carbon market, financial mechanisms, trans-
parency, GST, and mitigation. These rules play an important role from COP22 to 
COP23. From COP24 to COP25, the architecture reflects the shift of key rules in 
global decision-making on climate change.

The transition from COP25 to COP26 is a more far-reaching change com-
pared to COP22 and the starting point for reshaping the future architecture of 
global decision-making on climate change under the Paris Agreement. This anal-
ysis and conceptualization of the main rules implies that Article 6 and the carbon 
market and financing mechanisms are the most important criteria not only in the 
context of the first part of the research question of this study (i.e., what is the actual 
structure of the Paris Agreement as a global decision on climate change), but also 
in the second part (i.e., the future phase of the Paris decision) (see Table 6 for the 

Table 10. Major provisions of Implementation.

COP 22 23 24 25 26
Article 6 
and carbon 
market

Article 6 
and carbon 
market

Article 6 
and carbon 
market

Article 6 
and carbon 
market

Article 6 
and carbon 
market

Finance 
mechanisms

Finance 
mechanisms

Finance 
mechanisms

Finance 
mechanisms

Finance 
mechanisms

Transparency Transparency Transparency Loss and 
damageGlobal 

stocktake
Global 
stocktake

Global 
stocktake

Loss and 
damage

Loss and 
damage

Loss and 
damage

Source: Author own-constructed.
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use of these statements). As for the main conclusion of this study, the author ar-
gues that the main arguments and issues such as Global Climate Change Situation, 
Global Climate Change Decision Centre, Global Climate Change Decision Pro-
cess, Global Climate Change Decision: Paris Agreement, Implementation of Mega 
Conferences like Paris have been documented and analyzed. The Paris Agreement 
is an important part of the global climate problem. 

This agreement has played a decisive role in the run-up to and aftermath of 
global decision-making on climate change. It is important to understand the situa-
tion and process of global climate change in the past to assess the Paris decision and 
its progress in the post-Paris implementation phase. I have argued that the Paris 
Agreement embodies a “real architecture” in global decision-making on climate 
change, linking intergovernmental and integrated international decision-making. 
This approach – IID – is explained and expanded in detail in Chapters 1 to 5. 
In this section, the author considers these steps across 6  multidimensional1, in-
teractive2, emergent3, iterative4, dynamic5 and synergistic6 factors. Finally, this 
book leaves us with some conclusions. The Paris Agreement has created a real 
architecture for global decision-making on climate change, which the author calls 
“IID”, linking the 5 steps on three different axes (Figure 7). The step of explora-
tion, First, is defined by global climate change and the decision centre of global 
climate change. In both features, this step formally reviews and analyses the pre- 
and post-Paris agreement, which consists of areas with different functions. In the 
second step of the IID, the debate and analysis focus on the interpretation of the 
decision-making process and decision. How and under what conditions was this 
IID interpreted. Finally, the finalization step (considering the criteria that are cru-
cial for implementation) is important to understand the IID and to consider the 
Paris Agreement as a real architecture. 

One thing is clear, the focus of global climate change decisions from the Paris 
decision to Glasgow and beyond will be Article 6 and carbon market mechanisms. 

1 Multidimensional, means that each axis has several components or dimensions.
2. Means that each axis is dependent on all the others.
3. Means that IID is to be followed in the 3-axis as it arises and develops.
4. Means that the axes are recursive. That is, any or all axes can be repeated as often as necessary.
5. Dynamic means that the 3-axis is pulsating, energetic, lively, and exciting.
6. Means that the axis follows the basic principles of international cooperation.
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For those who analyze the stringency of the PA provisions and its implementation 
mechanism, international climate change negotiations are not always perfect, but 
the architecture of the Paris Agreement is a real opportunity for global climate 
change decision-making, especially implementation, which offers a better chance 
of achieving the main objective of the UNFCCC. 

Global
Climate
Change
Situation

Exploration Step

Interpretation steps

Global
Climate
Change
Decision
Centre

Decision

Implementation

Finalization step

Decision
making
process

Figure 7. Overview of the 3-axis model for intergovernmental integrated 
decision.
Source: Author own-constructed.
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