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The climate change battle in Paris

Civil Society Review of INDCs
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chance of keeping it below 2°C.

Key Findings
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Article 2.1 enhances implementation of the Convention, strengthening the global response to the threat
of climate change, in the context of sustainable
the need for a vast expansion

development and efforts to eradicate poverty. Parties

of international finance, tech-

agreed that this would include:

nology and capacity-building
support. This underscores the

“(a) Holding the increase in the global average

importance of a cooperative ap-

temperature to well below 2 °C above pre-industrial

proach between developed and

levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature

developing countries to enable

increase to 1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels, recog-

scaled-up ambition.

nizing that this would significantly reduce the risks
and impacts of climate change;

❙❙ A lthough climate finance is
critical for developed countries

(b) Increasing the ability to adapt to the adverse im-

to deliver their fair shares,

pacts of climate change and foster climate resilience

there is a striking lack of

and low greenhouse gas emissions development, in a

clear commitments. Massively

manner that does not threaten food production; and

scaled-up international public
finance is required to support

(c) Making finance flows consistent with a pathway

developing countries’ efforts,

towards low greenhouse gas emissions and cli-

including finance to deliver the

mate-resilient development.”

conditional offers from developing countries. In addition,

A key issue throughout the negotiations was whether

significantly increased public

and how the principle of CBDR-RC will be operation-

climate finance is needed to

alized. While developed countries challenged the

meet the cost of adaptation,

principle itself, insisting that the Agreement reflect

and to cover loss and damage

the “evolving economic and emission trends” of

in developing countries, par-

countries in the post-2020 timeframe, developing

ticularly for the most vulner-

countries consistently argued that given the histor-

able.

ical emissions of developed countries, they should
continue to take the lead in emission reductions and
in helping developing countries with the provision of
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building as
agreed under the UNFCCC.
At the 2014 COP meeting in Lima, where CBDR-RC was
also hotly contested, Parties committed to reaching
an ambitious agreement in Paris that reflects the
principle of CBDR-RC, in light of different national
circumstances. This was the ‘landing-zone’ arrived
at with regard to the CBDR principle, following the
China-United States joint statement on emissions
that accordingly found its way into the Paris Agreement.
This gain for developing countries is captured in
Article 2.2 that states, “This Agreement will be implemented to reflect equity and the principle of common
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but differentiated responsibilities and respective

Developing countries also wanted the focus to be on

capabilities (CBDR-RC), in the light of different na-

adaptation and finance and to ensure that the global

tional circumstances.” It also means that developed

response is in “the context of sustainable develop-

countries can invoke their own national circum-

ment and efforts to eradicate poverty.”

3

stances.
Throughout the four years of work leading to the

Nationally Determined Contributions:
“Bottom-up” climate actions

Paris Agreement, the purpose itself remained contentious. Developing countries were adamant that it

The Agreement obligates all Parties “to undertake

must not “rewrite, replace or reinterpret the Conven-

and communicate ambitious efforts” through in-

tion.” The G77 and China, including its sub-groups

tended nationally determined contributions (INDCs).

especially the Like-minded Developing Countries and

These efforts “will represent a progression over time,

the African Group, consistently stressed that the pur-

while recognizing the need to support developing

pose of the Agreement is to enhance implementation

country Parties for the effective implementation of

of the Convention on mitigation, adaptation, finance,

this Agreement” (Article 3). This is fundamentally

technology transfer, capacity building, and transpar-

different from a science-based “top-down” approach

ency of action and support.

where an aggregate of GHG emissions reduction is
multilaterally determined, to be shared among devel-

Developed countries, on the other hand, appeared to

oped countries.

focus more on the ‘objective’ of the Agreement, which
was perceived by developing countries as a mitiga-

Developed countries had sought to make the Paris

tion-centric approach linked only to the temperature

Agreement mitigation-centric and to expand legal-

goal, with an attempt to weaken the link to the pro-

ly binding mitigation commitments to developing

visions and obligations of developed countries under

countries, especially emerging economies. Beginning

the Convention, especially on the means of imple-

at the 2009 COP in Copenhagen, the USA led the shift

mentation (finance, technology transfer and capac-

from a top-down approach to bottom-up nationally

ity building). Thus the reference to “enhancing the

determined actions. The Paris Agreement locks that

implementation of the Convention” is seen as another

in through Article 3 on INDCs. However, developing

gain for developing countries.

countries succeeded in making the scope of INDCs
comprehensive; thus Article 3 explicitly includes mit-

Although limiting temperature rise to well below

igation, adaptation, finance, technology development

2° C above pre-industrial levels was clear, reference

and transfer, capacity building, and a transparency

to efforts to limit the increase to 1.5° C is also seen as

framework for action and support.

a victory for developing countries, especially Small
Island Developing States (SIDS), Least Developed

Mitigation

Countries (LDCs), Africa and the countries of the
Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America

For the first time, developing countries have an inter-

(ALBA).

national obligation to take mitigation action, albeit
in a nationally determined way, and with means of
implementation provided by developed countries. By
contrast, the mitigation commitment of developed
countries is diluted compared to the UNFCCC and the

3	The first UNFCCC Principle (Article 3) states: “The Parties should
protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future
generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities
and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country

Kyoto Protocol. This came from a last minute replacement of ‘shall’ with ‘should’ regarding mitigation by
developed countries. At the ‘back room’ insistence
of the USA, the COP21 Presidency allowed this under

Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and

the guise of a technical correction during the final

the adverse effects thereof.”

plenary.
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