
Righteous	  Efforts	  –	  Equitable	  Effort	  Sharing	  in	  the	  	  
2015	  Climate	  Agreement	  

 
Conference Paper for the ISA Annual Convention 2015, New Orleans, 

18-21 February 2015 
 

Wolfgang Obergassel, Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment, 
Energy 

Hanna Fekete, New Climate Institute 
 

Work in progress – Comments greatly welcomed 
Please cite only after consultation with the authors 

Abstract 

Article 3.1 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
stipulates that “The Parties should protect the climate system (…) on the basis of 
equity and in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and 
respective capabilities.” However, so far Parties have been poles apart in their 
views on climate equity and these divisions are now once again coming to a head 
in the negotiations on a new comprehensive climate agreement that is to be 
adopted in 2015. Some Parties and groups of Parties such as the African Group 
have proposed to develop a common equity reference framework to guide and 
judge the contributions made by individual countries. This paper will analyse the 
views on international equity put forward by a number of key major emitters 
(Brazil, China, the EU, India, Japan, Mexico, South Africa, and the USA). The 
analysis aims to determine which effort-sharing criteria are being evoked by these 
Parties (such as responsibility, capability, equality, or cost-effectiveness) in the 
current negotiations based on their submissions to the UNFCCC and other public 
policy pronouncements. On this basis, the paper aims to determine whether there 
is scope for a convergence of views and possibly even a common equity reference 
framework. 

The analysis finds that there continue to be strong differences in countries’ 
positions, an agreement on one fixed approach is therefore highly unlikely. Most 
countries champion those principles that imply the most lenient efforts for 
themselves. Most developing countries emphasise the importance of historical 
responsibility and equality, which would yield very demanding emission 
reduction targets for industrialised countries. By contrast, industrialised countries 
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emphasise the growing current emissions and capabilities of the rapidly 
industrialising developing countries, an approach which would lead to more 
demanding mitigation requirements for these countries. 

The current process on the way towards the 2015 climate agreement as decided at 
the Lima conference does not foresee any guidance on the equitable contribution 
of countries under the UNFCCC, nor will countries’ individual contributions to be 
assessed. In proposing their intended contributions, countries are, however, called 
on to explain why these constitute a fair share of the global effort. The Paris 
process until Paris will thus yield a more detailed and quantified collection of 
countries’ positions on effort sharing than has so far been available. This 
collection might serve as starting point for laying down the parameters for the 
next round of negotiations. 
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Introduction 

The need to balance ambitious action with the differences in responsibilities and 
capabilities of countries has been at the core of climate negotiations ever since the 
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was agreed in 1992. 
Art. 3.1 of the Convention stipulates that, “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 
Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects 
thereof.” 

The UNFCCC operationalised this principle in a binary approach by dividing 
countries into two groups. The traditional industrialised countries were listed in 
Annex I of the Convention and were supposed to bear the largest share of the 
global effort. As a first step, they were to return their emissions of greenhouse 
gases (GHGs) to 1990 levels by 2000 (UNFCCC Art. 4.2(b)). In addition, they 
committed to providing financial, technological and capacity building support to 
developing countries. And while the UNFCCC commits all Parties to take 
measures against climate change, it stipulates that, “The extent to which 
developing country Parties will effectively implement their commitments under 
the Convention will depend on the effective implementation by developed country 
Parties of their commitments under the Convention related to financial resources 
and transfer of technology and will take fully into account that economic and 
social development and poverty eradication are the first and overriding priorities 
of the developing country Parties.” (UNFCCC Art. 4.7) Subsequently, the Kyoto 
Protocol to the UNFCCC adopted in 1997 set legally binding emission targets for 
developed countries but not for developing countries. 

This binary approach to equity proved a faultline from the start. The absence of 
commitments for developing countries was one main reason why the US never 
ratified the Kyoto Protocol. And while all other industrialised countries did ratify 
Kyoto, the US was nonetheless not alone in its desire for stronger participation by 
developing countries. With the first commitment period of the Protocol ending in 
2012, all industrialised countries tied their willingess of making new 
commitments for the post-2012 period to the willingness of developing countries 
to increase their efforts. Developing countries for their part conceded to take 
increased nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs), but insisted that 
these should be voluntary while industrialised countries should continue with 
legally binding commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. The 2009 Copenhagen 
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conference thus failed to produce the aimed-for comprehensive and legally 
binding climate agreement. The Cancún Agreements ultimately adopted one year 
later included pledges by all major emitters, but only in a non-legally binding 
form. 

The 2011 Durban conference opened a new page. The conference established the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP) with 
the aim to "develop a protocol, another legal instrument or an agreed outcome 
with legal force under the Convention applicable to all Parties" (emphasis by 
authors), to be adopted by 2015 and to become applicable from 2020 (UNFCCC, 
2011a). Whilst the climate convention is almost universal, the reference within the 
ADP to all parties and legal force is understood to refer to (but not be limited to) 
the question of mitigation commitments. However, the basic dilemma remains: 
How to ensure adequate action by all Parties that is sufficient to prevent 
dangerous climate change and at the same time ensure a fair and equitable 
distribution of effort. 

The perception of fairness and equity in the context of greenhouse gases reduction 
targets depends on the type of target and its level of ambition. Further, the design 
of the process to agree on the targets and revise them can be perceived more or 
less equitable (Vieweg, Sterk, Hare, Hagemann, & Fekete, 2014). Over the last 
one and a half decades, an ever-growing body of literature on “effort-sharing,” 
“burden sharing” or “resource allocation” approaches has attempted to answer the 
question of the level of ambition via calculating “fair shares” of emission 
reductions (collectively referred to as “effort sharing” in the following).  

The paper analyses the views on international equity put forward by a number of 
key major emitters (Brazil, China, the EU, India, Japan, Mexico, South Africa, 
and the USA). The analysis aims to determine which effort-sharing criteria are 
being evoked by these Parties (such as responsibility, capability, equality, or cost-
effectiveness) in the current negotiations based on their submissions to the 
UNFCCC and other public policy pronouncements.  

This paper describes an analytical framework for positions on effort sharing and 
subsequently applies it to countries’ positions. On this basis, the paper aims to 
determine whether there is scope for a convergence of views and possibly even 
anchoring this in the new agreement, e.g. as an “equity reference framework”.  
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1 Effort Sharing Literature 

Effort sharing approaches have the objective to distribute necessary emission 
reductions among countries or regions, converting certain general principles of 
equity or cost-efficiency into quantitative indicators. Effort sharing studies usually 
take two steps: First they start by defining a global emission pathway or level of 
aggregate GHG emissions that is in line with a certain temperature or CO2 
concentration target (in most cases 2°C and 400 – 450 ppm CO2). Second, they 
apply a set of calculations based on rules and assumptions that distribute this level 
of aggregate GHG emissions to the country or region level. The results are 
national and/or regional emission pathways or emission levels for specific years.  

It is important to note that, depending on the rules applied, the results are not 
necessarily in line with a cost effective distribution of emission reductions from a 
global planning perspective. In order to ensure that a globally cost effective 
emission reduction pathway can be achieved, the trading of emission allowances 
or other sorts of financial transfers can be undertaken between countries. A clear 
differentiation between emission allocation pathways/targets and the actual 
emission reduction pathway that a country will follow in the end is essential.  

In this section1 we provide a short description of the main principles that have 
been identified in the past as common elements within existing effort-sharing 
approaches. These principles help understand the diversity of equity 
considerations and other principles considered for effort-sharing (Section 1.1). 
Moreover, we show what implications the effort-sharing approaches have on the 
distribution of emission reduction targets per region (Section 1.2). 

1.1 Dimensions of effort-sharing 

Höhne, den Elzen & Escalante have identified four main effort-sharing or 
allocation dimensions found repeatedly in the literature: responsibility, equality, 
capability and cost-effectiveness. In effort-sharing calculations, these are either 
regarded separately or combined (Höhne, den Elzen, & Escalante, 2013). The 
figure below shows how these dimensions can be combined leading to seven 
categories of effort sharing approaches.  

In comparison to the other three dimensions, cost effectiveness cannot be regarded 
as an equity principle in a strict sense. However, since a number of approaches 

                                                
1 The section is largely based on (Höhne et al., 2013) and earlier work (Moltmann et al., 2010) 
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have used it to undertake effort-sharing calculations we have included it here as 
an effort-sharing dimension. The following sections describe the four dimensions 
further. 

As observed in the figure, certain dimensions are more frequently combined in 
effort-sharing calculations than others: This includes “equal cumulative per capita 
emissions” and “responsibility, capability and need”, including approaches that 
put a high emphasis on historical responsibility while simultaneously taking 
account of the capabilities. The “staged approaches" category summarises 
approaches that combine all four dimensions.  

Fig. 1: Seven Categories of Effort-Sharing Approaches 

Responsibility

Capability
Need

Cost effectiveness

Equality

Equal cumulative per	  
capita emissions

Responsibility,	  
capability and need

Staged
approaches

 

Source:  (Höhne et al., 2013) 

1.1.1 Responsibility 

Responsibility represents “the historical contribution to global emissions or 
warming.” A large number of effort-sharing approaches include this principle in 
one way or another. Sometimes the beginning of industrialisation is used as a 
starting point; in other cases it is argued that historical contribution begins at the 
point when countries became aware of the climate change problem – often the 
year 1990 is used, which was also chosen as the reference year for the Kyoto 
Protocol. Together with capability, responsibility is one of the two principles that 
the UNFCCC directly refers to when mentioning that countries should take action 
according to “common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 
capabilities” (CBDR-RC). 
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1.1.2 Capability and Need 

Capability represents the availability of resources needed to implement mitigation 
measures. As with “historical responsibility” it originated from the UNFCCC 
request to Parties to take action according to “common but differentiated 
responsibilities and respective capabilities”. In many studies, capability is 
represented either by GDP (per capita) or the Human Development Index (HDI). 
Other approaches that address capabilities focus on “basic need” or emphasise the 
“right to development” of a particular country. These approaches argue that the 
less capable a country is, the more such a country should have a right to fulfil its 
basic needs first before undertaking an effort to reduce emissions. 

1.1.3 Equality 

Under the equality principle a group of approaches can be summarised that 
emphasise equal rights to development for each person in the world. In effort-
sharing approaches, this often translates into equal emission allowances allocation 
per person, i.e. that each person on the globe has the same right to emit as 
everybody else. This can either refer to one particular point in time (e.g. today) or 
to cumulative emissions over a time period (e.g. from 1990 till today).  

1.1.4 Cost Effectiveness 

Cost effectiveness is an effort-sharing dimension but not an equity principle like 
the other three principles above. Approaches that base effort-sharing on cost 
effectiveness allocate emissions on the basis of emission reduction potential: 
countries with a high cost-effective emission reduction potential have to undertake 
more action than countries with a low emission reduction potential. Marginal 
abatement costs, representing the additional costs for reducing emissions over a 
given baseline situation, are often used as a basis to determine this cost effective 
allocation of emission reductions. This dimension is highly contested, partially 
because past exercises to harmonise abatement costs across modelling groups 
have proven difficult as the numbers differ tremendously between them. 

These effort-sharing dimensions are reflected in actual effort-sharing approaches 
as can be found in literature. Höhne et al. (2013) provide an overview of how the 
dimensions are combined in different approaches. 

1.2 Quantitative implications of effort-sharing 

Höhne et al. (2013) have reviewed the latest effort-sharing calculations available. 
An overview of the implications on emission allowances by region for the year 
2030 is provided in Fig. 2, which shows emission allowances in 2030 compared to 
emissions in 2010. For each region, the figure illustrates the range of results from 
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different studies considering effort sharing approaches within the seven 
categories. The graph furthermore shows the baseline emission projections found 
in the same studies. 

Fig. 2: Emission allowances by allocation category for 425-475 ppm CO2e, in 2030 
relative to 2010 emissions 
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Notes: minimum, 20th percentile, 80th percentile, maximum value. Number of data points in 
brackets. For the category “Responsibility, capability, need” the emission allowances in 
2030 are -106% to -128% (20th to 80th percentile) for OECD90 below 2010 level (therefore 
not shown here). EIT: Economies in Transition, MAF: Middle East and Africa, LAM: Latin 
America. For the OECD90 list, please refer to the IPCC definition 
http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/sres/emission/index.php?idp=149 

Source (Höhne et al., 2013). 

Assuming that the regions as defined in Fig. 2 represent well the individual 
countries which they contain, for the EU, Japan and the US as OECD90 countries, 
most approaches would mean roughly halfing current emissions by 2030. The 
most stringent approaches for these countries result from combination of 
responsibility and equality (equal cumulative per capita emissions), the 
consideration of capability is the most lenient approach for this group. Brazil as 
part of Latin America would need to reduce current emissions by approx. 20% - 
40%, with capability and a combination of responsibility, capability and need at 
the less stringent end of the range. Again, equal cumulative per capita emissions 
would require an even stronger decrease. China and India would need to peak and 
return emissions to today’s level by 2030 according to most effort sharing 
approaches. For these Asian countries, the approaches driven by capability would 
require the strongest reduction, while responsibility, capability and need as well as 
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equal cumulative per capita emissions are less stringent. South Africa falls into 
the region of Middle East and Africa, where all approaches still leave room for 
some growth of emissions. The categories capability and responsibility, capability 
and need are most generous for this region.  

Further, a number of interesting general observations for the effort-sharing debate 
under a global climate agreement in 2015 can be drawn from the figures and the 
calculations undertaken (text below is adapted from (Höhne et al., 2013)). 

• The way a principle is used in the calculation might be more 
important than the principle itself: The figures show large ranges for 
each principle as well as overlaps between the principle ranges. This 
implies that many times the assumptions made in the translation of a 
principle to quantifiable indicators are more important than the different 
principles themselves.  

• Effort-sharing outcomes under one category differ tremendously from 
the other approaches. “Responsibility, capability, need” as well as 
“Equal per capita accumulative emissions” lead to very low emission 
allocation to the region defined as OECD90 and the Economies in 
Transition (EIT). The reason for this lies with the fact that these 
approaches put a “heavy weight on the larger responsibility and capability 
of developed countries” (Höhne et al., 2013).  

• For low stabilisation levels financial transfers become more important 
to assure global efficiency. Financial transfers depend on the difference 
between the cost effective approach and any given effort sharing approach: 
A large difference hints at more financial transfer to make the overall 
global outcome cost effective. Approaches that would lead to large 
financial transfer volumes include the “Equal per capita cumulative 
emissions,” “Responsibility, capability and need” as well as some “Staged 
approaches” while approaches based on “equality” tend to lie in the same 
range as the “cost effective” approaches and therefore hint to less financial 
transfer required. 
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2 Country Positions on Equity in the Climate 
Negotiations 

This section summarises positions of seven major emitters on equity in the 
international climate negotiations: Brazil, China, European Union, India, Japan, 
South Africa and United States. 

2.1 Brazil 

From the beginning of the international climate negotiations, Brazil for a long 
time took a rather conservative non-commitment position. It argued that a 
country’s responsibility to reduce GHG emissions in the atmosphere depended 
upon its share in accumulative historical emissions and that basing any effort 
sharing decision on a country’s yearly emissions would underestimate developed 
countries’ contributions to climate change. Therefore, accumulative rather than 
yearly emissions should be the basis for decision-making on effort sharing. 

The Brazilian Proposal of 1997 stressed this point anew (UNFCCC (United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change), 1997). Brazil rejected 
binding as well as voluntary emission reduction commitments all throughout the 
1990s. Furthermore, it announced that it would not limit GHG emissions until the 
middle of the 21st century and called for strong action from developed countries to 
reduce emissions instead. With the largest share of emissions in Brazil stemming 
from agriculture, forestry and other land uses (AFOLU), the government knew 
that serious attempts to cut the country’s emissions would have to focus on this 
sector and feared negative political as well as economic consequences from 
commitments under the UNFCCC. Moreover, such commitments were criticized 
by many decision-makers for undermining Brazil‘s national sovereignty. In 
general, the focus was set on the short-term benefits of using natural resources 
instead of on long-term interests concerning deforestation (Climate Policy 
Watcher, n.d.; Held, Roger, & Nag, 2013; Viola, 2013). 

Events both at the international and the national level influenced Brazil to 
gradually change its position in international climate negotiations beginning in the 
mid-2000s. For landowners and agriculturalists, for instance, discussions of the 
inclusion of Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation 
(REDD+) into the Clean Development Mechanism or any other market 
mechanism as well as other options for payments related to avoided deforestation 
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opened up the chance of additional income for safeguarding their forests from 
deforestation. Also, the bioethanol industry regarded strong global mitigation 
commitments to be profitable as such commitments fuelled international demand 
for Brazilian ethanol. These developments led to a substantial reduction of 
opposition from parts of these group of actors and even encouraged strong support 
for REDD+ and own mitigation commitments, respectively (Kasa, 2013; Stigson, 
Buhr, & Roth, 2013a; Viola, 2013). 

Brazil was subsequently one of the first major developing countries to announce 
an emission target in run-up to the Copenhagen conference. It set itself the target 
to reduce its emissions by 36.1 to 38.9% in 2020 compared to a projected BAU 
scenario with the year 2005 as base year. In the BAU scenario, Brazilian 
emissions reach a total of 2.7 Gt CO2e in 2020. The voluntary emission reduction 
target implies a reduction to 1.8 Gt CO2e, about the same amount of emissions as 
Brazil had in 2009 (Viola, 2013). The target implies emission reductions of about 
1.21 Gt CO2e to 1.26 Gt CO2e per year, most of which are to result from a 
considerable decline in deforestation (Fekete, Mersmann, & Vieweg, 2013). 

At COPs 16 to 18 in Cancún, Durban and Doha in the years 2010 to 2012, Brazil 
in general continued focusing on its traditional alliance with the other BASIC 
countries: China, India and South Africa. These countries are highly dependent on 
fossil fuels – in stark contrast to Brazil. The BASIC alliance’s main aim remained 
the same as before: the continuation of emission reduction commitments for 
Annex I countries under the Kyoto Protocol post-2012 on the one hand and targets 
for non-Annex I countries no sooner than 2020. Nevertheless, Brazil strongly 
advocated commitments from non-Annex I countries from 2020 onwards inside 
the BASIC alliance and indicated in its statement to the conference in Durban that 
it would be willing to be legally bound if other large economies were, too 
(Wolfgang Sterk, Arens, Mersmann, Wang-Helmreich, & Wehnert, 2011; Viola, 
2013). 

At COP 19 in Warsaw, Brazil submitted a new version of its “Brazialian 
Proposal”, once more stressing that countries’ emission reduction contributions 
should be determined on the basis of their historical contribution to global 
temperature increase. This proposal got strong support from many developing 
countries (Herold, Cames, Siemons, Emele, & Cook, 2013; Wolfgang Sterk et al., 
2013; Wolfgang Sterk, Arens, Kreibich, Mersmann, & Wehnert, 2012).  

At COP 20 in Lima, Brazil tried to find a middle ground between the competing 
views of countries by submitting a proposal for “concentric differentiation”. 
Brazil envisaged a system of concentric circles, with Annex I countries placed in 
the middle adopting economy-wide absolute emission targets, and other countries 
placed in outer circles depending on their respective responsibilities and national 
capabilities and adopting intensity-based targets, targets defined as a deviation 
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from business as usual, per capita targets, or individual actions. All countries 
would be encouraged to move to the inner circle over time.2 

2.2 China 

When the UNFCCC was adopted in 1992 as the international body for negotiating 
global action on climate change, China was the third largest emitter in absolute 
terms but was still a poor, developing country, with low per capita GDP, a low 
ranking on the Human Development Index (HDI), and low per capita emissions. It 
was therefore classified as non-Annex I country and quickly allied itself with 
other developing countries, primarily the G77 (originally a group of 77 
developing countries that has since expanded to cover 133 developing countries). 
China’s early negotiating positions were characterized by a commitment to the 
principle of common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR). The importance 
of the principle has been underlined by China to argue against binding emission 
commitments for itself and other non-Annex I countries, and for technology 
transfer and financing of mitigation efforts by Annex I countries. 

China overtook the U.S.A. in 2006 as the world’s largest emitter and its per capita 
GDP grew, moving it into middle-income territory. Increasing international 
pressure at successive negotiating sessions, as well as domestic political changes 
such as the growing interest in renewables and the increasing air pollution 
problems, have led to a slight shift in China’s international negotiations stance. 
While still maintaining the CBDR principle, rejecting binding commitments for 
non-Annex I countries, and calling for the majority of action to be undertaken by 
Annex I countries, China appears increasingly willing to engage significant 
mitigation activities under an international framework. 

China supported the creation of the ad hoc working group on long-term 
cooperative action (AWG-LCA) at negotiations in Bali in 2007, signalling long-
term support for the UNFCCC process. The text of the AWG-LCA specifically 
mentions “Nationally appropriate mitigation actions by developing country Parties 
in the context of sustainable development, supported and enabled by technology, 
financing and capacity-building, in a measurable, reportable and verifiable 
manner” (IISD, 2007). Although China continued to resist binding emission 
reductions in international negotiations, support for the AWG-LCA indicated a 
shift to support of the long-term role of the UNFCCC and that China and other 

                                                
2 Views of Brazil on the Elements of the New Agreement under the Convention Applicable to All 

Parties, November 6, 
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/73_99_13060210465139368
2-BRAZIL%20ADP%20Elements.pdf 
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developing countries should begin contributing to quantifiable emission 
reductions, albeit with significant support from Annex I parties. 

China joined with the other BASIC countries to form a powerful bloc of the 
largest developing economies just prior to the Copenhagen negotiations. The 
group formed an alliance in order to jointly promote the principles of CBDR and 
emphasize the primary responsibility of developed countries, and to maintain the 
UNFCCC as the sole forum for negotiating a climate change agreement. China, in 
taking a hard-line stance against binding reduction commitments for developing 
countries, initially declined to put forward even voluntary commitments. 
However, this changed in 2009, as Premier Wen Jiabao announced China’s first 
GHG emission reduction target prior to the UNFCCC negotiations in Copenhagen 
in 2009. However, the Premier stressed that the target was “a voluntary action 
China has taken in the light of its national circumstances.” (People’s Daily Online, 
2009). Negotiations between the BASIC countries and the EU and US resulted in 
the Copenhagen Accord, in which the BASIC countries and other developing 
country parties put forward voluntary reduction commitments. However, the 
BASIC group maintained that the pledges were a political agreement, and not a 
binding commitment (Minas, 2013).   

In the Durban Platform negotiations, China has remained committed to 
maintaining a clear separation in responsibilities and commitments between 
Annex I and non-Annex I countries despite increasing amounts of domestic 
activity addressing climate change and its voluntary pledge under the Copenhagen 
Accord. Post-Copenhagen, China formed the “group of like-minded developing 
countries (LMDCs)” together with India, some other Asian countries such as 
Pakistan, OPEC countries such as Saudi Arabia as well as the left-leaning Latin 
American countries such as Bolivia and Venezuela. This group has so far strongly 
resisted any explicit or implicit dissolution of the traditional distinction between 
the Annexes.  

In its submission to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Durban Platform for 
Enhanced Action in 2012, China stressed that "The outcome of Durban Platform 
process shall be ‘applicable to all parties’ in the same manner as the Convention 
and its Kyoto Protocol, which shall by no means suggest or imply uniformity of 
responsibilities and obligations for all parties in terms of nature, content and 
magnitude,” and essentially threatened to shut down negotiations if parties 
attempted to weaken the CBDR principle, saying “any attempts to modify the 
Annexes of the Convention or to re-categorize developed and developing 
countries would delay progress in the Durban Platform process with nothing to 
come in the end" (China, 2012).  

China made substantial waves in November 2014 when it made a joint 
announcement with the US on the two countries’ contributions to the 2015 
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agreement. China declared that it was going to peak its emissions by 2030 and 
make best efforts to achieve an earlier peak. This was the first time China 
committed to an absolute limit to its emissions and also the first time ever the two 
largest emitters presented such a major joint initiative, marking a widely 
applauded departure from their historical finger-pointing. However, China has not 
yet given any indication at which level it intends to peak its emissions. 

At the subsequent Lima conference, China continued with its traditional 
negotiating stance as part of BASIC and of the LMDCs, rejecting all suggestions 
to submit developing countries contributions to the 2015 agreement to any kind of 
international assessment or negotiation. 

2.3 European Union 

The EU has historically seen itself as frontrunner in international climate policy 
and was one of the main driving forces behind the adoption and entry into force of 
the Kyoto Protocol. Success in the climate negotiations has historically hinged on 
the EU being able to form a “green group” with the Alliance of Small Island 
Developing States (AOSIS) and other progressive countries (Oberthür & Ott, 
1999). The EU was also the first Party who presented its intended commitment in 
the negotiations under the Bali Action Plan, hoping to jump-start others into 
following suit, in particular by offering the prospect of increasing the EU target 
from 20% to 30% in the framework of an international agreement with adequate 
levels of ambition by the other main emitters (Stigson et al., 2013a).  

At the same time, the EU, together with the other industrialised countries, has 
always supported the notion that according to the principle of common but 
differentiated responsibilities the climate regime should successively be expanded 
so as to include contributions from all countries, pointing in particular to the 
rapidly rising emissions from the emerging economy countries. While the 
negotiations under the Bali Action Plan proceeded on two tracks, a track on post-
2012 targets under the Kyoto Protocol and a separate track on new actions under 
the Convention, in the run-up to Copenhagen the EU took the position that the 
result of the negotiations should be a universal framework covering all emitters 
while integrating the key features of the Kyoto Protocol in respect of 
industrialised countries (W Sterk, 2010). The EU Commission provided 
illustrative calculations of an effort sharing method, which covered a wide range 
of indicators. The approach focuses on a short-term time horizon, and was only 
applied to Annex I countries (Hagemann, Moltmann, & Höhne, 2010). 

After the failure of the effort to achieve a comprehensive legally binding 
agreement under the Bali Action Plan in Copenhagen, the EU declared itself ready 
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to agree to a second commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol if in exchange 
there was agreement on launching a new round of negotiations to develop a 
comprehensive legally binding agreement. On this basis, the EU was able to form 
an alliance with AOSIS, the Least Developed Countries and other progressive 
countries at the Durban conference in 2011, and to ultimately achieve the 
adoption of the Durban platform in 2011 (W. Sterk, Arens, Mersmann, & Wang-
Helmreich, 2013). 

In the Durban platform negotiations, the EU has emphasised that “the 2015 
Agreement must be truly 'applicable to all'”, aiming to address 100% of global 
GHG emissions by ensuring participation and ambitious mitigation commitments 
by all countries. The EU has posited that the new agreement should be a new 
Protocol under the Convention with legally binding mitigation commitments by 
all Parties. The EU has maintained that mitigation commitments need to be 
differentiated according to the principles of the Convention, but those principles 
“must be applied in a dynamic way such that commitments are ambitious, fair and 
reflect the changed and changing responsibilities and capabilities of Parties” (EU, 
2013, p. 2f). Similar to the US and others, the EU has posited that it “cannot 
accept a static interpretation of CBDRRC that differentiates commitments of 
Parties according to a binary split based on the Annex to the Convention.” (EU, 
2014, p. 4) On climate finance, the EU similarly wants to gradually broaden the 
range of contributor countries, including emerging economies (EU, 2013, 2014). 

2.4 India 

India’s position in international climate policy is said to be dual, since on the one 
hand it is a “poor and developing economy with low levels of historical and per 
capita emissions” and on the other hand a “large and rapidly growing economy 
with rising emissions” (Dubash, 2012). Historically, India’s international climate 
policy position developed around the first perspective, claiming the right to 
develop and calling upon industrialised nations to meet their historical obligations 
(ibid.). 

In the early years of the UNFCCC process India was a strong actor in the climate 
negotiations and an important voice in the G77, allying with AOSIS and the EU in 
the negotiations on the Kyoto Protocol to push for ambitious agreements (so 
called Green Group). Based on its equity perspective, India has always been strict 
on a clear division of responsibilities between industrialised and developing 
countries. Consequently, India has argued against binding, quantitative emission 
mitigation commitments for developing countries. However, with growing 
emissions – India today is the world’s third largest emitter in absolute terms, 
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albeit with still very low per capita emissions – pressure on India has increased to 
contribute to mitigation.  

Under the Copenhagen Accord, the Government of India pledged to reduce the 
emissions intensity of its GDP by 20-25% by 2020 in comparison to the 2005 
level (Government of India, 2010). This pledge, however, is considered 
unambitious, as it could be achieved with India's current development pathway 
(Stigson, Buhr, & Roth, 2013b). Regarding the key drivers for India’s pledge, 
national as well as international circumstances have been identified: Nationally, 
India was driven by competitiveness and energy security reasons, while 
internationally, pressure on emerging economies and the intensity based target of 
China might have been pivotal (ibid.). Moreover, with help of this voluntary 
pledge, India was putting more pressure on industrialised countries to set more 
ambitious targets. 

In 2011 in Durban, India strongly opposed that a new treaty should include all 
countries in a legally binding agreement. The strong socio-economic differences 
among the G-77 have become more and more apparent and consequently the 
group is losing its coherence in the climate negotiations. India is currently part of 
the BASIC group and of the “Like-minded developing countries” group and has 
increasingly taken a defensive position, using equity “as a shield, not a sword” 
thus demanding ambitious, economy-wide emission reduction targets from others 
(developed countries) but not constructively exploring options to reach a new, 
ambitious agreement (D’Monte, 2014). 

The common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) approach is reflected in 
its submissions to the UNFCCC as well as in its national policy documents, 
insisting on India’s right to economic development and growth. In its 12th Five-
Year-Plan, the Government of India stressed that a global compact “is possible 
only if there is a fair distribution of the burden”. [Since] “[...] it is the 
industrialised countries that have historically contributed the bulk of the 
accumulated stock of GHG, and are also the most able to pay, they must bear 
burden of global mitigation and adjustment” (Government of India, 2013a). This 
position is reiterated in both domestic documents (e.g. India's Economic Survey, 
published in July 2014 (Government of India, 2014a)) as well as in international 
arenas like in the joint statement issued at the 18th BASIC Ministerial Meeting on 
Climate Change in August 2014 (Government of India, 2014b). 

It is interesting to note that India has actively rejected the African Group’s 
proposal for an ‘Equity Reference Framework’. The intention of such a 
framework would be to set guidelines how to share the global effort based on 
historical responsibilities, development needs and current capabilities. Given 
India’s low per capita emissions, such a framework would most likely be rather 
favourable for India. However, it would require transparency and multilateral 
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assessments of national contributions – something India has so far not been 
willing to commit to. Recently, this strategy is being challenged by Indian 
analysts though: “India’s rejection of an assessment process sacrifices an 
opportunity to operationalise equity and risks allowing developed countries off the 
hook” (Dubash & Rajamani, 2014). 

India has repeatedly made it clear that stronger efforts by India would require 
international financial support and technology transfer as emphasised e.g. in the 
Submission of India on Long Term Finance (Government of India, 2013b) and in 
the first National Action Plan on Climate Change (NAPCC) in 2008: “The success 
of our national efforts would be significantly enhanced provided the developed 
countries affirm their responsibility for accumulated green-house gas emissions 
and fulfil their commitments under the UNFCCC, to transfer new and additional 
financial resources and climate friendly technologies to support both adaptation 
and mitigation in developing countries” (Government of India, 2008).  

This position was reiterated by Prakash Javadekar, Environment, Forests and 
Climate Change minister at the Ban-Ki Moon Climate Summit in September 
2014, where Javadekar said, “It is self-evident that developing countries can do 
more if finance and technology support and capacity building is ensured” (Gupta, 
2014). For the post-2020 mitigation commitment, India is currently considering 
coming forward with two targets – one to be achieved through domestic efforts, 
and a more ambitious one with additional international support (Gupta, 2015). 

2.5 Japan 

In recent years, Japan’s position in international climate change negotiations has 
shifted and it has downgraded its former emission reductions target substantially. 
The country is irrevocably connected to the Kyoto Protocol, which was adopted in 
its former capital in 1997 and in which it committed to emission reductions of 6% 
compared to 1990 levels for the first commitment period (2008-2012), despite 
strong opposition from the USA and Japanese industry groups. There was a 
widespread sentiment in the country that the 6% target was too ambitious due to 
Japan’s high energy efficiency. Japan nevertheless ratified the Protocol five years 
later. Further emission reductions were declared in 2009 combined with financial 
contributions for fast-start finance for developing countries’ climate action. While 
Japan was of the opinion that the commitment by developed countries to jointly 
mobilise USD 100 billion of climate finance by 2020 was too high, before COP 
15 in Copenhagen it announced to contribute USD 9 billion of fast-start finance 
by 2012. At the COP session, Japan’s financial pledge was raised by Prime 
Minister Yukio Hatoyama (DPJ) to USD 15 billion. Furthermore, with the aim of 
playing a leading role in international climate policy, Japan pledged an economy-
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wide emission reduction target of 25% from 1990 levels by 2020. The emissions 
reduction pledge was declared under the condition that “a fair and effective 
international framework in which all major economies participate” (The 
Government of Japan, 2009) was established in which those economies set 
ambitious targets themselves (Aburaki, 2010; Government of Japan, 2013a; 
Herold, Cames, & Cook, 2010; Wolfgang Sterk et al., 2010; Tiberghien, 2010). 

Japan is part of a loose coalition of developed countries outside the EU. During 
the negotiations of the Kyoto Protocol, this coalition which until then had been 
called JUSCANZ (Japan, USA, Canada, Australia, New Zealand) morphed into 
the Umbrella Group. In line with the Umbrella Group’s position, a multilateral 
agreement that is applicable to all major emitters – particularly to China and India 
– is Japan’s main goal in international climate negotiations. In general, the 
Umbrella Group puts great emphasis on its demand that developing countries 
which have achieved a certain level of development should be treated equally to 
developed countries and take on emission reduction commitments themselves. 
The group argues that the economic developments inside these countries during 
the last 1-2 decades have made the UNFCCC’s division into Annex I and non-
Annex I Parties obsolete. The sensitive issue of differentiation between 
developing countries and developed countries is of great importance to Japan. At 
COP 14 in Poznan in 2008, for example, Japan suggested, on the one hand, to 
broaden the scope of developed countries and, on the other hand, to differentiate 
and graduate developing countries. Also, for the 2015 agreement in Paris, Japan 
has stressed its preference for equal obligations concerning the measuring, 
reporting and verification of countries’ contributions (Herold et al., 2013; 
Santarius et al., 2009; Wolfgang Sterk, Arens, Eichhorst, Mersmann, & Wang-
Helmreich, 2011). 

Even though the DPJ, in government since 2009, had much stronger ties to 
environmental NGOs than the LDP, Japan delivered a body blow to the 
proceedings of COP 16 in Cancún (2010) on the very first day when it announced 
that it would not inscribe its emissions targets for the time after 2012 into the 
Kyoto Protocol under any circumstances. This was followed suit by a similar 
announcement from Russia later in the conference. They were not prepared to go 
any further without the USA and the rapidly industrialising countries, especially 
China (MOFA, 2010; Wolfgang Sterk et al., 2010). 

Japan refused not only to participate in the Kyoto Protocol’s second commitment 
period, but has also downgraded its previously announced emission reduction 
targets for 2020 substantially. At COP 19 in Warsaw in November 2013, Japan 
declared a tentative revised emission reduction target for the year 2020 of 3.8% 
from 2005 levels. The revised target’s focus has shifted from domestic emissions 
reductions – inter alia via the increased use of nuclear power – to supporting 
emission reductions in other countries (Government of Japan, 2013a; Herold et 
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al., 2010, 2013; Jefferey et al., 2013; Kuramochi, 2014; Ministry of the 
Environment, 2013a). 

The announcement of Japan’s Warsaw target was accompanied by a pledge of 
support of USD 16 billion from 2013 to 2015 for adaptation and mitigation 
measures in developing countries. Thus, Japan has pledged the lion’s share of 
both fast-start finance from 2010 to 2012 and additional climate finance until 
2015. However, in contrast to other countries, loans and private flows are 
included in this figure. It remains to be seen how much of this money is actually 
additional (Jefferey et al., 2013; Ministry of the Environment, 2013b).  

Regarding the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for 
Enhanced Action (ADP), Japan reiterated its view that that 2015 agreement 
“should be durable by appropriately reflecting current and future evolutions of the 
international community” (Government of Japan, 2014). To this end, Japan 
stresses that the UNFCCC’s principle of common but differentiated responsibility 
and respective capabilities “has to be interpreted in a dynamic context” 
(Government of Japan, 2014). For Japan, this means that each party should submit 
emissions reduction contributions to the agreement which can be compared, 
evaluated and reviewed. Contributions should be determined nationally. Last but 
not least, Japan suggests that countries should not be legally bound to provide 
finance, technology development and transfer as well as capacity-building 
(Government of Japan, 2013b, 2013c, 2014; UNFCCC (United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change), 2012). 

2.6 South Africa 

South Africa has become an active participant in the UNFCCC process and a 
recognised bridge-builder with a well-regarded negotiations team - even well 
before COP 17 in Durban (Raubenheimer, 2011), (CDKN Africa, 2011).  Its role 
as an emerging economy is reflected by the fact that, on the one hand, South 
Africa stresses the responsibility of developed countries in mitigation and even 
more in climate finance – on the other hand South Africa has very actively 
explored different types of commitments and contributions for different UNFCCC 
Parties. South Africa has been active in the G77 (which it will chair in 2015), 
BASIC and the African group, but also informal groups and processes, which try 
to raise the mitigation ambition and bridge the Annex 1 / Non-Annex 1 divide 
(e.g. the Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive Action, the International Partnership 
on Mitigation and MRV (International Partnership on Mitigation and MRV, 
2014)). 
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South Africa has made a conditional pledge to reduce its GHG emissions below 
the BAU emission development by approximately 34% by 2020 (and 42% by 
2025). The target was announced during the Copenhagen negations and submitted 
to the UNFCCC Secretariat on 29 January 2010 (DEA, 2010). South Africa 
stresses that the extent to which these emission reductions will be achieved is 
conditional “on the provision of financial resources, the transfer of technology and 
capacity building support by developed countries” (DEA, 2010).  

This pledge relative to BAU was specified later on by the South African 
government, specifying aspirational GHG emissions up to the year 2050 (DEA, 
2011a). This emission trajectory quantifies the "peak" (up to 2025), "plateau" 
(2025 - 2035) "and decline" (2035 - 2050) target, referred to in the national 
climate strategy (DEA, 2011b). However, this pledge is weakened by the fact that 
South Africa defines an upper and a lower boundary. The reason given to 
introduce such a range is that the BAU forecast is characterised by uncertainty, 
thus the BAU should be considered a range. However, no indication is given 
under which conditions the lower or the upper range of the pledge should be 
applicable. Nonetheless, however one may interpret the range of the target, South 
Africa's mitigation pledge is remarkable because it was offered without great 
pressure internally, nor through peers or negotiation. It has therefore been 
interpreted as an expression of the country's ambition to play a constructive role in 
building bridges between the developing and the industrialised world (CDKN 
Africa, 2011). 

Possibly driven by its long-standing isolation during apartheid, South Africa is 
very keen on having a good reputation at international level, though in the climate 
negotiations there has been a certain amount of unpredictability because of 
sometimes divergent interests of the various country groupings South Africa is a 
member of. In particular the BASIC group and the African Group have often been 
at odds (e.g. on equity issues), and South Africa has not consistently acted on one 
of the groups' behalf (ibid.). 

In 2011, South Africa hosted COP 17 in Durban. This summit is seen by many as 
bringing the UNFCCC process back on track after the breakdown in Copenhagen 
in 2009. South Africa's presidency was highly influential in the agreement of the 
Durban Platform on Enhanced Action that is the basis for the current negotiations 
under the ADP for an agreement in Paris (Wolfgang Sterk, Arens, Mersmann, et 
al., 2011). 

In the process of the ADP, South Africa has been very proactive and seems to be 
highly interested in reaching an ambitious agreement in Paris. In various 
submissions, South Africa has stressed its view that the Paris agreement should 
take on the form of a protocol to the Convention, similar to the Kyoto Protocol. 
The agreement should require all signatories to take on "commitments that would 
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limit average global temperature increase to well below 2°C above pre-industrial 
levels". All Parties would have to formulate and implement mitigation 
commitments. Developed countries would have to commit to absolute emission 
reductions, with pathways to peak emissions in 2015, and to reach zero carbon 
emissions by 2050. Developing countries would be allowed to formulate relative 
targets, with a view to strengthening them into absolute ones at a later point in 
time (Government of South Africa, 2014). 

South Africa has repeatedly stressed that international support for both mitigation 
and adaptation for developing countries is absolutely vital (DEA, 2014; 
Government of India, 2014b; Government of South Africa, 2014). In this context, 
South Africa has been calling for a clear set of rules for fair and equitable effort 
sharing. In its submission to the ADP, South Africa very specifically proposes an 
"agreement on an assessed contribution arrangement based on an agreed 
percentage formula (GDP, income or other) for calculating Annex I country 
contributions and differentiating developing country contributions" (Government 
of South Africa, 2014). 

2.7 United States of America 

Adequate participation by developing countries in international mitigation has 
been a key concern of the US. In the summer of 1997, the US Senate adopted the 
Byrd-Hagel resolution, which rejected the emerging Kyoto structure of including 
no commitments for developing countries, with 95-0 votes (Oberthür & Ott, 
1999). The Clinton administration nonetheless signed the Protocol but never 
submitted it to the Senate for ratification, and the subsequent George W. Bush 
administration withdrew the US signature. The Bush administration also long held 
out against launching any meaningful process on the further development of the 
climate regime that might involve a stronger US contribution (Arens, Watanabe, 
Mersmann, Ott, & Sterk, 2008). 

While re-engaging with the UNFCCC process after the election of President 
Obama in 2008, the Obama administration relaunched the “pledge and review” 
concept the Clinton administration had initially championed in the 1990s 
(Oberthür & Ott, 1999). Instead of first setting a global goal and then breaking 
this goal down into individual country targets as favoured by the EU and 
developing countries, the USA suggested that each country should basically 
determine its own level of ambition and the international system would mainly 
serve as a notary to collect and regularly review the implementation of these 
pledges. The USA also insisted that the degree of bindingness must be the same 
for all the major emitters – a demand that was vehemently rejected by developing 
countries (W. Sterk et al., 2013). 
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In Copenhagen, the USA pledged to reduce emissions 17% below 2005 levels by 
2020. Stigson et al. consider that this represented the least common denominator 
of what seemed possible domestically. The debate on US climate legislation was 
still ongoing when the Copenhagen conference took place and the administration 
considered that there was little point in going beyond what they thought they 
could pass in Congress. The level of ambition was also strongly negatively 
affected by the financial crisis which made politicians wary of adopting anything 
that might worsen the economic situation (Stigson, Buhr, & Roth, 2013c). In 
addition to the 2020 target, the US pledge also noted that the pending legislation 
(Waxman-Markey) also envisaged reducing emissions by 83% by 2050, with 
milestones of a 30% reduction by 2025 and a 42% reduction by 2030 (UNFCCC, 
2011b). However, the Obama administration never strongly backed Waxman-
Markey and ceased to seek federal climate-energy legislation after its demise. 

Due to the inability of UNFCCC parties to come to a binding agreement in 
Copenhagen and the following conferences, the pledge and review approach 
preferred by the US became the automatic baseline and was encapsulated in the 
Cancún Agreements. Going into the subsequent conference in Durban, developing 
countries were explicit that their top priority was securing a continuation of the 
Kyoto Protocol, and the EU adopted a position according to which they would be 
open to a second Kyoto commitment period if there was agreement on a mandate 
or roadmap to negotiate a new legally binding treaty for all countries by 2015 in 
exchange. The USA initially took the position that they did not believe the 
conditions were ripe for such a mandate, and that “we would be better served” by 
focusing on implementing existing agreements and scaling up actions. The USA 
in the end agreed to the adoption of the Durban Platform, but adamantly refused 
to include any reference to the Convention’s principle of common but 
differentiated responsibilities, again insisting on legal parity between all major 
emitters (W. Sterk et al., 2013).  

After becoming Secretary of State in 2013, John Kerry substantially increased the 
profile of climate change and pushed for mainstreaming it into all operations of 
the State Department. Observers consider that Kerry has a strong ambition to 
“become the lead broker of a global climate treaty in 2015 that will commit the 
United States and other nations to historic reductions in fossil fuel pollution.” 
(Davenport, 2014) 

The US position in the UNFCCC negotiations has, however, remained essentially 
the same. The USA has continued to insist that all countries, developed and 
developing, should be on the same legal footing in the new agreement and 
conform to the same requirements in terms of timeframe and transparency. The 
USA therefore emphasises the language in the Durban Platform that the new 
climate agreement is to be “applicable to all Parties.” The USA stipulates that 
there is no question that the principles of the UNFCCC continue to apply, the 
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question is their meaning for post-2020 and beyond. The USA maintains that they 
would not support a “bifurcated approach to the new agreement, particularly one 
based on groupings that may have made sense in 1992 but that are clearly not 
rational or workable in the post-2020 era.” (Stern, 2013) 

The USA explicitly rejects the role of historical responsibility in determining 
contributions. The USA argues that cumulative emissions from developing 
countries will exceed those of developed countries by 2020, that history is 
constantly changing, and that it is not legitimate to assign blame to industrialised 
countries for emissions that occurred before people realised that those emissions 
were causing climate change. The USA therefore rejects attaching any narrative of 
blame to the CBDR principle but acknowledges that developing countries have 
“entirely legitimate” concerns that international climate requirements might 
constrain their ability to grow, develop and alleviate poverty (Stern, 2013).  

The USA has proposed a “flexible” approach to balance the needs and 
circumstances of a broad range of countries. According to the USA, each country 
should design its contribution by itself, allowing countries to “self-differentiate”. 
While proposed contributions would be assessed and consulted on internationally, 
they would not be negotiated. The USA argues that countries are more likely to 
participate if they can design their contributions themselves and are also more 
likely to actually implement their commitments if they have designed them 
themselves. The USA considers that such a nationally determined approach to 
contributions should satisfy the purpose of the CBDR principle to alleviate 
developing countries’ concerns about constraining their development potential as 
each country would be able to determine its contribution by itself consistent with 
its circumstances and capabilities (Stern, 2013). 

On finance, the USA expects “that Parties taking ambitious actions in the context 
of effective enabling environments will continue to attract support.” However, in 
the US view a country’s contribution should not be conditional on external 
support (USA, 2014, p. 3). At the Lima conference the US modulated this position 
by suggesting that each country should make an unconditional contribution with 
the possibility to indicate further contributions that could be made if international 
support was provided. 



Obergassel and Fekete 

 24 

3 Synthesis and Conclusions 

How to quickly reduce emissions while sharing the necessary effort equitably 
among countries has been the key question in the climate negotiations ever since 
they started. In this paper we have provided a short description of the main 
principles that have been identified in the past as common elements within 
existing effort-sharing approaches and described an analytical framework for 
positions on effort sharing. Furthermore, the paper discussed what implications 
the effort-sharing approaches have on the distribution of emission reduction 
targets per region. 

Subsequently, the paper analysed the views on international equity put forward by 
a number of key major emitters. The analysis revealed that there are strongly 
diverging stances on equity and respective details on the design of a future climate 
agreement. 

Parties agree that the efforts should be distributed according to the principle of 
common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, but they 
vary different interpretations of this principle. Annex I countries have in the past 
committed to absolute emission reductions referring to this principle. However, 
they argue with varying degrees of intensity that the Convention’s binary 
distinction of countries needs to be overcome and that the CBDR principle needs 
to be applied in a “dynamic” manner.  

Fig. 3 illustrates the countries’ positioning within the different dimensions of 
effort sharing. While the EU acknowledges historical responsibility and the need 
for differentiation between countries, it also emphasises changing capabilities and 
responsibilities and the importance of a new agreement covering all countries. The 
USA strongly rejects assigning any blame to industrialised countries for emissions 
that occurred before people realised that those emissions were causing climate 
change. Instead, it emphasises the rapidly changing country shares in global 
emissions. Japan also takes a relatively hardline position similar to the US. 
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Fig. 3: Country Positions on Effort Sharing 
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By contrast, Brazil, China and India strongly emphasise the historical 
responsibility of industrialised countries and want it to serve as main principle for 
determing countries’ contributions. China and India have taken a particularly 
hardline stance as part of the LMDCs. South Africa has been promoting effort 
sharing approaches related to responsibility, capability and need (e.g. the “South 
African Proposal”). South Africa occupies a middle positions and tries to work as 
bridge builder, calling on all countries to adopt and implement commitments 
while emphasising the special responsibility of industrialised countries. 

The cases above illustrate the big differences in countries’ positions regarding 
effort sharing and equity in general, and an agreement on one fixed approach is 
highly unlikely. Viewing the country positions in the light of the quantitative 
implications discussed in section 1.2 highlights that most countries champion 
those principles that imply the most lenient efforts for themselves. Most 
developing countries emphasise the importance of historical responsibility and 
equality, which would yield very demanding emission reduction targets for 
industrialised countries. By contrast, industrialised countries emphasise the 
growing current emissions and capabilities of the rapidly industrialising 
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developing countries, an approach which would lead to more demanding 
mitigation requirements for these countries. 

Further, the analysis revealed that the way a principle is used in the calculation of 
effort sharing allocations might be more important than the principle itself. This 
implies that even if countries were to agree on the principles, the assumptions 
made in the translation of a principle to quantifiable indicators can still result in 
different outcomes and would be subject to further discussion.  

The current process on the way towards the 2015 climate agreement as decided at 
the Lima conference does not foresee any guidance on the equitable contribution 
of countries under the UNFCCC, nor will countries’ individual contributions be 
assessed. The Lima decision only envisages an assessment of the aggregate level 
of effort. The Paris agreement is therefore now very likely to follow the approach 
suggested by the US, Japan and others, which propose that it should be up to the 
country to determine their fair share instead of basing commitments on top-down 
approaches. In proposing their intended contributions, countries are, however, 
called on to explain why these constitute a fair share of the global effort.  

The door to a more detailed international assessment has, however, not yet 
completely closed. While the Lima conference failed to agree on assessing 
countries’ contributions individually, the decision specifically stipulates that “the 
arrangements specified in this decision in relation to intended nationally 
determined contributions are without prejudice to the legal nature and content of 
the intended nationally determined contributions of Parties or to the content of the 
protocol, another legal instrument or agreed outcome with legal force under the 
Convention applicable to all Parties”.3 There is therefore still scope for spelling 
out procedures for reviewing intended contributions over the course of 2015 or 
subsequently. 

Further, effort-sharing approaches could be used to compare the intended 
contributions tabled by countries outside the formal assessment phase within the 
UNFCCC, e.g. through organisations from research and civil society. 

Through the information submitted together with the intended contributions, the 
process until Paris will yield a more detailed and quantified collection of 
countries’ positions on effort sharing than has so far been available. This 
collection might serve as starting point for laying down the parameters for the 
next round of negotiations. 

                                                
3 Decision -/CP.20, Lima Call for Climate Action, para 8. 
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