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Mapping states’ Paris climate pledges: Analysing targets and groups at

COP 21

Abstract

Prior to the 2015 Paris Conference of the Parties (COP), every statequaested to submit a
pledge of their own design. To date, there has been a lack of large-es stual provide a broad
picture of these pledge8/e employ Discourse Network Analysis to examine critically the atém
pledges of all 162 actors at the PaCi®P. Our research offers four main contributions. First, we
provide data regarding the mitigation and adaptation components of evienyahgtedge. Second,
we identify six types of mitigation targets, and visually clusteryestate according to these formats.
Third, we argue that the pledges of the Umbrella Group of nhon-EU developedastaliesithe group

of ail exporting countries, showed greater internal similarity tHazan droup comprising Brazil,
China, India and South Africa. Finally, we critique the method as a nwfaansalysing the new
global climate governance context and argue that the method offers an irmavatiunique means

of understanding this complex policy landscape, when applied in a specific and focused manner

Highlights:
o Discourse Network Analysis is used to analyse all 162 Paris climate pledges.
¢ Extensive data regarding every mitigation and adaptation component is provided.
e Six types of mitigation targets are identified, mapped out and analysed.
o Certain negotiating groups are more internally similar in their pledges thens.oth

¢ The method provides an effective means of analysing complex negotiations.

Keywords: climate change; negotiating groups; UNFCCOP21; Discourse Network Analysis.



1. Introduction

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) remains the foremost
arena for developing a global response to climate change (Backstrand & Loévbrand, 82015). |
particular, the 2015 Paris Conference of the Part3P has been seen &e most successful
climate change conference ever’ (Kinley, 2017), albeit arguably inadequate for keeping temperature
increases below 1.5°C and thus avoiding the strongest impacts of climate chaxim,(R016;
Clémencon, 2016; Morgan, 2016; Spash, 2016; Vandyck et al.)).20hfke the stymied and
unambitious 2009 Copenhag€®@P (Bodansky, 2010; Dimitrov, 201Qrior to the 2015 COP, every
state was requested to submit climate targaiewn as ‘Intended Nationally Determined
Contributions’ (INDCs) (Rajamani, 2015; UNFCCC, 2014a). The Paris Agreementcess is in part

due to the integral role of the INDCs, which are ‘anchored into’ the Agreement (Rajamani, 2016). As

the main tool for achieving reductions in the future, INDCs warrant systesailarly analysis. The
introduction of INDCs hase-emphasised the roles of all states in directing climate negotiations,
potentially facilitating anore ‘polycentric’ (Ostrom, 2012), or at least, bottom-up (Jordan et al. 2015)

climate governance model.

Prior to the creation of this new context, much of the existing comparative literature focused on small-
group climate mitigation performance (for example, Blaxekjeer and Nje#b; Tobin, 2017),
rather than attempting to provide a broad yet empirically rich analysie giolicy stances taken by
every state. The identification of how states position themselves towantisteclimitigation on a
global scale enables a more comprehensive understanding of contemporary climateTadicy
understandingcan also be used both as a springboard for future research that explains policy
variation, and by practitioners to determine the role assumed by certain statesheiglobal nexus.
Within the UNFCCC model, states are members of negotiating groups, divided agdordégional

and negotiating similarities (UNFCCC, 2034Brougs facilitate cooperation between states in order

to achieve shared goals (Starkey et al., 2008); fragmentation within a negatfatipgcan affect its



ability to achieve these goals (Betzold et al., 2012). Notwithstandingnénat states receive support
in the drafting of their INDCs (Levin et al., 2015), by analysinges’ INDCs, we can assess the
extent to which the members of these groups are unified in their policy stances/etarching goal
is to determine the extent to which the contents of INDCs can show the existeatteemniise
unknown policy-based groups, and demonstrate fragmentation within already-exigtiagydooups.
This information is important, as it will enable future research to daterhmow coalitions inform
policy outputs, and by extension, why more ambitious policies are sometimes achievediivenide
are not. Thus, first, we group the states according to their climagatian targets, in order to obtain
a broad perspective of the policy-based groups that previous research may have missed. 8econd, w
ascertain the inconsistencies that exist within negotiating groups, focusing biggket emitters.
Accordingly, our research question asks:

To what extent were the INDCs of the Umbrella Group, BASIC (Br&zlth Africa, India and

China) Group and OPEC (Oil and Petroleum Exporting Countries) Group internallgteatii

We seek to build on the stocktake analysis of targets produced by Vandyck et a).i(2€1i6
journal, which identifies the impact of the pledges on energy systems and the ycooain so, we
assess a means for analysing both the breadth and depth of this new climatangaveontext, with

a view to also determining the role played by coalitions in influencing policy outplding
Discourse Network Analysis, or ‘DNA’ (Leifeld & Haunss, 2012; Leifeld, 2013a, 2013b), we analyse
each of the 162 INDCs submitted to the UNFCCC. We analyse the statenkanten as ‘concepts’

— contained within each INDC, in order to creaisial ‘affiliation networks’ of actors (countries or

groups of countries), as determined by aétshared targets and policy components.

The article is divided into three main sections. Finst, discuss the development of global climate
governance at the UNFCCC, noting the importance of both climate nutigatid adaptatioto the
INDCs. We then discuss the groups of the UNFCCC, identifying the targets submitted fputhe
grouys that comprisehe world’s biggest greenhouse gas (GHG) emitters — the European UniorEQ),
Umbrella, BASIC and OPEC statesas being especially deserving of study, having collectively
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produced’8.5% of the world’s GHG emissions in 2013 (WRI, 2014). Second, we explain the nuances

of the DNA method, and identify the types of concepts that were coded within e@€h IN the

third section, we present and discuss our results. Our research offers four major comgributi

)

ii)

iv)

we provide extensive data regarding the mitigation and adaptation concepts of every
actors INDC;

we identify six types of INDC mitigation targets, and cluster every staterding to

these formats, highlighting unexpected and divergent cases in each group. The most
common form of target is based on reducing emissions compared to a predicted Business
as Usual (BAU) scenario, which may enable such states to increase their emissions in
absolute terms, thus exacerbating climate change;

we argue that the Umbrella Group of non-EU developed states and the OPEC Group
show greater internal similarity regarding target formats than the pledgestsdimgithe

BASIC Group;

we argue that thONA method offers a range of unigue benefits for understanding this

complex policy landscape, when applied in a specific and focused manner.

We may reasonably assume that international climate targets will be formulatedevINDC

approach for the foreseeable future. In response, we analyse this importaatgtek context, and

critically assess an innovative new method’s capacity to capture, represent and compare the differing

pledges of a large number of states. Moreover, we provide some clear directianariordsearch;

for example, our analysis highlights the importance of gender politics in the plemlggshe

heterogeneity of various negotiation grouBs. mapping out every country’s pledge, we achieve a

wider perspective of the interrelationship of targets, thus contributing simifimethodological and

empirical insights to the field.

2. Theimportance of INDCsto the Paris COP

2.1 Background to the Paris COP



The INDCs that are anchored to the Paris Agreement were a vital innovatiorsébé¢lcay were
submitted by every state. Whenalysing the contents of states’ INDCs, we are interested in actors’
policy positions on two broad issues, namely: the mitigation (preventifon)imate change; and
adaptation (the response) to climate change. First, climate mitigation has dominatdrti@en of
the UNFCCC negotiations since their creation in 1992, in line with the assmntp#t significant
adaptation measures can be avoided if climate change is mitigated effectively (jeisarsee
Schroeder, 2010). The Kyoto Protocowhich entered into force in 2005 committed developed
states and Economies in Transition (from Communism) to a range of explisgi@nsi reduction
targets (McLean & Stone, 2012This ‘Annex [ group of states comprised just 27 members
(including the US, which did not ratify the Protocol, and Canada, whithdrew in 2011).
Moreover, developing states were excluded from these obligations. Since then, mariygestaties,
particularly Brazil, South Africa, China, and Indidhe BASIC states have seen their emissions rise
rapidly (e.g. Rong, 201Mubash, 2011; Upadhyaya, 2016) and have thus played an increasingly
prominent role in negotiations. For example,sthéour states’ leaders alone joined former US
President Barack Obama to thrash out the details of the Copenhagen Ac26@PiBodansky,
2010: 234). As such, the successor to the Kyoto Protocol needed to include devsiamagn
addition to developed states. Second, the Kyoto Protocol neglected the importealimatef change
adaptation. Adaptation represents a particularly challenging quandary thighiopic of fairness and
climate justice. Developing states that have done the least to cause climate chabgetmsaworst
affected by it, and be in the weakest economic position to adapt to these impies €éAal., 2003;
Hug et al., 2004). Moreover, mitigation efforts have been increasingly percasvédsufficient
(Obergassel et al. 2016), and nascent state-level adaptation plans have bttdisleesk(see Bauer

et al. 2012; Massey et al., 2014, Preston et al., 2011).

With both mitigation and adaptation in mind, it was agreed at the 2013 WafBwihat each state
should submit an INDC in the months before the Paris COP (Rajamani, 2015; UNFCCQ, P014a
in more abstract terms, the Warsaw COP created an opportunity structuredountrées, which we
expect them to have utilized according to their respective cost-benefitusalRggarding mitigation,
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the UNFCCC’s instructions for submitting INDCs encouraged all states to make ‘&air and ambitious
mitigation contribution, according to their national circumstah@g@dlFCCC, 2014a: 3). The format
of this mitigation contribution is therefore open for states to determdependently. As developing
countries were previously exempt from providing national communications, specifiadusaliemes
were put in place by developed countries to support the INDC formulation processre8entative
of the Dominican Republic (06/12/2016) told tg/e actually had help developing our INDC from
the German government [...] from the end of 2014 until October 2015.” A consultant involved in the
development of several INB11/11/2016) concurredThe drafting of the INDC was supported by
different donor organisations. You really need to bring together very diffgnqees of agencies and
ideally, even private sector companieés such, we may assume that the formats of mitigation
targets contained within the INDCs will vary significantly. Regardingpéation, Decision 1/CP.20
asks all parties to either communicate their adaptation planning or incluaiiaptation concept in
their INDCs (UNFCCC, 2014a). We may expect that climate adaptation islikelgeto dominate
the INDCs of states that are more vulnerable to the impacts dditeliophange and are less well-
equipped to respond to this vulnerability. However, all states may be expected toduevatreast

some reference to climate adaptation.

2.2 The state of the art

The majority of the states that are party to the UNFCCC are memberdittbesar groups. These
groups are influential; Castro et al. (2014) find that gsougpecifically, develope@ Annex I’) states

and developing(‘non-Annex I’) states— influenced negotiation behaviour and amplified the
differences between the more and less industrialised countries. The UNFCCC conyaissgidnal
groupings, determined broadly by continent. However, states also participaténar fjroups that are

not regionally determined, and instead are based around common negotiating positions QQUNFCC
2014b). Blaxekjeer and Nielsen (2015) use narrative policy analysis to examine thenpece of
these negotiation groups at the UNFCCC, finding significant differences between them retaiding

stances on key UNFCCC principles, such as the NSarntith divide and the concept of ‘Common But



Differentiated Rsponsibilities’. These political groups are the object of our investigation, as they are
determined by actors’ preferences, unlike the geographical groupings that are determined by location

(even if geography may playrole in shaping actors’ preferences).

Betzold et al. (2012) provide a thorough overview of the existing literature on gehgviour in
multilateral negotiations. They note the work of Starkey et al. (2008), who tpasihegotiating
groups come into existence because, by doing so, each individual member stands to mgirease t
negotiating power and likely subsequent gains; predictably, this process is etidieh@amogeneous
groups (Constantini et al., 2007). With this rationale for coalition-buildingind, we may initially
assume that these negotiating groups are, for the most part, internallyerdnisisheir preferences.
However, Betzold et al. (2012) show that small island states vary in their tmeasds climate
mitigation and adaptation in their negotiating stances. Thus, even coalitions with much iorcarem
prone to a degree of fragmentation, particularly when the topic under investigatioooisalex as
climate policy. In turn, this fragmentation may inhibit the ability of coalition member states to achieve
their preferred outcomes, thus rendering them less influential in the creftiom finally-negotiated
outcome. Thereforewe examinestates’ INDCs, to identify previously unidentified policy-based
groups, and to determine the degree of unity or fragmentation in the plefdgese formal and
assumedly influential groups. This research may then act as a springboard ferrésearch to

ascertain the degree to which these groups influenced the vital Paris climatatioegoti

2.3 Research Objectives

The submission of INDCs to the Paris COP, in which scores of compleatelptedges were created
and will be regularly updated, raises a new methodological challenge: how to maméte of 162
state actors in an analytically rich yet understandable manner. By attetaptiogp, ‘hidden’ groups

may be identified that are based around specific policy positions rather than more formal dli@nces
may oversimplify similarities between states. To date, analyses of psediarate policy targets
have tended to focus on individual actors, especially those that are the sigmifieenerging GHG
emitters (for example, Backstrand & Elgstrom, 2013; Michaelowa & Michaelowa, 2012). This
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approach was especially useful when only a small number of states were forgnizeges via the
UNFCCC. Other studies have sought to analyse the climate change efforts of pagtioufzs,
especially regarding mitigation rather than adaptation, such as those Afrlex Il of particularly
high-emission developed states (Tobin, 2017). Following the BB Vandyck et al. (2016)
analyse the mitigation goals of every INDC in order to determine the implisatfidhese pledges for
energy systems and the economy. However, no study has yet sought to map and analyse the
mitigation policy stances of every participating state-level actor atUJMECCC. We break new
ground by analysing in detail the mitigation consepft all 162 INDCs, in order to provide an
analytically rich understanding of the types of targets submitted to the @@, and ascertain the
groups that exist according to mitigation policy positions. Such a focus tigatioin rather than
adaptation targets is relevant here due to the highly country-specific nature of adambéities.
Therefore our primary research objective is the mapping of the vatypes of INDC climate

mitigation target submitted by every state.

From here, having mapped the INDC mitigation pledges, we seek to determine thek tEt-
based group fragmentation within the grogbsnajor emitters. In particular, as explained below in
section 4.2, we focus on the groups that comprise major emitters. By doing sa) werddy the
extent to which more formal groups share common pledges regarding a range of difiereiat
change components, beyond mitigation. Such analysis in turn enables a cleareantidgrsf the
degree of unity or fragmentation within these groups to be obtained, in orsl@rgequently assess
their influence at UNFCCC negotiation®e also note the EU’s INDC, but cannot assess its
fragmentation as only one pledge was submitted on behalf of all 28 member stasshA our
research question asks:

To what extent were the INDCs of the Umbrella Group, BASIC GroupQEC Group internally

consistent?



3. Methods

3.1 Methodological assumptions

We analyse the existence of groups at the Paris COP, according to the polioppasitlined by
states in their INDCs. To analyse them, we use a nascent approach, calledsbisd¢ewwork
Analysis (Leifeld & Haunss, 2012; Leifeld, 2013a, 2013DNA is designed to facilitate the
extraction of network data via qualitative, category-based content anadysierding to the
statements- known as ‘concepts — found within actorsstatements. As Leifeld and Haunss (2012:
389) state;[o]perationalising policy debates by employing social network analysis is a natural choice,
as discourse, especially the alignment of actors by common claims, is essentialigtional
phenomenoh DNA builds upon social network analysis by drawing from political claimsysisa
(Koopmans & Statham, 1999) to analyse shared condgptxamining the actors that share similar
concepts, we can identify groups or coalitions that otherwise would have been mgsadh, DNA

is premised on the assumption that we can assign a set of actdad,, A2 . . . am} to a set of
concepts, €{cl,c2 ... ch In addition, this analysis is further complemented by data from forty-nine
expert interviews that took place in Brussels in September 2013 and April to Junea2®ffm

three expert interviews conducted in Marrakech in November and December 2016 via Skype.

3.2 Employing the method

DNA enables the identification of sub-coalitions within a discourse coalition. Thesioel of
multiple cleavage lines that are present in the discourse may help to avoidredeadiionist, bipolar
understandings of policy positions. This approach enables actor-based analysis of psitcabé,
and involves two steps: the first involves coding concepts into categorigs saftware called
Discourse Network Analyzer; the second uses separate softwaréhis case, NetDraw (Borgatti,
2002 - to convert these structured data into networks that can then be illustsuatlyviLeifeld,
2013 Rinscheid, 2015; Tosun and Schaub, 2017). Once the text of the INDCs is coded, veaiean cr
‘affiliation’ networks that demonstrate how actors are connected via specific categoriest Bhepf

is the identification of concepts; we can then highlifeteixtent to which actors ‘affiliate’ to each



concept. By mapping the states that shared one or more concepts in theg vueDfay identify
previously hidden fragmentation, or even find internal sub-coalitions rfadtgroupings of states,
determined by highly similar pledges). After identifying the key conceptsediNDCs, we employ a
‘dual mapping’ approach: we map all actors according to a small number of mitigation concepts; and
we map a small number of actors according to all®@ttmcepts (in response to our research question
regarding the Umbrella, BASIC and OPEC Groups). This dual mapping approadéseaahnore
holistic understanding of the wider context to be achieved first, before focusing amitheor

fragmentation of key groups of actors later.

3.3 The material analysed

We analyse all 162 INDCs submitted to the UNFCCC, up to and includingf'tMay 2016. 141
INDCs were submitted in English, 12 were in French, 8 in Spanish and 1 in Akllmitthe INDCs

were read in fulland their contents were coded manually. Sections of text within each INDC were
highlighted and then labelled according to their topic. The INDCs were dogddur different
people, such that each coder was a fluent speaker of the language they were bedingdels of the
French, Spanish and Arabic INDCs sent pdfs of the coded INDCs to the English lacgdegeAll

of the final coding was entered manually by the first author in a consismer. The coding
scheme emerged inductively from the data as they were being analysed and wdsaeefiart of the
coding process. Thus, we used a grounded approach to identify the key conceptdDCiheak part

of an inductive and systematic analysis, in order to detect areas for future research.

4. Results and discussion

Regarding the different types of climate mitigation targets identifieshglihe coding process, six
different concepts were identified across the INDCs. The six types of mitigation target were:

e  ‘Absolute reduction compared to baseline year’;

o ‘Emissions target based on per capita figures’;

e ‘Explicit emissions intensity/GDP target’;
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e ‘Explicit emissions target based on BAU’;

e ‘Peak, plateau and decline target’;

e ‘No explicit emissions reduction target’.
Only one of these concepts (‘No explicit emissions reduction target’) was mutually exclusive to the
other five concepts. In section 4.1 we analyse each of the six types, acdordiv states that
formulated each type of target and the implications of having done so. Appelislix all 162 actors

according to their mitigation target type.

In addition, we also coded three further concepts to add nuance to our understandings of th
mitigation concepts. These concepts reflected whether mitigation concepts included:

o all four sectors (agriculture, energy, industry and waste) identified by the Intergovernmental

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) as being most significant;

e Land-Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry (LULUCF);

e andfluorinated gases (‘f-gases’).
Explaining each of these in turn, first, we selected the humber of IPCC sectareraept because
the number of sectors included within the mitigation target reflects the rigidity of a state’s overall
mitigation target (Vandyck et al., 2016: 50-51). If certain sectors are exchhdedfurther emissions
may be increased significantly from that sector, while the state codlalatih to have met its
mitigation target. Thus, if all four IPCC sectors are included, we may asthanthe state has fewer
means of increasing its emissions. Next, LULUCF is a major, yet contested, s&ctGHG
mitigation, and runs separately to the four IPCC sectors (UNFCCC, 2014c). For some stasasninc
of LULUCF within the target may facilitate the achievement of a mitigatiagetanore easily, if, for
example, thatate possesses forests that are considered a ‘sink’ that reduce net emissions (see House
and Grassi, 2017). Some states referred to AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry andL@tldet)se) plus
Energy, IPPU and Waste, rather than LULUCF plus Energy, Industry, Agriculture and \Maste:
these cases, because the sectors involved remained broadly the same, the actors eerasmark

including all four IPCC sectors as well as LULUCF. Finally, the inclusibf-gases was coded
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because these gases are the fastest growing sougt¢@Emissions globally and are highly carbon
intensive. For instance, over a hundred-year time horizon, the Global Warming Patestifdhur
hexafluoride is 22,800 times greater than carbon dioxide (IPCC, 2007). As such, bygosuitth
gases from their climate mitigation target, a state could signifjcantrease F-gas production, and
therefore exacerbate climate change, whilst still meeting an overalhtittigtarget. For instance,
Nigeria’s INDC (Government of Nigeria, 2015) warns of ‘HFC installations that are being phased out

in OECD countries’ being dumped within its borders. Only states that included all threes fof F-
gases— hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulphur hexaflueritlsted in the UNFCCC
(2014d)‘basket of six” most importanGHGs (alongside carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide)

were coded as containing F-gases within their target.

Actors were encouraged to communicate their adaptation planning within their INDGSCQON
2014a). However, in stark contrast to the range of formats of climate mitigatimepts identified
above, several actors did not even mention climate adaptation. Moreover, climate adaptation is a
highly context-specific policy area. As such, climate adaptation was coded singolsdiag to
whether an actor communicated its adaptation planning within its INDC, rhtrethe exact nature

of the target, as in the case of mitigation concepts. Due to the binary codingooinitept, we do not
express these data as a network, but simply as two lists (Appendix B). Of th&lD62, 146
acknowledged or outlined adaptation efforts. Amongst the states that did not commantégddion
planning, the actors can be divided exactly into two groups. The first group comprises sereral A
states (UNFCCC, 2014e), which inckstdeveloped states, such as the EU, Japan, and the US, and
Economies in Transition, such as Albania, Kazakhstan and Russia. Annex | states, from a global
perspective, possess high (but diminishi@lIG per capita levels, and so, according to the Kyoto
Protocol, were the primary targets for emissions reduction. Despite being Anradgs|, stowever,
Australia, New Zealand, Norway and Ukraine did communicate their adaptation plaagitigey
highlighted current adaptation efforts that are listed in existing #&tigisl (see section 4.3.2). Tuvalu
(Government of Tuvalu, 2015), a low-lying Pacific island state, did likewise, batldtzt  Tuvalu
considers that the focus of INDCs should primarily be mitigatiesflecting its desire to prevent
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significant climate change due to its acute vulnerability to rising sea |éMa second group that did
not communicate their adaptation planning comprises continental European non-Annex $isthtes,
as Bosnia Herzegovina, Montenegro and San Marino. Again, from a global perspbegeestates

are responsible for higher than average per capita emissions.

Finally, an unexpected finding of the coding process was that over a thitdte$ referred to the
importance ofender and/or women’s politics within their INDCs, either in the form of the impact of
climate change on women, or the importance of women in facilitating adapttitimate change.
The study of the role ofomen’s politics in responding to climate change is a burgeoning topic in the
field (e.g. Arora-Jonsson, 2011; Buckingham & Le Masson, 2017) and it has been argued that because
of women’s roles as both the agents and the affected of climate change, active engagement with
gendered issues in policy documents is necessary for the effective mitigation atatiaudp
climate change (Denton, 2002§or example, Nigeria’s INDC (Government of Nigeria, 2015)
highlights the importance of improving efficiency in household energy consumptiodiftate
purposes; yet, it notes that women are less able to access the financing needett i change,
despite being the primary agents for using household fossil fuels. As such, Itisgomof gender
politics as a concept within this analysis enables us to determine’ statgsehension of and
ambition on this issuéChus, ‘acknowledgement of gender politics’ is the eleventh and final concept
coded in the analysis. The list of sixty-five states that referred to womermgyeamter politics is

provided in Appendix C; all of them were non-Annex | states

4.1 Mapping types of climate mitigation target

Figure 1 maps the mitigation targets of all 162 actemonstrating the existence of six policy-based
groups of states. Twelve states, including China and Mexico, submittedatigeitstin two formats,
thus linking clusters together. Three of the six concepts comprise much langeerawf actors than
the other three. The three larger groups were: the group with explicit thagetd on BAU scenarios

(82 actors, locatedt the top-left of Figure 1); the group with absolute reduction taetgpared to
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baseline years (38 actors, located at the bottom-right of Figure 1}hargroup with no explicit
emissions reduction target (30 actors, locatidtie centre-right of Figure 1). Regarding baseline year
targets, Nauru stated in its INDC (Republic of Nauru, 2015) the assumptiortntfiegation
contributions from developed countries may be absolute economy-wide emissions reducisn targ
relative to a base year while the developing countries can communicate policies, meaasaEmnns
departing from business as usual emissiofisat is to say, developed states were more likely to have
submitted explicit targets based on historical emissions levels, whereas the ftargedgveloping
states were more likely to be based on BAU scenarios. This assumption is bimadlyot
exclusively, accurate. We show visually the trends regarding the compoditioese largest groups

below Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Affiliation network mapping all 162 INDCs accomlito the format of their mitigation targets.

15




4.1.1 BAU targets

The actors with mitigation targets based on BAU scenarios are primarily non-Annex;| atas of

the 82 states were from the G77. The eight states with BAU tahgete/¢re not from the G77 were
Albania, Andorra, FYR Macedonia, Georgia, Korea, Kyrgyzstan, Mexico and Turkéugh,
Georgia, Kyrgyzstan and Mexico also submitted their mitigation targets iddioaal format). The
deadline year for BAU scenarios differed between states; for instande, mibist selected 2030,
Indonesia chose 2020, and Gabon selected 2025. BAU targets are likely to nedessitextensive
emissions reductions than those targets based on absolute emissions reductions compared to a baseline
year.For example, Oman’s BAU scenario predicts significant emissions growth until 2030, yet its
target only seeks to reduce tHBAU growth by 2%. Another example is the INDC of FYR
Macedonia, in whichBAU’ is defined as a scenario in which ‘existing measures’ — that is to say, any
form of climate mitigation currently underway are not included. Thus, FYR Macedos BAU
scenario is arguably more carbon intensive than its current activity wowgdstugwill be, making

its 30% emissions reduction target on BAU levels an easier task to pAsssiech, BAU targets may
be commonly assumed to be less ambitious than an absolute reduction target that onlzased
historical baseline year. Relatedly, Keohane and Victor (2016) suggetitdhaicertainties in BAU
targets may be larger than the actual cuts in emissions achieved. Highligktipgeponderance of
developing states within this group BfAU targets, only two members of the Organisation of
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) submitted their targets based on BAlilosce
namely Turkeyand the Republic of Korea. Turkey was the third-poorest member of the OECD by
GDP per capita in 2015, after Chile and Mexico (OECD, 2016), which may eXipdaitate’s limited
capacity and willingness to reduce emissions. However, the inclusion of the Reyfudirea in this

list is a surprise considering its reputation as a leader in GreentGflose, 2013; Death, 2015) and

member of the progressive block of states towards climate change (Falkner et al., 2010).

4.1.2 Absolute reduction targets based on a baseline year
The bloc of 38 actors that submitted their targetabsolute reductions compared to baseline years
was dominated by developed states. The EU, for example, acting on behalf of its B&r reetes,
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pledged to reduce emissions by 40% by 2030 compared to 1990 levels. All nine members of the
Umbrella Group of non-EU developed states submitted mitigation targets in that f@snexplored
further in section 4.2.2). Four of the five members of the traditionally teoabi Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG: Liechtenstein, Mexico, Monaco, the Republic of Korea, andzeslaitid)
submitted such targets, with the Republic of Korea the only exception, asahamee. Thus, the
majority of Annex | developed states submitted targets in this format. Indeecle At4) of the
Agreement encouraged developed stateTontinue taking the lead by undertaking economy-wide
absolute emission reduction tardetds such, we find a significant split between developing and
developed states in the formats of their IND@s,is explicitly encouraged by the wording of
UNFCCC documentation, whickencourages a binary demarcation between ‘developed’ and
‘developing’ states. This finding suggests that the principle of Common But Differentiated
Responsibilities- fundamental to the creation of the UNFCCC but increasingly challenged bysgroup
of developed actors (see Blaxekjeer & Nielsen, 2015% underpinned and strengthened by the

formats of climate mitigation targets that were submitted to the Paris COP.

However, not all of the 38 absolute emissions targets based on bassisewere submitted by
developed states. 11 of the 38 absolute targets were submitted by states froramice Afl Small

Island States (AOSIS) negotiating group, despite having not been encouraged to submit such
extensive commitments (UNFCCC, 2014a). This commonality suggests that despiatiairrent
emissions, AOSIS states are sufficiently threatened by the impacts of climate thetntdey are

willing to reduce their emissions in absolute terms, perhaps in the hopecofiraging higher-
emitting states to do likewise. Similarly, several African states sudalrstich mitigation targets, as

did Brazil, in contrasto the other members of the BASIC Group (see section 4.2.1 below).

4.1.3 States lacking explicit mitigation targets

The group of 30 states that did not submit explicit emissions reductions tamgads/ense, and
comprise several OPEC members, some carbon sinks, various members of AOSIS, and afnumber
Sub-Saharan states. The four OPEC members in this group (Kuwait, Qatar, &hidj And the
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United Arab Emirates (UAE)) are dependent upon high-carbon fossil fuel expouggortstheir
economies, which may explain their failure to submit mitigation targets (th€ @p&up is explored

in more detail in section 4.2.3). In stark contrast to the OPEC member states) simks take in
more GHGs than they produce (UNFCCC, 2014c). For example, Bhutan, Guyana, Niuei@aaesur
each explicitly stated that they are carbon sinks, and thus cannot reduaamiseions. Therefore

the group of states without explicit emissions reduction targets should nobrisédered as
comprising exclusively climate laggards. Indeed, as Suriname (Republic of Suriname, 20ated®)
starkly in its INDC,‘Suriname has been providing a key ecosystem benefit to the world long before
the issue of climate change was widely recognized and accepted. A serviddéctorSuriname has

not been paid Several AOSIS states and Sub-Saharan states make up the remainder of thi§ group
targets. These states produce limited greenhouse gas emissions, and ay sedictons by these
states would have minimal impact on global emissions, whilst being potentially, cochallenging

to existing standards of living. It is of little surprise that several statks did not include an explicit

emissions reduction target in their INDCs.

4.14 Carbon intensity, per capita, and peak, plateau and decline targets

The three smaller groups of states comprised targets that are basedammitensity (11 states, top-
centre of Figure 1), per capita figures (5 states, bolfinef Figure 1) and ‘peak, plateau and
decline’ (PPD) targets (3 states, top-right of Figure 1). First, by submittingyet taased on carbon
intensity, eleven states, including BASIC states China and India, will sémtréase the size of their
economies- and emissions productionbut decouple the environmental impact of their economic
growth. India (2015: WLstates this objective explicitlyNations that are now striving to fulfill [sic]
this ‘right to grow of their teeming millions cannot be made to feel guilty of their development
agenda as they attempt to fulfill [sic] this legitimate aspiratidihus, these eleven states may
increase overall emissions without breaking their mitigation pledges, reprgseptissible source of
future global emissions growth. Second, regarding the states that submittes daogeting to per
capita emissions, one may assume that these states are expecting continueith ¢inewtbopulation
figures. Such population expansion would facilitate the achievement of such aiomtigaget. As
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such, even if absolute emissions increai®us exacerbating climate changthese mitigation targets
may still be achieved. Finally, South Africa, Singapore and China formulateddpgidst (the latter
two states having also expressed a target based on carbon intensity). Agthestosnot commit to
declining their emissions before 2030, their targets may still be achieved inethteoésignificant
emissions growth. Thus, either through PPD or intensity targets, threbeofotr rapidly-

industrialising BASIC states will be able to increase their emissions until at leasts2@3ge(ow).

4.2 Sub-groups within the groups of major emitters

The EU submitted a shared INDC and so its internal policy similantgatebe assessed using DNA
However, it is useful to examine briefly the EU because of its significanaeregor emitter, its pre-
existing status as a climate leader (Kilian & Elgstrom, 2010), and, more pligctiecause of the
nature of its INDC The EU’s target of a 40% GHG emissions reduction on 1990 levels by 2030
represents arguably the most ambitious target submitted at theCPé&ifReflecting this stance, one
European Commission employee /@22015) told us that the targas by far the most ambitious
target... and we have done that despite being hit by the worst economic crisis since the Second World

War.” The inclusion of all four IPCC sectors by the EU consolidated this strongibcmiotn.
However, the EU did not include details on how LULUCF would contribute to itssems
reductions targets, thus opening up Bi¢to charges of hypocrisy, having encouraged other actors to
submit INDCs that were as transparent as possibletark contrast to its mitigation ambitions,
however, and in contrast to several members of the developed Umbrella Group, the EU omitted
adaptation planning from its target (Fleig et al., 2017). One country de(@§#12/2016) involved in
creating the EU INDC stressed that officials debatedether to include a reference to adaptation
strategies. The EU made a submission subsequently on its action on adaptation, butantus @le
was separate from the INDCAs such, this polarised INDE highly ambitious regarding mitigation
and silent on adaptationis a useful contextual reference point when analysing the INDCs of the
other groups. These groups are the high-emitting non-EU developed members of théal®nbug;

the BASIC Group of rapidly-industrialising emerging major economies; and the OR®,Gvhich
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comprises states most economically dependent on fossil fuels (see for exampteffCPOILO; Dike,

2013; Qi, 2011; Rong, 2010; Torney, 2015

4.2.1 The BASIC Group

Figure 2 shows the affiliation network of the BASIC states, accorditiget@leven INDC concepts
identified in the coding process. Brazil and China share only one simiadtymmunication of
adaptation planning- otherwise, the formats of the two actodlNDCs are entirely different.
Empirically, this finding provides new evidence to clarify previous resetrah acknowledged
similarities and differences within the group, but was uncertain oliethsr the resultant negotiating
position of the group would be unified or fragmented (Qi, 2011; Rong, 2Uh@) Brazilian and
South African INDCs show the greatest similarity within the group, possegsimgconcepts in
common, while the Brazilian and Chinese INDCs are the most different. India sharesrtwnon
concepts with each of the other three states. Due to the Group comprisirigusrmembers, it is
difficult to argue that sub-groups exist; however, the INDCs of Brazil anth@drica represent the
closest example of a sub-group amongst the BASIC states (cirdiéglire 2). Thus, we find that the
BASIC Group did not assume a common policy position regarding the formatsINDiBs. Eight
different concepts were identified across the four states (out of the elesed in this study), which

is a greater number afoncepts than found in the Umbrella and OPEC groups, despite the BASIC
Group comprising fewer states, suggesting that from a policy perspective ABKE Byroup is
relatively fragmented. More research is therefore needed to see if this empidoal &ffected the
group’s ability to influence negotiations (e.g. seeBetzold et al., 2012; Constantini et al., 2007; Starkey

et al., 2008
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Includes all four IPCC sectors
Peak, plateau and decline target

’ Communicates adaptation planning

BIncludes F-gased China

Acknowledges role of gender politics
WAbsolute reduction compared to baseline year India

Figure 2: Affiliation network of the BASIC Group, highlitihg the degree of similarity within the group according to setlar

Explicit emissions intensity/GDP target

INDC concepts.

4.2.2 The Umbrella Group

While the identification of sub-groups in the BASIC Group is challenged bgnifl size, in contrast,

the Umbrella Group comprises nine members. All nine states submitted mitigaijets as absolute
reductions compared to a baseline year, reflecting greater internargiymilf format than in the
BASIC Group, and underlining the status of the Umbrella Group as comprising devehipedisat
have the economic capacity and historical responsibility to reduce emissiohsadiuta terms
However, three sub-groups do appear within the Umbrella Group, which are diyideatinent; a
North America sub-group, an Asia sub-group, and a Europe-Australasia sub-group. Mourh liesear
needed to identify the factors that influenced this geographical differentiatind how these
differences influenced the states’ behaviour at the Paris COP. Figure 3 shows that the INDCs
submitted by the US and Canada only included three of the eleven concepts identifi¢dathzar
study- an absolute emissions reduction target compared to a baseline year, with the incltiston of
four IPCC sectors and F-gasesvhich were also shared by all of the other members. As such, we
may argue that the US and CanadI&DCs represent the ‘minimalist’ stance within the group.
Kazakhstan, Russia and Japan shared an additional concept, the inclusion of LULUCF, thgs maki

their targets more specific and comprising fewer means of increasing emissions befotea2a0.
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Australia, New Zealand, Norway and Ukraine also communicated existing adaptatiomgalahai
other five states made no reference to adaptation whatsoever. Thus, compared to th6&GRAB)C
which comprised eight concepts across just four states, the Umbrella Group shdiee fustceps

across nine states, reflecting a much less fragmented set of INDCs.

y

tAbsolute reduction compared to baseline year

¥ 7akhstan——F \\ \ Includes LULUCF
/ =
Russia Japan

Figure 3: Affiliation network of the Umbrella Group, highlighting tlteegree of similarity within the group according to

shared INDC concepts.

4.2.3 The OPEC Group

Like the Umbrella Group, the OPEC Group is less fragmented than the BASIC Group, asisemmpr
only seven different concepts across twelve members (Figure 4). Unlikentheellh and BASIC
Groups, however, the OPEC Group includes four INDCs that included no explicit emissions reduction
target- those of UAE, Qatar, Kuwait and Saudi Arabiwnhile Libya did not submit an INDC and so

is not included in the analysiSaudi Arabia’s INDC (Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 2015: 3), for
example, promised little more specific thaambitious plans to diversify its economy away from
heavy reliance on income generated from a single resottoe/ever, as one consultant (11/11/2016)
stated[i]t could be seen as positive that they indeed submitted an INBitBough the omission of

an explicit emissions target may reflect a lack of ambition frorsetfoir states, eight OPEC states
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submitted targets based on BAU scenarios. As discussed aboveBwhileargets may be less likely
to ensure significant overall reductions when compared with absolute tangets BAU targets do at
least represent a commitment to act on climate change by eight states thighlgrelependent on

fossil fuels.

Figure 4: Affiliation network of the OPEC Group, highliglgithe degree of similarity within the group according t@rsk

INDC conceps.

Two main sub-groupin the OPEC Group may be identifiealsub-group that only communicated
their adaptation planning and no mitigation target, and a sub-group ofcaopehensive INDCs.
This second sub-group comprised six states; Ecuador, Gabon, Angola, Nigeriauelrezd
Algeria. The sub-group shared three common concepts (adaptation planning, a BAlUomitégget,
and the inclusion of land use change or LULUCF), and also included at least ore thfeth
mitigation concepts (F-gases, LULUCF, or all four IPCC sectors). AgaintHikéJmbrella Group,
there appears to be a geographical element at play in the OPEC Group; the lésasasuti-group
comprises four neighbouring Gulf states, while the sub-group of more comprehensi@s IND
comprises the OPEC members that are outside the Middle East. Iran and Iraq actudetliin
either sub-grouphaving submitted targets somewhere ‘in between’ the level of detail provided by

their fellow group members.



4.3 The utility of using DNA networks for analysing complex policy negotiations

DNA offers several important benefits when seeking to analyse highly coteplicaulti-actor
negotiations. Affiliation networks provide an effective means of mapping a tangmber of actors in

an empirically informative yet visually understandable manner. Two fofmaTfiliation networks

were created: the mapping of all actors according to a small number of concepte (Figund the
mapping of a small number of actors according to all of the concepts (Figuresi@43. This dual
mapping approach enabled a more holistic understanding of the wider context to be aehie\kd

informal policy-based groups that existed, before focusing on the policy fragimerthkey groups

of actors. While these networks are still complex, they are much more understandable than reading the
thousands of pages of INDCs submitted to the Paris COP, and thus may be usefutifenpracas

well as the academic community. As such, DNA has been shown to provide an effective means of

analysing the highly complex policy positions of a large-n quantity of states.

However, the method possedsome limitations when used in a large-n cont&xeat care must be
taken throughout the coding process to ensure that no piece of text is neglecest, édrréducing
the accuracy of the final networks. Furthermore, networks such as Figuoeld be complex to
understand without clear demarcation of sub-groups, which in turn is highhntiemsive, as every
actor in the network must be arranged and positioned manually using separatee dietBraw)
Finally, it should be noted that DNA also offehg tapability to create ‘congruence’ networks, which
map actors’ greater or lesser similarities across concepts by linking these actors with thicker or thinner
lines respectively. This form of DNA network was not found to be usefdrfalysing the UNFCCC,
and was therefore not included in this analysis, as interconnecting 162 INDCs resaltegtwork of
thousands of thick and thin lines that were indistinguishable from one another. As such,Nghen D
applied in a specific and focused manner, it can provide greater clarity to hightyezorontexts,
provided that the method is linked to explicit research questions. More research is encouraged in order
to identify additional methods that can offer in-depth analysis to large-n igatésts, particulayl
considering the increasing political importance of including all actors at clmmega-conferences.
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5. Conclusion

The landscape of international climate governance is undergoing change, agethddy the
UNFCCC moving away from the approach of the Kyoto Protocol that consisted ofndeéind
specifying deadlines for mitigation targets. The Paris Agreement tediglsed a system in which
states are expected to become more pro-actively involved in climate governanediicnféosters
cooperation between states and mutual policy learning. For the latter tofeatte the five-yearly
stocktakeof the states’ progress made towards meeting the climate commitments as expressed in the
INDCs will be key. From this perspective, the INDCs can rightfullydgarded as important tools for
climate governance in the post-Kyoto era. The INDCs can potentially seive @msin instrument for
transforming the cooperation within the UNFCCC from vertical intoZoeotial governance, which

should make the UNFCCC more flexible, but also more legitimate.

This analysis has offered several important findings that help us to underbmntibnale
underlying the INDCs submitted by the UNFCCC member states in the run-u@@21C Our
primary goal wago identify and map the primary mitigation and adaptation concepts of the INDCs
submitted to the Paris COP. Six types of mitigation target were fidentivith almost half of all
states creating BAU pledges. The prevalence of these BAU pledges may gtabbleemissions to

rise in absolute terms, thus exacerbating climate change. The overwhelming nadjadtgrs (146

out of 162) included adaptation components within their pledyefound that DNA and NetDraw

are useful tools for carrying out this mapping exercise. Our researchoguesitied to what extent the
INDCs of the BASIC Group, Umbrella Group, and OPEC Group were interailistent. We could
show that the latter two groups showed greater internal similarity as negptedups than the more

fragmented BASIC Group.

Despite the methodological, empirical and theoretical insigietprovide towards the INDCs as the

primary forum for contemporary global climate mitigation and adaptationtgftoere are limitations
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in the insights we could offer in this study. We encourage further reswabehconducted into why
so many states formulated concepts related to gender politics, and the commonaliiiferandes
regarding this topic across the INDCs. Observers participating in COP21thatesbme countries
contracted external consultants to draft their INDCs. Given that this haklsatrpromising avenue
for future research would be to examine whether the similarities among sorfis NEm from the
involvement of external consultants. More generally, it appears rewarding to cotecentrahich
national and international agencies participated in the formulation of the IND&eover, research
is encouraged to analyse the causal factors that have led to the creation mfupsbvgthin the
negotiating groups, but it is an important finding of this article tiathree political groupexplored

here appear to be influenced by geography as well as politics.
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Appendix A

Below, the states are arranged according to the type of climate mitigation talgst INDCs.

Target Based on BAU:-

AfghanistanAlbanig Algeria; Andorrg Angola Argentina; Bahamas; Banglade&arbadosBelize
Benin Bosnia and Herzegovin@runei DarussalamBurkina Fasp Burundi Cameroon Central
African Republi¢ Chad Colombig Comoros Congg Costa Rica Djibouti; DR Congg Ecuador
Eritreg Ethiopig Fiji; FYR Macedonia Gabon Gambia Georgia Ghana Guatemala Haiti;
Honduras Indonesia Iran; Irag; Ivory Coast JamaicaJordan Kenya Kiribati; Koreg Kyrgyzstan
Lebanon Lesothg MadagascaMaldives Mali; Mauritanig Mauritius Mexico; Mongolia Moroccg
Namibig Niger, Nigeriaz Oman Panama Paraguay Pery Philippines Rwanda Sdo Tomé and
Principe Senegal SeychellesSolomon IslandsSri Lanka Saint Kitts and NevisSaint Lucia Saint
Vincent and the Grenadine¥anzania Thailand Togo, Trinidad and TobagoTurkey, Uganda

Vanuaty VenezuelaVietnam Yemen Zimbabwe.

Absolute reduction compared to a baseline year:-
Australig Azerbaijan BarbadosBelarus Bosnia and Herzegovin&otswana Brazil; CanadaCook
Islands Costa Rica Dominicg Dominican Republic Equatorial GuineaEU; Grenada Guinea

Iceland Japan Kazakhstan Liechtenstein Marshall Islands Micronesia Moldova Monacq
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Montenegro New Zealand Norway, Palay Russia San Maring Sdo Tomé and Princip&erbia

Switzerland Tajikistart Tuvaly Ukraine The US Zambia.

No explicit target:-

Antigua and BarbudaBahrain Bhutan Bolivia; Cabo Verde Cubag Egypt El Salvadoy Guinea-
Bissay Guyana Kuwait; Lao, Malawi; Mozambique Naury Nepal Niue, Pakistan Papua New
Guinea Qatar Samoa Saudi Arabia Sierra Leong Somalia South Sudan Sudan Suriname

Swaziland Tongg UAE.

Target based on emissions intensity/GDP:-
Chile; Ching Georgia India; Malaysig Mexico;, Singapore Tunisig Turkmenistan Uruguay

Vietnam.

Target based on per capita figures:-

Armenia; Israel; Kyrgyzstan; Tajikistan; Zimbabwe.

Target based on peak, plateau and decline:-

Ching SingaporeSouth Africa.

Appendix B

The following states communicated their adaptation planning in their INDCs:-

Afghanistan; Algeria; Andorra; Angola; Antigua and Barbuda; Argentina; ArmmeAustralia;
Azerbaijan; Bahamas; Bahrain; Bangladesh; Barbados; Belarus; Belize; BénitanB Bolivia;
Botswana; Brazil; Brunei Darussalam; Burkina Faso; Burundi; Cabo Verddyddaan Cameroon;
Central African Republic; Chad; Chile; China; Colombia; Comoros; Congo; CGdakds; Costa
Rica; Cuba; Djibouti; Dominica; Dominican Republic; DR Congo; Ecuador; EdsfpSalvador;
Equatorial Guinea; Eritrea; Ethiopia; Fiji; Gabon; Georgia; Ghana; Grem@agatemala; Guinea;
Guinea-Bissau; Guyana,; Haiti; Honduras; India; Indonesia; Iran; Iraq; Isvae}, Coast; Jamaica,
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Jordan; Kenya; Kiribati; Korea; Kuwait; Kyrgyzstan; Lao; Lebanon; Lesdthmeria; Madagascar;
Malawi; Malaysia; Maldives; Mali; Marshall Islands; Mauritania; Mauritius; MexiMicronesia;
Moldova; Monaco; Mongolia; Morocco; Mozambique; Myanmar; Namibia; Nauru; Nepal; New
Zealand; Niue; Niger; Nigeria; Norway; Oman; Pakistan; Palau; Panama; PapuaiNees;
Paraguay; Peru; Philippines; Qatar; Rwanda; Saint Kitts and Nevis; Saint LuctayiBaéant and the
Grenadines; Samoa; Sao Tomé and Principe; Saudi Arabia; Senegal; Seychellas| etiee,
Singapore; Solomon Islands; Somalia; South Africa; South Sudan; Sri Lanka; Sudan; Suriname;
Swaziland; Tajikistan; Tanzania; Thailand; The Gambia; Togo; Tonga; Trinidad and Tobagig;Tuni
Turkmenistan; Tuvalu; UAE; Uganda; Ukraine; Uruguay; Vanuatu; Venezuela; Vietviamen;

Zambia; Zimbabwe.

The following actors did not communicate their adaptation planning in their INDCs:-
Albania; Boshia-Herzegovina; Canada; European Uni6iYR Macedonia; Iceland; Japan;

Kazakhstan; Liechtenstein; Montenegro; Russia; San Marino; Serbia; Switzerlakely; Tithre US.

Appendix C

The states that included concepts relating to the role of gender politics were:

Angola; Barbados; Benin; Brazil; Burkina Faso; Burundi; Cambodia; CameroomralCafrican

Republic; Chad; Comoros; Costa Rica; Dominica; Dominican Republic; DR Carnigea; Ethiopia;
Gambia; Georgia; Ghana; Guatemala; Guinea; Haiti; Honduras; India; IndomesjaCbast; Jordan;
Kenya; Kiribati; Lesotho; Liberia; Malawi; Mali; Mauritius; Mexico; Mmrco; Myanmar; Nauru;
Nepal; Niger; Nigeria; Panama; Paraguay; Peru; Philippines; Senegal; SeycBidies; Leone;
Somalia; South Africa; South Sudan; Sri Lanka; St Vincent and the Grenadines; Swdaiand;

Tajikistan; Tonga; Uganda; Vanuatu; Venezuela; Vietnam; Yemen; Zambia; Zimbabwe.
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