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Abstract 

The United Nations climate change conferences are the utmost platform for climate change 

negotiations and are convened under an international treaty known as the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The causes of greenhouse gas 

emissions are deeply embedded in the economic and social activity on a global scale and yet, 

developing countries are expected to evolve into developed countries without straining the 

environment further. Knowledge of the interest of the participants at the COP is limited since 

no other research projects have measured it quantitively and at a large scale. This thesis aims 

to examine the professional interest in adaptation of delegates to the UNFCCC relative to other 

issue areas (mitigation and financing) and if there has been a shift in focus pre- and post-Paris 

Agreement. This thesis uses quantitative survey data gathered by The International 

Negotiations Survey (INS) together with two external indexes and data regarding CO2 

emissions per capita for each country. While the chosen indexes to some extent overlap, they 

both contribute to the analysis by allowing to (1) measure the economic and social development 

of a country (HDI), (2) measure a country´s vulnerability to climate change (ND-GAIN). The 

results in this thesis show that there is a difference in interest among respondents that represent 

different HDI-categories. Results show that when comparing interest in adaptation to the 

external indexes, the more vulnerable a country is to the effects of climate change according to 

their ND-GAIN score the more interested their delegates are in adaptation. The results also 

indicate that respondents that represent countries that are most capable of addressing the effects 

of climate change show the least interest in doing so. 

Keywords Mitigation, Adaptation, Financing, Paris Agreement, UNFCCC, Multilateral 

negotiations 
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Sammanfattning 
FN:s klimatkonferenser är den yttersta plattformen för klimatförhandlingar och sammankallas 

enligt ett internationellt fördrag som kallas FN:s ramkonvention om klimatförändringar 

(UNFCCC). Handlingarna bakom utsläppen av växthusgaser är djupt inbäddade i den 

ekonomiska och sociala verksamheten på global nivå, och ändå förväntas utvecklingsländerna 

omvandlas till utvecklade länder utan att anstränga miljön ytterligare. Kunskap om intresset hos 

deltagare vid COP är begränsat eftersom tidigare forskningsprojekt inte har utforskat det 

kvantitativt i stor skala. Syftet med denna uppsats är att undersöka det professionella intresset 

för anpassning hos delegater vid UNFCCC i förhållande till andra områden (utsläppsreducering 

och finansiering) och om fokus före och efter Parisavtalet har förändrats. Denna uppsats 

använder kvantitativa enkätdata som har samlats in av The International Negotiations Survey 

(INS) tillsammans med externa index och data om koldioxidutsläpp per capita för varje land. 

Även om de valda indexen i viss utsträckning överlappar varandra, bidrar de båda till analysen 

genom att (1) mäta den ekonomiska och sociala utvecklingen i ett land (HDI), (2) mäta ett lands 

sårbarhet för klimatförändringar (ND-GAIN). Resultaten i denna uppsats visar att det finns en 

skillnad i intresse bland respondenter som representerar olika HDI-kategorier. Vid jämförelse 

av intresse visar resultaten för anpassning mot de externa indexen, desto lägre ND-GAIN-poäng 

ett land har desto mer intresserade är deras delegater för anpassning. Resultaten visar också att 

de respondenter som representerar de länder som är mest kapabla att ta itu med effekterna från 

klimatförändringar visar minst intresse för att göra det. 

Nyckelord Utsläppsreducering, Anpassning, Finansiering, Parisavtalet, UNFCCC, 

Multilaterala förhandlingar 
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1. Introduction  

The United Nations climate change conferences are the utmost platform for multilateral climate 

negotiations and take place annually at different places around the world. They are convened 

under an international treaty known as the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) and there are currently 197 parties (196 states and 1 economical regional 

integration organization) who have ratified the convention (UNFCCC, 2018; Romanak, Fridahl 

& Dixon, 2021; UNFCCC, 2021). They gather during the formal conferences of the UNFCCC 

known as the Conference of the Parties (COP) and the goal of the convention is to collectively 

reach agreements on how to combat climate change. Agreements that have been formed under 

the convention are the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris Agreement (UNFCCC, 2014). The 

ambition with the Paris Agreement is to mitigate the threats of climate change, adapt to the 

negative effects of climate change by promoting sustainable development, and push to eradicate 

poverty. The more balanced focus of these aspects is what makes the Paris Agreement 

prominent, former treaties had a much stronger focus on mitigation. The intentions to highlight 

these three aspects are motivated by article 2:1 in the Paris Agreement. Mitigation targets are 

set to limit the global average temperature increase to well below 2 °C and pursuing measures 

to limit the increase to 1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels. The ambition of implementing 

adaptation is to promote resilience to climate change and low greenhouse gas development 

while not threatening food production. Financing aims to keep the flow of finance consistent 

with a pathway towards adaptation (UNFCCC, 2016: article 2[1]). 

The causes of greenhouse gas emissions are deeply embedded in the economic and social 

activity on a global scale and yet, developing countries are expected to evolve into developed 

countries without straining the environment further. Consequently, developing countries do not 

have the same opportunity as developed countries had at the beginning of the industrialization. 

The Paris Agreement acknowledges this and emphasizes that developed countries are expected 

to take the lead by undertaking economy-wide absolute emission targets. Developing countries 

are expected to shift to economy-wide emission reduction targets over time (Bodansky & 

Rajamani, 2016; UNFCCC, 2016: article 4[4]). Each party also has a commitment to every fifth 

year communicate a nationally determined contribution and the necessary information for 

clarity, transparency, and understanding of the nationally determined contribution (UNFCCC, 

2016: article 4[8], 4[9]). 

Since the goal of the UNFCCC is to stabilize the concentration of atmospheric greenhouse 

gases, the focus before the adoption of the Paris Agreement was primarily on mitigation and a 

reduction of greenhouse gases. When focusing on mitigation, the industrialized parties in the 

agreements had clear targets that they were supposed to achieve within a set timeframe 

(Rajamani, 2019; Aldy, 2005). To prepare on how to properly mitigate, internationally and 

nationally, it is important to understand how much greenhouse gases are being emitted today 

(Muntean et al., 2018). The climatic impacts of greenhouse gas emissions such as carbon 

dioxide (CO2) are not altered depending on the geographic distribution of the emission. The 

distribution per capita may however affect negotiating multilateral climate change agreements. 

Because countries with lower emissions per capita may expect the countries with higher 

emissions per capita to undertake more mitigation actions (Aldy, 2005). 
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1.1 Scope & Issue 

The Paris Agreement complemented earlier treaties by adding the aspect of climate adaptation 

and finance as well as mitigation (UNFCCC, 2016: article 2[1]). The earlier mitigation regime 

has however left its mark, leaving goals e.g., of economic development and building climate-

resilient societies hard to intertwine (Khan & Roberts, 2013). Additionally, adaptation is 

difficult to assess, and the types of measures required vary depending on the region which 

makes it problematic to measure (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019). Previous research suggests 

an increased interest in adaptation as it has been given more attention in multilateral climate 

negotiations (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019; Persson, 2019; Khan & Robertson, 2013). 

However, knowledge of the actual interest of the participants at the COP is limited since no 

other research projects have measured it quantitively and at a large scale. This thesis aims to 

examine the professional interest in adaptation of delegates to the UNFCCC relative to other 

issue areas (mitigation and financing) and if there has been a shift in focus pre- and post-Paris 

Agreement. 

• Is there a difference in interest for adaptation, mitigation, and financing between 

respondents residing in different human development categories pre and post the Paris 

Agreement? 

• Is there a difference in interest for adaptation between respondents residing in different 

countries depending on the country’s level of vulnerability to impacts of climate change 

and on their CO2 emissions per capita? 

1.2 Background 

Adaptation constitutes multi-sectoral measures that are ongoing simultaneously and need 

continuous reassessment and revision (Rajamani, 2019). As the irreversible effects of climate 

change continue to grow so does the importance of adapting to climate change. The more the 

impacts of climate change make themselves noticed, the clearer it becomes what type of action 

is necessary and the more attention adaptation has received in policy, practice, and research. 

Adaptation is recognized in the Paris Agreement “Parties hereby establish the global goal on 

adaptation of enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability 

to climate change”. The Paris Agreement also pronounce the importance of adaptation and 

mitigation working in unison as “mitigation can reduce the need for additional adaptation 

efforts” (UNFCCC, 2016: article 7[1], 7[4]). The Paris Agreement also aims to reduce 

vulnerability (UNFCCC, 2016: article 7[1]), in IPCC's fourth assessment report, vulnerability 

to climate change is defined as the degree to which systems are susceptible to, or not able to 

cope with, adverse impact (IPCC, 2007). Due to the complexity of addressing vulnerability, 

there is not a generic method for measuring vulnerability (Füssel, 2010). However, vulnerability 

can be measured, for example by looking at components such as exposure, sensitivity, and 

adaptive capacity or by analyzing indicators such as food security, water supply, and coastal 

zones (ND-GAIN, 2013; Füssel, 2010). 

The view on adaptation in climate change research has shifted from being controversial to being 

an essential measure to be established as a complement to mitigation actions. As the effects of 

climate change still are uncertain regarding which sectors will be affected and to which extent, 

adapting to climate change is consequently challenging (André, 2013). To identify knowledge 
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gaps within the adaptation process, Ryan and Bustos (2019) discusses that the knowledge of 

how to adapt currently exists but is not used, which raises questions about the knowledge’s 

usability. Adaptation needs to be integrated with all relevant sectors, agriculture, transport, 

water management, and tourism among other (André, 2013). One of the key factors in 

successful climate adaptation is the relationship between researchers and policymakers to 

strengthen the connections between science and policy (Ryan & Bustos, 2019). 

Assessing delegates interest in adaptation may provide a good indication of the priorities of the 

country they represent. If a country sends a majority of delegates that have a professional 

interest in just one of the issues that are highlighted in the Paris Agreement, it indicates what 

they prioritize. Assessing countries' “success” in adapting to climate change may however 

prove difficult since adaptation is a process that does not have a set goal. Since the effects of 

greenhouse gas pollutions will persist for decades to centuries the necessary measures of 

adaptation will likely continue to change during the same time. There is no clear or universal 

measure to deal with adaptation nor is there a point in time where it is possible to declare that 

global adaptation has been achieved (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019). This stresses the 

urgency that adaptation receives increased and continuous attention in multilateral climate 

negotiations and the need to govern interest regarding adaptation. There are uncertainties 

regarding in what circumstances and to what extent global governance of adaptation is required 

but there is a pronounced need for global adaptation governance (Persson, 2019; Ayers & 

Dodman, 2010; Nalau, Preston & Maloney, 2015). The need for governance is motivated by 

the suggestion in previous research that it is developing countries that are in most need of 

adaptation since they are more vulnerable to the effects of climate change (Kahn & Robertson, 

2013). Furthermore, developing countries are often either underrepresented or unrepresented at 

climate negotiations which can result in agreements and regimes that do not reflect developing 

countries' policy priorities in a satisfactory manner (Chasek & Rajamani, 2003; Chan, 2020). 

This issue underlines the importance of studying delegates' professional interest at multilateral 

climate negotiations as it offers an insight into whose interests are represented in the 

negotiations and agreements. 

1.3 Previous research 

International climate negotiations involve several actors with different interests. Throughout 

history, developing countries have shown less interest in climate negotiations which has led to 

less of developing countries interest being shown in the regime’s early treaties (Bodansky, 

1993). Consequently, former treaties have failed to reflect the entire priorities of both the global 

north and the south. Developing countries have historically not contributed to emitting 

greenhouse gases at the same rate as developed. At the same time, they are more vulnerable to 

the consequences of climate change and lack the means for mitigating or adapting (Friman, 

2007). The unfairness that is perceived by the developing countries can be reduced by support 

of adaptation in their countries (Khan & Robertson, 2013). To include developing countries 

interest in climate negotiations it is necessary to identify their interest. Their short-term interest 

varies through different countries or regions, but the long-term interest of developing countries 

has remained the same (Najam, Huq & Sokona, 2003). Najam et al. (2003) identifies the long-

term interest for developing countries through three categories: (1) creating a doable and 

predictable program for addressing climate change to achieve a stable concentration of 
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atmospheric greenhouse gases, with clear nation contributions based on current and future 

emissions; (2) giving adequate tools for tackling global climate change in communities and 

countries, primarily focusing on adaptation for the poorest and most vulnerable communities; 

(3) realizing that the pursuit for sustainable development and combating global climate change 

must co-exist in unison for either to be dealt with. Any global climate regime needs sustainable 

development as a main goal to be at all meaningful.  

In the early process of the climate negotiations, the western industrialized countries were most 

active as they had the most climate research and influential environmentalists. As the 

developing countries in the south were occupied with more imminent problems such as war, 

poverty, and famine, combating climate change was not a priority. Many developing countries 

would feel excluded from the negotiations, because of this, opinions were divided about the 

view on the issue. The developing countries argued that climate change is not only a technical 

and environmental issue but also a societal and political (Bodansky, 1993). Still today, 

developing countries have a concern regarding unequal negotiation capacity at the COP. The 

meetings generally put up the appearance of equity using consensus-based processes or one 

country one vote-based decision-making. However, this does not necessarily reflect an equal 

ability to shape and influence the negotiations. Participation often depends on the understanding 

of complex legal procedures and past precedent or specialized knowledge which many 

developing countries struggle with. Countries' ability to effectively pursue their interests in 

multilateral negotiations is dependent on the countries' financial, technical, and human 

resources. A lack of resources results in small delegation sizes, understaffed bureaucracies, and 

inconsistency in delegation composition and smaller and poorer states have a disadvantage even 

before entering the multilateral negotiations (Chan, 2020).   

The research of sub-global level of adaptation governance, for example, community, local, 

urban, regional, and national is extensive. Knowledge about adaptation governance at a global 

scale however is limited. One approach to fill this knowledge gap is to examine actor 

preferences by performing an interest-based analysis. A correlation between high interest for 

adaptation and developing countries has been implied in previous research but not quantitively 

studied (Persson, 2019; Khan & Roberston, 2013). Examining delegates' interest with a 

quantitative method contributes insight in the climate negotiations and provides the opportunity 

to compare interests between different groups and over time. This enables the comparison of 

interests before and after the adoption of the Paris Agreement. Also, it can point out trends in 

interest that are ongoing in the negotiations which in extension can aid the discussion of 

possible coalitions, and identification of conflict lines and potential shifts in focus that may 

occur further on. According to article 4:4 of the Paris Agreement (UNFCCC, 2016), developed 

countries are expected to take on a leading role. Since it has been implied that developing 

countries have a higher interest in adaptation it is also relevant to compare interest to a social 

and economic development index. Analyzing the data according to social and economic 

development indexes provides the opportunity to compare if there has been an actual change in 

interest between respondents that represent developed and developing countries. Adding a 

vulnerability and readiness index to the analysis complements the development index. It 

deepens the analysis to see if the countries that are the most capable to deal with climate change 

are taking on a leading role or have an increased professional interest in adaptation at the climate 
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negotiations. Even though attention has been given to reducing CO2 emissions in climate 

negotiations, global CO2 emissions continue to grow. This suggests that climate negotiations 

and current climate treaties are not affecting global emissions enough (Peters, et al. 2020). By 

analyzing CO2 emissions per capita together with the development index and interest in 

adaptation it might reveal if there is a correlation between emissions and willingness to adapt. 

2. Method 

2.1 Collection of data 

This bachelor thesis used data gathered by The International Negotiations Survey (INS) which 

is a research program that aims to develop interdisciplinary knowledge at international 

negotiations. Since 2007, INS has collected data by distributing a questionnaire survey to 

delegates at the COPs (INS, n.d.). Respondents of the questionnaire consist of delegates of the 

UNFCCC, including but not limited to organizers of side-events, and participants of the events. 

The survey measures respondents' individual preferences from a variety of aspects regarding 

the negotiations. INS did not, however, observe if individual respondents answered the survey 

on multiple occasions but since the responses are grouped by the indexes this should not impact 

the analysis. Certain questions and selections have been constant since the questionnaires were 

first distributed and some questions have been altered, removed, or added throughout the 

project. Since the beginning, the survey has been conducted at the main negotiations and side-

events of the COP. Distribution of the questionnaire took place as conference participants 

entered the side-event and collected as they left, as well as handed out and collected throughout 

the negotiating venues (Lövbrand, Hjerpe & Linnér, 2017). Figure 1 shows the distribution of 

the respondents' role at COP 13-25 (spanning the period 2007–2019) for perspective on the 

multiple roles who participate in climate negotiations. 

Figure 1. Primary role of respondents at COP 13-25 displayed on a percentage scale.  

The participants at the COP can be divided into different categories such as parties that take 

part in the negotiations, observer states, observer organizations. The parties that take part in the 

negotiations are negotiators and governmental actors. The observing organizations consist of 
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e.g. researchers/scientists, businesses, or non-governmental organizations (McSweeney, 2019) 

This bachelor thesis will take all respondents interest into account since it is broadly agreed that 

the observer organizations have an influence on the policymakers and the global environmental 

governance (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe & Linnér, 2014; Andonova, Betsill & Bulkeley; Biermann et 

al., 2010). As seen in figure 1 the respondents have a wide range of different roles at the 

negotiations and depending on their primary role, they fill different purposes. Nasiritousi, 

Hjerpe & Linnér (2014) has studied COP attendees’ perception of different non-governmental 

actors’ (NGO) roles at the negotiations and show that depending on an attendee’s primary role, 

they are perceived to take on certain responsibilities. For example, environmental organizations 

are expected to primarily raise awareness and represent the public opinion and 

researchers/scientists are expected to provide expertise, evaluate consequences and propose 

solutions. Each NGO-category has a perceived responsibility, but none of them have the same 

responsibility which indicates room for cooperation between the NGOs. It is important to note 

that even though the grouping of the organizations has a perceived responsibility at the 

negotiations, the organizations within the categories differ a lot (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe & Buhr, 

2014). Thus their agenda for attending the COP differs as well, NGOs that attend the 

negotiations mostly have their own agenda. For example, some organizations want to promote 

a message, some represent their businesses agenda and some delegates provide support to 

developing countries (Kaya & Schofield, 2020). 

The questionnaire has been distributed once every year at the COP except for 2015, the year 

when the Paris Agreement was adopted. Because of the increased demand to attend COP 2015, 

there was a concern of whether INS would have the opportunity to participate. Therefore, the 

survey was conducted at a prior meeting in Bonn to ensure not to miss data from that year. INS 

did eventually get the opportunity to collect data at the 2015 COP and there are therefore two 

sets of data that year.  

Side-events at the COP have the purpose of benefiting the attendants at the climate change 

negotiations. They are one of the most visible involvements of civil society and provide a 

platform for science and policy interaction. Side events also provide interaction from non-

governmental organizations and social movements in the multilateral negotiations. Countries 

and international organizations are also able to use side events to communicate their message 

outside the more constrained and formal negotiations (Hjerpe et al., 2008). The value of side 

events is on an average perceived as higher by the global south. This can be explained by the 

side-events potential for participants to take part in up-to-date research, non-governmental 

organization initiatives, business developments, and party positions (Hjerpe & Linnér, 2010). 

2.2 Analysis of survey design 

Using quantitative surveys to collect data is an established method since it can gather a great 

amount of data in a time-efficient way. It allows the collection of data from individual 

respondents and can be employed in virtually any setting. It provides a simple and 

straightforward approach to study attitudes and values which is in line with the aims of this 

study. The disadvantage with using a survey as a method is the uncertainty of the respondents 

not being part of the target group and they typically have a low response rate (Planing, 2013). 

However, for this study, the respondents were physically at the COP meeting which means that 

they have access to the negotiations and are therefore part of the target group for this bachelor 
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thesis. David and Sutton (2011) underline the importance of processing the questions of the 

survey to limit respondents' span of interpretation. This can be done by avoiding terms that lack 

a general interpretation or terms that not all respondents are familiar with. The questions should 

be concrete, straightforward and it is important to avoid leading questions. How the questions 

are formulated influences how the respondent answers and it is important that the alternatives 

that the respondent can choose between are comprehensive, non-overlapping, and balanced.  

INS (n.d.) revise the survey and from when they started collecting data several questions have 

been amended or replaced and answer alternatives have been removed or merged with the 

purpose of making it easier for the respondents. The respondents have several alternatives to 

choose between and have the option to choose more than one. Since the beginning some 

alternatives have been removed, merged, or added depending on relevance and how many 

respondents chose a specific alternative. The full questionnaires are available on the INS 

website: https://liu.se/en/article/questionnaires-international-negotiations-survey. 

2.3 Management of data  

Among the questions that have been the same since the beginning, one was chosen for the 

analysis. That question was What is your primary professional interest but not all the response-

alternatives for that question were analyzed. Only the data for mitigation, adaptation, and 

financing was used for the analysis and the rest was excluded. This is because they are the only 

alternatives that help answer the research questions and those alternatives have been constant 

throughout the time that the survey has been conducted. Responses that did not choose either 

mitigation, adaptation, or financing have been excluded in the statistical analysis. 

Up until COP 25, roughly 13 000 responses have been collected and the data have been inserted 

into the same dataset. Some responses that have been inserted contain errors such as 

misspellings or different formulations for the same country. For example, some respondents 

have misspelled their country of residence, these errors were manually amended to make the 

data unified. However, some responses have an absence of country of residence which means 

they cannot be tied to any category that is intended to be analyzed. The responses that are not 

able to be tied to a category for analyzing are sifted away and result in loss of data, 

approximately 2 000 responses were removed.  

2.4 Analysis of data  

The first step of the analysis was to pair each response with an index to group countries together. 

A total of two external indexes was adopted for the analysis, one that would measure the 

economic and social development of a country and one that measures vulnerability and 

readiness to the effects of climate change. In the selection of indexes, it was essential that the 

grouping that the countries belonged to did not overlap and be part of more than one group. It 

was also important that the indexes were well established and recognized in the research field. 

The indexes that were applied to the dataset were Human Development Index (HDI) and Notre 

Dame Global Adaptation Initiative (ND-GAIN) vulnerability and readiness index.  

HDI is an index of human development that takes income per capita, life expectancy at birth, 

and schooling into account. This is intended to paint a more nuanced picture of human 

development within a country than simply focusing on GDP per capita or if it is a developed or 

https://liu.se/en/article/questionnaires-international-negotiations-survey
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developing country, instead of two categories, this index has four (Neumayer, 2001). Social 

progress and well-being are multi-dimensional and need to be measured by different variables. 

HDI uses life expectancy at birth as an indicator of health achievements. It also uses expected 

years of schooling for children and mean years of schooling for adults aged 25 as an indicator 

for educational achievements (Gaye, 2011). Based on each countries HDI scores they are 

categorized into the following four categories: Low Human Development (LHD), Medium 

Human Development (MHD), High Human Development (HHD), and Very High Human 

Development (VHHD) (UNDP, 2020). HDI data is non-existing for 18 countries and did 

therefore not belong in any category, they were marked as “non-index” and are not shown in 

the result.  

ND-GAIN is an index that calculates countries' vulnerability to climate change while also 

considering its readiness to implement adaptive solutions. ND-GAIN shows which countries 

are most prepared for effects caused by climate change, e.g., droughts, superstorms, or floods 

(ND-GAIN, 2013). Vulnerability is related to a scarcity of resources and increases in conflicts 

which factors in on a countries' capability for adaptation and mitigation (Platje & Kampen, 

2016). A country’s vulnerability is calculated by measuring countries' exposure, sensitivity, and 

adaptive capacity to climate change. These three aspects are analyzed from six life-supporting 

factors: food, water, health, ecosystem service, human habitat, and infrastructure. Measuring 

readiness considers countries' ability to leverage investments and transform them into adaption 

action. ND-GAIN assesses general readiness by considering economic readiness, governance 

readiness, and social readiness (Chen et al., 2015). These categories work as indicators and can 

be perceived as simple diagnostics tools for understanding the complexity of world governance 

and provides a more understandable comparison between countries (Platje & Kampen, 2016). 

In addition to the external indexes, the analysis also adopted data from the European Union 

regarding CO2 emissions per capita for each country around the world (Muntean et al., 2018). 

The dataset contains emissions over several years, but the only relevant data is the most recent, 

which is data from 2017. CO2 emissions per capita were chosen ahead of total CO2 emissions 

since it considers countries' populations, calculating the average CO2 emission per person 

(Aldy, 2005). This makes it more representable when comparing countries' emissions and 

impacts. Comparing respondents' interest in adaptation to the CO2 emissions per capita of the 

country they represent might reveal if there is a correlation between emissions and interest in 

adaptation. By adding the human development index, it should show if the correlation is related 

to human development.  

Chan (2020) addressed the issue of developing countries being underrepresented at the COP 

which motivates an examination of respondent distribution among the categories. Figure 2 

shows the number of respondents per HDI-category and illustrates how the higher developed 

countries are more represented as they have more respondents at the COPs. Each category does 

not consist of the same number of countries and VHHD-countries are overrepresented there as 

well. Each category consists of: VHHD 66 countries, HHD 52 countries, MHD 36 countries, 

and LHD 32 countries. However, even if the groups LHD and VHHD would consist of the same 

number of countries, VHHD would still be overrepresented. Figure 3 visualizes the HDI-

categories displayed on a world map to show the geographic distribution of HDI in the world. 
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Figure 2. Number of respondents per HDI-category                      Figure 3. Geographic visualization of HDI-categories. 

                 throughout COP 13-25.  

The data have been managed in the software Microsoft Excel and SPSS to create graphs and 

perform statistical tests. To be able to analyze the data with a Cross-tabulation Chi-Square test 

the data on professional interest was transformed into 1s and 0s, which represented the 

respondents answering yes or no. As seen in figure 2, each category contains a different amount 

of data and the test needs to neglect this and only examine frequencies within the categories 

individually. When analyzing survey data, cross-tabulation can be used for discovering a 

correlation between attributes (Okada, Hirokawa & Hashimoto, 2013). Cross-tabulation shows 

the percentage and frequencies of responses by chosen categories, to which Chi-square is most 

useful when analyzing cross-tabulation of survey data (Alchemer, 2018). Considering the 

format of the data, a Pearson Chi-square test was used when analyzing the frequencies between 

respondents answering mitigation, adaptation, and financing as their professional interest and 

the respondent’s country-category, as well as pre- or post-Paris Agreement. Pearson Chi-square 

is a statistical test that is used to compare the difference in frequency between different 

categories (Rissanen, 2013), with the categories being pre- and post-Paris Agreement and HDI-

countries. The Pearson Chi-square test is designed to analyze categorical data and test the 

hypothesis that there is no correlation between two or more groups, populations, or criteria 

without depending on normally distributed data (Turhan, 2020). Kruskal-Wallis was a feasible 

alternative as it is a statistical test that uses the same distribution as a Chi-square test. Kruskal-

Wallis also use three or more independent groups and the data should be ordinal, as our data is 

based on yes/no responses which are nominal data, Pearson Chi-square is more suited for our 

analysis (May & Johnson, 1997). 

3. Results 

3.1 Interest in adaptation, mitigation, and finance before and after the Paris Agreement and 

a comparison between HDI-categories 

The results from analyzing countries' interest in adaptation, mitigation, and financing are 

presented in figure 4. The scores for adaptation, mitigation, and financing are grouped with 

associating HDI-category and presented in percentage of respondents that have a professional 

interest in each issue. The bar that is filled and with translucent edges represents the category’s 

interest in each issue pre-Paris Agreement and the translucent bar with sharp edges represents 

their interest post-Paris Agreement. 

Pre-Paris Agreement there is a difference in interest for adaptation when comparing among the 

categories. 69% of LHD respondents have a professional interest in adaptation compared to 
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36% of VHHD. There is a noticeable difference in interest among LHD and MHD compared to 

the other categories. Interest in mitigation is essentially the same among all categories with the 

exception of HHD where a slightly lower interest can be seen. Interest in financing declines 

with each category when moving from LHD towards VHHD. 

Post-Paris Agreement the trend for interest in adaptation is the same as pre with a distinction in 

interest between LHD and VHHD. The interest for mitigation is higher among HHD and VHHD 

compared to other categories. Financing receives approximately the same amount of interest 

among LHD, MHD, and HHD with a drop in interest among VHHD. 

The trend for interest in adaptation is the same pre- and post-Paris Agreement although it has 

received less interest among LHD and MHD post and there is still a distinction between LHD 

and VHHD. Interest in mitigation has dropped among the LHD and MHD categories and has a 

higher interest that more or less remained the same in other categories. The interest in financing 

has gained a general increase in interest post-Paris Agreement. The priority among LHD and 

MHD is adaptation and the priority among VHD and VHHD is mitigation, pre- and post-Paris 

Agreement. Worth noting is that in the VHHD category there has not been any noticeable 

difference in interest pre- and post-Paris Agreement, as it is smaller than a percentage point. 

 

Figure 4. Interest in adaptation, mitigation, and financing per HDI-categories pre- and post-Paris Agreement. 

The differences in interest seen in Figure 4 are required to be examined statistically in order to 

establish if the difference is statistically significant. Two separate Pearson Chi-square tests were 

performed with a significance level of 0.05 and the results are presented in table 1 and table 2. 

The result presented in table 1 shows if there is a statistically significant difference in interest 

for adaptation, mitigation, and financing within each HDI-category before and after the Paris 

Agreement. If the p-value is less than 0.05, it means that the category has a statistically 
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confirmed increase or decrease in interest for the issue after the Paris Agreement compared with 

before. Table 2 shows the results from the second Pearson Chi-square test and the result shows 

if there is a difference in interest between the different HDI-categories before and after the Paris 

Agreement. This means that if the result is below 0.05 there is a statistically significant 

difference in interest between LHD, MHD, HHD and VHHD after the Paris Agreement 

compared with before. 

Table 1 found that there has been a difference in interest for adaptation and mitigation within 

the LHD category. Among the MHD-countries there has been a difference in interest for 

adaptation but not regarding any other issue. MHD-countries showed a difference in interest 

for financing but not concerning any other issue. The VHHD category showed no difference in 

interest regarding any of the issues. 

Table 1. P-values of difference in interest in adaptation, mitigation, and financing among each HDI-category pre- and post-

Paris Agreement. Tests with a statistically significant difference are marked with *. 

 
LHD MHD HHD VHHD 

Adaptation 0.043* <0.001* 0.783 0.935 

Mitigation 0.023* 0.095 0.309 0.811 

Financing 0.474 0.184 <0.001* 0.611 

 

The results presented in table 2 show that regarding adaptation there is a statistically significant 

difference in interest between the different HDI-categories, both before and after the Paris 

Agreement. There is also a difference in interest for financing between the categories before 

and after the Paris Agreement. However, regarding mitigation there is not a statistically 

significant difference in interest between the categories, not before and not after. 

Table 2. P-values of difference in interest in adaptation, mitigation, and financing between HDI-categories pre- and post-

Paris Agreement. Tests with a statistically significant difference are marked with *. 

 
Pre-Paris Agreement Post-Paris Agreement 

Adaptation <0.001* <0.001* 

Mitigation 0.404 0.068 

Financing <0.001* <0.001* 

 

3.2 Correlation between interest in adaptation and vulnerability 

Figure 5 visualizes the differences in interest for adaptation depending on each country’s ND-

GAIN score and represented by different marks depending on HDI-category. The Y-axis shows 

the percentage of respondents that have a professional interest in adaptation from each country 

and the X-axis shows the ND-GAIN score and every mark in the scatterplot represents a 

country. The higher the ND-GAIN score the more capable a country is to deal with climate 

change. Countries with <15 respondents were excluded from the scatterplot to get a 
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representative result and to not display too many marks as that would make the scatterplot 

confusing. There is an indication that the more vulnerable a country is according to its ND-

GAIN score the more interested delegates from that country are in adaptation. The scatterplot 

also suggests that the lower HDI score a country has the more interest delegates from that 

country have in adaptation. Thus, countries that have the highest level of HDI, are the least 

vulnerable and are the most capable of adapting to climate change and are least interested in 

adaptation among delegates attending the COP. 

Figure 5. Scatterplot of interest in adaptation per HDI and ND-GAIN. 

Figure 6 shows countries interest in adaptation depending on their tCO2 emission per capita, the 

marks in the figure are the same countries as in figure 5. There is a distinction between emission 

per capita when comparing LHD- and VHHD countries. There is also an indication that the 

more emissions per capita a country have, the less interested the respondents from that country 

are in adaptation.  
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Figure 6. Interest in adaptation per HDI and tCO2 emissions per capita.  

4. Discussion  

4.1 Interest within HDI-categories before and after the Paris Agreement 

Regarding adaptation and financing, there is a difference in interest among the HDI-categories. 

The reasons for this discrepancy in interest between delegates from different categories of 

countries could partly be explained by the historical background where developing countries 

felt excluded from the negotiations (Bodansky, 1993). The first multilateral climate 

negotiations on a scientific basis began in the mid-eighties when the United Nations 

Environmental Program and the World Meteorological Organization established its climate 

panel, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). The panel was tasked with 

evaluating and summarizing current scientific knowledge regarding anthropogenic effects on 

climate (Johansson, 2009). The basis on which the IPCC was founded gave a disadvantage to 

countries who prior to agreeing on the UNFCCC argued that climate change is equally a societal 

and political, rather than just environmental issue, i.e., developing countries. Developing 

countries opposed a motion regarding a framework convention directly under the IPCC since 

they considered its focus to be to narrow (Bodansky, 1993). The unequal emissions seen in 

figure 6 also coincides with very high human development, the countries with high emissions 

are the ones that have a greater responsibility to deal with climate change, according to the Paris 

Agreement. Some of the countries also have a historic responsibility for emitting a considerable 

amount of greenhouse gases over a long period of time that they are held accountable to 

(UNFCCC, 2016: article 4[4], Friman, 2007). Even though, as the results from table 1 indicate, 

there is no statistically significant difference in interest for either mitigation or adaptation 

among respondents that are residing in HHD- and VHHD- countries, with only a difference in 

interest in financing among HHD-respondents. This means that the delegates residing in HHD- 

and VHHD-countries that are being sent seem to have roughly the same interests in the 

negotiations after as before the adoption of the Paris Agreement. 
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The fact that LHD- and MHD-countries have a statistically significant decreased interest for 

adaptation after the adoption of the Paris Agreement (see figure 4 and table 1) might be 

explained simply by the fact that their interest has been adhered to as it was implemented in the 

agreement and they do not need to push for it as hard anymore. The only statistically significant 

difference in interest for mitigation is within the LHD-countries and there is no support as to 

why in the processed literature. To further examine this, one approach could be to analyze 

specifically LHD-countries interest in mitigation over time, to see if there has been a trend of 

decreasing interest in this issue. Financing has received an increased interest among all HDI-

categories but the only statistically significant increase is within the HHD-category. The 

increased interest in financing among delegates residing in countries with high human 

development might be a result of the Paris Agreement and an indication that it actually has 

influenced the interest of delegates. Because in accordance with the agreement, mitigation, 

adaptation, and financing should all receive a balanced focus. Seeing as financing has been the 

lowest priority of the three issues among all categories before the Paris Agreement, this increase 

in interest could mirror it receiving more attention. 

4.2 Interest between HDI-categories before and after the Paris Agreement 

The result in this thesis shows that there is a difference in interest among respondents that 

represent different HDI-categories (see figure 4 and table 2). Roughly an equal share of 

delegates from countries with different levels of human development share a joint interest in 

mitigation. This might be to prefer in this case since the Paris Agreement emphasizes a balanced 

focus on the three issues addressed in this bachelor thesis. If there is no statistically significant 

difference in interest regarding the issues it, would imply a joint level of interest among groups 

of delegates from different HDI-categories. A joint level of interest regarding a specific issue 

does not necessarily mean that there is unanimity regarding how to approach a problem. A 

shared interest is however positive considering that it means that the parties recognize it as a 

problem and allows for exploration of solutions. Common issue areas are a starting point for 

deeper and more extensive negotiations (Roger & Belliethathan, 2014). There does not need to 

be a consensus on how to approach an issue in order to reach an agreement, that is what the 

negotiations are for; to reach fair solutions that are perceived as just and that benefits all parties. 

Developing countries struggle at global climate negotiations. Since they do not possess the same 

resources as developed countries they are underrepresented and at a disadvantage at the 

negotiations and risk that their interests do not receive the same attention as the interests of 

developed countries (Chasek & Rajamani, 2003; Chan, 2020). The issue regarding 

underrepresentation among least developed countries is also suggested by figure 2. VHHD-

countries have a higher number of respondents throughout COP 13-25 which hints that they 

also have more representation at the COP. A total of 806 respondents has a country of residence 

that belongs to the LHD-category and 6 282 belong to VHHD, that is approximately eight (7.79) 

VHHD respondents for every respondent from LHD. Part of this can be explained by a different 

number of countries within the two categories, 32 LHD-countries and 66 VHHD-countries. The 

distinct difference between the categories is also explained by, as previously mentioned, the 

disproportion of resources. The underrepresentation of delegation sizes is one area where the 

developing countries may be in need of more attention. There is no doubt that LHD-countries 

are underrepresented (See figure 2). Chan (2020) argues that the countries with fewer resources 

at the negotiations risk not having their interests represented in the negotiations. Beyond a 
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country´s general resources, studies show a correlation between countries in need of mitigation 

actions and a high number of delegates attending COP (Kaya & Schofield, 2020). As our results 

show an overrepresentation of HHD- and VHHD-countries, studies show how bigger 

delegations can send representatives to every session, as the smaller ones can not. Therefore, 

smaller delegations have difficulties gathering the necessary information, and may not have the 

proper tools to make an impact on the negotiations. Thus, delegation sizes correlate with power 

in climate negotiations.  

According to figure 4, the priority among LHD-countries is adaptation and it has received a 

more equal focus to mitigation in the Paris Agreement, which is the issue that VHHD-countries 

prioritize. This does not necessarily mean that countries within these categories have the same 

power in the negotiations as there are complicating factors. The first being that it is difficult to 

compare ambition and success between mitigation and adaptation as mitigation has a set 

reduction target for each country to reach and adaptation is a process that varies between every 

country. Secondly, adaptation tends to receive less attention than mitigation in the UNFCCC 

deliberations and as it is demanding to measure vulnerability and adaptation actions, it also 

lacks data (Rajamani, 2019; Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019). Even though adaptation is 

included in the Paris Agreement, it does not automatically imply that it receives an equal 

amount of attention as other aspects. A hint of this is that VHHD-countries send delegates with 

the exact same professional interest before the Paris Agreement as after. Since the delegates’ 

interest regarding mitigation, adaptation, and financing after the agreement is unchanged. It 

sends signals that they will continue to work on as usual or that they believe that the work they 

already did and currently are doing is sufficient; which according to assessments of countries 

national adaptation plans and strategies they are not (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019).  

As seen, there is a statistically significant difference in interest for adaptation among the 

categories both before and after the Paris Agreement (see table 2). This is unsurprisingly 

considering the history of the climate negotiations where the developing countries' priorities 

were not given as much space as the priorities of developed countries (Bodansky, 1993). Thus, 

a gap between the groupings was formed and since developing countries have less negotiation 

power, they have to push their interests with other methods than countries with more resources 

for it to receive attention. The data also suggests that delegates that are representing VHHD-

countries have more specialized knowledge. Respondents that represent countries with the least 

human development tend to show interest in more than one issue. According to the literature, 

specialized knowledge also characterizes high negotiation capacity (Chan, 2020; Chasek & 

Rajamani, 2003). Additionally, the effects of climate change are mostly affecting the countries 

who have contributed the least to it and according to their ND-GAIN score are more vulnerable 

to the effects of climate change (Füssel, 2010). Thus, it is not unanticipated that there is a 

difference in interest for adaptation among the categories. Mitigation does not have a 

statistically significant difference in interest between the HDI-categories, which gives the 

impression that, regarding this issue, there is a common interest among the delegates. It might 

be due to mitigation being in the center of negotiations and agreements for such a long time 

(Rajamani, 2019). Financing has a statistically significant difference among the categories 

before and after the adoption of the Paris Agreement. The difference in interest for both 

financing and adaptation may be explained by the fact that they were only recently inscribed 

into a formal agreement. These issues have not been part of the negotiations or agreement long 
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enough for the delegates to have reached a joint level of interest yet. Over time, the interests 

regarding these issues might be more aligned. 

4.3 Correlation between interest for adaptation and vulnerability to climate change 

The HDI index and ND-GAIN have an overlap in what they explain but considering how they 

are applied to the analysis it is not an issue. HDI is used as a categorical index and ND-GAIN 

calculates countries’ vulnerability and readiness and applies it on a scale. How they are applied 

to the figures (see figures 5 and 6) does not make them exclude each other but rather add an 

extra dimension to what the figures explain. Without the HDI index in those figures, they would 

only show a correlation between interest in adaptation and e.g. ND-GAIN. With the HDI index, 

the figures show that the two variables also correlate with human development. 

Examining respondents’ interest in adaptation depending on their ND-GAIN score and HDI-

category (see figure 5) helps to answer the second research question, regarding difference in 

interest for adaptation between countries depending on their vulnerability to climate change and 

their economic and social development. What the scatterplot reveals, quite unsurprisingly, is in 

part that LHD countries tend to have a low ND-GAIN score and VHHD a high. It also shows 

that countries with the lowest ND-GAIN score have the highest share of delegates with a 

professional interest in adaptation, which sheds light on the issue of the capability of adaptation 

to climate change. According to Kahn and Robertson (2013), human development in a country 

is difficult to separate from the need for adaptation and building climate-resilient societies, 

which also is implied by figure 5. The consequences of climate change are complex and impact 

countries differently and to adapt sufficiently to the impacts of climate change, several aspects 

need to be taken into consideration. Each country’s capacity to adapt is dependent on factors 

such as access to resources, income level, education, and social capital (Kahn & Robertson, 

2013). These are aspects that LHD-countries generally lack in comparison to VHHD-countries, 

this is why HDI and ND-GAIN were applied to the same figure; to explore the extent to which 

LHD-countries' higher interest in adaptation correlates with the level of vulnerability, which 

can help explain the higher interest in adaptation among delegates from LHD-countries. 

Adaptation is about development for most people in the world, for example, economic 

development, social development, and building climate-resilient societies. This might explain 

why LHD-countries have a higher interest in adaptation since they have a greater need for 

development (Kahn & Robertson, 2013). 

According to the Paris Agreement article 2:1B (UNFCCC, 2016), the treaty is supposed to 

foster climate resilience and low greenhouse gas emissions development. This means that the 

parties are supposed to develop in a manner that reduces vulnerability and does not increase 

their greenhouse gas emissions extensively. Since VHHD-countries have a high capacity to face 

the effects of climate change as suggested by their ND-GAIN score their focus should be on 

lowering their greenhouse gas emissions. As supported by figure 6, VHHD-countries tend to 

have the highest CO2 emissions per capita. Additionally, they are supposed to take on a leading 

role in combating climate change and considering their distinctly higher emissions compared 

to other HDI-categories it sends mixed messages (UNFCCC, 2016: article 4[4]). However, this 

might help explain the lower interest for adaptation among VHHD-countries since their 

priorities should be on mitigation and lowering their greenhouse gas emissions. Together, figure 
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5 and 6 sheds light on the lower interest for adaptation among VHHD-countries; since they are 

not as vulnerable and have a more pressing issue with mitigation. The Paris Agreement 

promotes a balanced focus on mitigation, adaptation, and financing as extensive mitigation 

measures can lower the need and cost for additional adaptation efforts (UNFCCC, 2016: article 

7[4]). What is problematic is that there is no way to examine if the issues receive a balanced 

focus with the data analyzed in this bachelor thesis. Examining delegates professional interest 

at multilateral negotiations does not directly translate to measures in their prioritized issue. This 

means that even if a certain number of respondents from an HDI-category expressed an interest 

in an issue it does not mean that a specific issue receives an equally proportionate amount of 

attention. This identifies the need for additional research regarding this issue, more specifically 

research regarding how much attention adaptation actually receives in negotiations, treaties, 

and actual measures in proportion to mitigation. 

4.4 Concluding discussion 

As previously mentioned, earlier research has implied that lower developed countries have 

more interest in adaptation than other countries (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019; Persson, 

2019; Khan & Robertson, 2013). However, research that examined interests at the international 

climate negotiations has done so with a perspective of negotiation strategy and has not 

quantitively studied delegates' specific interests (Roger & Belliethathan, 2014; Chasek & 

Rajamani, 2003; Chan, 2020). Studies that have examined COP attendees' interests have not 

focused specifically on the issues that have been highlighted in the Paris Agreement e.g. 

mitigation, adaptation, and financing (Fridahl, 2019). Research that has focused on adaptation 

through a quantitative method has not examined interests regarding adaptation. They have 

rather focused on assessing countries' adaptation plans and compared them to each other to 

examine development between countries (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019). Therefore this 

study contributes to the field by adding a quantitative comparison of interest among the 

delegates of the COP. This provides an insight that does not exist at the moment and contributes 

to earlier research by strengthening their findings by statistically analyzing differences in 

interest regarding mitigation, adaptation, and financing. No study has quantitatively examined 

interests at multilateral negotiations over the same amount of time as the coverage of the INS. 

Examining interest quantitively enables statistical tests to confirm that the differences are not 

random. In previous research, it has been implied that adaptation has received increased 

attention in multilateral negotiations (Morgan, Nalau & Mackey, 2019; Persson, 2019; Khan & 

Robertson, 2013). This makes the results of this thesis perhaps rather unsurprising but 

nevertheless significant; the results paint a clear picture and strengthens the research that has 

suggested this development at the negotiations. Furthermore, it provides an oversight of stances 

in the negotiations which give insight into trends, possible evolvement in the UNFCCC, or 

shifts in focus that may occur in the future. It also enables discussion for possible conflicts and 

coalitions among parties and countries that attend the COPs. 

When discussing possible conflicts or coalitions it is important to point out that it only is 

speculations and more data over more time would be needed in order to make such assumptions 

with more confidence. The results of this bachelor thesis do however hint at differences in 

interest, both among HDI-categories and among delegates pre and post the adoption of the Paris 

Agreement. There are other factors that weigh in when a conflict or coalition arises, not only a 
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disagreement or agreement regarding certain interests. While a coalition established on similar 

interests in the negotiations has a solid foundation, conflicts do not need to arise simply because 

parties have a difference in interest. When examining delegates' interests, an indication that 

they all strive towards the same goal could be that their interests regarding mitigation, 

adaptation, and financing are balanced. In the Paris Agreement, developing countries have been 

given/taken a bigger role and pushed for more attention to adaptation in the agreement. By 

adhering to developing countries' interests in the agreement, the involved parties' action should 

also mirror the commitment to improve the legitimacy of the agreement (Bäckstrand, Zelli & 

Schleifer, 2018). If there is no consensus whether how or to what extent adaptation is supposed 

to be addressed, potential conflicts may arise. Because developing countries feel the 

negotiations as unfair and supporting their interest, adaptation, in their countries will decrease 

the bias they perceive (Khan & Robertson, 2013). Previous discussions of historical 

responsibilities show how failure to address core conflicts around equity in climate 

negotiations, through “constructive ambiguity”, can result in resurfaced and entranced conflicts 

between the global north and south. Constructive ambiguity is the deliberate use of ambiguous 

language concerning a sensitive issue to advance a political agenda. It is a term that is mostly 

discussed in regard to the international relation arena (Friman, 2007; Son & Lee, 2018). 

The UNFCCC is giving space and is implementing actions into the climate negotiations to make 

the COP a meeting where all parties and delegates are represented. Both the developed and the 

developing countries need the same amount but different types of attention to be included 

effectively. Developed countries have previously had greater mitigation requirements in climate 

treaties, which have led to developed countries perceiving the treaties as unfair, and which have 

led to some parties withdrawing from climate treaties. One way to include the developed 

countries more in the treaties would be to acknowledge the existing trade-off regarding reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions and decline in GDP. By acknowledging this trade-off, it may result 

in development in actions to minimize the impact of the loss in GDP, and parties may be less 

inclined to focus on the short-term economic growth, and therefore not reject these kinds of 

climate treaties (Cifci & Oliver, 2018). 

A consequence of climate mitigation policies is that it generally affects workers. As new 

systems need to be implemented, other needs to be phased out, which results in loss of jobs. 

This has brought up the argument of “jobs versus the environment”. One of the ways UNFCCC 

addressed this, was by implementing the concept of Just Transition into the Paris Agreement. 

The basis of Just Transition is to ensure workers are not being negatively affected by the 

economy switching to a low carbon economy (Markey, 2021). By implementing Just Transition 

into the Paris Agreement it shows a willingness to help parties towards sustainable mitigation 

policies, which could make for more ambitious national contributions. In regards to making the 

negotiations more inclusive for developing countries, UNFCCC included support towards 

National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPA) to ease the developing countries more 

urgent adaptation measures. When analyzing the NAPA´s, studies show a need for more 

inclusion of stakeholders when planning these action plans. When discussing adaptation 

governance, these NAPAs are a way to increase participation, especially stakeholders, who 

have comprehensive knowledge of the local need for adaptation (Holler, Bernier & Roberts, 

2020). 
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The disadvantage that developing countries experience at the negotiations can be relieved by 

different negotiation tactics. For example forming coalitions, coalition building have several 

advantages as it can enhance resources of each delegation, broaden expertise and allowing 

better coverage. The issue regarding developing countries being underrepresented at side-

events is established. However they receive support from some environmental organizations 

that attend the COP (see figure 1) (Chasek & Rajamani, 2003; Chan, 2020). There are however 

approaches that can assist developing countries becoming more represented at the negotiations 

without pressing them on resources. For example, Schroeder and Lovell (2012) propose that 

several side-events that are of related approaches could be grouped together. This would allow 

developing countries to attend more of the side-events at the negotiations and take part of the 

exchange of information that takes occurs. These kinds of mergers have been encouraged by 

the UN secretariat and begun to occur to make COP more inclusive. 

As shown in this thesis, differences in interest among delegates from LHD-, MHD- and HHD-

countries can be statistically confirmed (see table 1), with their interest in mitigation, 

adaptation, and financing slightly approaching each other in the period after the Paris 

conference. Over time their interests might line up even more, leading to stronger coalitions 

and more productive collaboration. The increase and decrease in interest regarding the issues 

might also be an indicator that the Paris Agreement has made an impact on the interests among 

the delegates. Since a stronger more balanced focus on adaptation has been inscribed into a 

formal agreement, i.e., the Paris Agreement, LHD- and MHD-countries did not need to push as 

hard for adaptation after the Paris conference as before the conference. This might explain their 

decline in interest in adaptation after the adoption of the Paris Agreement. Furthermore, as 

developing countries have been more and more involved in climate negotiations, their opinions 

should be reflected more equally. If equity would be achieved in climate negotiations, more 

powerful decisions could be made and they could potentially be agreed upon more swiftly. The 

delegates that represent different HDI-categories will continue to have different interests at the 

negotiations. However, an analysis regarding parties’ interests at multilateral negotiations is a 

good foundation to gain insight into what issues need room for the agreements to be perceived 

as just and balanced. 

5. Conclusion 

5.1 Interest in mitigation, adaptation, and financing depending on HDI 

This thesis aims to examine the professional interest in adaptation of delegates to the UNFCCC 

in comparison to mitigation and financing and if there has been a shift in focus pre- and post-

Paris Agreement. As developing countries have previously been underrepresented at climate 

negotiations, climate agreements could risk not reflecting developing countries' interests. With 

the implementation of the Paris Agreement, previous research suggests interest in adaptation 

would increase. The result from this thesis indicates the opposite. Delegates from highly 

developed countries have not changed their interest in adaptation, as the lower developed 

countries' interest has decreased since the Paris Agreement was adopted. Delegates from 

developing countries do however still prioritize that issue over the others. This does not 

necessarily mean that adaptation receives less attention in negotiations than before since as 

previously mentioned, delegates’ interest does not translate directly to action. The decreased 

interest for adaptation may simply be explained by LHD-countries not needing to push 
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adaptation as hard as before. Because it has received more balanced attention in relation to 

mitigation compared with before the Paris Agreement. 

When comparing differences in adaptation over time within the categories it shows that the 

significant differences in adaptation are within LHD- and MHD-countries. Both show a 

decreased interest in adaptation after the Paris Agreement, they do however still prioritize that 

issue over the others. LHD-countries interest in financing has however increased (see figure 4), 

though not a statistically proven increase. This indicates that delegates that represent countries 

with the least human development have an increased interest in the issue that previously had 

the lowest professional interest. The issue that previously had the highest amount of 

professional interest is decreasing, suggesting an equalization of all interests (i.e., in aggregate 

among delegates from these countries). The same indication, i.e., more equal interest in all 

issues can be seen among delegates residing in MHD-countries, which reflects the Paris 

Agreement as it is set out to balancing the focus by adding adaptation and financing to 

complement mitigation. Interest in financing has increased among all categories but there is 

only a significant change within the HHD-category. This is an interesting increase of interest 

since it is an issue that has received less interest among delegates both before and after the Paris 

Agreement but is now starting to line up with the other interests. 

There is also a statistically significant difference in interest for adaptation and financing 

between groups of delegates from the different HDI-categories before and after the adoption of 

the Paris Agreement. Mitigation is the issue where respondents do not have a significant 

difference in interest. This might be explained by mitigation being in the center of multilateral 

climate negotiations for so long that the issue has become established in the climate 

negotiations. Adaptation and financing only recently received an equal amount of attention and 

as seen in figure 4, interest in mitigation, adaptation, and financing show hints of becoming 

more balanced after the adoption of the Paris Agreement. 

5.2 Interest in adaptation depending on vulnerability, HDI, and tCO2 emissions per capita 

By adding vulnerability and readiness index to compliment the human development index, the 

analysis provides a wider perspective by representing the countries most capable of dealing 

with the effects of climate change. One of the aims of the Paris Agreement is to reduce 

vulnerability and results from this thesis show that when comparing interest in adaptation to the 

external indexes, the lower ND-GAIN score a country has the more interested their delegates 

are in adaptation. LHD-countries tend to have the lowest ND-GAIN score, making them the 

most in need of vulnerability-reducing development and gives an indication of why they are the 

most interested in adaptation. The results also indicate that respondents that represent countries 

that are most capable of addressing the effects of climate change show the least interest in doing 

so. 

This might partly be explained by the fact that VHHD-countries have distinctively higher tCO2 

emissions per capita (see Figure 6). Low vulnerability and high per capita emissions might 

explain their higher interest in mitigation and lowering their greenhouse gas emissions. 

Extensive mitigation measures will reduce the cost and need for additional adaptation measures, 

easing the adaptation process among least developed countries. Still, VHHD-countries have 

distinctively higher tCO2 emissions per capita than LHD and seeing as they have taken on a 
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leading role in combating climate change and are currently not mitigating sufficiently, this 

might send mixed signals. 

6. Further research 

First off, interests regarding the same issues examined in this thesis need to be continuously 

studied. This is because the results of this study do not discard further research of delegates' 

interest, quite the opposite, it emphasizes why it needs to be continued. This thesis examined 

data that was collected from 2007 to 2019, eight years prior to the Paris Agreement and four 

years after and the results already showed an indication of shifts in interests among the 

delegates. Further data that is collected should continue to use the Paris Agreement as a 

breaking point and compare the interests before the adoption of the agreement. This would 

provide broad knowledge about the impacts of the Paris Agreement since it is an approach 

that simplifies comparing the impact of the Paris Agreement between nations, groupings, 

delegate roles, among others, before and after the implementation of the Paris Agreement.  

This thesis was narrowed down to only analyze respondents' interests depending on their 

country of residence. Even though this thesis to some extent mentions the respondent’s role in 

the negotiations it may provide further insight to the interests at the international climate 

negotiations to analyze interest regarding mitigation, adaptation, and financing depending on 

respondents role at the negotiations. The respondents have a wide range of roles (see figure 1) 

and an analysis of their interest in comparison to the results in this study might reveal other 

dimensions of the negotiations. For example, as previously mentioned least developed 

countries have fewer resources than more developed countries, because of this some NGOs 

aid them at the negotiations (Kaya & Schofield, 2020; Chan, 2020). A suggestion of further 

research is to analyze if the interest of these NGOs and the interest of the least developed 

countries line up.  

Further possible research areas consist of comparing this data to an external dataset e.g. when 

assessing countries’ national determined contributions. The assessment of nationally 

determined contributions could be divided into mitigation, adaptation, and financing 

respectively and scored individually, like Morgan, Nalaus, and Mackey (2019) did with 

adaptation. Their scores could be compared to the results of this study and would enable a 

comparison between the score and the interest of the countries delegates at the international 

negotiations. This would provide answers regarding both if the countries' delegates in a 

representative manner reflect the countries interests and also it enables a discussion regarding 

constructive ambiguity. If there is a discrepancy between what a country mediates as its 

interests at international climate negotiations and what they are actually performing; it would 

be a suggestion that they are putting up a front at the negotiations while the reality of their 

interests is something else.  

Finally, previous research has pointed out that the least developed countries perceive the 

negotiations as unfair since their interests are not prioritized (Chan, 2020; Kahn & Robertson, 

2013). Now that the Paris Agreement has been adopted and adaptation, which is the least 

developed countries priority, has a balanced focus with mitigation and financing it would be 

interesting to visit the fairness issue again. There are still other inequities at the negotiations, 

such as a discrepancy in resources, but it would still be interesting to see how developing 

countries perceive the negotiations after the Paris Agreement. Especially since our result 

indicates a lower interest for adaptation among the least developed countries.  
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