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Summary 

 

 Media coverage of the outcome from the UN climate summit in Lima has been largely negative but 

this is not surprising given there is still a clear gap between the promises that countries have 

made on reducing carbon pollution and what is required to keep global temperature rises 

below the 2C threshold that governments still agree they do not want to cross. An analysis 

published during the Lima Summit by a group of distinguished climate scientists showed that the 

aggregate of current pledges from governments mean the world is currently at risk of experiencing 

around 3 degrees of global warming.1 

 

 Although pledges from a number of major economies including India, Japan, and Brazil have 

yet to come forward – and the biggest issues of carbon targets and finance were never 

expected to be properly addressed until world leaders meet next year - most observers do not 

believe the global ‘ambition gap’ on emissions will be closed by the time of the Paris Summit. 

For this reason it will be important the new Paris deal contains ‘ratchet mechanisms’ for regularly 

reviewing ambition in the years ahead. IPPR favours the proposal, supported by the United States 

and many other countries, for carbon targets to be set on a five-yearly basis to take account of 

changing circumstances, such as the falling cost of clean technologies.2  

 

 The good news from Lima is that all governments are now agreed on the basic shape of what 

is set to become the world’s first truly global climate agreement. It will centre on a series of 

‘intended national determined contributions’ (INDCs). These are ‘pledges’ established from 

the ‘bottom up,’ based on national circumstances. It has been agreed that every country in 

the world - and not just industrialised countries - should have to contribute. Pledges are 

supposed to be made available for scrutiny ahead of the COP21 summit in Paris in 2015.3 Around 

100 countries and many NGOs are also campaigning for a long-term goal to eventually phase out 

emissions almost completely in the second half of this century in order that national contributions 

could be judged against this ultimate objective. 

 

 China, India and their allies in the negotiations successfully blocked an attempt by the US, 

Europe and a number of developing countries for each country pledge to be more 

                                                 
1 http://climateactiontracker.org/  

2 http://www.ippr.org/publications/europes-power-re-energising-a-progressive-climate-and-energy-agenda  

3 It is hoped most INDCs will be published by March 2015, but it is more realistic to expect them to come some 

months later albeit before the Paris meeting. 

http://climateactiontracker.org/
http://www.ippr.org/publications/europes-power-re-energising-a-progressive-climate-and-energy-agenda
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transparent so that everybody could have clarity over the details of exactly what each 

country is promising to do. The compromise reached on this was to simply agree guidance on 

what countries could bring forward before the meeting in Paris next year, and to invite 

governments to make available details of their pledges so that they could be scrutinised before next 

year’s meeting.4 

 

 A UN target to raise $10bn by this year for the Global Climate Fund was exceeded during the 

Lima Summit after a surprise contribution by Australia who u-turned in the face of 

international pressure5 - together with new pledges from South Korea, Mongolia and a group of 

progressive Latin economies including Peru, Colombia and Mexico. Europe and the US hoped this 

$10bn would help to leverage more progress than it did on mitigation by developing countries. 

Many developing countries were disappointed that more detail was not offered by the West 

both on the roadmap to achieving the $100bn in 2020 that governments promised at the 

Copenhagen Summit in 2009, and on the means to ensure international financial support 

would continue post-2020. They claimed it would be difficult for them to set out in the next few 

months what they would pledge on mitigation if they did not know how much financial support 

they could expect to help them fulfil any such pledge. 

The politics of these talks. 

 

 A ‘red line’ for the US, Europe and other industrialised nations has been that any new deal must 

see substantially more action from emerging economies like China and India, and end the outdated 

arrangements in the Kyoto Protocol that see a country’s level of responsibility for addressing 

climate change determined wholly on the basis of what their economic circumstances were in 

1992. There is broad international acceptance of the concept of ‘common but differentiated 

responsibility,’ a central pillar of the UN climate process for decades, which is considered sacred 

by most developing countries. (The idea that rich countries must do more than poor countries to 

reduce carbon pollution.) But the US and Europe want to see more flexibility around how this is 

interpreted in recognition of the transformed circumstances of many major emerging economies 

like China. 

 

                                                 
4 The most significant argument in Lima focussed on what the INDC pledges should cover, and how transparent the 

process should be for establishing these commitments. This debate focussed on whether INDCs should include some 

common requirements in order to make comparability of pledges easier (for example, common baselines, timetables, 

and accounting rules) or instead whether INDC contents should be determined wholly on a ‘pick and choose’ basis by 

national governments and b) whether some countries should have to include details of what they will pledge, not just 

on mitigation, but also in terms of financial support for developing countries to mitigate and adapt to climate change 

5 http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/dec/10/green-climate-fund-200m-australia-tony-abbott-about-turn  

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/dec/10/green-climate-fund-200m-australia-tony-abbott-about-turn


3 

 

 More and more developing countries accept the need for all countries to take on more 

responsibilities including themselves. This was evidenced again in Lima by the fact that Peru, 

Colombia and Mexico pledged millions to the UN’s global climate fund. Similarly Brazil made a 

proposal that endorsed the idea that ultimately every country should have to take on binding cuts in 

emissions. However, all developing countries want more detail on what international financial 

support they can expect to receive to assist them in developing their economies more cleanly. 

 

 Those developing nations that are particularly vulnerable to climate impacts (which includes many 

African and Latin governments as well as small island states) tend to ally with Europe and the US 

on the need for emerging economies to take on more responsibility for mitigation, but they ally 

with the BASIC group6 on the need for industrialised countries to offer more financial support for 

adaptation and mitigation in the Global South. For Europe and the US to leverage greater ambition 

on mitigation from emerging economies in the months ahead of Paris will almost certainly require 

them to address the issue of how to raise the $100bn a year by 2020 of public and private money 

for the global climate effort that was promised at the Copenhagen summit in 2009.  
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6 Brazil, South Africa, India and China 


