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Abstract

This thesis compares two pledges to reduce or delimit greenhouse gas emissions by two key 
negotiation parties in conjunction with the United Nations Conference of Parties held at
Copenhagen in December 2009. The two parties covered here are the EU and China. The 
two key questions that I have dealt with are: what do the conditions and targets in the 
pledge actually mean? and what were the driving forces behind each pledge?. I have relied, 
mostly on qualitative research methods, including interviews. 

The key points to note are that the EU and China, both, leave some prominent areas of 
concern open to interpretation. This seems to be to allow for future political manoeuvring. 
Furthermore, the EU (when comparing the pledges) comes out to be much more ambitious 
than China in terms of cutting carbon emissions (based on various assumptions). As for the 
driving forces, various similarities and differences are noted. Yet, what one issue means to 
one party might mean something completely different for the other. 
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Introduction
Since the adoption of the Kyoto Protocol (2005) to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), there had been debates about how a post Kyoto 
climate structure would look like. The debate gained momentum as the world moved 
towards the end of the Protocol's first commitment period (2012). The idea of a single 
legally binding global agreement to combat climate change also gained popularity. The 
UNFCCC COP 15 that met in Copenhagen (December 2009) had been perceived as a 
deadline to establish a post 2012 climate regime (Bodansky, 2010, pg1).

There were, thus, a lot of expectations from COP 15 and a new American leadership, under 
President Obama, seemed to provide new energy. A legally binding agreement, however, 
was not agreed to. While expectations regarding that were dashed, it is important to realise 
that COP 15 did give rise to an agreement, although not a legally binding one. This 
agreement was known as the Copenhagen Accord and countries representing over 80% of 
the world’s emissions have engaged in it (USCAN Climate Action Network, 2009). This 
Accord is an agreement based on pledges made by the participating countries.

The Copenhagen Accord, thus, rather than being the revolutionary global agreement that it 
was expected to be, is an agreement much more in line with a proposal submitted by Japan 
at the Bangkok talks in 2008. The Japanese proposal combines a domestic target setting 
with an internationally cooperative sectoral approach (WWF, 2008, pg. 17). While the 
Copenhagen Accord does not go far enough as to satisfy the second condition of an 
internationally cooperative sectoral approach, it does call for domestic target setting.

The Copenhagen Accord symbolized a major drift from the Kyoto Protocol driven climate 
regime approach. To quote from Dubash and Rajamani (2010):

“Substantively, if there was a single overarching dispute in the lead up to Copenhagen, it 
was over the architecture of the climate regime. Underlying this dissonance were differing 
views on the relative roles of international and domestic climate regulation and 
governance.”(Dubash and Rajamani, 2010, pg. 593)

This debate over the relative roles of regulation types was basically set on two corner stones 
which were (1) the retention or (2) abandonment of the Kyoto Protocol or, in essence, the 
architectural structure that it represents. The move away from the Kyoto architecture came 
to be symbolized by the Copenhagen Accord that is built upon a much different structure.

The discussion of which architectural approach is better is, essentially, centred on whether a 
top down structure (Kyoto) should be pursued or a bottom up one (Copenhagen). Much of 
the elements of this discussion have been focused on these two approaches as being 
mutually exclusive, each with different legal, political and substantive implications. 
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The Copenhagen pledges can be seen as a first step to international climate commitment 
architecture. As this architecture would be based on national target setting, it can be said 
that this would be a framework based on bottom-up, rather than top down, approaches to 
tackle climate change.

These pledges, however, are not easily comparable in most cases as they have been stated 
in different ways, focusing on different statistics. Annex I countries have stated their pledges 
as absolute in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions relative to a base year. Developing 
countries’ pledges, on the other hand, vary for example as reductions in emissions per unit 
of GDP, expansions in forest cover and emissions reduction relative to a BAU (Business As 
Usual) projection. The EU, thus, being categorized as an Annex I country, has pledged GHG 
emission reductions relative to a base year. China, on the other hand, made a more detailed 
commitment in Copenhagen but did not specify reductions in absolute emissions.

To date, most studies of the pledges have taken the stated pledges as given. There have 
been numerous attempts to gauge the effectiveness of the pledges. Some attempts have 
had the aim of developing metrics to compare targets by presenting them in one format 
(absolute emissions, emissions intensity, etc). Others have made attempts to determine 
whether the combined impact of the stated pledges would be enough to curb global 
temperature rise to 2 degrees.

However, much less has been done when it comes to research on the actual nature of each 
pledge. How each pledge is interpreted is, I believe, should be one of the key aspects of 
determining whether a pledge is effective or not. Many of the targets in the Copenhagen 
pledges are, for instance, conditional. They would be effective only if certain conditions are 
met. There has been much less research on the exact meaning of the stated conditions and 
in many cases; the clarity of the fulfilment of these conditions can be questioned. One 
cannot help labelling the conditions as vague. This conditional element in the stated pledges 
makes the challenging task of comparing pledges even more difficult. What each conditional 
pledge represents, hence, is a matter that is highly dependent upon how each condition is 
interpreted.

This study aims to present a better understanding of the stated conditions. To satisfy this 
aim, it would also be necessary to consider the driving forces behind each condition. The 
benefits of such an exercise would not only make a positive contribution from a literary 
standpoint, but could also shed new light in the process of negotiations by revealing how 
ambitious each party actually is and how much further it would go if its conditions are met.
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Research question
Every attempt at research requires a question that can define its focus and prevent it from 
deviating. The aim here is to comprehend the EU and China pledges. At the same time, the 
need is to understand why a certain pledge is stated in the manner that it is. Interpreting 
the language of a pledge can provide an overview of the climate commitments. It, however, 
does not help much when the idea is also to understand what motivates a certain pledge. 
Thus, in this case there are two research questions:

What do the targets and conditions of the pledges of China and the EU entail?

I would look at how the targets of the two parties actually compare. The two parties have 
different targets. Furthermore, they also have different abatement potentials. In the Pledge 
Analysis section, I will analyse in more detail as to what the targets mean. In the Analysis 
section, I will attempt to compare the EU and China based on their abatement potentials 
and what they have set as targets.

Furthermore, answering this question involves analyzing the pledge of each party in depth. 
While, in length, the pledges comprise of a page or two only, interpreting each statement 
can be a daunting task as the conditions complicate matters to a large extent. The 
conditions, thus, will have to be described. Further qualitative analysis will be carried out for 
conditions that, as mentioned before, are not clear. 

What were the driving forces behind these conditions?

Another element that must be analyzed is what the driving forces are behind the conditions 
set. This would shed new light as to why the conditions are there in the first place and what 
the philosophical background behind each pledge is.
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Choice of Parties
This thesis is an exercise conducted as part of an on-going project called “Comparing 
national initiatives in a fragmented international climate regime”. This project is funded by 
the Swedish Energy Agency and carried out by IVL Swedish Environmental Research Institute 
and aims to contribute with new knowledge about how different countries’ objectives and 
instruments can be compared and evaluated. Conducting such an exercise on a global level 
would be a broad and extremely demanding task going way beyond the scope of my thesis. 
Thus, I have specified two regions of focus, the EU and China. 

The EU is considered as a major driver in international climate negotiations and a role model 
in numerous environmental avenues. In the Kyoto Protocol negotiations, the EU proposed 
the deepest emission cuts and accepted the highest reduction rate within industrialised 
countries (Oberthur and Kelly, 2008, pg 36). On the other hand, it has set some ambitious 
targets to tackle GHG emissions for the coming years. The EU, thus, in many aspects is 
considered a leader in the global fight against climate change.

China, on the other hand, is the biggest GHG emitter as of 2010 (Buckley, 2010). It is the 
world’s most populous country. The success of the Chinese economy means that managing 
GHG emissions would be a daunting task. Thus, it is extremely important for China, itself, 
and the world to ensure that future Chinese growth and expansion is made as climate 
friendly as possible.

Given the inherent differences amongst the EU and China that arise from their geo-political, 
economic and cultural standing, the mechanisms that shape climate policy in both parties 
are bound to be distinct. This thesis, thus, is an attempt to explore these mechanisms and 
present a picture of what drives climate policy in the fastest growing economy of our times
(China) and one of the most mature economies (EU). 
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Theoretical Framework
As mentioned before, the arena of analysing conditional climate pledges is far from reaching 
a state of maturity. The theories and perspectives that have to be considered in this study, 
thus, were not derived with the exclusive aim of determining the motivation behind 
different climate pledges. The area that has, on the other hand, been explored to a certain 
extent is international climate architecture and its very nature. 

As the aim of this study focuses on the conditionality of the pledges made under the
Copenhagen Accord, the theoretical framework incorporates that. Thus focuses on the 
influential components within a system that ultimately determine what domestic climate 
policy positions would be taken up.

The research questions of this study concern the conceptualizing of country pledges. In 
other words, this study deals with the mechanisms that are at work in order to eventually 
present a domestic position on climate policy. From a theoretical perspective, thus, the 
intention is to consider those influences that have been considered as the determinants of 
domestic positions on climate policy. The aim here, thus, is to take descriptive and 
explanatory approaches. 

The theories that are analyzed in this section are, primarily, falling under the sphere of 
regime theories and global governance theories. While both these theories and their 
perspectives on climate change have been considered here, there limitations are also noted. 
The resulting theoretical framework incorporates stakeholders (actors) and the factors 
influencing national policy together. Yet, each has its advantages and limitations. Later on, 
global political economy approaches are also considered.

Regime theories
There have been attempts to comprehend the politics of climate change through regime 
approaches which define international regimes such as “social institutions that consist of 
agreed upon principles, norms, rules, decision-making procedures, and programs that 
govern the interactions of actors in specific issue areas” (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 5). 
There have been various definitions of international regimes that have been put forward. 
According to Krasner, international regimes are “Implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules 
and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area 
of international relations” (Krasner, 1983, Abstract). According to Young, regimes "are more 
specialized arrangements that pertain to well-defined activities, resources, or geographical 
areas and often involve only some subset of the members of international society" (Young, 
1989, pg 13).The conventional image was that regime theory can explain international 
climate politics as they respond to a diverse array of issues. These include the need to 
control free-riding, and the issue of differentiated responsibilities. 



6

There are, however, different schools of thought within regime theory. One of these is 
based on power and the argument is a hegemon or dominant power forms a system centred 
on itself and determines “the basic principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures 
of the system” (Hongua, 2005, pg 2). The strength and prestige of the hegemon are 
considered accepted facts and prerequisites for other countries to accept the international 
regimes it establishes. The hegemon makes maximum gains by exploiting these regimes.

Bulkeley and Newell argue that there is support for and against this. The US could be 
considered a hegemon in the case of the Kyoto Protocol, for instance. Its ability to withdraw 
from such an agreement points to the dependence of regimes upon the most powerful 
state. Yet, the ability of the Kyoto Protocol to survive despite US withdrawal is evidence 
against power-based regime approaches. (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 6)

Contrary to power-based regime theory approaches, interest-based approaches are 
concerned with how the design of different institutions shapes the behaviour of nation-
states. Central arguments in this case are that states are self-interested, goal-seeking actors 
who pursue the maximization of individual utility.  International society, in this case, is 
considered to be in a state of anarchy but that does not imply that it is in a state of chaos. 
Regimes are developed because of common interest and with the motivation of mutually 
beneficial agreements that would otherwise be difficult or impossible to attain (Hongua,
2005, pg 9). Trust and the careful design of institutions in this case, are instrumental in 
deterring free riders. The role of power is acknowledged in international regimes but 
international regimes, themselves, are seen as independent variables in international 
relations. States, according to the interest-based approach, “can realize common interest in 
certain issue-areas only by cooperation; regimes are developed in part because actors in 
world politics believe that with such arrangements they will be able make mutually 
beneficial agreements that would otherwise be difficult or impossible to attain” (Hongua, 
2005, pg 9).

The interest-based regime theory approach, also known as the neoliberal approach 
represents, according to Hongua, the mainstream approach to analyzing international 
institutions (Hongua, 2005, pg 9). Realists, however, question the assumption at the very 
base of the interest-based school about states dwelling in anarchy. The cognitive school, on 
the other hand, takes issue with interest-based approaches precisely because they find 
realist ideas being incorporated into interest-based regime theories. These are:

 “states are conceived as rational actors and are atomistic in the sense that their 
identities, powers and fundamental interests are prior to international society (the 
society of states) and its institutions;

 the basically static approach to the study of international relations, which is ill-
equipped to account for learning (at the unit level) and history (at the system level);
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 the positivist methodology that prevents students of international institutions from 
understanding central aspects of the workings of social norms (including norms at 
the inter-state level)” (Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1997, pg 5).

Offering a different perspective from both these theories is the constructivist or cognitive 
approach. This approach towards regime theory values the roles of subjective factors (such 
as culture, norms) in international regime formulation. The significance of processes is 
highly valued upon in this case. Emphasis is also placed upon the analysis on identity of state 
and national interest (Hongua, 2005, pg 12).  Constructivist accounts, hence, broaden the 
scope of regime theory by “including pre-negotiation phases of interest development, 
domestic processes through which interests come to be conceived, and the range of non-
state actors involved in developing norms and knowledge about the nature of the climate 
change problem and how it should be governed”. (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 7)

However, Bulkeley and Newell note that regime approaches have a limited scope with 
respect to climate change, in particular. The problem involves multiple scales, actors and the 
close integration between the causes and consequences of climate change, economic 
development and everyday life. Thus, one issue that is found with regime approaches is 
their attempt to assign a ‘location’ to climate change as a governance problem (Bulkeley and 
Newell, 2010, pg 9). This ‘location’, according to regime theory, is said to be in a domain 
known as “the global”. Thus, other levels of governance (domestic and international) are 
considered distinct rather than as a part of a common framework. This model of discrete 
scales underrates and fails to consider, in most cases, the ‘fluidity of interaction’ between 
the processes that cause climate change across various boundaries.

Another issue concerns who actually participates in conducting the governance of climate 
change. Regime approaches consider nation-states to be the key point of reference in global 
governance issues. While there are examples of cases that acknowledge the importance of 
non-state actors, their function is primarily gauged with respect to how they influence 
nation-states and international institutions. Bulkeley and Newell argue that this approach 
limits the analysis of how non-state actors are involved in climate governance (Bulkeley and 
Newell, 2010, pg 9). Questions concerning how state institutions vary with respect to their 
individual historical and geographic contexts and how state power is actually used in 
practice are raised only in rare cases. Thus, regime approaches ignore important differences 
in the nature of the state power around the world. 

Another limitation of this approach is that states are regarded as neutral actors with respect 
to other actors and interests. This assumption ignores the state’s dependence on economic 
actors, “particularly in key sectors, such as energy, which are so central to all other 
industries, and the structural power that confers on business actors to shape the context in 
which states make decisions about which courses of action are desirable and possible.” 
(Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 10)
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Furthermore, regime theory considers climate governance, as far as it is considered at all, is 
taken to be a top down process that is implemented through:

International agreements;

National policies;

Market instruments (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 10)

The actual practices and implementation mechanisms that carry out policy implementation 
and the actors involved are hardly given any attention at all.

More or less, it should also be noted that regime theories hardly provide any insights as to 
why climate governance is taking place and its particular form. In other words, the driving 
forces are ignored. Thus, “questions concerning who is served by particular arrangements or 
forms of governance, of who wins and who loses and why, are often ignored” (Bulkeley and 
Newell, 2010, pg 10). Furthermore, the notion of ‘power’ is considered in zero-sum terms 
rather than considering it as a mechanism or facility to support processes. This alternative 
interpretation of power “allows us to consider the way in which power is generated through 
the process of governing itself, and move beyond dualistic accounts of state and non-state 
actors in addressing climate change” (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 10).

Young who is a leading voice on regime theory, himself, notes that regimes are an important 
part of determining human-environment interactions. However, he also acknowledges that 
there are various other ‘biophysical factors (e.g. climate and weather patterns) and 
socioeconomic forces (e.g. technology)’ that are at work in this context (Young, 2010, 
Preface xii). Furthermore, these factors interact with one another and increase the 
complexity of the situation.

Global governance
To begin the discussion from a global perspective, attempts to comprehend climate change 
as an international problem are usually based on the fact that the atmosphere, in contrast 
to the world of states, has no boundaries. GHG emissions in one place at one time can have 
impacts which stretch over time and space in complex ways. When considering climate 
change as a global problem, the idea that governing the issue is a global policy domain 
automatically surfaces. The discipline of global governance, hence, is quite relevant in this 
case. Especially within academic circles, global governance is, especially within academic 
circles, a vivid arena. Different social scientists have presented, and based their arguments 
on, different definitions of the term. For the purpose of this study, the definition of
governance I would like to rely upon is:

“Governance is the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, 
manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflicting or diverse 



9

interests may be accommodated and co-operative action may be taken. It includes 
formal....as well as informal arrangements that people and institutions either have agreed 
to or perceive to be in their interest.” (Latham, 1999, pg 39)

Building up on this definition, one can say that global governance is a vast discipline that 
encompasses a diverse array of different aspects. The term refers to ‘governance’ that 
operates across a plurality of spaces, forms of life, and networks, however differentiated 
these all are in scale and substance. It ranges from micro-level issues to the grand forums 
where different interests come together within the UN, for instance. Yet, it must also be 
noted that governance “is something that takes place after goals are set and deliberations, 
argument, struggle, contest, and competition have played out” (Latham, 1999, pg 43). The 
questions of who manages and who ultimately decides what management is, hence, are 
extremely important. These questions gain an even stronger focus in the limelight when the 
debate is regarding common affairs such as climate change.

States may have significant power and control over many of the processes which mitigate 
adapt to or, ultimately, cause climate change. Yet, “it is increasingly recognised that nation-
states are also limited in the degree to which they can directly affect emissions of GHG and 
the ability of societies and economies to adapt to climate change” (Bulkeley and Newell, 
2010, pg 3). Although the language and texts of national and international policy 
agreements often portray the image that states have the ability to contain GHG emissions, a 
more accurate representation of this process would be much more complex. GHG 
emissions, within particular state boundaries, are determined by factors and actors that 
exist at multiple levels.

Modern political structures, as argued by many, extend way beyond the scope of the ‘state’ 
and the ‘global’. The determinants of domestic, and by transitivity, global policy are diverse 
in nature and are present at different levels. To quote James Rosenau:

“Governance occurs on a global scale through both the co-ordination of states and the 
activities of a vast array of rule systems that exercise authority in the pursuit of goals and 
that function outside the normal national jurisdictions. Some of the systems are formalized, 
many consist of essentially informal structures, and some are still largely inchoate, but taken 
together they cumulate to governance on a global scale.” (Rosenau, 2000, pg. 172)

The excerpt above, thus, suggests that the term ‘global governance’ covers the vast array of 
activities which are significant both as determinants of international rules and in the 
conceptualizing of policy through implementing it ‘on-the-ground’. This is the case even if 
such activities fall under the domain of those who do not have formal authority.

Within the context of climate change, Bullkeley and Newell argue that two approaches to 
global governance would be particularly relevant. The first of these is linked to regime 
theory in general and constructivist regime theory in particular. In this strand of global 



10

governance theory, the focus stretches beyond the influence of non-state actors on the 
positions of nation-states or international negotiations to analyse the role of non-state 
actors in the governance of climate change. NGOs have been a major focus of this approach. 
Within the international arena, NGOs often act as diplomats and perform many of the same 
functions as delegates, representing the interests of their constituencies (Bulkeley and 
Newell, 2010, pg 12). 

With reference, in particular to the Kyoto Protocol Bulkeley and Newell argue that while 
there was little direct influence practised by CAN (Climate Action Network) for the Kyoto 
Protocol, “its presence made a significant difference to the overall outcome by holding the 
EU to its negotiating position of a 15 percent cut in emissions of GHG by 2010 and 
pressurising Al Gore, then US vice president, to take a flexible approach to target-setting” 
(Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 12).

The second approach of global governance in the context of climate change concentrates on 
the intricate interactions between different societal actors and governmental institutions. 
Thus, rather than considering the role of non-state actors, such as the UNFCCC only, this 
approach takes a broader picture and also focuses on other mechanisms and factors that 
determine the structure of social systems towards mitigating or adapting to climate change. 
Scholars that follow this approach have concentrated on the various roles of “actors from 
global civil society, municipal and regional networks, public-private partnerships, and the 
private sector in the governance of global environmental issues” (Bulkeley and Newell, 
2010, pg 12).  

Global governance approaches offer a fundamental departure from regime theories when it 
comes to the question of where climate governance takes place. Rather than assigning it all 
to a ‘global’, global governance theories recognize that climate governance is an avenue 
that deals with a multi level and multi arena structure, specifically dealing with how climate 
governance takes place beyond the international regime (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 13).

Yet, regarding who governs climate change, similar to regime theory, the nation-state is 
considered as the dominant force in global governance perspectives. To add to this, state 
and non-state realms are regarded as distinct and the zero-sum approach exists in this 
avenue as well. Global governance theory in this regard, hence, fails to take account of the 
relations between different actors whether they are state, non-state, public or private 
(Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 13).

Furthermore, global governance theories also fall short of explaining how the governance of 
climate change occurs. The focus, instead of being on the process of governance, is on 
power shifting and the institutionalization of authority (Bulkeley and Newell, 2010, pg 14). 

While, as mentioned before, the intention here is not to present theories for against 
different types of climate architecture, the realization that the far-reaching nature and 
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relevance of climate change extends beyond a single aspect of domestic or international 
policy is visible.  One example of this realization is Bodansky, 2011. While he attempts to 
explain the logic behind a bottom up climate architecture, he mentions the widespread 
nature of climate change, as a policy issue. To quote him:

“What accounts for the reluctance of many states to accept top-down, Kyoto-style targets, 
even as parts of a global deal that required reciprocal actions by others? Perhaps the main 
reason is that, in many countries, climate change is seen more through a domestic prism 
than an international one. Climate change implicates virtually every aspect of domestic 
policy, including industrial, agricultural, energy, transportation, and land-use policy. Hence, 
it raises huge domestic sensitivities – much more so than any previous environmental issue. 
Building a domestic coalition to address the problem is enormously complicated as it is, and 
would be made even more difficult by internationally-negotiated requirements that 
constrain a state’s flexibility.” (Bodansky, 2011, pg 16)

There is also the realization that climate policy is determined not just by different domains 
of national policy but by the influence of different stakeholders or actors. In recognition of 
the significance of actors beyond the ‘state’ and the ‘global’, for instance, Fisher presents 
the idea of the Global Environmental System. Within this system, exist the drivers and 
determinants of the international negotiations for environmental agreements. To quote 
Fisher, the importance of the national level is not just that it is the forum where:

“Policies are ratified, implemented and enforced, but it is also where the global epistemic 
communities of scientists and policymakers who work on environmental issues emerge from 
and continue to work. Similarly, transnational social movements sprout from national 
environmental organizations. In other words, the national level is the base of global 
environmental policy making.” (Fisher, 2004, pg 4)

Fisher further argues that international arrangements are effective only as much as national 
governments like them to be. Environmental treaties are the products of negotiations 
among various actors. More importantly, however, the outcomes of such negotiations are 
often the result of the internal debates between the social actors within nation-states 
(Fisher, 2004, pg 5).

In the context of the Global Environmental System, Fisher argues that each country, within 
itself constitutes a distinct and comparable system of multiple stakeholders. Decisions of 
each nation’s stance on environmental policy have a lot to do with its specific social context, 
history and position within the global system in terms of economic, political and 
environmental characteristics.

According to Fisher, domestic position on an environmental treaty is influenced by a set of 
actors. These are civil society, market, science and state. Thus, domestic actors cannot be 
left out of the Global Environmental System. Figure 3 depicts this in a diagram.
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Figure 1. Source: Fisher 2004

While Figure 1 essentially depicts the influence of different domestic 
environmental position, it says a lot about how international agreements are carried on. The 
interactions among global actors, domestic actors, implicit to the global environmental 
system, add significantly to the complexity to our under
making about environmental and social issues within an increasingly globalized wor
depicted in figure 2.

Figure 2. Source: Fisher 2004
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The central argument here, in our context, is that domestic position on environmental 
treaty is determined by different distinct actors. In the case of each country, these forces 
operate under different contexts, different environments and different scenarios. 

It may be appropriate here to acknowledge the phenomena of transnational governance. 
None of the theories mentioned above consider them as a driving force in modern climate 
governance. It could, in essence, be said that, theoretically speaking, the existence and 
effectiveness of transnational networks challenges the distinction between state and non 
state actors. An increasing number of networks or arrangements that cross national 
boundaries are being formed by a range of actors with the specific aim of addressing climate 
change. Within the sphere of climate governance, ‘hybrid networks, as well as largely public 
or private forms of transnational governance’ are often involved in the decision making 
process (Andonova, Betsill and Bulkeley, 2009, pg 69).  These networks, thus, are present in 
the public-public, private-private and public-private spheres. Municipal networks such as 
ICLEI and public-private networks such as REEEP are prominent examples. Thus, while 
Fisher’s Global Environmental System acknowledges the importance of different actors in 
formulating the domestic position on environmental issues, transnational initiatives suggest 
the importance of acknowledging the transnational linkages between such actors.

Work within the field of international political economy, on the other hand, offers a focal 
point on the state and argues for its relationship with other actors. Such approaches drift 
from the notion that the state is a unitary actor. This perspective is in line with what is often 
referred to as the neo Gramscian approach. According to Morton the stress is on the ‘raison 
d’être’ or the basis of state power (Morton, 2003, pg 171).  The individual context of each 
state, thus, is brought into consideration. By focusing on the links or dependencies that bind 
together state, market, and civil society actors, the political economy approach provides a 
gauge of effective action. These links could, theoretically, encompass those of multilateral 
donors and developing country governments and those of developed country governments 
with transnational corporations. The influence of NGOs and the private sector and their 
collaborations with governments could also be encompassed through this approach. Thus, 
contrary to the global governance and the regime theory approaches, inter-linkages and 
interdependencies are brought to attention under the international political economy or 
neo Gramscian approaches. With respect to climate change, hence, neo Gramscian 
approaches would stress on the importance of different actors and their interactions with 
each other. 

Generic Factors
In addition to the importance of actors, as theorized above, theory also exists on factors 
that could influence domestic climate policy positions. Many factors could, for instance, 
hinder the promotion of ambitious climate policy. While such factors would depend on the 
specific context of each country, a few generic factors can be mentioned and listed here:
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 Economic conditions.
 Financing institutions.
 Distorted price mechanisms.
 Network externalities.
 Misplaced incentives.
 Vested interests.
 Effectiveness of regulatory agencies.
 Information.
 Lifestyles, behaviours and consumption patterns.
 Uncertainty. (Munasinghe and Swart, 2005, pg 352)

All of the above may develop into factors influencing climate policy.

Philip Stern, on the other hand, focuses on “environmentally significant behaviour” and 
acknowledges that a general theory for it, “lies far in the distance” (Stern, 2000, pg 421). He 
notes numerous determinants that could influence environmentally significant behaviour. 
These include literacy, social status, and even advertising. 

Another factor may be the perception of climate change as a security issue. Ecological 
vulnerability, for instance, may be a key driver in climate policy. Weib and Sprinz note that 
the cases of the EU and the US support their hypothesis that the more a country is 
ecologically vulnerable, the more likely it will be to demand strong emission reductions in 
international negotiations (Sprinz and Weib, 2001, pg 89). According to Barnett:

“A critical and ambiguous concept in the UNFCCC is its reference to ‘dangerous’ levels of 
climate change. Security encapsulates danger much better than concepts like sustainability, 
vulnerability or adaptation, and it offers a framework in which danger can be recast as 
widespread risks to welfare and (in the case of small island states) sovereignty. Security can 
also serve as an integrative concept which links local (human security), national (national 
security) and global (international security) levels of environmental change and response.” 
(Barnett, 2003, pg 8)

Hence, perception of climate change as a security problem could encourage countries to 
take up a stronger stance regarding mitigation. This perception would portray climate 
change as an issue that “warrants a policy response commensurate in effort if not in kind 
with war” (Barnett, 2003, pg 8).

Abatement costs could also prove to be a determinant of climate policy. GHG emissions are 
a by-product of virtually every type of economic activity. Any effort to mitigate GHG will 
require investments in new technology and probably changes in behavior – in short, 
modifications to economic activity that will entail costs for society. Luterbacher and Sprinz 
find strong support for their hypothesis ‘the higher the abatement costs, the less likely a 
country will demand strong emissions reductions’ (Sprinz and Weib, 2001, pg 89). Applying 
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this hypothesis to the EU, India, Germany and US, they find that all these countries support 
the hypothesis with the US and EU supporting is strongly.

As mentioned before, the exact nature and relevance of each factor would be specific to 
individual contexts. While the above mentioned factors offer a general idea of the factors 
that could be relevant in the design of national climate policy, the actual determinants of 
national climate policy need not be restricted to the factors mentioned above. Yet, the 
theory considered here acknowledges the significance of ‘factors’ as determinants of 
national climate policy. Whether looked at from a regime theory perspective or a political 
economy one, the focus is on actors rather than factors. The theories presented in this 
section on factors reveal the independent importance of factors as a driving force for 
climate policy.

Theoretical Core
So far, to develop a theoretical framework, I have provided an overview of various theories 
to explain the driving forces behind country positions on climate change. As explained 
before, each theory has a different vantage point and is strong in one aspect with limitations 
in others. Yet as Bulkeley and Newell (2010) and followers of the political economy 
approach would note, climate policy has its determinants in numerous spheres or actors. 
How important each of these actors is depends on the context of each country. Not only 
does the political economy theory focus on the actors but also on the linkages and inter-
dependencies between different actors. As the presence of transnational networks shows, 
these actors could be external as well as internal. In other words, they could be domestic or 
foreign. Furthermore, factors such as economics and security concerns have also been 
highlighted in theory as determinants of environmental and climate policy. Thus, their role 
in formulating climate policy is also highlighted.

For an attempt to develop a theoretical framework in this study then, the importance of 
actors, factors and the links between them cannot be sidelined. Considering actors and 
factors, both, then the following model comes into picture (Figure 3). An interlinked 
framework then comes into being. This would include external actors, internal actors and 
factors. The significance of this system rests on actors and factors, specifically, but also their 
relationships with and dependencies upon another. 
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Figure 3: The Interlinked Framework

What the ultimate shape and formulation of domestic environmental policy and ultimately 
the domestic position on climate policy would be is dependent upon this framework (Figure 
4). Having labelled the above mentioned framework of inter-linkages as the interlinked 
framework, what would theoretically determine domestic position on environmental policy 
is this framework itself. The theoretical core of this study, hence, is that national climate 
policy is dependent no on one single actor but different external and internal actors and 
factors. What is also significant is the degree to which they interact with one another in 
order to practise influence over what eventually is labelled domestic environmental policy.
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Figure 4 Domestic Position

In light of the theory analyzed, the importance of national and external actors has to be 
considered. While in the Global Environmental System, these actors were categorized as 
science, market, civil society and state, external actors acting in such capacities can also 
influence domestic positions. The growth of transnational NGOs and transnational networks 
is evidence of that. Factors, on the other hand, also influence domestic environmental policy 
positions. 
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Methodology
The methodology in this case would be to carry out a qualitative analysis of conditional 
pledges. The aim is to present a case study of China and the EU with respect to the 
conditions they attach to their pledges.

Why qualitative methods?
In the case of the social sciences, the low level of applicability of scientific methods and 
findings and the problems connecting them to theory are often taken as where the limits of 
quantitative research are reached. Scientific findings are often not carried over into political 
and everyday contexts (Flick, 2009, pg 13). When the need is to analyze statements which 
are related to subjects and situations, hence, a sociologically articulated concept of 
knowledge would be more applicable. To formulate such subject and situation related 
statements, which are empirically well founded, is a goal which can be attained with 
qualitative research. Furthermore, qualitative research is not based on a unified 
methodological concept. Various methods are utilized in the research practice. 

Qualitative research seeks to analyze concrete cases in their temporal and local particularity 
and contexts. The nature of our research questions rests on subjective grounds. What the 
driving forces are behind climate commitments and what the commitments entail are 
matters that can hardly be examined from an objective perspective. The subjectivity of the 
issues being studied is a part of the research process. To add to this, no unified theory is 
applicable to this study. Qualitative methods, thus, are more applicable to the nature of this 
study.

As part of the qualitative research, reliance was placed on interviews. The aim of this 
exercise will be to be able to interpret the conditions in a manner that is clearer. The 
interviews are also intended to serve the purpose of clarifying the driving forces behind the 
conditions. It would be ideal to interview someone, in the case of EU and China both, who 
forms the point of communication in conveying national climate policy to the UNFCCC 
process. The individuals who are rewarded this responsibility are usually categorised under 
the term “National Focal Points”. 

Attempts were made to approach the relevant National Focal Points. However, this proved 
difficult. Thus, IVL professionals encouraged interviews to be conducted with an alternative 
group of people. 

For China, five interviewees were approached. Interviewee No. 1 is a Section chief in the 
“Department of Development“. No.2 interviewee is a senior researcher in the Chinese 
Academy of Social Sciences. No.3 interviewee is a Section chief in the “Department of 
coping global climate change”. No. 4 interviewee is a professor from Tsinghua University, 
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and he is also a high level management staff of the university. No.5 interviewee is a 
professor from Department of Environment Sciences of Tsinghua University. In drawing the 
pledge, all the five people worked as supporters to the decision team and gave advice, 
including running a model to support the decisions and providing opinions from the view of 
industry experts. They all did not want their names to be disclosed.

For the EU, three experts were interviewed of which, two were involved in the design of the 
EU Climate Package. I would refer to them as interviewee No. 6, 7 and 8 respectively as they 
also did not want their names to be disclosed.

In addition, three other experts in climate policy were kind enough to have an interview. 
They were Christian Egenhofer (The Centre for European Policy Studies), Karl Hallding 
(Stockholm Environment Institute) and Bo Kjellén (Stockholm Environment Institute).

Appropriate questions also have to be devised with a focus on the key organizations 
involved.

In the context of driving forces, an attempt to gauge where the roots of each condition lie 
and where it can be traced from was be made. This required an analytical review of 
different policy documents which was be carried out.

This, of course, would form a part of the analysis. Discourse analytic studies analyze issues 
that are closer to topics of social sciences than those of conversation analysis.

Using Text as Data
Documents can be a very instructive addition to interviews or observations. Although the 
commitments that form the base of this study may not have been produced for research 
purposes, they and the information they contain can be used for research. The 
commitments have been presented in the form of official documents to the UNFCCC and are 
open published so the documents are available to any interested party. These documents, 
hence, can be seen as a means for communication and the questions, hence, of who has 
produced this document, for which purpose, and for whom have to be considered. Also in 
need of consideration are the personal and institutional intentions to produce this 
document or this kind of document. Thus, these documents are not just simple data that 
can be used as a resource for research. Once it is established that these documents will be 
used for the purpose of research, they should be focused upon with the intention of finding 
what their features are, what the particular conditions were for their production and so on.

The Copenhagen Accord commitments may be the ideal primary source for this study and 
they certainly are credible as they are officially documented policy commitments. Yet, in 
order to come to a conclusion regarding what the commitments actually represent, a 
broader set of sources would be required. For this, I intend to rely on what Uwe Flick calls a 
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“corpus” of documents (Flick, 2009, pg 258). The intertextuality of documents is what has to 
be considered here. The official documents stating the commitments are linked to other, 
perhaps previously published, documents. This would help to trace the origin of the 
commitments themselves. Each document will be seen as a method of contextualizing 
information. The idea here is to analyze documents as methodologically created 
communicative turns in formulating versions of events.

Analyzing documents gives one a very specific and sometimes limited approach to 
experiences and processes. As in other research, resource limitations may force one to be 
selective. In some cases, especially regarding China, the necessary documents are 
sometimes not available or are difficult to decipher.

Comparing Targets
In order to compare targets, I have relied on estimates economic growth assumed by 
different researchers, particularly for China. As the EU has an absolute target, it was more 
straightforward in that case. For abatement potentials, I have used the estimates of 
McKinsey & Company. It must be noted that these estimations rely on projections as the 
intention is to gauge how effectively each party will play its part in the coming years.
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Categorising both pledges: empirical 
findings
Before we get down to carrying out an analysis of each of the two pledges in detail, one
should comprehend what different types of pledges have been envisaged in climate 
negotiations. The differentiating factor, in most cases, is what the condition is based on. 
While the pledges of the EU and China, both, are conditional, they are conditional upon 
different scenarios. It is very important to differentiate both pledges based on the nature of 
their conditionality.

The conditions in the pledges of the Annex I parties can be grouped in four broad categories
(Stigson, Roth and Buhr, forthcoming):

 Act of other
 Measurement of emission reductions
 Development of mechanisms
 Global climate deal to limit global warming

The EU’s conditional pledge would fall under the ‘act of other’ category as it is based on how 
ambitious other parties are with respect to curbing climate change. In the case of the EU, 
efforts to curb climate change are expected to be taken up by developing and developed 
countries, both, for the condition to be met.

The conditions in non-Annex I pledges are of a different nature. In the case of China for 
instance, the condition rests largely upon Article 4, paragraph 7 of the UNFCCC (UNFCCC, 
2010). An overview of paragraph 7 reveals that the condition is based on two broad 
categories:

 Transfer of resources from developed countries
 Economic and social development goals have to be met

Thus, the different nature of conditions in both cases allows us to categorize them under a 
different label. The following table might look bigger if the focus of this study was broader 
and based on more actors. In our case, however, the number of actors being considered is 
two and the table can be presented as follows:

Type of pledge Can be exemplified by
Economic and social development, resource 
support

China

Act of others: developed and developing EU
Source: Stigson, Roth and Buhr forthcoming.
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While it is important to differentiate the nature of pledges, their actual meaning would 
depend on how they are interpreted. To support this process of interpretation, an analysis 
of the pledges must be carried out.



23

Pledge Analysis
The factors and actors, as my theoretical core notes, are different in each case and context. 
Thus, I will here attempt to present the picture on China and the EU, individually. The idea, 
then, would be to present a comparison between the two.

China

Copenhagen Pledge
Being the biggest emitter in the world, China was in the limelight at COP 15. 

To quote from the Chinese pledge after COP 15:

‘China will endeavour to lower its carbon dioxide emissions per unit of GDP by 40-45% by 
2020 compared to the 2005 level, increase the share of non-fossil fuels in primary energy 
consumption to around 15% by 2020 and increase forest coverage by 40 million hectares 
and forest stock volume by 1.3 billion cubic meters by 2020 from the 2005 levels.’ (Letter 
including autonomous domestic mitigation actions) (UNFCCC, 2010)

Thus, China, instead of stating absolute emission reductions, has stated a CO2 intensity 
target, non-fossil fuel energy target and a forestry target. To compare pledges from China 
with other countries, hence, assumptions regarding future economic growth must be made.
Both pledges phrase that the emission reductions are voluntary and conditioned on Article 
4, paragraph 7, in the Accord, stating that the extent to which developing countries will 
implement their commitments depends on the effective implementation of developed 
parties’ transfer of resources and will fully take into account that economic and social 
development and poverty education are the first and overriding priorities of the developing 
Parties.

The international climate regime offers few incentives likely to lure China onto a low-carbon 
development path. China has ratified the UNFCCC, which requires all parties to mitigate 
climate change, but it has repeatedly objected to quantified commitments under a post 
2012 climate regime. In the debate on possible approaches to the further development of 
the climate regime, reference has repeatedly been made to the importance of policies and 
measures geared to sustainable development on a national level. (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 
2008, pg 309)

Conditions
In the case of China, as already mentioned, the pledge is conditional upon Article 4, 
Paragraph 7 of the UNFCCC. Thus, while the EU has a conditional and an unconditional 
target, China’s pledge is completely conditional. The conditions stated in the pledge are:
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Effective implementation of developed parties’ transfer of financial resources and 
technology

This again, is open to interpretation and lacks clarity. What, the term ‘effective’ means here 
needs to be explained. Whether there is a minimal requirement for the transfer of 
technology and resources or if the Chinese government will act upon its pledge once the 
desired degree of transfers have been realised is a matter open to debate.

According to Bo Kjellén the term ‘effective’, here, means that, “It should not just be walk,
there should be action” (Kjellén, B. 2011). At the same time, China, or other developing 
countries are not willing to bind themselves to a technology transfer benchmark.

Economic and social development are the first and overriding priorities

This is another condition that is unclear. While development goals may be the prioritized, 
China does not state what level of development, social or economic, it would have to attain 
to consider its priorities satisfied. It could, theoretically, continue to grow as the fastest 
economy in the world and still not declare its conditions met. 

Similar to Condition 1, Bo Kjellén believes that this condition is also there for developing 
countries to keep their options option (Kjellén, B. 2011).

Driving forces
To comprehend the motivation behind the pledge, an attempt to consider the driving forces 
behind each target will also be made. It is, for instance, unclear what the motivation behind 
the 40-45% interval target is and why China is not willing to state an emission abatement 
target. The motivation behind choosing 2005 as a base year must also be considered. In 
addition, China states a primary energy target and a forest cover target. In this case as well, 
the motivation is unclear.

China’s Energy Use, Emissions, and Future Projections
In order to gauge what determines China’s stance on climate policy, an idea of China’s 
current standing is imperative. This is necessary to comprehend China’s trajectory in terms 
of energy intensiveness, which in turn is significant as China’s pledge is based on carbon 
intensity rather than absolute emissions. The country is under a period of transition. While it 
was a centrally planned economy a few decades ago, it now incorporates a form of market 
socialism which values and promotes economic growth. 
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This drive towards economic growth has amplified China’s energy demand in various 
sectors. In order to satisfy this surging demand, the focus has been largely on China’s own 
coal resources, leading to a significant rise in environmental impacts and a profound 
increase in China’s GHG emissions. While this has been the case in China’s unprecedented 
rise, a major concern is the dramatic increase in emissions in the long run that is expected 
from China’s growing energy needs. Chinese energy demand, primarily driven by industry, 
rose from 10% of global energy demand in 2001 to 15% just five years later (Busby, 2010, pg 
5). 

From 1978 to 2000, China’s economy averaged 9% growth with a 4% growth in energy 
demand. After 2001 in contrast, economic growth continued at similarly high levels but 
energy demand grew to 13% per year (Rosen and Houser, 2007, pg 4 ). A profound move 
towards energy-intensive industry can be held responsible for this fact. In 2006, China was 
responsible for 35% of global steel production, 48% of global cement production, 49% of flat 
glass and 28% of aluminium (Busby, 2010, pg 6). Furthermore, China’s urban population is 
set to rise from 43% in 2005 to 63% in 2020 (Busby, 2010, pg 6). As mentioned before, the 
energy demands of this unprecedented growth are, to a large extent, being met by coal 
which, as of 2007, was accountable for 67% of China’s energy needs (Rosen and Houser,
2007, pg 17). Oil demand increased from 2.3 million barrels per day in 1990 to 7.2 million a 
day in 2006 (Busby, 2010, pg 7). While China’s expansion of fossil driven energy is certainly a 
cause of concern, it must be noted that, since 2006, China has shown an impressive scope 
for reducing energy intensity. Energy intensity has been improved by 19.1% under the 11th

Five Year Plan (UNFCCC, 2010). While this falls slightly short of the 20% target, it addresses 
concerns over transparency that China usually is associated with. As Rob Bradley Argues, 
“While it is disappointing that the target will be missed (albeit by a small margin), the fact 
that (China is) willing to publicly discuss this ‘bad news’ underscores a growing commitment 
to the kind of transparency envisioned by the Copenhagen Accord’ (Busby, 2010, pg 24).

Yet, the increase in GHG emissions that China’s surging demand is likely to cause is a cause 
of global and domestic alarm. China already has surpassed the US as the world’s biggest 
GHG emitter. In 2004, Premier Wen promoted a green GDP which, in 2006, estimated that 
environmental damage cost the country more than 3% of its GDP with losses exceeding $64 
billion. China’s environment agency, as well as numerous international observers, believed 
that this estimate was too low. Lost sick days, medical expenses, and other effects of 
pollution are thought to have cost China as much as 8-12% of GDP per year from 1996 to 
2006 (Busby, 2010, pg 9). 

China is expected to account for about 50% of global increase in GHG increase from 2007 to 
2030 according to the International Energy Agency (Busby, 2010, pg 10).

The Emissions-Intensity Target
As mentioned before, China announced, in the lead-up to Copenhagen, its target to reduce 
GHG emissions intensity by 40-45% below 2005 levels by 2020. Whether this is an ambitious 
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target or not is a matter open to debate. As this measure is based upon China’s GDP, much 
depends on the actual growth rate of China’s economy. To quote Busby:

“A slow growing economy might have lower emissions growth overall but less turnover of 
dirty equipment, while a fast growing economy might have higher total emissions but reach 
the intensity target through swift replacement of capital stock.” (Busby, 2010, pg 23)

Yet, what must be noted is that climate change has gained public awareness and political 
importance in China only recently. Early in the last decade, Chinese thinking envisaged 
nature as a good that serves well the purpose of exploitation (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 
2007, pg 317). Today, on the other hand, climate change has become a central issue for the 
Chinese government. An internationally declared carbon intensity target, thus, may serve as 
a major symbol of China’s recognition of its responsibility in addressing GHG mitigation on a 
global scale.  Establishing a global image of responsible mitigation hinges on credibility and, 
thus, the Chinese may not be willing to risk their credibility by stating an emissions intensity 
target that may be out of reach, given its correlation with future economic growth. Poor 
reporting and inadequate data at the local level could also fuel reluctance on part of the 
central government to commit to a more stringent target (Busby, 2010, pg 24). The earlier 
mentioned expression of transparency in terms of the energy intensity target also supports 
this argument.

However, according to one of the interviewees:

“The abatement level of 40-45% is basically set from scientific research based on big amount 
of modelling and other analyses. Also, it's a result of discussing, balancing and negotiating 
among industries and provinces.” (Interviewee 4, 2011)

According to two of the interviewees, ensuring a reasonable level of economic growth was 
the main motivation behind not going for an absolute target (Interviewees (3, 4), 2011). 
Economic growth is closely connected to the energy use and relating emissions. Therefore 
the absolute emission reduction is not under consideration at the current development 
stage of China. When China achieves its long term economic development goal, the absolute 
emission reduction could be up for discussion (Interviewee (3, 4), 2011).

Karl Hallding (Hallding, K. 2011) however, believes that the emissions intensity target stems 
directly from the “common but differentiated responsibilities” clause of the UNFCCC. This 
considers the notion that developing countries have the right to development and, thus, the 
emissions intensity target points to the distinction between developing and developed 
countries.

The logic of choosing 2005 as the base year seems profound once historical and recent 
trends in energy intensity are considered. As mentioned before, China’s energy intensity 
trends seemed impressive until the early 2000s when the trend was reversed, driven by 
industry. Furthermore, the energy efficiency focused 11th Five Year Plan was adopted in 
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2006. In light of these two facts, 2005 seems like an appropriate base year as it allows China 
the twin benefits of not having to set the energy intensity levels of the 1990s as benchmarks
and capitalizing on the benefits of 11th Five Year Plan policies on an international platform.
This is, further supported, by the answers from the interview respondents, all 5 of whom, 
agree that as 2005 was the last year before the 11th Five Year Plan, it seemed like a 
reasonable choice which showed the determination of the Chinese government
(Interviewee (1, 2, 3, 4, 5), 2011).

China’s Position
China’s stance on climate change has, more or less, been that it will not compromise its 
economic growth objectives, given the need to lift hundreds of millions of Chinese out of 
desperate poverty. The focus usually is on the vast difference in per capita emissions 
between Western countries and China, as well as the responsibility for historical emissions 
which China puts on the West. 

On the other hand, the Chinese leadership realises the benefits of global climate policies, 
especially in terms of technology transfer. This is revealed by the fact that, by 2007, 52% of 
the CDM projects had taken place in China (Lewis, 2007, pg 165). Furthermore, at the Bali 
climate negotiations in 2007, China supported a non binding agreement ‘where developing 
countries accepted some form of verifiable action on climate in exchange for considerable 
Western assistance to introduce clean technologies (Busby, 2010, pg 14).

Policy Formulation and Implementation
The general picture that emerges is that the informational and communicative capacities, in 
terms of shaping public awareness, are weak in China. This claim is only supported by the 
restrictions on various social networking websites. Policy positions, including climate 
change, have to be coordinated with central political institutions. Thus, the influence of 
public awareness on initiating a policy process is estimated to be low (Richerzhagen and 
Scholz, 2007, pg 317). On the other hand, scientific results are taken very seriously. 
According to Richerzhagen and Scholz, ‘some observers believe that it is the political will of 
the Chinese leadership to boost academic knowledge and raise awareness on climate issues, 
in particular to pave the way for climate measures’(Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 317).

In China, climate and environmental policies are not administered by the same agency. This 
is because the institutional arrangements and relevant actors for climate and climate 
related policies are viewed from a cross-cutting international perspective and is considered 
as having a strong bearing on economic development and foreign affairs (Lee, 2005, pg 149). 
Chinese climate policy, to a large extent, falls under the National Development and Reform 
Commission (NDRC) rather than the understaffed and weak Ministry for Environmental 
Protection (Busby, 2010, pg 15). The NDRC is a macro-economic regulatory body with the 
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mandate of developing national economic strategies and long-term economic plans. It’s is to 
maximize economic development. While China is a centralized state based on a strong 
hierarchy, decentralization is gaining ground with local governments gaining power and 
autonomy (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 315). China currently lacks the ‘mundane, 
daily regulatory machinery to enforce environmental standards’ and the trickling down of 
central government objectives to the local level is highlighted more in periodic events rather 
than on a constant basis (the 2008 Beijing Olympics for instance) (Busby, 2010, pg 14). 

However, as noted by Edward Cunningham, the role of the central government and its 
influence expands and contracts with the state of the economy. When economic growth is 
strong, the central government relies on private energy producers to meet market demand 
and loosens its regulations to encourage greater participation. Conversely, in periods of 
weak economic growth, the central government reasserts control in order to address issues 
such as excess capacity (Busby, 2010, pg 14). 

Local governments have been allowed considerable influence and authority over local 
industries and financial resources on the local level (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 315). 
China’s overall move towards a more open and market-oriented economy has enhanced the 
profit motive for local industries which has, ultimately, resulted in negative environmental 
impacts. Wherever the conflict between economic and environmental aims arises, 
preference usually is given to local economic development (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, 
pg 315). Furthermore, even the Environmental Protection Bureaus, which are responsible 
for local monitoring, lack authority as they rely on local governments for budgetary support 
(Busby, 2010, pg 15).

On the diplomatic front, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) is responsible for 
international climate diplomacy and holds the contact office and focal point for the UNFCCC.
To reciprocate national policy on the diplomatic front, MOFA’s position is usually 
characterized by concerns over economic development, energy security and protection of 
sovereignty (Bjorkum, 2005, pg 43). Thus, MOFA focuses on the prevention of emission 
ceiling imposition and maintains a narrow understanding of the principle of differentiated 
possibilities. 

Non-governmental Actors
Like in any other country there are many non-governmental actors from different sectors in 
China. As already mentioned, however, their influence is limited apart from the scientific 
and research community. Chinese research institutions and academic organizations are 
closely related to governmental agencies as they often provide services to the public sector 
and are often successful in influencing the work of public administration (Richerzhagen and 
Scholz, 2007, pg 318). However, scientific research on climate change is removed from 
political leaders, and exchange between these two areas is focused on the developmental 
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aspects of climate change. As for climate policy research, the two key institutions that 
conduct it and advise the government are the Energy Research Institute (ERI) (affiliated with 
the NDRC), and the Research Centre for Sustainable Development at the Chinese Academy 
of Social Sciences (CASS), which operates under the State Council (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 
2007, pg 319).

Civil society in China is considered a relatively weak actor with limited influence on the 
state. NGO development in China is constrained by administrative regulations and lack of 
resources, human and financial (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 319) Since climate policy 
has foreign policy implications, Chinese NGOs avoid challenging central policy and are not 
significantly involved in such issues. International NGOs or government organized NGOs 
(which receive governmental resources are, on the other hand, involved in climate change 
issues (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 319). 

The media also takes an increasing interest in the environmental situation and climate 
issues are now an important part of media coverage (Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 
320). The media and many NGOs benefit from an agreement with the MEP. The government 
has been able to perceive them in a positive light as they are able to monitor government 
and industry activities, especially on the local level, and raise climate awareness
(Richerzhagen and Scholz, 2007, pg 320). Yet, as already mentioned, the MEP has a weak 
influence in policy circles. Thus, the scope for influencing policy is limited, even in this 
respect.

The notion that NGO influence is weak when it comes to designing the pledge is further 
supported by the Chinese interviews. All 5 respondents answered “no” when asked whether 
the pledge was circulated to NGOs (Interviewee (1, 2, 3, 4, 5), 2011).

Scientific Findings
Climatological scientific findings on China have been quite instrumental in changing the way 
China perceives climate change. In the middle of the last decade, China completed its own 
set of national climate reports which revealed some alarming findings (Hallding, K. 2011). 
The report involved input from a number of academic institutions. These reports point to 
strong negative impacts on the Chinese economy such as droughts. This has led to an 
increased sense of vulnerability in China, according to Hallding.

External Actors
External donors play a key role in addressing the climate change problem. As already noted, 
China is a major hub for CDM projects. It is also a major recipient of environmental aid from 
organisations such as the World Bank and GEF. However, China’s relationship with 
international donors and its status as recipient has seen changes. The World Bank, for 
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example, has sharply reduced funding because China is not applicable for International 
Development Assistance (IDA) funds and also because NRDC practises influence on the 
projects that receive World Bank funding. Projects dedicated to climate change are financed 
by GEF and applied for by MEF and, thus, do not involve NRDC influence (Richerzhagen and 
Scholz, 2007, pg 320). Yet, China expert Karl Halding believes that the role of bilateral 
donors is minimal (Hallding, K. 2011). According to him, the development cooperation that 
does exist in areas is mainly based on sensitive issues such as democracy and journalistic 
freedom. The driver for change in China, according to him, is energy security. Thus, the 
conditionality of development assistance would not really matter. China aims to go ahead 
with an energy independence strategy anyway.

The role of external actors, however, should not be restricted to donors. Out of the 5 
interviewees, 3 cited international pressure as being the main motivation for the Chinese 
pledge (Interviewee (1, 2, 3), 2011). Out of the remaining 2, who cited the pledge as being 
an internal Chinese effort, 1 specifically noted that the timing of the pledge was shaped by 
external pressure (Interviewee (4, 5), 2011). Karl Hallding argues that the external pressure 
was one of the major drivers for China to submit a pledge at COP 15. His view is that China 
feared being blamed for potential failure of negotiations (Hallding, K. 2011). This pressure, 
according to him, was a build up from the Bali conference and the Chinese pledge had, more 
or less, been decided already in November, coming out a day after the American pledge.
Even in the choice of base year, Hallding believes, China chose 2005 as base year in parallel 
with the US choosing 2005 as their base year (Hallding, K. 2011). This may be because the 
fundamental difference between the absolute and emissions intensity nature of the two 
pledges could give China some justification for having a better pledge.

Another major external factor is China’s image of a developing non-Annex 1 country. 
Hallding argues that the conditional element of the Chinese pledge comes from there. All 
developing country pledges state this condition. China’s image of a leading bargaining party 
on behalf of the G77 is also important to it.

Development as the overriding objective

According to Hallding, stating development goals as a condition to be met in order to meet 
the pledge is simply a backdoor policy in case China fails to meet the pledge.

Forest Cover Target
While there is a significant amount of literature on the China’s emissions intensity target, 
not a lot has been said about the forest cover target stated in the pledge. I asked Karl 
Hallding about the motivation for this and he pointed to the fact that there is a lot of 
reforestation going on in China, that would have carried on any way, with or without the 
pledge (Hallding, K. 2011). The reforestation issue stretches back years. In 1998, for 
instance, immense flooding was experienced and China for which deforestation was 
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partially blamed. The central government has been able to use this time to enforce a ban on 
logging and import timber from Indonesia, instead, according to Hallding (Hallding, K. 2011).
China, thus, is incorporating an already running policy on the international scene.

Future Policy Initiatives
China’s upcoming 12th Five Year Plan aims to increase the drive towards low carbon 
development in China. As this is the first FYP after COP 15, it is expected to play a critical 
role in realising China’s goal of 40-45% carbon intensity reduction by 2020. It represents a 
radical shift from administrative to market based instruments and innovation. While the 
11th FYP was a launch pad for China’s environmental ambition; as China started to deliver 
on its potential, the new 12th FYP (2011‐2015) is expected to further intensify China’s 
‘green transition’. Over that time, China’s economy is expected to grow by 50 percent to 
$7.5 trillion (Buckley and Lan, 2010) (equivalent to 40 percent of EU GDP at current 
exchange rates). The 12th FYP is also meant to cover a critical shift in China’s development 
model: the economy will move towards higher value‐added sectors and create Chinese 
companies that are global players. In particular, the green and low carbon sectors have been 
identified as the core part of a new industrial strategy and an important pillar for growth.

With the 12th FYP, the Chinese government has decided to create new markets and 
encourage market mechanisms such as carbon pricing and emissions trading. The Chinese 
government is set to impose binding emission targets on its regions as part of its efforts to 
meet 2020 national carbon intensity goals (Reuters, 2011). The 12th FYP also extends 
China’s environmental ambition from solving local pollution problems to increasing its share 
in the global clean technology and energy markets (Wei Ng and Mabey, 2011, pg 8).

The motivations behind China’s 12th FYP, however, are far from climate focused: 

China faces the need to rebalance and restructure its economy. It needs to stimulate its 
domestic market and, at the same time, to steer its economy towards higher added‐value 
sectors in order to benefit from all stages of the value chain. Other than its low cost labour, 
China aims to be more competitive with its educated human resource pool. The population 
is aging and China’s workforce is expected to peak by 2015-17.China, thus, seeks to be more 
innovative and productive. (Wei Ng and Mabey, 2011, pg 8).

China’s pollution problems coupled with its aims to develop mean that it has to move 
towards a green or low carbon economy. It recognises the domestic threat of climate 
change to its future development and aims to be seen as an active and responsible Party to 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. However, it also is keen to avoid what it 
sees as unfair restrictions on its development path.  (Wei Ng and Mabey, 2011, pg 8).

China already imports over 50 percent of its oil and 20 percent of gas which makes the 
Chinese industry vulnerable to price shocks (Wei Ng and Mabey, 2011, pg 8). In addition, 
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China has recently become a net coal importer. This is a huge concern for China as coal 
currently makes up over 70 percent of its primary energy consumption. The demand for 
energy is expected to rise. Thus, the focus on energy security is expected to get stronger.

EU

Copenhagen Pledge
At COP 15, the EU reconfirmed its objective of limiting global average temperature rise to 2
degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels. According to the EU pledge, meeting this target 
would require global GHG emissions to peak by 2020 at the latest and be reduced by at least 
50% as compared with 1990 levels by 2050 and continue to decline thereafter (European 
Commission, 2010).

In order to support this aim, the EU (all 27 countries) has made a commitment of a 20% 
emissions reduction in 2020 with 1990 as base year. The 20% target is unconditional. Based 
on its conditions being met, the EU has offered to move further to a 30% reduction target, 
provided that other developed countries commit themselves to comparable emission 
reductions and that developing countries contribute adequately according to their 

responsibilities and respective capabilities. ( European Commission, 2010).

In addition, the EU has pledged that:

“The EU and its 27 Member States wish to recall that the EU Climate and Energy Legislative 
Package has already been adopted. Among other things, this Package consolidates the EU’s 
Emissions Trading Scheme and expands its scope. Also, pursuant to its ‘Effort Sharing 
Decision’, Member States are required to implement policies and measures that are 
additional to that Scheme concerning the greenhouse gas emissions from sources not falling 
under it, in order to reach the overall target.” (European Commission, 2010)

Additional Policies and Commitments
With respect to policies and measures, many existing EC-level policies and measures are 
being strengthened to meet the goals from the integrated package on energy and climate 
change. This is mentioned in the EU’s National Communication document. In addition to the 
commitment on GHG emissions, The EC has committed to supplying 20 % of total EU gross 
final energy consumption from renewable sources (including electricity, heat and transport) 
by 2020, supplemented by a target requiring the share of energy from renewable sources in 
all forms of transport in 2020 to be at least 10 % of final consumption of energy in transport.
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There is also a commitment for a 20 % reduction of total primary energy consumption by 
2020, compared to a Business as Usual baseline (European Commission, 2009).

The collective aims are thus:

1) A reduction in EU greenhouse gas emissions of at least 20% below 1990 levels 

2) 20% of EU energy consumption to come from renewable resources 

3) A 20% reduction in primary energy use compared with projected levels, to be achieved by 
improving energy efficiency. 

4) These three goals are, together, also known as the EU’s “20-20-20” targets for the year 
2020.

5) Furthermore, the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, which is now into its second phase 
(2008- 2012) has further strengthening and expansion is planned for Phase III, including the 
incorporation of the aviation sector into the scheme (already from 2012).

6) There has also been new legislation concerning reduction of GHG emissions from sectors 
not covered by the EU ETS, carbon capture and storage, emission performance standards for 
new passenger cars, production of transport fuels and energy-efficient road transport 
vehicles. (European Commission, 2010)

Condition
The plans mentioned above seem ambitious and comprehensive. It is, however, interesting 
to note that they have been made with the 20% emission reduction target. In other words, 
the EU has, so far, only come up with a road map for a scenario in which its condition is not 
met. At first glance, this 20% target was set years before COP 15, not specifically to promote 
global cooperation at COP 15 as one would expect from the EU, given its image of being a 
leader in the fight against climate change. This stated target is one of the EU’s 20-20-20 
targets which had already become law prior to the conference in Copenhagen. However, 
Interviewee 7, one of the interviewees and someone who participated in the design of the 
20-20-20 package, explains that:

“The climate package was prepared with the aim to use it as a tool in the COP-15 
negotiations. As such, the pledge was one way of making use of it and to formalise what 
“we” had done.” (Interviewee (EU), 2011)

Thus, in that sense, the very fact that the EU already had a formal package, which had been 
made legally binding prior to Copenhagen, adds to the argument that the EU has an image 
of climate leadership. I argue that, based on the fact that it was the only major party to set 
such a precedent. As for the EU’s climate leadership perception, I will deal with that later in 
this section.
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The conditions, as mentioned above, are for the EU to move to the more ambitious 30%
target. When it, however, comes to clarifying the conditions mentioned, one learns that the 
task is not so easy. In the excerpt above, two conditions are stated. 

Developed countries must commit themselves to emission reductions that are comparable. 

What the term ‘comparable’ means here is open to interpretation. It might mean that the 
EU expects other Annex I parties to reduce their emissions by the same percentage. It might 
also, on the other hand, mean that the EU would be willing to accept a lower boundary (e.g. 
17%) reduction for the emission cuts to qualify as comparable.

Senior climate negotiation specialist, Bo Kjellén, believes that ‘comparable’ is a typical term 
to use in such cases (Kjellén, B. 2011). He also points out at that, “By using it, the EU has, in 
a way, restricted its own possibilities of going to 30%”. According to him, there are political 
elements such as green parties and the private sector which sometimes puts a hurdle in 
stating stringent targets.

EU climate policy expert, Christian Egenhofer, however, believes that instead of being driven 
by the international agenda, the conditional target will be driven by the EU’s internal 
agenda (Egenhofer, C. 2011). According to him, the EU does not expect an international 
agreement to emerge and, thus, if there is an internal keenness to move to a more stringent 
target, it will go on with it. In essence, then, the 30% figure is of political importance.

Developing countries must contribute adequately according to their responsibilities and 
respective capabilities. 

What the responsibility and capability of each developing country with respect to abating 
emissions is a matter that can be debated again and again. The measure according to which 
this would be decided has also not been mentioned. If Country A, thus, is a developing 
country, it might argue that its responsibility should be linked to its historical emissions 
whereas others might argue that it should be linked to future economic growth. Also 
unclear is how the capability of a developing country would be determined. Many 
developing countries would argue (as China has in its pledge) that their capability to 
mitigate climate change would be based on the transfer of technology from the developed 
world. If that is the case, the EU sets no target for technology transfer in its pledge.

In both conditions, the EU has no cut-off point. For instance, it is unclear how the EU would 
react if, say, most developed countries agree to escalate emission abatement measures but 
some do not. This holds for developing countries as well. Thus, the reaction of the EU if say, 
all developing countries commit but one major player, Brazil for instance, does not is 
unclear. Whether the EU would still go ahead with a 30% reduction target is open to 
interpretation.
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Another grey area lies within the very definition of developing and developed countries. The 
EU’s targets are set till 2020. In the decade between COP 15 and the year 2020 developing 
economies are likely to grow and develop, economically and socially. What if, within, the 
coming decade, a particular developing country passes the transition successfully and 
significantly improves its standard of living, economy, social structure, etc? Where the EU 
will draw the line is an interesting debate. Once that is determined the debate as to what 
the responsibility of that country will be fundamentally changes. 

Thus, we find that, the conditionality of the EU pledge is a matter that requires research and 
with respect to a lot of areas, the conditions are vague. Since there has been little research 
in this respect, primary sources such as interviews must be relied upon.

According to Bo Kjellén, to justify a move to 30% for the European public, it is very 
important for the EU to have the BASIC countries on board (Kjellén, B. 2011). Thus, the 
language of the EU pledge leaves room for the EU to encourage developing countries to play 
a stronger role.

Driving Forces
What might shed some light on the driving forces behind the conditions is a study of the 
driving forces behind them. While, for instance, the base year is 1990 in the conditional and 
unconditional cases, both, why this is the case is unclear.

The pledge mentions that the EU has ‘reiterated’ its offer for a 30% reduction. Analyzing 
where this offer comes from and why it was stated when it was first stated is also an area 
that must be looked into.

It is also important to research more into why they are using a conditional target. If they 
have the capability to abate 30% of their emissions and if it will be beneficial in the long run 
why their unconditional commitment is just 20% is an interesting area to look into. 

While background research can form some part of the analysis of driving forces, interviews 
must be relied upon in this case as well.

Perception, Emissions and Future Projections
To gauge the EU’s stance on climate policy, it is important to consider its current global 
weight. The EU mostly comprises developed economies with a GDP per capita of $32,700. 
(CIA, 2010). While disparities exist between different EU member states, the EU is generally 
considered to be a mature economy.

Since the early 1990s, the EU has increasingly established itself as an international leader in 
global environmental governance in general, including with respect to the protection of the 
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ozone layer, biotechnology, biodiversity and related UN reform (Oberthur and Kelly, 2008, 
pg 35). EU leadership has been most prominent in the paradigmatic area of climate change 
and the implementation of climate policy. The rescue of the Kyoto Protocol following the 
2001 US exit, the 2004 EU-Russia deal on Kyoto and, very importantly, the introduction of 
the ETS in 2005, all testify to the validity of the above statement. So far, it is the only 
geopolitical region that has adopted a binding unilateral greenhouse gas emission reduction 
target for 2020. As mentioned earlier, it has also elaborated a detailed emission reduction 
strategy which pursues market-based regulation in order to minimize economic adjustment 
costs (Bohringer, Loschel, Moslener, 2009, pg 1).  

Yet, it is also worth noting here that:

“The inability of the Union to decisively influence Copenhagen’s outcome on the issue of 
target-setting has since then led a number of analysts to talk of the coming of a new world 
order, one that will increasingly see climate diplomacy being shaped by cooperation 
between the United States and China.”(Afionis, 2010, pg 2)

In terms of progress towards climate mitigation, however, the EU has made significant 
progress. In 2008 EU-15 and EU-27 GHG emissions reached their lowest level since 1990, a 
decrease of 10.7% in the EU-27 and 5.5% in the EU-15 (EEA, 2009, pg 19). GHG emissions in 
the EU-27 represent approximately 12 % of global GHG emissions, excluding net CO2 
removals from land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF). Including global emissions 
from deforestation, the share would be around 11 %. An EU citizen emits an average of 10.2 
t CO2-equivalent every year, which is above the world average of approximately 6.7 t 
CO2-equivalent per capita. Greenhouse gas emissions per capita vary widely among 
European countries (EEA, 2009, pg 19). While this figure may be above the world average, a 
comparison with other Annex 1 countries supports the EU’s climate leadership claim. The 
relevant figures for Australia (17.7), the US (19.3) and Canada (16.9) are all over 50% higher 
( Worldbank, 2007).

Base Year and Absolute Targets
In the case of China, an emissions intensity target fits as it is a fast growing economy. The 
EU, on the other hand, is a slow growing economy with its growth rate in 2010 being just 
1.8% (Index Mundi). It has, thus, chosen an absolute emissions target approach. 

The choice of base year, however, is quite interesting. Between 1990 and 2008, a 10.7%
reduction in GHG had already been accomplished (EEA, 2009, pg 19). Thus, even before 
COP15, the EU had already achieved over 50% of its 20% non-binding target. The EU, it 
appears, seeks full consideration of the progress already made. When asked about why
1990 was chosen, Interviewee 8 stated:
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“We thought it is important that earlier actions are rewarded rather than being punished, 
because the climate threat was known early.” (Interviewee (8), 2011)

EU Wide Initiatives
Irrespective of the pledges made at COP 15, in March 2007, EU’s leaders endorsed an 
integrated approach to climate and energy policy that aims to combat climate change and 
increase the EU’s energy security while strengthening its competitiveness. They committed 
Europe to transforming itself into a highly energy-efficient, low carbon economy.

The European Commission proposed binding legislation to implement the 20-20-20 targets 
in January 2008. This, as referred to above, came to be known as the EU’s ‘climate and 
energy package’ and became law in June 2009. As mentioned earlier, adherence to this 
package is a part of the EU’s Copenhagen pledge.

The core of the package comprises four pieces of complementary legislation:

A revision and strengthening of the Emissions Trading System (ETS). This would entail a 
single EU-wide cap on emission allowances from 2013 onwards. This cap will be cut 
annually, reducing the number of allowances available to businesses to 21% below the 2005 
level in 2020. As the system develops, free allocation allowances will be replaced by 
auctioning and more sectors and gases will be incorporated. (EC Climate Action, 2007)

An 'Effort Sharing Decision’ governing emissions from sectors not covered by the EU ETS, 
such as transport, housing, agriculture and waste. Under this legislation, all Member States
have agreed to a binding national emissions limitation target for 2020 which reflects their
relative wealth. These targets are expected to cut the EU’s overall emissions from the non-
ETS sectors by 10% by 2020 compared with 2005 levels. (EC Climate Action, 2007)

Binding national targets for renewable energy which are designed to collectively lift the 
average renewable share across the EU to 20% by 2020 (more than double the 2006 level of 
9.2%). The national targets range from a renewables share of 10% in Malta to 49% in 
Sweden. The targets are aimed at enhancing energy security and energy independence (EC 
Climate Action, 2007).

A legal framework designed to promote the development and safe use of carbon capture 
and storage (CCS).   The plan is to set up a network of CCS demonstration plants by 2015 to 
test its viability, with the aim of commercial update of CCS by around 2020 (EC Climate 
Action, 2007). 

It must be noted that, while the Climate and Energy Package may be the EU’s 
comprehensive answer to climate change, there are other motivations as well. 
Considerations of economic and security issues that support the implementation of the 
Package are quite visible. Since the Package essentially forms the basis for the EU’s pledge in 
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Copenhagen, the motivations behind it can be seen as the motivations behind the pledge 
itself. The Citizen’s Summary document of the EU Climate and Energy Package mentions 
that the benefits of the package could be the following:

 The EU could have a major contribution in combating climate change
 The EU could serve as an example to rest of the world that can help to shape a new 

global climate agreement
 Energy security for the EU
 €50bn a year less on oil and gas imports by 2020
 ± 1m jobs in European renewables industry by 2020 (300 000 today)
 Significant innovation in the EU energy sector is expected to result in a competitive 

advantage for the EU.
 More jobs could be developed in environment-related industries
 Less air pollution would result in significant health benefits and less money spent on 

control measures.(EU, 2008)

Thus, in the above mentioned motivations, only ‘major contribution to combating climate 
change’ and ‘less air pollution’, perhaps, seem like purely climate related benefits. The 
others can be categorized as economic, social or political.

Leadership
The EU has attempted to be the global flag bearer on climate change by incorporating bold 
unilateral goals, vigorously supporting the Kyoto Protocol and strongly supporting an 
ambitious post-2012 successor agreement. By lead the arena of GHG reductions,
incorporating a detailed and comprehensive climate and energy plan, with binding targets 
for renewable energies and launching the EU-ETS, the EU is attempting to spotlight that 
building a low-carbon economy is compatible with energy security, economic growth and 
competitiveness. The EU seems to be pursuing a lead by example approach in this regard 
(Parker and Karlsson, 2010, pg 931). 

Yet, it is worth mentioning here that a credibility gap appears to exist in the idea of the EU 
being the leader in this sphere. Climate change, a relatively new policy area in the early 
1990s, was seen from the outset as representing a very suitable and low-cost candidate for 
EU leadership. Thus, the EU position was not necessarily only a reflection of concern for an 
environmental problem, but perhaps ‘‘equally important [seen] as the stepping stone to 
stand forth as a strong and unified block on the world scene’’ (Andresen and Agrawala,
2002, pg. 45). As Skodvin and Andresen note: 

“In the 1990s it soon became clear that the basis for the EU’s relatively ambitious climate 
policy was ‘fortunate circumstances’ unrelated to climate policies. Thus, the economic cost 
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of an ambitious policy was [deemed to be] rather low while the potential political gain was 
quite high.” (Skodvin and Andresen, 2006, pg 22)

Bo Kjellén believes that the EU is a strong player in economic terms (Kjellén, B. 2011). Yet, in 
political terms, it has a long way to go. Pursuing a policy of climate leadership was the, thus, 
the ideal strategy to show unified political strength.

Expert Christian Egenhofer, however, argues that post-Copenhagen, climate leadership, as 
an aim, has been abandoned by the EU (Egenhofer, C. 2011). This was because, at 
Copenhagen, the EU did state the conditional 30% target but no other party showed the 
significant interest in the EU moving to 30%. While considerable literature exists on the EU’s 
climate leadership, Christian argues that it should not be confused with its political reality. 
According to him, the 30% target was just a negotiation tactic that did not work.

While Christian’s argument may hold post COP 15, our focus here is the pledge made in 
Copenhagen and so, we must consider what lead to it not the situation after it. In terms of 
numbers and looking at the potential, the EU may only be able to justify its image of a 
climate leader by following a 30% pledge. However, we have to consider the fact that the 
“20-20-20” climate package had already become law prior to Copenhagen. As Interviewee 
7’s statement already reveals, the pledge was just one way of making use of what they had 
already incorporated. Furthermore, Interviewee 8 (another interviewee and someone who 
has worked with the climate package) argues that:

“The main reason for developing the targets and the package was to be the first to push 
other to develop similar plans.” (Interviewee (8), 2011)

This statement, I would argue, certainly emphasizes that aspirations for climate leadership 
should be considered as drivers of EU climate policy and the pledge itself. To add to this, 
considering that the EU is an Annex 1 party, its progress in climate mitigation justifies its 
position as a leader.

A Unified Actor?
The EU is a unique entity, an entity for which there exists no other precedent. It has its own 
set of features, problems and advantages that are unique to it and not to be found in other 
parties. In international climate change negotiations, common EU positions are usually 
agreed in advance by the Member States. The country holding the Presidency of the 
Union—a 6 month rotating position—is responsible for coordinating the other members and 
presenting the EU position at the international negotiations (Afionis, 2010, pg 4). This 
structure complicates matters as too many actors have to be taken on board. The Union 
presently has 27 member states.
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Achieving the goal of coordinating your actions is a daunting task for any government, let 
alone for an international actor comprising 27 of them. For sovereign states, coordination is 
the process whereby officials from different departments and agencies meet to cooperate 
on a given issue. For the EU, on the other hand, the same process involves officials from the 
27 departments of 27 different governments, not to mention the Commission. Changing 
positions and agreeing on new proposals by other international actors generates the need 
for internal consultations that can be a ‘‘major source of delay and frustration, with endless 
co-ordination meetings and the inflexibility of Council Mandates’’ (Vogler, 2003, pg. 70). 
Creatively put, the amount of time and diplomatic effort that is required for these intra-bloc 
negotiations often means that the Union is conducting ‘‘a conference within a conference’’ 
(Barston, 2006, pg. 87).

To add to this, a fundamental issue amongst members that breeds disagreement on the 
climate front is that of national energy structure. Interviewees 7 and 8, both, highlight the 
importance of countries, such as Poland for instance, that are highly dependent on coal
(Interviewee (7, 8), 2011). Countries with lower incomes have other priorities than climate.

This point is only strengthened in light of COP 15 where Connie Hedegaard, the Danish 
minister who chaired most of the UN-sponsored climate-change summit in December. As 
she noted: ‘‘Those last hours in Copenhagen, China, India, Japan, Russia, the US… each 
spoke with one voice, while Europe spoke with many different voices’’. Later on she added: 
‘‘I know very well that it is easier said than done… [but] in an international world Europe 
must stand more united if we are to be heard’’ (Afionis, 2010, pg 7). This necessitates, more 
than ever before, practical solutions to be designed for dealing with such shortcomings of 
the EU as a negotiator. Doing so though becomes even more of a problem with the 2004 
enlargement, with the majority of new eastern Member States strongly criticizing or
delaying the adoption of highly progressive EU climate policy measures. According to 
Interviewee 8, “The discussion between 20 and 30 % has a clear east-west dimension.”
(Interviewee (8), 2011)

Private actors and economic considerations
Economic considerations usually are brought to the table whenever concerns of GHG 
reductions are raised. In the case of the EU, their importance has already been noted. The 
benefits of the climate package have been noted as, for instance, a reduction in oil and gas 
imports, more jobs and competitive advantage through innovation in the energy sector. 
Furthermore, even critics of EU climate leadership argue that there are economic interests 
driving it. 

The ’20-20-20’ plan was approached with alarm from some business leaders, particularly 
those representing energy intensive industries. Concerns over rising unemployment as a 
result of ambitious GHG reduction goals were taken up by trade unions as well. Parker and 
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Karlsson note that it was feared “that a climate deal would prove too expensive”, especially 
in the wake of the economic and financial crisis. Many states questioned the social and 
economic costs of the package and demanded revisions and concessions. Poland, for 
instance, pushed for an increase in its GHG emissions cap and demanded exemption for 
power firms. Angela Merkel also criticized aspects of the plan for the restrictions it would 
put on car manufacturers and called for delays in the move to full auctioning of permits for 
the manufacturing and industrial sectors (Parker and Karlsson, 2010, pg 935). The auctioning 
of permits and the structure of the EU ETS seem, in fact, to be of high significance for the 
private sector. Upon being asked about the reasons for submitting the pledge in the first 
place, one of the reasons Interviewee 8 gave was:

“....that the industry screamed for a long-term view in EU-ETS and that we by that were 
forced to relatively early develop what targets that would guide the system and thereby 
give space for estimates of the price of an EUA (European Union Allowance) would be. This 
was different than other countries that did not have ETS”. (Interviewee (8), 2011)

Although the final deal was ambitious, the compromises made for its passage considerably 
made it less stringent. In response to concerns from Germany and Italy, for instance, the 
auctioning of allowances will be phased in more slowly and, if a satisfactory international 
agreement is not achieved, exposed industries will receive up to 100 per cent of their 
emissions allowances for free to guard against the possibility that companies will relocate 
production to countries with less restrictive emission constraints (Parker and Karlsson, 2010, 
pg 935). Thus, economic actors and factors carry considerable weight in the formulation of 
climate policy within the EU.

NGOs
NGOs can develop strategies to shape climate policy through advice and knowledge. 
Bulkeley and Newell note that NGO representatives have also been seen to act as diplomats 
in the international climate negotiations and often represent their constituencies (Bulkeley 
and Newell, 2010, pg 12). Yet, the influence of NGOs is not confined to providing advice and 
support. Bulkeley and Newell note that ‘while there was little evidence of direct influence, 
in the form of the uptake of particular targets or proposals made by CAN (Climate Action 
Network) for the Kyoto Protocol, its presence made a significant difference to the overall 
outcome by holding the EU to its negotiating position of a 15% in emission of GHG by 2010’. 
Thus, in EU climate policy spheres, the NGOs have a significant role to play (Bulkeley and 
Newell, 2010, pg 12).

According to Bo Kjellén, the NGOs have a significant scope of action within the UNFCCC 
meetings (Kjellén, B. 2011). Yet, it is clear that they are not negotiation partners. Their role, 
however, cannot be underestimated in terms of advocacy. Many of the NGOs have 
expertise that can assist negotiating delegations. 
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External Actors
While the EU’s climate leadership aspirations may be one driver for its climate policy, the 
very essence of being a leader means that you must have followers. The 20% target may be 
legally binding and unconditional but by definition, the fact that there is a 30% conditional 
target means that the efforts of other actors have a role to play in terms of how the EU’s 
COP 15 pledge took its shape. 

The extent to which other parties have to go in order for the EU to take up the 30% goal has 
not been specified in EU policy. As noted in the pledge analysis above, reductions from 
other parties have to be “comparable”. However, the interviewee Interviewee 7 did give 
some inclination of what this means. Upon being asked about what “comparable” actions 
actually mean, he responded saying that for developing countries, it would mean a 
deviation from BAU of 15-30% (Interviewee (7), 2011). For developed countries, this would 
imply a deviation of 25-40% from 1990. He also added, however, that:

“The calculations are far from absolute, but general considerations.” (Interviewees (EU), 
2011)

Furthermore, upon being asked the question, “What countries’ positions/actions were most 
important in declaring your position/submission?”, Interviewee 7 and Interviewee 8 both 
mentioned the US. In addition, Interviewee 8 also noted the importance of Japan and, 
especially, China (Interviewee (7, 8), 2011). 

Thus, the actions of external actors clearly have a role in shaping the EU’s climate policy.
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Analysis

Interpreting the conditions and targets
Since the EU and China both have different targets and are on different economic 
trajectories, comparing their ambitions to tackle climate change is quite difficult. While the 
EU has specified a target for absolute emission reductions, China has specified a carbon 
intensity target and a fossil free energy target.

The conditionality is, as mentioned above, different in both cases. Furthermore, in both 
cases, the comprehensive specification of what, exactly, it would take to fulfil the condition 
is lacking. In the case of the EU, words such as ‘adequate’ and ‘comparable’ leave a lot of 
questions open. The same is true of China’s mention of ‘effective’ technology transfer and 
its reluctance to specify what level of economic development would be in accordance with 
the conditions. 

In both cases, results from the interviewees suggest that such conditions are there to ‘keep 
options open’. In other words, no party is willing to unnecessarily bind itself to its words. 
The purpose of the conditions, hence, seems to be that a room should be left open for 
political manoeuvring. 

However, it might also be useful to ask; just how much of a room are they leaving for 
political manoeuvring. On the face of it, it may seem that the EU is more willing to commit 
itself more to the cause of climate change as it does have a binding element in its pledge. 
However, we must also not forget that its economic growth trajectory is much less volatile 
than the Chinese, as we already have noted.

To compare these two conditions, it is important to figure out the potential for GHG 
abatement in both these countries. Comparing COP 15 pledges with such an estimated 
potential would present a picture of where national mitigation targets actually stand. 

McKinsey &Company have calculated, based on numerous assumptions, GHG abatement 
potentials for various countries. These estimates are based on attaching a price of 60 euros 
per ton of CO2 eq. 60 euros in this case, can be considered as the marginal abatement cost 
hence. McKinsey’s estimates present an approximation of the maximum potential of all 
technical GHG abatement measures below 60 euros per ton of CO2 eq. McKinsey has also 
made estimates of BAU scenarios.

To have an estimate of China’s emission reduction in 2020, I have relied on the estimates of
den Elzen et al (2010). The growth rate assumed for China, in this case, is 8% per year. 
China’s target for non-fossil energy supply is projected to overlap with the intensity target. 
Their combined effect is calculated as the maximum of the reduction contributions of both 
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individual targets. This is a conservative estimate because meeting the intensity target could 
also lead to additional energy efficiency improvements compared to baseline developments. 

Putting EU and China in this scenario, we get the following picture:

Fig 5: Source: Abatement potential and BAU: McKinsey, Target: den Elzen et al. Figs in Gt 
CO2 eq

The graph above shows the case if the EU sticks to its 20% emission reduction target. The 
EU, in this case, has the potential to abate more than its pledge and bring the emission 
levels down to around 4 Gt CO2 eq. China on the other hand, also has the potential to abate 
more GHG emissions than its pledge. Both pledges thus, are not good enough relative to the 
individual abatement potentials.

The EU, however, also has a conditional 30 % emission reduction target. That is shown in the 
following figure:
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Fig 6: Source: Abatement potential and BAU: McKinsey, Target: den Elzen et al. Figs in Gt 
CO2 eq

In this case, the EU is almost at its potential and the pledge is good.

Thus, the analysis suggests that the EU’s 30% target is in accordance with its potential. The 
20% target falls short of it. China, on the other hand, has pledged much less than what its 
potential is. 

Based on the assumptions made, then, the analysis suggests that fulfilment of the EU 
condition actually does mean that they are willing to make a genuine effort to tackle 
emissions, according to their GHG potential if the conditions are met. The Chinese, on the 
other hand, will be far from their potential even with their conditions met. 

It must, however, not be forgotten that this analysis is based on an 8% growth rate for 
China. Whether this is an adequate estimate or not is for time to tell. There are 
uncertainties involved in basing targets on projections and that factor should not be ruled 
out.

The driving forces behind the pledges
The overview of the determinants of climate pledges in the EU and China, both, suggest 
some similarities and some differences. While the language of the pledge largely supports 
political manoeuvring with words such as ‘comparable’, there are numerous determinants 
that eventually result in a climate pledge. These are the driving forces that ultimately 
determine why a certain pledge is more or less ambitious and the criteria of the pledge.

From the theoretical framework developed in this thesis, numerous theories can be relied 
upon for the exercise at hand. These include global governance and regime theories. To 
move back to the theoretical core, it was earlier suggested, based on theoretical analysis 
that there are various factors and actors that influence domestic positions on climate policy. 
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They can include a vast array ranging from the civil society to the market. These combine to 
form the interlinked framework which, ultimately, results in what the domestic position is 
on climate policy and, in the case of this thesis that is what results in the pledge.

The idea, in this analysis, thus, is to gauge how the interlinked framework is in the case of 
the two parties. The literature review and the interviews (which provided empirical data), 
thus, serve their purpose here as they help to break down the interlinked framework and 
provide an overview of the individual determinants in each case. In the sections on the EU 
and China, above, I have already covered these determinants or driving forces.

The following two figures represent the driving forces for the Chinese and EU pledges 
respectively.

Figure 7: Drivers of the Chinese Pledge
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Figure 8: Drivers of the EU Pledge

The figures may give the impression that the factors and actors have the same weight. 
However, given the nature of the research questions, it is extremely difficult to say which is 
more important than the other. This thesis has not sought to attach weights to each 
individual component in order to understand how important it is. The purpose of the 
research question was to identify the driving forces not to rank them. 

The key take from this analysis, thus, is that in accordance with Fischer’s global 
environmental system, there are various entities that determine how a climate pledge takes 
its shape. However, at the same time, the reality is much more complicated as Fischer’s four 
determinants are too broad to the factors/actors that determine a pledge.

There are specific entities/factors/actors for the case of each party (EU and China in our 
case). While some of them may seem similar such as external actors, others are quite 
different. China, for instance, has technology transfer as a condition but the EU does not. In 
each individual context, thus, the situation is quite different. We only need to take a look at 
the figures above to realise that.
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Discussion
From the empirical analysis and literature review, it seems logical to argue that the language 
attached to the conditions has the intention of allowing some room for political 
manoeuvring. Words such as ‘comparable’ and ‘adequate’ may make the conditions seem 
hollow. However, as noted before, the EU and China, both, are not willing to bund 
themselves. 

The EU, however, does have a binding component to its pledge as well. Also, the pledge 
analysis seems to show that, provided they both have their conditions met, the EU will be 
much closer to its potential than China. Thus, the analysis suggests that the EU clearly is a 
more ambitious party in terms of tackling climate change, at least in comparison to China.  
Yet, the assumptions that this analysis is based on should be kept in mind.

For those who are interested in the issue of international climate policy, then, it may be 
reasonable to ask who determines what climate goals each party will have and why does the 
EU seem to be more ambitious than China. That is when the analysis of driving forces 
becomes relevant.

As both parties play significant roles in the international climate negotiations, it is not 
surprising that there are similarities amongst the policy drivers that they have. The 
importance of energy security and external actors, for instance, is there in both cases. 
Furthermore, both are major components of the global economic system. Thus, both have 
the economy as a policy determinant. As the nature of the climate problem clearly has 
environmental dimensions, environmental concerns are also a key area that concerns both 
the parties.

However, in other aspects, the drivers seem to be very different, not least because one is an 
Annex 1 party and the other isn’t. Furthermore, while the EU is following an agenda of 
climate leadership, for the Chinese, the issue of credibility encourages them to make only 
the commitments that they can promise. 

However, it is also important to note that, while on the face of it, it may seem that the EU 
and China encounter some similar problems, even similar issues could be interpreted 
differently. On the economic front, for instance, the Chinese are extremely keen to have 
economic growth as a priority which may take precedence over ambitious climate goals. 
While economic goals are a priority for the EU as well, the 20-20-20 package and the EU’s 
openly communicated driving factors for it reveal that they are more concerned with 
moving towards a greener economy that could generate jobs. However, the Chinese stance 
on economic growth may find a similarity with the lesser developed EU countries that do 
not have a high per capita income.
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In terms of the influence of external actors, the stance seems quite different in both cases. 
The EU, in accordance with its image of leadership, seems to be willing to push other parties 
to do more. In other words, the leader seeks followers. China, as noted before, is bent on 
establishing an image of credibility but it wants to avoid the blame of irresponsibility. They, 
both, however, seem keen to not let others free-ride. Thus, trust in how the other actors 
would react and act is key. While I agree with Bulkeley and Newell that climate change is a 
multi scale problem and is beyond the scope of regime theories, interest-based regime 
theories seem relevant in this aspect of trust. Trust and the careful design of institutions in 
the case of interest-based regime theories, are instrumental in deterring free riders.

At the same time, the choice of base year is crucial and says a lot about climate policy 
drivers. For the EU, it seems that they are keen upon taking advantage of the early progress 
made since 1990. The Chinese, on the other hand, were not keen upon bringing their high 
energy intensity of the early 2000s into the limelight. They, thus, are not willing to be held 
responsible for the lack of progress prior to 2006.

Another major area of difference in the drivers of climate policy amongst the two parties is 
political structure. While China follows a structure that is less fragmented and more towards 
the centrally planned side, the EU falls short of being called a single country. NGOs and the
private sector, for instance, are not as vocal in China as in the EU. With a centrally planned 
structure, over-riding objectives translate top down quite well, at least in theory. Since the 
EU is a union of countries that can be as diverse as Spain and Latvia, decision making and 
consensus finding is done in a very different way. The EU approach is more towards a 
bottom up structure.

This analysis, thus, strengthens the argument that global governance and regime theories, 
both, overlook an extremely significant aspect.  Regarding who governs climate change, the 
nation-state is considered as the dominant force in perspectives of both the theories. This 
thesis, through the empirical research and literature review finds evidence to the contrary. 
There are numerous issues, factors and actors that ultimately determine a climate pledge. 
Fischer’s global environmental system approach (which my theoretical core extends) 
presents a much better picture of how things actually are and how different entities are 
relevant when it comes to presenting a domestic position of climate change. However, 
Fischer categorizes these entities in broad terms. As each party has a different mechanism 
that determines its climate policy, it is important to get into the specifics. That is what this 
analysis seeks to present.
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Conclusion
This thesis was written with two research questions in mind. The overriding purpose, 
however, was to analyze the COP 15 pledges in the case of the EU and China. The two 
pledges were quite different in nature as they were based on different targets and different 
conditions. While the EU pledge was based on absolute emissions, the Chinese was based 
on intensity. There have been some assumptions used, such as the projections for Chinese 
growth rate and they should not be ignored whenever this thesis is considered.

My attempt to answer the first research question led me to analyze the text of the two 
pledges in detail. The interviewees and the literature reviews allowed me to come to an
answer. Climate change may be one of the most pressing issues facing the world today. 
However, the fact that such an important issue and, in particular, the conditions attached 
for it to be resolved is left to political manoeuvring says a lot in itself. The answer to my first
research question is, in a way, based on the answer to the second one. There are so many 
issues or driving forces at play that every party is hesitant to take the leap and bind itself to 
its words. Words such as ‘effective’ and ‘comparable’ carry a lot of importance when it 
comes to the international climate conferences. In other words, the conditions seem vague 
in both cases. Yet, they seem to be deliberately left vague to allow for political 
manoeuvring.

As for the issue about targets (also the first research question), the analysis seems to convey 
that the EU clearly aims to do its part more effectively than China. The EU has a binding 
component in the pledge and in the scenario that it meets its conditions, it will be much 
closer to its abatement potential than China if its conditions are met.

On the other hand, the answer to my second research question shows just how many forces 
are at work to determine domestic climate policy positions. Yet, in many cases, the EU and 
China have the same driving forces. For instance, energy security seems to be an area of 
concern for both. However, there are areas where they both differ as well. NGOs, for 
instance, have a considerably more significant role within the EU than in China. 

It may be interesting to see if, in the future, interested researchers attempt to gauge the 
importance of each driving force relative to other driving forces. That would be extremely 
instrumental for policymakers as they would, then, have a better understanding of what 
strings they need to pull. Given the qualitative nature of the issue, however, it may be a 
challenging topic.

To conclude, then, while it may be easy to be cynical and label politicians for doing nothing, 
the fact is that the issue is extremely intricate and complicated. Climate politics is an arena 
where so many issues and factors come into play that it is hard to satisfy them all. That is 
true in the case of China and the EU, both.



51

References
Afionis, S, 2010. The European Union as a negotiator in the international climate change 
regime. [Online] Available at: <http://www.springerlink.com/content/45h78729l4512k54/> 
[Accessed 20 April 2011]

Andresen, S. and Agrawala, S., 2002. Leaders, pushers and laggards in the making of the 
climate regime. [Online] Available at:<
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959378001000231> [Accessed 24 April 
2011]

Andonova, L.,  Betsill, M.,  and Bulkeley, H., 2009. Transnational Climate Governance. 
[Online] Available at: 
<http://graduateinstitute.ch/webdav/site/cies/shared/header/recent%20papers/andonova
%20et%20al_climategov.pdf> [Accessed 5 May 2011]

Barnett, J. 2003. Security and climate change. [Online] Available at: <
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959378002000808> [Accessed 30 April 
2011]

Barston, P, 2006. Modern diplomacy. Harlow: Pearson Longman.

Bjorkum, I. 2005. China in the International Politics of Climate Change. [Online] Available at: 
< http://www.fni.no/doc&pdf/FNI-R1205.pdf> [Accessed 5 May 2011]

Bodansky, D., 2011. A Tale of Two Architectures: The Once and Future U.N. Climate Change 
Regime.  [Online] Available at:< 
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1773865> [Accessed 2 May 2011]

Bodansky, D., 2010. The Copenhagen Climate Change Conference: A Postmortem. [Online] 
Available at:<http://www.jstor.org/pss/10.5305/amerjintelaw.104.2.0230> [Accessed 2 May 
2011]

Bohringer, C., Loschel, A., Moslener, U., 2009. EU Climate Policy Up to 2020: An Economic 
Impact Assessment. [Online] Available at: 
<http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140988309001650> [Accessed 25 
April 2011]

Buckley, C., and Lan, W., (2010). China vows to unleash growth from grassroots. [Online] 
Available at: < http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/10/18/us-china-politics-
idUSTRE69H0TN20101018 > [Accessed 7 May 2011]

Buckley, C., 2010. China greenhouse gas growth "daunting": US envoy. [Online] Available at: 
<http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/74915/20101022/china-greenhouse-gas-us.htm> 
[Accessed 4 May 2011]

Busby, J., 2010. China and Climate Change: A Strategy for US Engagement. [Online] Available 
at:< http://www.rff.org/rff/documents/rff-rpt-busby-chinaclimatechangefinal.pdf> 
[Accessed 29 April 2011]



52

CIA, 2010. The World Factbook. [Online] Available at: 
<https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ee.html> [Accessed 14 
April 2011]

Den Elzen et al, 2010. The Copenhagen Accord: abatement costs and carbon prices resulting 
from the submissions. [Online] Available at:<
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1462901110001401> [Accessed 3 May 
2011]

Dubash, N., and Rajamani, L., 2010. Beyond Copenhagen: next steps. [Online] Available at:<
http://atoc.colorado.edu/~whan/ATOC4800_5000/Materials/Copenhagen11.pdf> [Accessed 
12 April 2011]

EC Climate Action 2007, The EU climate and energy package. [Online] Available at: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/package/index_en.htm> [Accessed 23 April 2011]

EEA, 2009. Greenhouse gas emission trends and projections in Europe 2009. [Online] 
Available at: <http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea_report_2009_9> [Accessed 21 
April 2011]

EU 2008, Citizen’s Summary. [Online] Available at: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/climateaction/docs/climate-energy_summary_en.pdf> [Accessed 23 
April 2011]

European Commission, 2010. Appendix I - Quantified economy-wide emissions targets for
2020. [Online] Available at:
<http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/cop_15/copenhagen_accord/application/pdf/europeanuni
oncphaccord_app1.pdf> [Accessed 14 April 2011]

European Commission, 2009. 5th National Communication from the EU under the UNFCCC. 
[Online] Available at:  <http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/natc/ec_nc5.zpdf> [Accessed 15 
April 2011]

Fisher, D., 2004. National Governance and the Global Climate Change Regime. Lanham: 
Rowman and Littlefield.

Flick, U., 2009. An Introduction to Qualitative Research. London: SAGE

Hasenclever, A., Mayer, P.  and Rittberger, V., 1997. Theories of international regimes. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Hongua, M., 2005. Critiques of the Theory of International Regimes: The Viewpoints of Main 
Western Schools of thought. [Online] Available at:< 
http://www.irchina.org/en/pdf/mhh1.pdf> [Accessed 12 April 2011]

Index Mundi 2010, [Online] Available at: 
<http://www.indexmundi.com/european_union/gdp_real_growth_rate.html> [Accessed 20 
April 2011]



53

Krasner, S., 1983. Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening 
Variables in Stephen Krasner (ed)., International Regimes. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
pp. 1-21.

Latham, R., 1999. Politics in a Floating World in: Hewson, M and Sinclair, T ed. 1999. 
Approaches to Global Governance Theory. Albany: SUNY, pp. 23-54.

Lee, C. 2005. China and the climate change agreements: Science, development and 
diplomacy. In P. G. Harris (Ed.), Confronting environmental change in East and Southeast 
Asia: Eco-politics, foreign policy and sustainable development (pp. 135–150). London: 
Earthscan

Lee, C. 2005. China and the climate change agreements: Science, development and 
diplomacy. In P. G. Harris (Ed.), Confronting environmental change in East and Southeast 
Asia: Eco-politics, foreign policy and sustainable development (pp. 135–150). London: 
Earthscan

McKinsey, 2010. Pathways to a Low-Carbon Economy. [Online] Available at: 
<https://solutions.mckinsey.com/ClimateDesk/default.aspx> [Accessed 4 May 2011]

Morton, A., 2003. Social Forces in the Struggle over Hegemony: Neo-Gramscian Perspectives 
in International Political Economy. [Online] Available at: 
<http://www.yorku.ca/khoosh/POLS3275-08/Aricle/theory%20cox%20hegemony.pdf> 
[Accessed 5 May 2011]

Munasinghe, M., and Swart, R., 2005. Primer on Climate Change and Sustainable 
Development. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Oberthur, S., and Kelly, C., 2008. EU Leadership in International Climate Policy: 
Achievements and Challenges. [Online] Available at: 
<http://www.iai.it/pdf/articles/oberthur_roche-kelly.pdf> [Accessed 15 April 2011]

Parker, C., and Karlsson, C., 2010, Climate Change and the European Union's Leadership 
Moment: An Inconvenient Truth? [Online] Available at: <
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02080.x/full> [Accessed 25 
April 2011]

Reuters, 2011. China regions to have binding CO2 targets: official. [Online] Available at: 
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/01/12/us-china-carbon-
idUSTRE70B2HD20110112> [Accessed 8 May 2011]

Richerzhagen, C and Scholz, I., 2007. China’s Capacities for Mitigating Climate Change. 
[Online] Available at: <
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305750X07002033> [Accessed 19 
February 2011]

Rosen, D., and Houser, T., 2007. China Energy: A Guide for the Perplexed. [Online] Available 
at:< http://www.iie.com/publications/papers/rosen0507.pdf> [Accessed 3 May 2011]

Rosenau, J. 2000. Change, complexity and governance in a globalizing space in: Debating 
Governance, ed. J. Pierre. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 167-200.



54

Skodvin, T., and Andresen, S., 2006, Leadership Revisited. [Online] Available at: <
http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/glep.2006.6.3.13> [Accessed 1 May 
2011]

Sprinz, D.,  and Weib, M., 2001. Domestic Politics and Global Climate Policy in: Luterbacher, 
U and Sprinz, D ed. 2001. International Relations and Global Climate Change. Cambridge: 
MIT Press, pp. 67-94.

Stern, P., 2000. Toward a Coherent Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior. [Online] 
Available at:<
http://www.stanford.edu/~kcarmel/CC_BehavChange_Course/readings/Additional%20Reso
urces/J%20Soc%20Issues%202000/stern_2000_4_metareview_a.pdf> [Accessed 28 April 
2011]

Stigson P., Roth S. and Buhr K. (forthcoming) Cancun Agreements: Overview of 
conditionality and barriers for progress. Work-in-progress, available at request from 
authors.

UNFCCC, 2010. Appendix II - Nationally appropriate mitigation actions of developing country
Parties. [Online] Available at: <
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/cop_15/copenhagen_accord/application/pdf/chinacphacco
rd_app2.pdf> [Accessed 11 February 2011]

UNFCCC, 2010. Presentation in Workshop of NA1 NAMAs by China. [Online] Available at:< 
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/china_presen
tation.pdf> [Accessed 4 May 2011]

USCAN Climate Action Network, 2009. Who's On Board With The Copenhagen Accord? 
[Online] Available at: < http://www.usclimatenetwork.org/policy/copenhagen-accord-
commitments> [Accessed 10 April 2011]

Vogler, J. 2003, The External Environmental Policy of the European Union. [Online] Available 
at: < http://www.fni.no/ybiced/03_05_vogler.pdf> [Accessed 2 May 2011]

Wei Ng, S., and Mabey, N., 2011. Chinese Challenge or Low Carbon Opportunity?. [Online] 
Available at: 
<http://www.e3g.org/images/uploads/E3G_Chinese_Challenge_or_Low_Carbon_Opportuni
ty_updated.pdf> [Accessed 15 April 2011]

World Bank 2007, [Online] Available at: 
<http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.CO2E.PC> [Accessed 22 April 2011]

WWF, 2008. Sectoral approaches to GHG mitigation and the post-2012 climate framework. 
[Online] Available at: < assets.panda.org/downloads/sectoralapproaches.pdf> [Accessed 9 
April 2011]

Young, O R., 1989. International Cooperation: Building Regimes for Natural Resources and 
the Environment. Ithaca: Cornell University Press



55

Young, OR. 2010. Institutional Dynamics: Emergent Patterns in International Environmental 
Governance. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Interviews
Kjellén, B. (2011) Senior adviser, Stockholm Environment Institute. Interviewed by 
Nausherwan Ghaffar [], Uppsala, 5th May 2011.

Egenhofer, C. (2011) Senior Fellow, Centre for European Policy Studies. Interviewed by 
Nausherwan Ghaffar [], Stockholm, 25th May 2011. 

Interviewee (1), (2011) Section Chief, MOST. Interviewed by IVL [], Beijing, China, 19th July 
2011.

Interviewee (2), (2011) Senior Researcher, CASS. Interviewed by IVL [], Beijing, China, 11th 
July 2011.

Interviewee (3), (2011) Section Chief, NDRC. Interviewed by IVL [], Beijing, China, 28th June
2011.

Interviewee (4), (2011) Professor, Tsinghua University. Interviewed by IVL [], Beijing, China, 
7th July 2011.

Interviewee (5), (2011) Professor, Tsinghua University. Interviewed by IVL [], Beijing, China, 
25th July 2011.

Interviewee (6), (2011) Expert, EU. Interviewed by IVL [], Stockholm, Sweden, 15th July 
2011.

Interviewee (7), (2011) Involved in the EU Climate Package 20-20-20, EU. Interviewed by IVL 
[], Stockholm, Sweden, 15th July 2011.

Interviewee (8), (2011) Administrative Officer, EU. Interviewed by IVL [], Stockholm, 
Sweden, 15th July 2011.

Hallding, K. (2011) Head of China Programme, Stockholm Environment Institute. Interviewed 
by Nausherwan Ghaffar [], Stockholm, 3rd July 2011.




