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Abstract   
 

Global climate policy negotiations have become increasingly complicated with the rise of the so-

called emerging powers as they have seen both great economic growth and increased emissions 

of greenhouse gasses – yet they continue to hold a developing country, or non-Annex I, status 

under the UNFCCC, which determines their responsibilities for addressing the climate crisis. 

This thesis examines the story-lines that constitute the discourse used by the BASIC countries, 

Brazil, China, India and South Africa, following the Paris Agreement in order to discern their 

understanding of the climate crisis and hence their policy preferences when it comes to 

addressing the crisis. It concludes that the BASIC group perceives the climate crisis as largely 

caused by developed countries and therefore argues that these countries should take on the 

greater burden of responsibility when it comes to policy solutions. However, a new story-line of 

“common responsibilities” was found to have emerged following the Paris Agreement, which, it 

is argued, points towards an increasing acknowledgement from the BASIC countries of their 

emerging powers status and following responsibilities. This is concluded by a brief discussion of 

the future of the group, given the contradiction between emerging power identity and developing 

country status under the Convention.  
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1. Introduction 

 
The idea that addressing global problems such as climate change requires global cooperation is 

not a new phenomenon. In the 1992 United Nations Framework Convention of Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) it is acknowledged that ‘change in the Earth’s climate and its adverse effects are a 

common concern of humankind’ (UN, 1992:1). The need for cooperation across states to solve 

the common problem of climate change was thus apparent from the beginning of the global 

climate regime and became institutionalised through the UNFCCC framework, the Kyoto 

Protocol and the annual Conference of the Parties (COPs) (Happaerts, 2015:238). Within this 

institutional context of the UNFCCC, the task of addressing climate change is negotiated 

between a number of actors with differing ideas about the problem of climate change, and hence, 

with differing preferred policy solutions. 

 

The negotiations were from the beginning largely divided between developing and developed 

countries as the Parties to the convention were divided into Annex I and non-Annex I countries, 

depending on their contribution to climate change and their capacities for reducing emissions, 

resulting in Annex I countries being mainly developed countries and the non-Annex I group 

developing countries (Qi 2011; see Appendix 2). This differentiation was further institutionalised 

through the 1994 Kyoto Protocol where Annex I countries were assigned binding reduction 

targets of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, while there were no binding commitments on non-

Annex I countries (Bortscheller, 2010).  

 

Within this differentiation the role of the so-called rising or emerging powers, here 

conceptualised as Brazil, China, India, Russia and South Africa (Stephen and Zürn 2019:1), have 

become economically and regionally powerful, as well as had great increases in their GHG 

emissions, meaning their participation have become necessary for the success of global climate 

agreements – yet they, except for Russia, remain developing, or non-Annex I, countries in the 

UNFCCC. (Hart and Jones, 2010; Lesage and Van de Graaf, 2015:4). Following this, the 

deadlock in global climate policy negotiations has partly been attributed to the rise of these 

emerging powers and the conflicting conceptualisation of the climate crisis between the Global 
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North and the Global South, which has become increasingly complicated due to these emerging 

powers’ increased emissions and (economic) capabilities vis-à-vis their status as developing 

countries under the Convention (Roberts and Parks 2007:6; Hurrell and Sengupta, 2012).  

 

For the purposes of this thesis, the emerging powers which will be examined, are Brazil, China, 

India and South Africa with Russia excluded due to its Annex I status under the UNFCCC. 

These four emerging powers formed the BASIC group during the Copenhagen Climate 

Conference in December 2009, and their ministers have since continued to meet at the BASIC 

Ministerial Meetings to reaffirm the common position of the group and institutionalise their 

cooperation in global climate politics (Qi 2010; Hallding et al, 2013). 
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2. Research problem and research question 

This thesis seeks to examine the BASIC group’s understanding of the climate crisis as well as 

their preferred policy solutions when it comes to addressing the crisis. This will be examined 

through an analysis of the group’s discourse. Discourse is here conceptualised as a set of story-

lines which point towards a certain understanding of the climate crisis and what addressing the 

climate crisis should then look like (Hajer 1995:44). The specific focus will thereby be on the 

story-lines uttered by the BASIC group within global climate politics, and this will point towards 

a discussion of their understanding of the crisis and policy preferences, as well as what the future 

of the group may look like, given the contradiction between their emerging powers identity and 

developing country status under the Convention. 

 

More specifically, I will be examining the BASIC countries’ discourse after the 2015 Paris 

Agreement as this agreement, following Thompson (2020), can be seen as a signifying an 

important change in global climate politics under the UNFCCC as a shift in differentiation 

occurred, moving towards ‘self-differentiation’ or ‘subtle differentiation’ rather than the (sharp) 

differentiation between, developing and developed, or Annex I and non-Annex I, countries 

(Thompson 2020:63). In light of this change, this thesis seeks to examine the story-lines uttered 

by the BASIC group after the Paris Agreement, as their discourse prior to that was focused on 

the concept of Common but Differentiated Responsibilities (CDR) which denotes the bulk of the 

burden for addressing the climate crisis on developed countries due to their historical 

responsibilities and greater (economic) capabilities for addressing it, and hence grounded in the 

developing - developed country division (Hochstetler & Viola, 2012; Bortscheller, 2010; Prys-

Hansen et al 2019:280; Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014; Blaxekjær and Nielsen, 2015). Further, 

as the majority of the existing literature on this topic surrounds the period before the Paris 

Agreement, the aim is to build upon and contribute to this existing body of research by 

examining the discourse uttered by the BASIC group after the 2015 Paris Agreement. 

 

2.1. Research question:  

Following the 2015 Paris Agreement, what story-lines have the BASIC group used and what 

understandings of the climate crisis and preferred policy solutions can be evinced from these? 
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3. Background  

This section outlines the BASIC group’s discourse prior to the Paris Agreement, focusing on 

their emerging power identity vis-à-vis their continued alignment with the Group of 77 and 

China (G77/China), the concept of CDR, historical responsibilities and the right of developing 

countries to develop under the UNFCCC.  

 

3.1. The BASIC group and emerging power identity 

Within the institutional context of the UNFCCC, the BASIC group are all non-Annex I countries 

under the convention, and hence they belong to the developing country camp - and as discussed 

above, this differentiation has underpinned their discourse prior to the Paris Agreement as they 

positioned themselves vis-a-vis the developed countries and largely aligned themselves with 

G77/China. Yet, as these countries have gained greater economic capabilities, as well as seen 

increases in emissions, calls for greater responsibility from both developed and developing 

countries has emerged (Hurrell and Sengupta, 2012; Bortscheller, 2010). Although the BASIC 

countries still face domestic development challenges, they are clearly more economically 

developed and emit far more CO2 than the remaining countries in G77/China (Williams, 2005; 

Hochstetler, 2012a; Hurrell and Sengupta, 2012). In light of this, the use of story-lines 

surrounding common but differentiated responsibilities and the right to develop becomes 

increasingly complicated as it is difficult to argue that these four countries should continue their 

current development and emission trajectories in light of the apparent development needs and 

vulnerabilities to climate change in many of the remaining G77 countries (Hochstetler, 2012a; 

Williams, 2005).  

 

This contradiction may be seen in the increasing willingness of the BASIC countries, especially 

Brazil and South Africa, to shoulder more responsibilities and commit to greater obligations in 

global climate politics (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014). Yet, the group still remain somewhat 

ambiguous about what their role as emerging powers in global climate politics amount to, and 

continues to align itself with G77/China (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014; Hochstetler and 

Milkoreit, 2015; Hochstetler, 2012b). Further, although the group seem somewhat in agreement 

about their emerging power status and have shown some willingness to take on commitments, 
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they remain divided over exactly what responsibilities follow their emerging power identity, as 

seen in the differences between China - India on the one side and Brazil - South Africa on the 

other (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014). 

 

3.2. Common but differentiated responsibilities: developing versus developed countries? 

The ambiguity when it comes to their role as emerging powers can partly be seen as tied to the 

story-lines uttered by the BASIC group, especially when it comes to the concept of CDR. Since 

the formation of the BASIC group, they have been steadfast advocators of the concept of CDR in 

global climate politics as seen in their demands for extending the Kyoto Protocol beyond 2012 as 

well as the emphasis on upholding common but differentiated responsibilities and capacities in 

their joint statements (Hochstetler & Viola, 2012; Bortscheller, 2010; Hallding et al, 2013, Prys-

Hansen et al 2019:280; Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014; Bidwai 2014:2; Minas 2013; Bueno and 

Pascal, 2016).  

 

As outlined above the concept of CDR largely serves to maintain the developed - developing 

division in global climate politics as it is based on the differentiation between Annex I and non- 

Annex I countries when it comes to addressing the climate crisis. The BASIC countries’ strong 

advocacy for this principle can thus be seen as part of their continued alignment with the 

developing world. Hochstetler and Milkoreit (2015) examining both joint and individual 

statements from the BASIC countries between 2009-2013 found that the BASIC countries, 

despite some fluctuating recognition of their differences vis-à-vis other developing countries and 

some differences withing the group, largely portrayed themselves as developing countries and 

aligned themselves with G77/China, especially after 2012, in climate change negotiations. 

Further, representatives from G77/China have been invited to nearly all ministerial meetings, 

displaying the BASIC countries’ commitment to this group (Hochstetler, 2012b). The BASIC 

countries have thereby continued to align themselves with the developing countries in global 

climate politics, which has enabled them to uphold the discourse of CDR and make certain 

arguments about responsibility and burden sharing, seeking to place the brunt of the burden on 

developed countries. Additionally, claims about the transfer of technology and finance from 

developed to developing countries are also related to the concept of CDR as seen in the 

responsibilities for providing such transfers of technology and provision of financial resources 
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under the Kyoto Protocol (Hochstetler, 2012a; Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014; Hart and Jones, 

2010). 

 

3.3. Historical responsibility and the global climate crisis 

The focus on CDR and the arguments about burden sharing can also be seen as grounded in more 

normative ideas about historical responsibility and equitable burden sharing (Hochstetler & 

Viola, 2012; Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2015). Statements on historical responsibility stem from 

the idea that today’s developed countries have produced the largest share of global emissions, at 

least up until the late 1990s, and therefore should take the lead in combatting climate change 

(Hochstetler, 2012a). Although the BASIC group took on some (voluntary) responsibilities 

before the Paris Agreement, they continuously relied on the discourse of historical responsibility, 

claiming that developed countries should take the lead due to their greater contribution to the 

problem (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2015; Hochstetler, 2012a; Hallding et al, 2013; Blaxekjær 

and Nielsen, 2015). Yet, despite a strong common commitment to historical responsibilities, 

some differences can be seen within the group with Brazil and South Africa more willing to 

shoulder (more) responsibilities, while China and India appear more reluctant to take on such 

commitments (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2015; Bidwai, 2014:13; Prys-Hansen et al, 2019:281). 

Lastly, claims for transfers of technology and finance can also be seen as related to historical 

responsibilities as these generally accompanies the BASIC countries’ arguments for developing 

country leadership in climate crisis mitigation, and further, their (voluntary) commitments are 

often tied to developed countries living up to their responsibilities under the Kyoto Protocol – 

responsibilities which to a large extent have been evaded (Roberts and Parks, 2007:54, 225; 

Prys-Hansen, 2019:283, 293).  

 

3.4. Developing countries and the right to develop 

An additional dimension to the discourse uttered by the BASIC group prior to the Paris 

Agreement is the idea about the of right to develop, specifically when it comes to developing 

countries. This idea is enshrined in the UNFCCC which states that climate change responses 

should not result in adverse impacts on economic development and need to fully account for the 

‘legitimate priority needs of developing countries for the achievement of sustained economic 

growth and the eradication poverty’ (UN, 1992:2).  
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The BASIC countries have especially used this story-line of right to develop in global climate 

negotiations when they frame themselves as part of G77/China. Here they have argued for 

members’ continued rights and needs for development, and hence, that they should not take on as 

much responsibility for reducing emissions as developed countries since this could affect their 

abilities for such development (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2015; Bidwai, 2014:4, Prys-Hansen, 

2019:273). Such arguments can be seen as linked to broader discussions of global inequality and 

historical responsibility, as it is not just about past emissions but also about the economic 

development of today’s developed countries basically occurring at the expense of the climate 

(Roberts and Parks 2007:150, 164-165). Hereby, the argument goes, that not only should 

developed countries take the lead in addressing the climate crisis, but developing countries 

should be allowed to continue their economic development, despite the emissions that may arise 

from such development, as they have a right to achieve sustained economic growth and eradicate 

poverty.  
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4. Theoretical framework 

This section outlines the theoretical framework of the thesis which builds upon Stephen and 

Zürn’s approach to contestation between world orders in global institutions following Cox’s 

theory on changing world orders, and hence it draws on a social constructivist framework, as it is 

assumed that multiple socially constructed realities, or wordviews, exist (Hajer and Versteeg, 

2005). Further, it also employs a critical perspective by drawing on Roberts and Parks’ 

understanding of worldviews as being related to the (unequal) global division of labour grounded 

in a structuralist-world systems perspective (Roberts and Parks, 2007:4-6). Lastly, Hajer’s 

discursive approach will be outlined, which holds that one’s understanding of the world and 

reality is shaped by language, and further that different actors aim to influence the definition, or 

understanding, of a problem through different discourses. 

 

4.1. Global governance and contested institutions   

Stephen and Zürn (2019) argue that world order is increasingly contested, especially in the light of rising 

powers changing the international distribution of power. Taking an institutionalist perspective, they 

argue that international institutions are key determinants of international outcomes, and hence the 

changing distribution of power in international politics means new, or additional, demands on these 

international institutions from these new actors increasingly gaining power. Hereby, international 

institutions can be seen as sites where the contestation of world orders takes place (Stephen and Zürn, 

2019:1, 3, 5). This idea builds upon Cox’s theory to changes in world order where it is argued that 

multilateralism is a site for interactions which can lead to a transformation of the existing (world) order 

as international institutions, although initially reflecting existing power relations and encouraging 

collective images consistent with these power relations, take on a life of their own over time, and can 

thereby become sites of contestation between opposing ideas - or from a world systems perspective, 

multilateralism can be seen as a site for the struggle between the core and the periphery and their 

(conflicting) preferred world orders (Cox and Sinclair, 1996:99, 497, 512).  

 

Stephen and Zürn identify three main dimensions which they see as central to understanding the relation 

between institutions and state and non-state actors within world orders. First, the liberal social purpose 

of institutions, defined on a spectrum from neoliberal to non-liberal, the level where decision making 
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occurs, defined on a spectrum from national discretion to supranationalism, and lastly the distributive 

implications of the international institutions in place, meaning contention may not only be concerned 

with the purpose of the institution but also over the gains of cooperation or distribution of goods 

(Stephen and Zürn, 2019:10, 12-14). Actors’ preference across these dimensions then determines their 

position to the existing, largely liberal world order (Ikenberry, 2009), and it is argued that the further 

apart actor’s preferences, i.e., worldviews, are, the larger the conflict between them will be (Stephen and 

Zürn, 2019:14).  

 

Actors’ preferences differ across different issue areas, and hence, although we can see the current 

global world order as a liberal world order, this is not one uniform world order which cuts across 

all issue areas. Rather different international institutions vary in their liberal content, levels of 

authority and distributional characteristics and hence somewhat different (more or less liberal) 

world orders may be identified across the range of international institutions (Zürn, Wolf, and 

Stephen, 2019:368-369). It then follows, that we cannot speak of one liberal world order 

defended by Western powers and contested or challenged by the emerging powers. However, 

Stephen and Zürn do acknowledge that a division exist between the Global South and the Global 

North which cuts across several issue areas - although notable differences within the Global 

South coalition also exist (Zürn, Wolf, and Stephen, 2019:376-377). They further argue that the 

preferences held by actors across the three dimensions outlined above indicate broader 

descriptive and normative beliefs (Stephen and Zürn, 2019:20). In this sense, an actor’s 

preference for a certain world order, is underpinned by that actor’s understanding of the world, 

or simply their worldview, and what they subsequently perceive as right and wrong, or just and 

unjust.  

 

4.2. The global division of labour: global inequality and differing worldviews 

Such an understanding of actor preferences as being determined, or at least influenced, by their 

worldview is also held by Roberts and Parks. Roberts and Parks (2007), drawing on a structural-

institutionalist framework, argue that the worldview held by a state determines its causal and 

principled beliefs and what it perceives to be just and unjust, and hence worldviews are seen as 

guiding state preferences as well as state behaviour (Roberts and Parks 2007). Following this, 

they identify a Global North-Global South, or developed-developing country, division 
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underpinned by different worldviews similar to the division identified by Stephen and Zürn 

(2019) in global institutions more broadly, however, they go further than Stephen and Zürn as 

they argue that a state’s worldview is determined by its position in the (unequal) global division 

of labour - and hence this division is essentially a product of the global division of labour 

(Roberts and Parks, 2007:4-6).  

 

Following structuralism and world systems theory, Roberts and Parks argue that the global 

division of labour is divided into core, semi-peripheral and peripheral nations, where core 

nations exploit those in the periphery as they are linked in an extractive relation largely grounded 

in colonial structures. Further, they argue although these relations have changed since colonial 

times, they have not reversed - indeed, only a few nations have moved up in the global division 

of labour, meaning many semi-peripheral and peripheral nations remain locked into ecologically 

unsustainable patterns, dependent on primary commodities, which has essentially resulted in a 

world divided into the “haves” and the “have nothing at alls” (Roberts and Parks, 2007:11, 165-

166). The low (and unstable) prices of primary commodities have enabled core countries to 

extract high amounts of biophysical resources from the periphery while the trade balance has 

remained in their favour in monetary terms, meaning peripheral countries are forced to exploit 

and potentially exhaust their natural resources and remain stuck in a peripheral, or semi-

peripheral, position in the global economy (Roberts and Parks, 2007:166). This (unequal) 

relation between the core and the periphery can also be captured in the concept of ecologically 

unequal exchange whereby poorer nations are exporting large quantities of under-priced products 

whose value does not account for the environmental and social cost of extraction, processing and 

shipping involved, hence shifting the environmental burden onto the Global South. 

 

Climate change as well as the weak response to the climate crisis is then argued to fundamentally 

be an issue of inequality and a question of justice. The unequal division of labour has created 

differing worldviews in the Global North and Global South, due to their different positions in 

this global division of labour, which then means different understandings of what is just and 

unjust, or simply what is seen as fair (Roberts and Parks, 2007:137). Essentially, Roberts and 

Parks argue that the triple inequality of responsibility, vulnerability, and mitigation is not only 

intrinsic to the problem of climate change, but also determines the negotiating positions adopted 
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by nations in the Global North and the Global South - which is linked to their different positions 

in the global division of labour (Roberts and Parks, 2007:4-5, 7, 24, 27, 34). What is perceived as 

climate justice then depends on how one views the world, and subsequently the climate crisis, 

both in terms of who is perceived to be responsible for the crisis and following this, who should 

be taking responsibility when it comes to addressing it. Within global climate politics, different 

worldviews between the actors involved then result in different understandings of the problem 

itself, i.e. the climate crisis, which subsequently leads to different policy preferences. Global 

climate policy negotiations are then not only about which policy solutions should be 

implemented but also a negotiation between different understandings of the problem itself.  

 

4.3. Story-lines and discourse coalitions in environmental politics 

Actors’ conceptualisation of an issue as well as their preferred solution then depends on the 

social construction, or understanding, of a problem - and according to Hajer (1995:2) such a 

construction occurs through discourse. Hajer defines a discourse as ‘an ensemble of ideas, 

concepts and categorisations that are produced, reproduced and transformed in a particular set of 

practices and through which meaning is given to physical and social realities’ (Hajer, 1995:44). 

Discourse analysis can thus shed light on the contestation between different worldviews, and 

hence discourses, in such processes, and further why some understandings, or discourses, gain 

dominance while others are discredited (Hajer, 1995:4). Drawing on the work of Foucault and 

Billig and Harré, Hajer’s argumentative approach to discourse analysis focuses on the 

constitutive role of discourse in political processes meaning the focus is on discursive interaction 

between actors, which it is argued can create new meanings and identities, and hence play a key 

role in processes of political change (Hajer, 1995:58-59). Processes of political change can then 

be seen as a result of a discursive struggle where actors attempt to secure support for their 

definition of reality and by analysing these discourses, we can examine the shifting 

conceptualisations of a problem such as the environmental conflict (Hajer, 1995:46, 58-59). In 

this discursive struggle, a discourse becomes hegemonic in a given domain if first, discourse 

structuration is achieved, whereby a number of actors uses a specific discourse and credibility is 

dependent on the use of this discourse, and secondly, if a discourse is translated into concrete 

policies and institutional arrangements, i.e., the discourse becomes institutionalised (Hajer, 

1995:61). Context thereby matters when it comes to discourses as these are never uttered in a 
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vacuum, but rather discourses are related to the social practices in which they are produced - and 

these social structures then enable or constrain the agency of the actors uttering the discourses 

(Hajer, 1995:44, 58). 

 

In this struggle for discourse hegemony a discourse can be seen as made up by a set of story-

lines which lead to so-called discourse coalitions which are formed among actors that for various 

reasons are attracted to these story-lines (Hajer, 1995:61, 65). In this sense, story-lines are seen 

as the ‘discursive cement’ holding a discourse together and are made up by the actors who utter 

these story-lines and the practices where the discursive activity is based (Hajer, 1995:65). A 

story-line is defined by Hajer as ‘a generative sort of narrative which allows actors to draw upon 

various discursive categories to give meaning to specific physical or social phenomena’ (Hajer, 

1995:56). Story- lines thus serve to collect a variety of discursive components into one narrative 

and they can thereby reduce discursive complexity and allow for discourse closure, whereby a 

definition of a contested problem is reached - and essentially then serve to construct the meaning 

or understanding of a problem (Hajer, 1995:22, 56, 64-65). In this sense, story-lines can be seen 

as a way for actors to draw upon broader discourses, as they articulate or to some extent 

summarise these discourses in order to frame, or construct, the meaning of an issue - which in 

turn promotes or makes available certain policy solutions (Zelli, Nielsen and Dubber, 2019). 

 

Further, although the actors uttering a specific discourse, i.e., the discourse coalition, may not 

interpret the meanings of these story-lines in the same way or have shared interests, they still 

subscribe to the given set of story-lines, and hence develop and sustain a particular discourse, 

which in turn determines their interpretation of reality (Hajer, 1995:13-14, 105). Moreover, 

story-lines also serve to position actors as for instance victims or perpetrators, and can thereby 

mobilise discourse coalitions in a given domain (Hajer, 1995:63, 65, 105). Story-lines are thus 

not only part of the construction of a problem, but also serve an important function of the 

creation of a social and moral order in a given domain as specific ideas about blame, 

responsibility and responsible behaviour are ascribed through them (Hajer, 1995:65).  
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4.4. Story-lines and the BASIC group  

Hajer’s approach focuses on story-lines as well as discourse coalitions, and specifically the 

relation between differing discourse coalitions. However, for the purpose of this thesis I will 

mainly be drawing on his concept of story-lines to examine how the story-lines uttered by the 

BASIC group can be perceived as constituting a certain discourse in global environmental 

politics about responsibility and burden sharing - and how these story-lines then underpin the 

group’s understanding of the climate crisis as well as their preferred policy solutions. Further, 

although the focus will be on the story-lines uttered by the BASIC group, as discussed in the 

background section, the BASIC group is perceived as being part of the broader Global South 

(discourse) coalition in global climate politics identified by both Stephen and Zürn as well as by 

Roberts and Parks (Zürn, Wolf, and Stephen, 2019:376-377; Roberts and Parks, 2007:31, 166), 

which can largely be defined as G77/China within the institutional framework of the UNFCCC 

(see Appendix 2). Following Hajer, actors in a discourse coalition do not need to have similar 

social and cognitive commitments or have a common strategy, rather what unites them in the 

coalition is that they subscribe to and utter the same specific set of story-lines in the given policy 

context (Hajer, 1995:13-14). As discussed above, there are apparent divisions within the Global 

South coalition in climate politics, especially in the light of the increased economic power and 

increases in GHG emissions in the four emerging powers of the BASIC group. Hence, although 

the story-lines uttered by the BASIC group can be perceived as part of a broader discourse 

(coalition) made up by these story- lines within the institutional context of the UNFCCC, what 

will be examined here is the BASIC group’s use of a specific set of story-lines and not the 

broader discourse coalition that subscribe to these story-lines, as actors may have different policy 

preferences and interests, even if they subscribe to the same set of story-lines. Hence, given the 

scope of this thesis the main focus here will be on story-lines and not on competing discourse 

coalitions.  
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5. Methodology and material 

This section outlines the method of discourse analysis and its applicability to this case as well as 

the material that will be analysed. Ethical considerations and limitations of this study will be 

discussed in the end of this section.  

 

5.1. Research design: BASIC as a case study  

As discussed above, what will be examined here is the discourse uttered by the BASIC group in global 

climate politics within the institutional framework of the UNFCCC after the 2015 Paris Agreement, and 

specifically how the story-lines uttered by this group point towards their understanding of the climate 

crisis and their preferred policy solutions. This study is thereby conducted as a single case study of the 

BASIC group which allows for an in-depth analysis of the story-lines used by this group in global 

climate politics (Halperin and Heath, 2017:214).  

 

5.2. Material  

The analysis will be focused on an examination of the joint statements from the BASIC ministerial 

meetings and from the UNFCCC proceedings. I will be focusing on the joint statements from the BASIC 

group rather than individual statements from each of the four countries as they do not always agree or 

have the exact same preferences in global climate policy negotiations, and the aim of this thesis is to 

look at their joint understanding and preferences rather than those of the individual countries. 

 

The material for this analysis will thus consist of these joint statements from the BASIC ministerial 

meetings and from the UNFCCC proceedings. As I will be looking at the discourse uttered by the 

BASIC coalition after the Paris 2015 Agreement, I will be including the nine joint statements from the 

ministerial meetings between 2016-2021. Similarly, the joint statements from the UNFCCC proceedings 

are from 2016-2019, as the most recent statement available is from 2019, meaning six statements and 

one press release will be analysed. The joint statements to the UNFCCC proceedings have been limited 

to material that is available through the UNFCCC online document archive and the UNFCCC online 

submissions portal.  
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5.3. Method 

Utilising the methodological concept of story-lines from Hajer (1995) I will be examining the discourse 

uttered by the BASIC group in global climate politics under the UNFCCC framework through a 

discourse analysis. Such an approach assumes that actors take actions in line with their beliefs, values or 

ideologies which serve to give meaning to those actions. Further, such meanings are assumed to be 

socially constructed through discourse, and hence the aim of such an analysis is to uncover how 

discourse practices construct meaning through text. By analysing discourses it is thus possible to reveal 

actors’ meanings or understandings of a problem (Halperin and Heath:2017, pp. 336-337). In the context 

of environmental politics, discourse approaches are useful as the concept of nature itself can be seen as 

contested, and so when it comes to environmental issues, such as the climate crisis, diverging positions 

or understandings of problems can be uncovered through an analysis of the discourses uttered by the 

actors involved (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005:178-179) 

 

As this study seeks to examine the discourse uttered by the BASIC group and how it points towards a 

certain understanding of the climate crisis which informs the group’s preferred policy solutions, the 

focus will be on the story-lines used by the BASIC group as story-lines following Hajer serve to give 

meaning to physical and social phenomenon which then determines preferred (and available) policy 

solutions (Hajer, 1995:56, 64, 83; Hajer and Versteeg, 2005). Following this, I have identified three key 

story-lines based on the previous literature outlined in the background section on the BASIC group’s 

discourse and arguments in global climate politics before the Paris Agreement which are: 

1. Historical Responsibility 

  This encapsulates the idea about the North being morally obliged to take the lead because of their 

greater (historical) contribution to the crisis and thus includes statements and claims about such 

responsibility, as well as statements referring to the burden of the crisis and to loss and damage from 

the climate crisis.  

2. Common but Differentiated Responsibilities (CDR) 

This story-line is focused on statements and claims directly on the concept of CDR, the 

commitments under the Kyoto Protocol and the following Doha Amendment, as well as broader 

claims about capabilities, burden sharing and financial and technology transfers. 
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3. Right to Develop 

  This is about the right (and need) for continued economic development in developing countries, and 

hence includes statements about poverty eradication and sustainable development, as well as 

statements regarding the voluntary, or differentiated, nature of the Nationally Determined 

Contributions (NDCs) under the Paris Agreement and the need to ensure flexibility for developing 

countries. 

 

It should be noted that some of these story-lines overlap. For instance, statements about responsibilities 

of developed countries and transfer of the climate burden are often connected to claims about historical 

responsibilities as well as to CDR. Similarly, when it comes to financial and technology transfer these 

can be seen as connected both to the concept of CDR and to historical responsibilities, especially when it 

comes to loss and damage. Lastly, the voluntary nature of the NDCs may also be seen as related to both 

the concept of CDR as well as to the Right to Develop.  

 

The story-lines are situated within the social context of the UNFCCC where the BASIC group utters the 

discourse made up by these story-lines, and this discourse then is assumed to affect their policy 

preferences in global climate politics as it points towards their understanding of the problem itself: the 

global climate crisis (Halperin and Heath, 2017:336, 340). The three story-lines derived from the 

previous literature will thus serve as deductive thematic categories, which will form the focus of the 

discourse analysis of the BASIC group’s discourse after the Paris Agreement. Besides the preliminary 

coding categories identified from the previous literature, the analysis will also have an inductive 

component whereby I will be looking at any potential changes in the BASIC group’s discourse which 

deviate from the three story-lines identified, and thereby identity any potential emerging story-lines.  

 

5.4. Limitations and ethical considerations 

As discourse analysis is an interpretive approach, the findings depend on the researcher’s 

interpretive skills and previous knowledge, and thereby the researcher’s interpretation will affect 

the findings (Halperin and Heath, 2017:336). Following this, the theoretical framework, and 

hence the theoretical standpoint of the researcher, matter. The texts analysed here have been 

analysed from a rather critical theoretical standpoint based in Roberts and Parks understanding of 

differing worldviews and the (unequal) global division of labour. As such, the analytical 
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standpoint of this thesis recognises that there are inequalities when it comes to the climate crisis 

related to the broader Global North-Global South division, and these are assumed to be 

connected to the story-lines utilised by the BASIC group. However, the story-lines have been 

inferred from previous academic literature, and similarly, the findings have been further 

supported with academic literature in order to substantiate the claims this thesis is making. 

 

Due to the scope of this thesis, the material analysed have been limited to joint statements from 

the BASIC group from their ministerial meetings and to the UNFCCC proceedings. Such 

statements are important sources of preferences; however, any political communication is a 

social act, and as such actors may sometimes choose to reveal certain preferences and downplay 

(some of) their true preferences for strategic reasons (Stephen and Zürn, 2019:21). Yet, such 

statements and submissions can still be valid sources of actor preferences when these claims are 

triangulated with academic literature, as is the case here, or through other empirical strategies 

(Stephen and Zürn, 2019:20, 22). Moreover, as the texts differ both in their length and in the 

context they were produced (see Appendix 1), it is acknowledged that the BASIC group may 

wish to communicate some preferences more or less at certain times. However, by including 

different types of texts this thesis has aimed to provide as comprehensive an account as possible. 

Yet, given the limitations on material, it is acknowledged that the material analysed here may not 

capture all policy preferences, or the complete discourse of the BASIC group, but rather this 

thesis seeks to shed light of the preferences and worldview communicated by the BASIC group 

in the specific texts analysed here, which then may point towards their broader understanding of 

the climate crisis and their preferred policy solutions under the UNFCCC framework.  

 

Lastly, the aim of this thesis is not to make broad generalisations regarding worldviews and 

preferences in global climate politics, but rather to comment on the BASIC group’s view of the 

climate crisis and preferred policy solutions after the Paris Agreement. As such, the findings of 

this thesis are not meant to be applicable to other groupings or actors’ preferences in global 

climate politics, but rather it seeks to comment on the BASIC group’s discourse, and how this 

point towards the worldview held by this group as well as to their policy preferences. 

  



 21 

6. Analysis  

This section contains the analysis which is structured according to the three story-lines derived 

from the previous literature. Moreover, the change in the BASIC group’s discourse in the form 

of accepting more responsibility when it comes to solving the climate crisis will also be 

discussed as an additional story-line: Common Responsibilities. Lastly, the BASIC group’s 

continued alignment with G77/China in global climate politics will be discussed. 

 

6.1. Historical Responsibility 

The story-line of Historical Responsibility can be seen in all nine joint statements from the 

ministerial meetings and in all six statements to the UNFCCC proceedings as the obligation of 

developed countries to ‘take the lead’ in emissions reductions is emphasised, as well as the 

avoidance of a transfer of the burden onto developing countries (BASIC, 2016a:2; BASIC, 

2017b:3; BASIC, 2017c; BASIC, 2018a: 2; BASIC, 2018c; BASIC, 2018d; BASIC, 2019c; 

BASIC, 2019d; BASIC, 2019e BASIC, 2021). In the statement from the 28th ministerial meeting 

the idea of historical responsibilities is specifically mentioned as developed countries are urged 

‘to undertake ambitious actions to reduce emissions and fulfill their finance commitments (…) in 

light of their historical responsibilities’ (BASIC, 2019a:3). Further, the statement from the latest 

meeting emphasised the need for ‘understanding climate change in a comprehensive way’ which 

includes ‘equity’ and ‘historical responsibility’ and recognised the ‘differing capacities and 

historical responsibilities between developed and developing countries’ (BASIC, 2021:2, 4), 

explicitly pointing towards a certain understanding of the climate crisis grounded in historical 

responsibilities.  

 

The responsibility of developed countries is further emphasised in the discussion of loss and 

damage under the UNFCCC, which is discussed in seven of the nine joint ministerial statements 

and in four of the six statements to the UNFCCC proceedings (BASIC, 2016c; BASIC, 2018d; 

BASIC, 2019c; BASIC, 2019d). Developed countries are urged to provide funding for loss and 

damage arising from climate change to developing countries, and that this should be based on 

equity as well as the concept of CDR (BASIC, 2018b; BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b). Such 

statements on addressing loss and damage arising from climate change are clearly linked to 
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historical responsibilities as developed countries are considered as having contributed greatly to 

the climate crisis and should thereby be required to help developing countries with the adaptation 

to this crisis. Further, statements of ‘equity’ and 'climate justice’ throughout the joint ministerial 

statements as well as in the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings in relation to who should 

take action to reduce emissions can also be seen as connected to the story-line of Historical 

Responsibility as these reflect certain responsibilities and point towards burden sharing grounded 

in ideas about who contributed (more) to the climate crisis. 

 

The explicit remark of the ‘high vulnerability of developing countries to climate change effects 

and high resultant costs of adaptation’ and the claim that developing countries are ‘most 

adversely affected by climate change’ can be perceived as going even further, as these 

acknowledge the unequal distribution of the effects of the climate crisis, and that developed 

countries on these grounds should provide (financial) assistance to developing countries (BASIC, 

2017b; BASIC, 2018b:2; BASIC, 2019a:4; BASIC, 2019b:3). Such a recognition of the 

(unequal) vulnerability to climate change is also noted in the press release from COP22 as it is 

stated that the BASIC group will continue to emphasise ‘the needs of developing countries 

particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change, but who are least responsible for 

causing it’, hereby not only acknowledging the different vulnerabilities to climate change but 

also pointing towards who is responsible for the climate crisis (BASIC, 2016c:1).  

 

The story-line of historical responsibility can also be seen in statements regarding the efforts 

made by the BASIC group (and other developing countries) to tackle the climate crisis as these 

are described as representing ‘far more ambitious efforts compared to their respective 

responsibilities and capabilities’ (BASIC, 2016a:1; BASIC, 2016b:3; BASIC, 2017b:3). 

Similarly, in the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings they state that their (and other 

developing countries’) pre-2020 actions and post-2020 contributions ‘are highly ambitious 

compared to [their] respective responsibilities and capabilities’ (BASIC, 2018c:3) and that they 

have already engaged in climate policies and made contributions which are ‘above and beyond 

[their] respective capabilities’ (BASIC, 2019e:3), again pointing towards a certain understanding 

of burden sharing which reflects historical responsibilities. 



 23 

6.2. Common but Differentiated Responsibilities 

In all of the nine joint statements from the BASIC ministerial meetings it is explicitly remarked 

that the response to climate change under the UNFCCC and the implementation of the Paris 

Agreement shall 'reflect equity and common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 

capabilities, in the light of different national circumstances’, although the exact phrasing differ 

somewhat between the statements (BASIC, 2016a; BASIC, 2016b; BASIC, 2017a; BASIC, 

2017b:1; BASIC, 2018a; BASIC, 2018b; BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b; BASIC, 2021). This is 

also stressed in the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings as the adherence to equity and 

common but differentiated responsibilities and capabilities, given the differing national 

circumstances, in both implementation and outcomes under the UNFCCC, and specifically in 

relation the Paris Agreement and the NDCs, is declared in all six statements (BASIC, 2017c; 

BASIC, 2018c; BASIC, 2018d; BASIC, 2019c; BASIC, 2019d; BASIC, 2019e).  

 

Moreover, the BASIC group stresses the importance of adhering to the principles of the 

Convention and urges the countries that have not done so already to ratify the Doha Amendment 

to the Kyoto Protocol in eight of the joint ministerial statements (BASIC, 2016a; BASIC, 2016b; 

BASIC, 2017a; BASIC, 2017b; BASIC, 2018a; BASIC, 2018b; BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b). 

This can be seen as pointing towards the story-line of CDR because the principle of CDR is 

enshrined in the Convention and institutionalised through the Kyoto Protocol. Further, in seven 

of the ministerial statements it is remarked ‘that the UNFCCC is the primary international forum 

to coordinate the global response to climate change’ and that any measures and outcomes under 

any other multilateral fora addressing climate change related issues ‘should be consistent with 

the UNFCCC and in line with the principles of equity and common but differentiated 

responsibilities and respective capabilities’, although the exact phrasing again differ somewhat 

between the statements (BASIC, 2016a; BASIC, 2016b; BASIC, 2017a:4; BASIC, 2017b; 

BASIC, 2018a; BASIC, 2018b; BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b; BASIC, 2021, my italics). The 

commitment to the Convention and the importance of a continuation of the Kyoto Protocol is 

also prevalent in the six statements to the UNFCCC proceedings as well as in the COP22 press 

release as the group stresses their commitment to the Convention, the Kyoto Protocol and the 

Paris Agreement, and that any implementation and outcomes must be in line with the concept of 
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CDR (BASIC, 2016c; BASIC, 2017c; BASIC, 2018c; BASIC, 2018d; BASIC, 2019c; BASIC, 

2019d; BASIC, 2019e). 

 

Moreover, the differentiated obligations of developing and developed countries when it comes to 

mitigating GHG emissions is stated, and developed countries are called upon to ‘revisit and 

increase their (…) emission reduction targets’ and to ‘revisit their targets on mitigation under the 

Convention and the Kyoto Protocol’ (BASIC 2017a:3; BASIC 2017b:3; BASIC 2021:3). 

Differentiated obligations are also stressed when it comes to the implementation of the Paris 

Agreement and the nationally determined nature of the NDCs as it is stated that any work, both 

pre-2020 and post-2020, ‘should be in full accordance with the principles of equity and common 

but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities’ (BASIC, 2017a:2; BASIC, 

2017b:1, my italics). In the latest ministerial statement, developed countries are urged to honour 

their pre-2020 commitments as the BASIC group calls on them to counterbalance ‘the substantial 

gaps in mitigation, adaptation and support provided (…) to developing countries in the pre-2020 

period” by undertaking “ambitious climate change action in the post-2020 period” (BASIC, 

2021:3). The obligations of developed countries are also discussed in the statements to the 

UNFCCC proceedings as it is stressed that any gaps in mitigation and support is not to be 

transferred from developed to developing countries and that ‘developed countries must take the 

lead’ when it comes to closing the gap in ambition (BASIC, 2017c:2; BASIC, 2018c; BASIC, 

2019c; BASIC, 2019d:1; BASIC, 2019e, my italics). As discussed above, claims about 

developed countries taking the lead is part of the story-line of Historical Responsibility, 

however, as the concept of CDR implies differing responsibilities between developed and 

developing countries, and indeed developed countries were tasked with certain responsibilities 

under the Kyoto Protocol, such claims can also be seen as part of the story-line of Common but 

Differentiated Responsibilities. 

 

Lastly, the transfer of technology and finance and the obligation for developed countries when it 

comes to such transfers, is stressed in all of the nine ministerial statements. Climate finance is a 

key point of importance for the BASIC group and it is specifically stressed in relation to the 

implementation of the Paris Agreement as it is argued that such climate finance is necessary to 

build up capacities in developing countries if the agreement is to be successfully implement. The 
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BASIC group urge developed countries to ‘honour their commitments to reach the goal of 

USD100 billion per annum in climate finance by 2020’and to ‘progressively and substantially 

scale up their financial support in the post2020 period’ (BASIC, 2016b:2; BASIC, 2017a:3; 

BASIC, 2018a:3; BASIC, 2018b:2, my italics). Further they hold that these financial 

contributions should ‘match the ambition, needs and priorities of developing countries’ (BASIC, 

2019a:4; BASIC, 2019b:4). In the latest ministerial statement, the inadequacy of support from 

developed countries in this regard is pointed out, and developed countries are urged to provide a 

roadmap for following through with their obligations to mobilise the USD100/year between 

2015-2021 under the Paris agreement, and to set up a new collectively quantified goal for the 

following period (BASIC, 2021). Climate finance is also a key point in the six statements and the 

press release from the UNFCCC proceedings as the necessity of technology and finance transfer 

from the developed countries to build up developing country capacities for implementing the 

Paris Agreement is stated in all of these texts. Further, the commitment of developed countries to 

mobilise USD100 in climate finance per year is highlighted in four of the six joint statements as 

well as in the press release (BASIC, 2016c; BASIC, 2017c; BASIC, 2019d; BASIC, 2019e).  

 

6.3. Right to Develop 

The Right to Develop is as the two other story-lines also found in all nine statements from the 

BASIC ministerial meetings, however, this story-line is not as extensively uttered as the other 

two. In regards to the Paris Agreement and the NDCs, the right to develop can be seen in the 

emphasis from the BASIC group on ‘providing flexibility to developing countries’ (BASIC, 

2016a:2) and respecting the ‘nationally determined nature of the Parties’ contributions’ when it 

comes to the implementation of the Paris Agreement (BASIC, 2017a:2; BASIC, 2017b:2; 

BASIC, 2018a:2; BASIC, 2018b:2), as these reflect a need to allow differentiated contributions 

grounded in nationally determined (development) needs. Further, it is stated that all Parties 

should be allowed ‘to update and enhance actions and support, in a nationally determined 

manner’ (BASIC, 2016b:3) and that there is a need for accommodating ‘different types of 

NDCs’ (BASIC, 2019b:5; BASIC, 2021: 3), reiterating the idea of climate contributions being 

grounded in national needs and capabilities. Moreover, they argue that the work on guidance for 

the mitigation components of the NDCs should also be in line with the ‘nationally determined 

nature’ of the NDCs, and further that these ‘should not impose onerous requirements on 
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developing countries’ (BASIC, 2017b:2; BASIC, 2018a:2; BASIC, 2018b:2). In the statements 

from the two latest ministerial meetings, they go further as they state that ‘under no 

circumstances is the nationally determined nature of commitments and the bottom-up hybrid 

character to be changed’ (BASIC, 2019b:5; BASIC, 2021:4, my italics).  

 

When it comes to the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings the emphasis on the nationally 

determined nature of Paris Agreement and the NDCs is discussed in four of the six statements, 

however it is not mentioned in the press release (BASIC, 2017c; BASIC, 2018d; BASIC, 2019d; 

BASIC, 2019e). Moreover, the idea of flexibility for developing countries is only mentioned in 

two of the six statements (BASIC, 2017c; BASIC, 2018d). This story-line can, however, be seen 

in the claims about the right to economic development for developing countries in the ministerial 

statements as it is argued that ‘global climate action must promote climate justice by recognition 

of the fundamental right of all people in accessing economic growth and sustainable 

development’ and further, that promotion of sustainable development is necessary to achieve 

‘sustainable lifestyles, climate justice and poverty eradication’ and that these together with 

achieving food security are ‘overriding priorities of developing countries’(BASIC, 2017b:3 

BASIC, 2018b:1; BASIC, 2019a:3; BASIC, 2019b:2; BASIC, 2021:2). Furthermore, they state 

that ‘the time frame for peaking [in terms of GHG emissions] will be longer for developing 

countries’, thereby reiterating the idea of developing countries’ right to continued development, 

and hence emissions increases (BASIC, 2016a:2). The notion of a continued right to develop 

based on needs for national development can further be seen in the references to the multiple 

challenges of ‘food security’, ‘poverty eradication’ and ‘insufficient and uneven progress of 

domestic development’ when the BASIC group discuss the progress they (and other developing 

countries) have made in mitigation efforts (BASIC, 2018b; BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b:2). In 

the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings, sustainable development is referred to in three of 

the six statements (BASIC, 2017c; BASIC, 2018c; BASIC, 2018d), but it is only connected 

explicitly to poverty eradication and to ‘the overriding needs of developing countries’ in one of 

them (BASIC, 2017c:5). In the latest statement, the ‘insufficient and uneven’ domestic 

development of the BASIC countries is highlighted alongside the multiple challenges faced by 

these countries, namely ‘poverty eradication and achieving socio-economic development and 

environment protection’, pointing to the right (and need) to develop (BASIC, 2019e:2).   
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6.4. Common Responsibilities  

Although the BASIC group began to take on more responsibilities prior to the Paris Agreement, I 

would argue that it is possible to identity a story-line in the empirical material analysed here 

which points towards greater recognition of this need for common responsibility taking and 

reflects the change towards subtle differentiation arising with the Paris Agreement, as identified 

by Thompson (2020). This story-line is here conceptualised as Common Responsibilities.  

 

This story-line of Common Responsibilities can be seen in the joint ministerial statements as well 

as in the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings as the BASIC group state their commitment to 

work with ‘all Parties’(BASIC, 2016b:2; BASIC, 2017a:2; BASIC, 2017b:1; BASIC, 2017c:1; 

BASIC, 2018b:1; BASIC, 2019a:3; BASIC, 2019d:1) and to ‘work collectively’ (BASIC, 

2019b:2) while also calling for the ‘widest possible cooperation by all countries’ (BASIC, 

2018:1). They thereby display an increased recognition of the idea of common responsibilities 

and a willingness to work together across the developed-developing country differentiation. 

Moreover, the BASIC group emphasises the responsibilities it, along with other developing 

countries has taken on, and point towards their 'ambitious NDCs’ and that they are ‘contributing 

significantly’ to combatting climate change’ (BASIC, 2017a:4; BASIC, 2018c; BASIC, 2018d; 

BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b; BASIC, 2019d; BASIC, 2021), hence displaying an increased 

awareness of their role, and perhaps of the need to take on a greater role, in addressing the 

climate crisis. In the press release from COP22 they go even further and state that they will 

continue to ‘strengthen the leadership role their countries have demonstrated’ when it comes to 

reducing emissions and adapting to climate change impacts (BASIC, 2016c:1). 

 

Their stated commitment to the Paris Agreement in the joint statements to the UNFCCC 

proceedings and from their ministerial meetings can to some extent also be perceived as part of 

this story-line on Common Responsibilities, as the Paris Agreement by its nature points towards 

all Parties taking on obligations, irrespective of their status under the Kyoto Protocol, as all 

countries are required to submit NDCs, not just Annex 1 countries (Bidwai, 2014: 8; UN, 2015: 

4). Although it should be noted that when the BASIC countries state their commitment to the 

Paris Agreement, they at the same time underline the importance of upholding the concept of 

CDR, hence displaying some reluctance to fully commit to common responsibility taking. 
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Lastly, the claims about South-South cooperation from the BASIC group in global climate 

politics in three of their joint ministerial statements can be perceived as displaying a recognition 

of the (increased) responsibilities for the BASIC group as they here offer assistance to other 

developing countries (BASIC, 2018a; BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b). This can then be related 

to the idea of them being emerging powers, meaning they have greater (economic) capabilities 

than the remaining countries of G77/China, and therefore from a more normative standpoint 

should take on greater responsibilities. The utterance of the story-line of Common 

Responsibilities may indeed to some extent be seen as an increased recognition from the BASIC 

group of their emerging power identity and the responsibilities that follow.  

 

6.5. Alignment with G77: Developing versus developed country identity 

The alignment with G77/China has continued after the Paris Agreement as the BASIC group 

state their commitment to G77/China in every joint ministerial statement and they seek to 

strengthen ‘the unity of the Group and advancing the common interests of developing countries’ 

(BASIC 2016a; BASIC, 2016b; BASIC, 2017a; BASIC, 2017b; BASIC, 2018a; BASIC, 2018b; 

BASIC, 2019a; BASIC, 2019b:5; BASIC, 2021), thereby continuing their alignment with the 

developing world in global climate politics. Within the statements to the UNFCCC proceedings, 

the BASIC group also stresses this alignment as they ‘fully associate’ themselves with the 

statements made on behalf of G77/China in the UNFCCC proceedings in three of the six 

statements (BASIC, 2017c:1; BASIC, 2018c:1; BASIC, 2018d:1) and further claim that they 

‘will continue to advance the legitimate interests of all fellow developing countries’ (BASIC, 

2016c:1), thus establishing their commitment to G77/China.  
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7. Discussion 

The BASIC group continued to utilise all three story-lines of Historical Responsibility, Common 

but Differentiated Responsibilities and Right to Develop after the Paris Agreement, although the 

story-line of CDR and that of historical responsibilities are uttered to a greater extent in the 

material analysed here. This difference is especially notable in the statements to the UNFCCC 

proceedings, and it can be seen as pointing back to the idea about actors revealing certain 

preferences in certain contexts (Stephen and Zürn, 2019:21). As the story-line of Right to 

Develop can be seen as a more normative story-line focused on the rights (and needs) of 

developing countries, the increasing recognition of their own emerging power identity may to 

some extent have deterred the BASIC group from drawing on this story-line, especially in the 

context of the UNFCCC proceedings where both developed and other developing countries have 

called on them to take on more responsibilities in line with their increasing capabilities and 

emissions.  

 

As the BASIC group has continued to use all three story-lines, their understanding of the climate 

crisis, and hence their preferred policy solutions, still reflects the idea that developed countries 

are largely responsible for the crisis as well as more (economically) capable of addressing it - 

and for this reason the group’s preferred policy solutions remain grounded in the concept of 

CDR and developed country leadership. The BASIC group’s discourse thereby suggests that they 

still hold a rather normative, and to some extent justice based, worldview in global climate 

politics. Following Roberts and Parks (2007:2) this can then be seen as reflecting their position 

in the global division of labour, as they despite their economic growth remain somewhat in the 

periphery - or at least they are not considered core countries (yet).  

  

However, I would argue that the increased discussion of common responsibilities and indeed the 

increasing commitments made by the BASIC group in their NDCs, which has here been 

conceptualised as the fourth story-line of Common Responsibilities, to some extent marks a shift 

in the BASIC groups discourse following the Paris Agreement. This story-line points towards an 

increased acknowledgment of these four countries’ current contribution to the crisis, suggesting 

that even if their perception of the historical responsibility for the crisis still lies largely with the 
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Global North, this can be seen as signifying the BASIC group’s increased responsibility in 

addressing the crisis alongside the developed countries. Relating this back to Roberts and Parks 

(2007), this change in their discourse suggests a change in their preferences, and hence in their 

worldview, which can be seen as reflecting the emerging power status. Although these countries 

are still somewhat in the periphery, their economic development has meant that they are no 

longer developing countries – and hence their (policy) preferences have changed as seen in the 

story-line of Common Responsibilities.  

 

The worldview and policy preferences held by the BASIC group seems to largely align with the 

existing world order of the UNFCCC across the three dimensions identified by Stephen and Zürn 

(2019) as the developing-developed country differentiation and the concept of CDR is enshrined 

in the Convention. Despite the BASIC group’s somewhat greater preference for national 

discretion than the institutional context of UNFCCC provides, the BASIC group can still be seen 

as seeking to work within the institutional context of the UNFCCC rather than challenging it 

(Prys-Hansen et al 2019:275, Thompson 2020).  

 

The continued focus on CDR and the commitment to the developed – developing country 

division, can thus be seen as the BASIC group seeking to uphold the (institutional) status quo. 

However, whether the BASIC group will be able to continue to place themselves within the 

developing country camp, and hence continue to utilise the story-lines surrounding CDR and 

historical responsibilities in the same manner in the future is somewhat unclear as their emerging 

power identity is increasingly calling into question their current non-Annex I status and pushing 

them towards greater responsibility taking (Prys-Hansen et al 2019:275; Hurrell and Sengupta, 

2012). This is further complicated by the internal division in the group. China and India on one 

hand seem more reluctant to take on greater responsibilities and maintain a strong commitment 

to nationally determined implementation of the Paris Agreement, aiming to preserve national 

sovereignty. Brazil and South Africa on the other hand, seem more willing to take on a greater 

part of the burden sharing in addressing the climate crisis (Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2014; 

Hochstetler and Milkoreit, 2015; Bidwai, 2014:13; Prys-Hansen et al, 2019:292). As such, the 

reluctance, by especially China and India, to shoulder more responsibilities may put the coalition 

at risk as such reluctance to take on responsibility in line with their emerging power status is 
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being challenged by both the developed countries and the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) in 

G77/China (Prys-Hansen et al, 2019:294). Hence, it may be necessary for the BASIC group to 

change if not their understanding of the climate crisis itself, at least their understanding of their 

current responsibilities when it comes to addressing the crisis – and thus a change in their 

discourse even more towards the story line of Common Responsibilities may be required if the 

group is to remain a relevant negotiation group within the UNFCCC. 
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8. Conclusion 

This study aimed to examine the story-lines used by the BASIC countries after the Paris 

Agreement and how these point towards the group’s understanding of the climate crisis and 

hence their preferred policy solutions. It was found that the BASIC group has continued to utilise 

the same story-lines of Historical Responsibility, Common but Differentiated Responsibilities 

and Right to Develop as before the Paris Agreement, and thereby continues to understand the 

climate crisis as largely caused by the developed countries, and as such these countries should 

take on the greater burden of responsibility when it comes to policy solutions. However, a new 

story-line of Common Responsibilities was found to have emerged after the Paris Agreement, 

which I argue points towards an increasing acknowledgement of the BASIC countries’ own 

status as emerging powers, and the responsibilities that follow this emerging or rising power 

status. Further, an even greater recognition of such responsibility taking from the BASIC group 

may be required if the group is to remain a relevant negotiation group as they are increasingly 

being challenged by both developed countries and the LDCs to take on greater responsibilities in 

line with their emerging power status.  

 

Future research avenues could shed light on the internal division in the group by looking into the 

four countries’ individual statements on climate policy under the framework of the UNFCCC. 

Further, a review of the BASIC group’s actions and voting behaviour in combination with their 

discourse may provide a more comprehensive understanding of the effects that the use of these 

specific story lines have in global climate politics when it comes to policy decisions and 

implementation. 

 

 



 33 

References  
 

BASIC (2016a) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 22nd BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-3. Available at: https://www.gov.br/mre/en/contact-

 us/press-area/press-releases/joint-statement-issued-at-the-conclusion-of-the-22nd-

 basic-ministerial-meeting-on-climate-change-new-delhi-india-april-7-2016 

 (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2016b) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 23rd BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at: http://antigo.itamaraty.gov.br/en/press-

 releases/14967-joint-statement-issued-at-the-conclusion-of-the-23rd-basic-

 ministerial-meeting-on-climate-change-marrakesh-morocco-october-17-2016 

  (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2016c) Press Release from Ministers of BASIC countries [Press release] 17. November

 pp. 1-2. Available at:

 https://unfccc.int/files/meetings/marrakech_nov_2016/application/pdf/press_releas

 e_from_ministers_of_basic_countries.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2017a) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of the 24th BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-4. Available at: http://moef.gov.in/wp-

 content/uploads/2018/08/Joint-Statement-of-24th-BASIC-Ministerial-Meeting-text-

 agreed-by-Ministers-at-1430-on-11-April.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2017b) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of the 25th BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-4. Available at:

 https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/BASIC-25-Statement-as-adopted-13-

 Nov-2017.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2017c) Statement of Brazil on behalf of BASIC countries issued at the opening plenaries

 of COP23, pp. 1-6. Available at:   



 34 

 https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/525_369_13154543

 2678442262-BASIC%20statement%20(plenary%20version).pdf (Accessed 17.

 May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2018a) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of the 26th BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at: https://www.gov.za/speeches/joint-

 statement-issued-conclusion-26th-basic-ministerial-meeting-climate-change-19-

 may-2018 (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2018b) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 27th BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-4. Available at:

 https://www.gov.za/speeches/environmental-affairs-conclusion-27th-basic-

 ministerial-meeting-climate-change-20-nov-2018 (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2018c) Statement on behalf of Brazil, South Africa, India and China (BASIC) at the 

 Opening Plenaries of the Sessional Meetings of the United Nations Framework 

 Convention on Climate Change (SBSTA48, SBI48 & APA1-5), pp. 1-4. Available

 at: https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/201805021211---

 SA_BASIC.pdf (Accessed 14. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2018d) Statement on behalf of Brazil, South Africa, India and China (BASIC) at the 

 Opening Plenaries of the Sessional Meetings of the United Nations Framework 

 Convention on Climate Change (SBSTA48-2, SBI48-2& APA1-6), pp. 1-6. 

 Available at: https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/submissionsstaging/Pages/Home.aspx

 (Accessed 14. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019a) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 28th BASIC Ministerial Meeting

 on Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at:

 https://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1582241 (Accessed 17. May 

 2021). 

 



 35 

BASIC (2019b) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of 29th BASIC Ministerial Meet on 

 Climate Change, pp. 1-6. Available at:

 https://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1589318 (Accessed 17. May

 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019c) Statement by Brazil on behalf of BASIC at the Closing Plenary of SB 50, pp. 1-2.

 Available at:

 https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/201907021424---

 SB%2050-BASIC-CLOSING%20REVIEWED.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019d) Statement by China on behalf of BASIC at the Opening Plenary of COP25, pp.

 1-3. Available at:

 https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/201912111926-

 STATEMENT%20BY%20CHINA%20ON%20BEHALF%20OF%20BASIC%20

 AT%20THE%20OPENING%20PLENARY%20OF%20COP25.pdf (Accessed 15.

 May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019e) BASIC Ministerial Joint Statement at UNFCCC COP25, pp. 1-3, pp. 1-5.

 https://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1596001 (Accessed 14. May

 2021). 

 

BASIC (2021) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of 30th BASIC Ministerial Meeting on 

 Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at:

 https://www.environment.gov.za/mediarelease/basic_ministerialmeeting_climatech

 ange_india (Accessed 17. May 2021). 

 

Bidwai, P. (2014) The emerging economies and climate change: a case study of the BASIC

 grouping. Shifting Power: Critical Perspectives on Emerging Economies TNI

 Working Papers. Amsterdam: Transnational Institute.  

 



 36 

Blaxekjær, L. Ø. and Nielsen, T. D. (2015) Mapping the narrative positions of new political

 groups under the UNFCCC. Climate Policy, 15 (6), pp. 751-766. 
 

Bortscheller, M. J. (2010) Equitable but ineffective: How the principle of common but

 differentiated responsibilities hobbles the global fight against climate change.

 Sustainable Development Law & Policy, 10 (2), pp. 49-69. 

 

Bueno, M. D. P. and Pascual, G. (2016) International climate framework in the making: the role

 of the Basic Countries in the negotiations towards the Paris Agreement.

 JANUS.NET e-journal of International Relations, 7 (2), pp. 121-140. Available at:

 https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/4135/413548516008.pdf (Accessed 3. May 2021). 

 

Cox, R. W. and Sinclair, T. J. (1996) Approaches to World Order. Cambridge: Cambridge

 University Press (Cambridge Studies in International Relations). 

 

Hajer, M. A. (1995) The Politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecological Modernisation and the

 Policy Process. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

 

Hajer M. and Versteeg, W. (2005) A decade of discourse analysis of environmental politics:

 Achievements, challenges, perspectives, Journal of Environmental Policy &

 Planning, 7 (3), pp. 175-184. 

 

Hallding, K., Jürisoo, M., Carson M. and Aaron Atteridge, A. (2013) Rising powers: the

 evolving role of BASIC countries. Climate Policy, 13 (5), pp. 608-631. 

 

Happaerts, S. (2015) Rising Powers in Global Climate Governance: Negotiating Inside and

 Outside the UNFCCC. In Lesage, D. and Van de Graff, T. Eds. Rising Powers and

 Multilateral Institutions. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 238-257. 

 

Hochstetler, K. (2012a) Climate Rights and Obligations for Emerging States: The Cases of

 Brazil and South Africa. Social Research, 79 (4), pp. 957-982. 



 37 

 

Hochstetler, K. (2012b) The G-77, BASIC, and global climate governance: a new era in

 multilateral environmental negotiations. Revista Brasileira de Politica

 Internacional, 55 (special edition), pp. 53-69.  

 

Hochstetler, K. and Milkoreit, M. (2014 Emerging Powers in the Climate Negotiations: Shifting

 Identity Conceptions. Political Research Quarterly, 67 (1), pp. 224-235. 

 

Hochstetler, K. and Milkoreit, M. (2015) Responsibilities in Transition/ Emerging Powers in the

 Climate Change Negotiations. Global Governance, 21 (2), pp. 205–226. 

 

Hochstetler, K. and Viola, E. (2012) Brazil and the politics of climate change: beyond the global

 commons, Environmental Politics, 21 (5), pp. 753-771. 

 

Hurrell, A. and Sengupta, S. (2012) Emerging powers, North–South relations and global climate

 politics. International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), 88 (3)

 pp. 463–484.  

 

Ikenberry, G. J. (2009) Liberal Internationalism 3.0: America and the Dilemmas of Liberal

 World Order. Perspectives on Politics, 7 (1) pp. 71-87. 

 

Lesage, D. and Van de Graaf, T. (2015) Analytical Framework and Findings. In Lesage, D. and

 Van de Graff, T. Eds. Rising Powers and Multilateral Institutions. Basingstoke:

 Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 3-18. 

 

Minas, S. (2013) BASIC positions-Major emerging economies in the UN climate change

 negotiations. The Foreign Policy Centre Briefing. Available at:

 https://fpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/1560.pdf (Accessed 27. April 2021). 

 

Prys-Hansen, M., Hahn, K., Lellmann, M. and Röseler, M. (2019) Contestation in the UNFCCC:

 The Case of Climate Finance. In Stephen, M. D. and Zürn, M. Eds. Contested



 38 

 World Orders: Rising Powers, Non-Governmental Organizations, and the Politics

 of Authority Beyond the Nation State. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 273-

 302. 

 

Qi, X. (2011) The rise of BASIC in UN climate change negotiations. South African Journal of

 International Affairs, 18 (3), pp. 295-318. 
 

Roberts, J. T. and Parks, B. C. (2007) A Climate of Injustice: Global Inequality, North-South

 Politics, and Climate Policy. Cambridge: The MIT Press. 

 

Stephen, M. D. and Zürn, M. (2019) Rising Powers, NGOs, and Demands for New World

 Orders: An Introduction. In Stephen, M. D. and Zürn, M. Eds. Contested World

 Orders: Rising Powers, Non-Governmental Organizations, and the Politics of

 Authority Beyond the Nation State. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 1-36. 

 

Thompson, A. (2020) Emerging Powers and Differentiation in Global Climate Institutions.

 Global Policy, 11 (3), pp. 61-72. 

 

Williams, M. (2005) The Third World and Global Environmental Negotiations: Interests,

 Institutions and Ideas. Global Environmental Politics, 5 (3), pp. 48-69. 

 

Zürn, M., Wolf, K. D. and Stephen, M. D. (2019) Conclusion: Contested World Orders—

 Continuity or Change?. In Stephen, M. D. and Zürn, M. Eds. Contested World

 Orders: Rising Powers, Non-Governmental Organizations, and the Politics of

 Authority Beyond the Nation State. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 368-389. 

 

United Nations, and Canada, UN (1992) United Nations Framework Convention on Climate

 Change.  New York: United Nations, General Assembly. Available at:

 https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/convention_text_with_annexes_english_for_pos

 ting.pdf (Accessed 9. May 2021). 

 



 39 

United Nations, UN (2015) Paris Agreement. Paris: United Nations. Available at:

 https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf (Accessed 9. May

 2021). 

 

Zelli, F., T. Nielsen, and W. Dubber (2019) Seeing the forest for the trees: identifying discursive

 convergence and dominance in complex REDD+ governance. Ecology and Society

 24(1):10. 

 



 40 

Appendix 1 

Documents analysed: 
BASIC joint statements from the BASIC Ministerial Meetings 

BASIC (2016a) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 22nd BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change, pp. 1-3. Available at: https://www.gov.br/mre/en/contact-us/press-

area/press-releases/joint-statement-issued-at-the-conclusion-of-the-22nd-basic-ministerial-

meeting-on-climate-change-new-delhi-india-april-7-2016 (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2016b) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 23rd BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at: http://antigo.itamaraty.gov.br/en/press-releases/14967-

joint-statement-issued-at-the-conclusion-of-the-23rd-basic-ministerial-meeting-on-climate-

change-marrakesh-morocco-october-17-2016 (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2017a) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of the 24th BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change. Available at: http://moef.gov.in/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Joint-

Statement-of-24th-BASIC-Ministerial-Meeting-text-agreed-by-Ministers-at-1430-on-11-

April.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

 BASIC (2017b) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of the 25th BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change, pp. 1-4. Available at: https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/BASIC-

25-Statement-as-adopted-13-Nov-2017.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2018a) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of the 26th BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at: https://www.gov.za/speeches/joint-statement-issued-

conclusion-26th-basic-ministerial-meeting-climate-change-19-may-2018 (Accessed 15. May 

2021). 

 
BASIC (2018b) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 27th BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change, pp. 1-4. Available at: https://www.gov.za/speeches/environmental-affairs-



 41 

conclusion-27th-basic-ministerial-meeting-climate-change-20-nov-2018 (Accessed 15. May 

2021). 

 

BASIC (2019a) Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the 28th BASIC Ministerial Meeting 

on Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at: 

https://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1582241 (Accessed 17. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019b) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of 29th BASIC Ministerial Meet on 

Climate Change, pp. 1-6. Available at: https://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1589318 

(Accessed 17. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2021) Joint Statement issued at the Conclusion of 30th BASIC Ministerial Meeting on 

Climate Change, pp. 1-5. Available at: 

https://www.environment.gov.za/mediarelease/basic_ministerialmeeting_climatechange_india 

(Accessed 17. May 2021). 

 
BASIC joint statements to the UNFCCC Conference of the Parties  

BASIC (2017c) Statement of Brazil on behalf of BASIC countries issued at the opening plenaries 

of COP23, pp. 1-6. Available at: 

https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/525_369_131545432678442262-

BASIC%20statement%20(plenary%20version).pdf (Accessed 17. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019d) Statement by China on behalf of BASIC at the Opening Plenary of COP25, pp. 

1-3. Available at: https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/201912111926-

--

STATEMENT%20BY%20CHINA%20ON%20BEHALF%20OF%20BASIC%20AT%20THE%

20OPENING%20PLENARY%20OF%20COP25.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019e) BASIC Ministerial Joint Statement at UNFCCC COP25, pp. 1-3. Available at: 

https://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1596001 (Accessed 14. May 2021). 

 



 42 

 
BASIC joint statements to the UNDCCC Subsidiary bodies  

BASIC (2018c) Statement on behalf of Brazil, South Africa, India and China (BASIC) at the 

Opening Plenaries of the Sessional Meetings of the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (SBSTA48, SBI48 & APA1-5), pp. 1-4. Available at: 

https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/201805021211---SA_BASIC.pdf 

(Accessed 14. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2018d) Statement on behalf of Brazil, South Africa, India and China (BASIC) at the 

Opening Plenaries of the Sessional Meetings of the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (SBSTA48-2, SBI48-2& APA1-6), pp. 1-6. Available at: 

https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/submissionsstaging/Pages/Home.aspx (Accessed 14. May 2021). 

 

BASIC (2019c) Statement by Brazil on behalf of BASIC at the Closing Plenary of SB 50, pp. 1-2. 

Available at: https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/201907021424---

SB%2050-BASIC-CLOSING%20REVIEWED.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

 
BASIC press releases  

BASIC (2016c) Press Release from Ministers of BASIC countries [Press release] 17. November, 

pp. 1-2. Available at: 

https://unfccc.int/files/meetings/marrakech_nov_2016/application/pdf/press_release_from_minis

ters_of_basic_countries.pdf (Accessed 15. May 2021). 

  



 43 

Appendix 2 

UNFCCC Party Groupings 

 

Annex I countries    Non-Annex I countries 

Australia Afghanistan 

Austria Albania 

Belarus Algeria 

Belgium Andorra 

Bulgaria Angola 

Canada Antiqua and Barbuda 

Croatia Argentina 

Cyprus Armenia 

Czechia Azerbaijan 

Denmark Bahamas 

Estonia Bahrain 

European Union Bangladesh 

Finland Barbados 

France Belize 

Germany Benin 

Greece Bhutan 

Hungary Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 

Iceland Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Ireland Botswana 

Italy Brazil 

Japan Brunei Darussalam 

Lativa Burkina Faso 

Liechtenstein Burundi 

Lithuania Cabo Verde 

Luxembourg Cambodia 



 44 

Malta Cameroon 

Monaco Central African Republic  

Netherlands Chad 

New Zealand Chile 

Norway China 

Poland Colombia 

Portugal Comoros 

Romania Congo 

Russian Federation Cook Islands 

Slovakia Costa Rica 

Slovenia Côte d’Ivoire 

Spain Cuba 

Sweden Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 

Switzerland Democratic Republic of Congo 

Turkey Djibouti 

Ukraine Dominica 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland 

Dominican Republic 

United States of America Ecuador 

 Egypt 

 El Salvador 

 Equatorial Guinea 

 Eritrea 

 Eswatini 

 Ethiopia 

 Fiji 

 Gabon 

 Gambia 

 Georgia 

 Ghana 



 45 

 Grenada 

 Guatemala 

 Guinea 

 Guinea-Bissau 

 Guyana 

 Haiti 

 Honduras 

 India 

 Indonesia 

 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 

 Iraq 

 Israel 

 Jamaica 

 Jordan 

 Kazakhstan 

 Kenya 

 Kiribati 

 Kuwait 

 Kyrgyzystan 

 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 

 Lebanon 

 Lesotho 

 Liberia 

 Libya 

 Madagascar 

 Malawi 

 Malaysia 

 Maldives 

 Mali 

 Marshall Islands 



 46 

 Mauritania 

 Mauritius  

 Mexico 

 Micronesia (Federal States of) 

 Mongolia 

 Montenegro 

 Morocco 

 Mozambique 

 Myanmar 

 Namibia 

 Nauru 

 Nepal 

 Nicaragua 

 Niger 

 Nigeria 

 Niue 

 Oman 

 Pakistan 

 Palau 

 Panama 

 Papa New Guinea 

 Paraguay 

 Peru 

 Philippines 

 Qatar 

 Republic of Korea 

 Republic of Moldova 

 Rwanda 

 Saint Kitts and Nevis 

 Saint Lucia 



 47 

 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 

 Samoa 

 San Marina 

 Sao Tome and Principe 

 Saudi Arabia 

 Senegal 

 Serbia 

 Seychelles 

 Sierra Leone 

 Singapore 

 Solomon Islands 

 Somalia 

 South Africa 

 South Sudan 

 Sri Lanka 

 State of Palestine 

 Sudan 

 Suriname 

 Syrian Arab Republic 

 Tajikistan 

 Thailand 

 The Republic of North Macedonia  

 Timor-Leste 

 Togo 

 Tonga 

 Trinidad and Tobago 

 Tunisia 

 Turkmenistan 

 Tuvalu 

 Uganda 



 48 

 United Arab Emirates  

 United Republic of Tanzania 

 Uruguay 

 Uzbekistan 

 Vanuatu 

 Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 

 Viet Nam 

 Yemen 

 Zambia 

 Zimbabwe 

 

Source: UNFCCC (2021) Parties, UNFCCC. Viewed 20. May 2021 

<https://unfccc.int/process/parties-non-party-stakeholders/parties-convention-and-observer-

states> 

 

Group of 77/China  

Afghanistan Libya 

Algeria Madagascar 

Angola Malawi 

Antiqua and Barbuda Malaysia 

Argentina Maldives 

Azerbaijan Mali 

Bahamas Marshall Islands 

Bahrain Mauritania 

Bangladesh Mauritius  

Barbados Micronesia (Federal States of) 

Belize Mongolia 

Benin Montenegro 

Bhutan Morocco 

Bolivia (Plurinational State of) Mozambique 



 49 

Botswana Myanmar 

Brazil Namibia 

Brunei Darussalam Nauru 

Burkina Faso Nepal 

Burundi Nicaragua 

Cabo Verde Niger 

Cambodia Nigeria 

Cameroon Oman 

Central African Republic  Pakistan 

Chad Panama 

Chile Papa New Guinea 

China Paraguay 

Colombia Peru 

Comoros Philippines 

Congo Qatar 

Costa Rica Rwanda 

Côte d’Ivoire Saint Kitts and Nevis 

Cuba Saint Lucia 

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 

Democratic Republic of Congo Samoa 

Djibouti San Marina 

Dominica Sao Tome and Principe 

Dominican Republic Saudi Arabia 

Ecuador Senegal 

Egypt Seychelles 

El Salvador Sierra Leone 

Equatorial Guinea Singapore 

Eritrea Solomon Islands 

Eswatini Somalia 

Ethiopia South Africa 



 50 

Fiji South Sudan 

Gabon Sri Lanka 

Gambia State of Palestine 

Ghana Sudan 

Grenada Suriname 

Guatemala Syrian Arab Republic 

Guinea Tajikistan 

Guinea-Bissau Thailand 

Guyana Timor-Leste 

Haiti Togo 

Honduras Tonga 

India Trinidad and Tobago 

Indonesia Tunisia 

Iran (Islamic Republic of) Turkmenistan 

Iraq Uganda 

Jamaica United Arab Emirates  

Jordan United Republic of Tanzania 

Kenya Uruguay 

Kiribati Vanuatu 

Kuwait Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic Viet Nam 

Lebanon Yemen 

Lesotho Zambia 

Liberia Zimbabwe 

 

Source: The Group of 77 (n.d.) The Member States of the Group of 77, The Group of 77. Viewed 

20. May 2021 <https://www.g77.org/doc/members.html> 

 


