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Key messages

In Copenhagen in 2009, developed countries committed to jointly mobilise $100 billion a year 
by 2020 to address the needs of developing countries. However, the climate accords rely on 
pledging and do not include any formulae for determining how responsibility for this target 
should be apportioned among developed countries. This makes it difficult to hold individual 
countries to account.

This paper suggests three metrics to assess each developed country’s fair share of the climate 
finance goal: gross national income, cumulative carbon dioxide emissions and population. While 
imperfect, these metrics offer an indicative range to begin holding individual governments 
to account.

Of the 23 developed countries responsible for providing international climate finance, only 
Germany, Norway and Sweden have been paying their fair share of the annual $100 billion goal. All 
other countries are falling short.

Australia, Canada, Greece, New Zealand, Portugal and the United States (US) all contributed less 
than 20% of their fair share of international climate finance. The greatest shortfall in absolute 
terms is the US, which provides less funding than France, Germany, Japan or the United Kingdom – 
though its economy is larger than all of them combined. 
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About this publication
This paper was produced to provide evidence and catalyse debate around apportioning 
responsibility among developed countries for the climate finance goal. It updates and expands 
a preliminary analysis, published in July 2021 in advance of the G7 Summit (Colenbrander et al., 
2021). This extended version was prepared in response to requests from the COP26 team in the 
United Kingdom Cabinet Office, donor governments and civil society organisations looking to 
secure and benchmark new commitments before COP26 in Glasgow.

This working paper was funded by the Zurich Flood Resilience Alliance. The Alliance is a multi-
sectoral partnership which brings together community programmes, new research, shared 
knowledge and evidence-based influencing to build community flood resilience in developed and 
developing countries. The Alliance helps people measure their resilience to floods and identify 
appropriate solutions before disaster strikes. The Alliance has a shared vision that floods should 
have no negative impact on people’s ability to thrive. To achieve this, the Alliance is working to 
increase funding for flood resilience; strengthen global, national and subnational policies; and 
improve flood resilience practice. Find out more: www.floodresilience.net. 

This working paper complements the report At what cost? How chronic gaps in adaptation 
finance expose the world’s poorest people to climate chaos (Alcayna, 2020) funded and published 
by the Alliance in 2020. At what cost? found that climate finance is not going to the countries 
and people that need it most. The investment gap in climate change adaptation and disaster 
risk reduction is particularly stark. The report found that, from 2010 to 2017, only a quarter of 
bilateral financing and less than half of major multilateral financing has targeted the most climate-
vulnerable countries with climate change adaptation.
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1 Introduction
At the 15th Conference of Parties (COP15) to the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC), held in Copenhagen in 2009, developed countries committed to:

a goal of mobilizing jointly USD 100 billion dollars a year by 2020 to address the needs of 
developing countries. This funding will come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, 
bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance (UNFCCC, 2009).

According to decision 1/CP.21 reached in Paris in 2015, and reiterated in decision 14/CMA.1 agreed 
at Katowice in 2018, the $100 billion a year target also serves as the annual floor for international 
climate finance to 2025, when the new goal will be adopted. Formal deliberations will begin on the 
new climate finance goal at COP26 in Glasgow in 2021.

There are many elements of the $100 billion a year target set in Copenhagen that are ill-defined: 
the definition of so-called ‘developed countries’ that form the contributor base or ‘developing 
countries’ that form the recipient base; the split between private and public finance; what might 
be considered ‘alternative sources of finance’; the acceptability of different financial instruments; 
and the appropriate balance between mitigation and adaptation finance. Article 9 of the Paris 
Agreement reiterates the need for financial resources to be provided by developed country Parties, 
but does not provide further clarity on any of the thorny issues raised above (UNFCCC, 2015). 

While the loose wording of the $100 billion a year target was considered a necessary political 
compromise, divergent perspectives on what counts towards the goal have subsequently fuelled 
disagreement (Pickering et al., 2015; Weikmans et al., 2020). Most analyses of climate finance 
flows are based on the datasets from Biennial Reporting to the UNFCCC, the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC) creditor reporting system and multilateral development banks’ (MDBs’) joint reporting. 
However, individuals, organisations and countries give different weight to the motivation, level 
of concessionality, causality, geographic origin and recipient of climate finance (Bodnar et al., 
2015; Bhattacharya et al., 2020). Consequently, there are many different estimates of progress 
towards the annual $100 billion target, as outlined below. However, most conclude that developed 
countries fell short in 2020 (for example, see Alcayna, 2020; Bhattacharya et al., 2020; Roberts 
et al., 2021), and they look likely to do the same again in 2021.

Developed countries will need to meet and exceed the climate finance goal to maintain trust in 
UNFCCC processes and stimulate the more ambitious near-term pledges and measures needed 
to hold global warming to 1.5 °C. Signatories to the Paris Agreement are expected to submit more 
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ambitious Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) in advance of COP26.1 However, many 
developing countries are reluctant to ratchet up domestic ambition until developed countries 
outline a credible path to delivering the $100 billion a year goal. 

Citizens concerned about the climate emergency are looking to ensure that developed countries 
fulfil their commitments. However, the climate accords do not include a ‘fair share’ formula 
for determining how responsibility should be attributed among developed countries, and it is 
difficult to hold developed countries collectively accountable for the target despite the scientific 
consensus on the urgency of climate action (IPCC, 2021). Individual governments have not publicly 
indicated what they consider to be their fair share of the annual $100 billion (Hattle and Nordbo, 
2021), nor is there extensive analysis of how much each developed country should contribute 
towards the goal.2

Definitions and norms reflect power relations at a given time, and the climate diplomacy space is 
no exception. Determining the fair share of each developed country will be a fiercely contested 
process, although not one that has yet been made explicit. This paper seeks to catalyse a 
conversation about apportioning responsibility for the $100 billion a year target among 
developed countries, and offers pointers as to what might underpin such a calculation. However, 
it also recognises that there will be different understandings of what a fair share constitutes and, 
furthermore, that a country’s fair share may change as its capabilities and climate policies evolve.

This paper updates and expands a preliminary analysis, published in July 2021 in advance of the G7 
Summit (Colenbrander et al., 2021). That analysis focused narrowly on the eight Annex II countries 
attending the Summit (i.e. the G7 plus Australia) and considered only flows of international 
public climate finance. This working paper goes further by estimating the fair share of all Annex II 
countries and mapping this against their recent contributions.

1 As of August 2021, only 67 countries, collectively responsible for 31.8% of emissions, had submitted 
a new or updated NDC with more ambitious climate mitigation pledges than their previous NDC. For the 
latest commitments, see the NDC Enhancement Tracker: www.climatewatchdata.org/2020-ndc-tracker. 

2 There is recent analysis examining individual countries and regions, notably commissioned by ACT 
Alliance EU to assess the climate finance offered by the member states of the European Union and 
European Free Trade Association (Hattle et al., 2021).

https://www.climatewatchdata.org/2020-ndc-tracker
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2 Methods
2.1 Defining the contributor base

The UNFCCC divides countries into three main groups according to their different commitments. 
Annex I Parties are industrialised countries that were members of the OECD in 1992, plus countries 
with economies in transition (Russia, the Baltic States and several Central and Eastern European 
states). Annex II Parties comprises the same list, excluding those countries that had economies in 
transition. Last, Non-Annex I Parties are all countries not included in Annex I. Only Annex II Parties 
are required to provide financial resources to enable developing countries to undertake emissions 
reduction activities under the Convention and to help them adapt to adverse effects of climate 
change. Subsequent negotiations, particularly the Cancun Agreements, provide greater clarity and 
specificity about developed country commitments.

Since countries were categorised under the UNFCCC, many have achieved significant increases 
in per capita incomes. Some have joined the OECD;3 others have not, but have become significant 
international financiers, including Brazil, China and Saudi Arabia. Some of these countries submit 
Biennial Reports that include information on climate finance to the UNFCCC, but they are not 
bound to provide or mobilise climate finance under the Convention. 

For the sake of simplicity and transparency, this analysis assumes that the original 25 Annex II 
Parties4 will be held responsible for meeting the climate finance goal, excluding Turkey. Turkey 
was initially listed as an Annex II country, but was formally removed from this list after COP25 
in Marrakech in 2001, citing ‘special conditions’ that distinguished it from other industrialised 
nations (Talu and Kocaman, 2019). A number of non-Annex II countries also make climate finance 
contributions voluntarily and/or through their contribution to the European Union budget 
(OECD, 2020a; Germany and the European Commission, 2020), but these commitments are not 
considered in this analysis. An important question for future analysis and negotiations is whether 
any non-Annex II countries should have responsibility for meeting the new climate finance goal, 
and if so which ones and on what basis.

3 Chile, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Israel, South Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Poland, 
Slovakia and Slovenia. 

4 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, the European Economic Community, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States (US).
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2.2 Selecting indicators for responsibility attribution

This analysis selects three metrics to calculate a country’s fair share of the new climate finance 
goal: gross national income (GNI) in 2020, population in 2020 and cumulative carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions between 1990 and 2019.5 Each of these metrics speaks to different ways of understanding 
a fair share. Unlike development or humanitarian finance, climate finance is based on an explicit 
historic responsibility for global warming in addition to a moral imperative. Using cumulative 
emissions thus captures the ‘polluter pays’ principle. The principle of ‘common but differentiated 
responsibility and respective capabilities’ has long been at the heart of the Convention (UNFCCC, 
1992), translated here as current economic and population size serving as a crude proxy for financial 
and human capital.

A range of alternative indicators could have been used. For example, the authors have chosen to use 
cumulative emissions from 1990 to 2019 because the first report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) was published in 1990. Using cumulative emissions from this date captures a 
country’s climate policy choices once a clear scientific consensus could be used politically to justify 
domestic action. However, greenhouse gases emitted before 1990 are also contributing to global 
warming, and other authors may have chosen to use cumulative emissions since the industrial era 
began. Similarly, the authors have chosen to use 2020 data for income and population because 
the aim of this paper is to stimulate new climate finance commitments, so the recommendations 
attempt to reflect current financial and human capabilities. Other authors may have chosen to 
use income or population data from 1990, the point of scientific consensus, or 2009, when the 
$100 billion target was agreed. The indicators are technical choices but translate into financial 
responsibilities, so should also be the subject of public debate and political negotiations, which 
these initial figures intend to inform and provoke.

Data for the three indicators was collated for developed countries from global datasets 
(Friedlingsten et al., 2020; World Bank, 2021a; 2021b). The most recently available data was used. The 
proportion of each country’s economy, emissions and population was calculated as a proportion of 
Annex II countries’ total, and these percentages were used to indicate each country’s fair share of 
the $100 billion a year target.

Considering all three metrics together provides a starting point for apportioning climate 
finance responsibility among developed countries. Comparing the findings for population and GNI 
illuminates inequalities of income, while comparing the findings for GNI and cumulative emissions 
highlights how the carbon intensity of economic activity varies across countries. The composite 
indicator is an average of each country’s share of the developed countries’ GNI, cumulative emissions 
and population, i.e. each of the three metrics is given equal weight in the composite indicator.

5 Note that the preliminary analysis (Colenbrander et al., 2021) used 2019 data for GNI and population, 
and 1990–2018 data for cumulative emissions. This partially explains small changes in each country’s 
estimated fair share.
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Table 1 Responsibility for the climate finance goal of $100 billion using different indicators

Country Gross national  
income

Cumulative CO2 
emissions

(1990–2019)

Population Fair share based  
on a composite 

index ($ billions)

$ trillions 
(2020)

Share 
(%)

Gt CO2

(1990–2019)
Share 

(%)
Millions 
(2020)

Share 
(%)

Australia 1,331 2.9 10.9 3.3 25.7 2.7 2.948

Austria 429 0.9 2.1 0.6 8.9 0.9 0.826

Belgium 515 1.1 3.5 1.1 11.6 1.2 1.125

Canada 1,643 3.5 16.4 4.9 38.0 4.0 4.153

Denmark 355 0.8 1.6 0.5 5.8 0.6 0.615

Finland 271 0.6 1.7 0.5 5.5 0.6 0.560

France 2,603 5.6 11.7 3.5 67.4 7.1 5.402

Germany 3,806 8.2 26.2 7.9 83.2 8.8 8.274

Greece 189 0.4 2.8 0.8 10.7 1.1 0.790

Iceland 22 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.038

Ireland 419 0.9 1.2 0.4 5.0 0.5 0.597

Italy 1,886 4.1 12.9 3.9 59.6 6.3 4.737

Japani 5,065 10.9 36.9 11.1 125.8 13.3 11.740

Luxembourg 73 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.106

Netherlands 912 2.0 5.1 1.5 17.4 1.8 1.779

New Zealand 212 0.5 1.0 0.3 5.1 0.5 0.430

Norway 362 0.8 1.3 0.4 5.4 0.6 0.576

Portugal 231 0.5 1.7 0.5 10.3 1.1 0.696

Spain 1,281 2.8 8.6 2.6 47.4 5.0 3.445

Sweden 538 1.2 1.6 0.5 10.4 1.1 0.906

Switzerland 748 1.6 1.3 0.4 8.6 0.9 0.968

United Kingdom 2,708 5.8 15.7 4.7 67.2 7.1 5.873

United States 20,937 45.0 168.4 50.6 329.5 34.7 43.416

Total Annex II 
countries

46,538 100 333.2 100 1,006 100 100 

iData on GNI for Japan is for 2019.
Note: CO2, carbon dioxide; Gt, gigatonnes.
Sources: Friedlingstein et al. (2020); World Bank (2021a; 2021b)
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2.3 Measuring climate finance contributions

As indicated in Chapter 1, there is considerable debate about what constitutes climate finance and, 
consequently, progress towards the $100 billion a year goal. This analysis uses data from three 
sources: the OECD’s DAC, the UNFCCC Biennial Reports and Oxfam. This section introduces each 
source before presenting their respective estimates of average climate finance flows in 2017–2018, 
the most recent year for which this data is available for all three sources.

Within the OECD DAC creditor reporting system, each country marks its bilateral development 
assistance according to whether it is significantly intended to target climate change (Rio Marker 1); 
principally intended to target climate change (Rio Marker 2); or does not target climate change at 
all (OECD, n.d.). Additionally, the OECD DAC System collects data on each country’s contribution 
to multilateral organisations, which then self-report on their own outflows of climate finance.

In addition to providing data to the OECD DAC, Annex I countries also submit Biennial Reports to 
the UNFCCC. Parties have agreed and reiterated at various COPs that the Biennial Reports would 
be used to report financial information with ‘common reporting formats, methodologies for 
finance and tracking of climate-related support’.

Both the OECD DAC and Biennial Reports are based on self-reporting by developed countries, but 
there are significant differences in what countries choose to report (Weikmans et al., 2020). Some 
are stricter in reporting and provide mostly grants (such as Denmark and the UK); others are 
more lax (such as Japan) and provide a higher proportion of loans (such as France). Civil society 
organisations and networks, such as the independent Global Stocktake (iGST), play an important 
role in highlighting these discrepancies and holding developed countries to account. 

Oxfam’s biennial Climate Finance Shadow Report is a good example. Based on the OECD DAC 
Creditor Reporting System and the Biennial Reports to the UNFCCC, Oxfam introduces two 
methodological differences. First, it calculates the grant equivalent of loans, guarantees and 
other non-grant instruments, while the OECD DAC takes them at face value. More simply, Oxfam 
estimates the net financial transfer to developing countries once repayments, interest and other 
factors are taken into account. Second, Oxfam measures the climate relevance of Rio Marker 1 
projects more stringently than most donors. Most developed countries adopt a blanket approach 
to Rio Marker 1 projects, automatically ascribing a share of the finance to climate purposes. Most 
countries apply a percentage of 40–50%; Japan is an outlier at 100%. Oxfam offers a range of 
30–50% to reduce the risk of overcounting. The Oxfam data also only includes bilateral public 
climate finance.
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Table 2 Contributions to the climate finance goal of $100 billion using different measures 

Country/entity Bilateral,  
grant-equivalent  

climate finance
(2017–2018 average,  

$ billion)
Oxfami

Bilateral  
and multilateral,  

public climate finance 
(2017–2018 average,  

$ billion)
OECD DAC

Bilateral  
and multilateral,  

public climate finance 
(2017–2018 average,  

$ billion)
UNFCCC Biennial Reports

Australia 0.119 0.477 0.240

Austria – 0.255 0.232

Belgium – 0.378 0.107

Canada 0.212 0.697 0.361

Denmark 0.159 0.341 0.219

EU institutions (excluding EIB) 3.157 5.549 6.400

Finland – 0.198 0.095

France 1.309 3.988 5.470

Germany 3.461 8.093 7.420

Greece – 0.005 0.005

Iceland – 0.013 0.018

Ireland – 0.099 0.084

Italy – 0.530 0.623

Japanii 5.025 9.372 10.413

Luxembourg – 0.035 0.120

Netherlands 0.364 0.941 0.560

New Zealand – 0.071 0.036

Norway 0.513 1.082 0.651

Portugal – 0.019 0.002

Spain 0.108 0.326 0.713

Sweden 0.437 1.222 0.621

Switzerland 0.221 0.601 0.411

United Kingdom 1.110 2.174 1.360

United States 1.382 1.856 No submission

Other Annex II countries 0.722 – –

Total developed countries 18.299 38.322 36.160 
iOxfam did not publish a grant-equivalent estimates for all Annex II countries, so gaps indicate an absence of 
data rather than an absence of grant-equivalent finance. iiData on GNI for Japan is for 2019. 
Note: EIB, European Investment Bank; EU, European Union; OECD DAC, Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development Development Assistance Committee; UNFCCC, United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change.
Sources: Oxfam (2020); OECD (2021); UNFCCC (2020)
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OECD (2021) found that the Annex II countries collectively contributed an average of $38.3 billion 
in public climate finance for 2017 and 2018, excluding export credits or additional public finance 
mobilised by multilateral organisations. Including the latter resources brings public climate finance 
up to $62.2 billion (OECD, 2020b). Over the same period, Oxfam (2020) estimated that the grant 
equivalent of this climate finance was between $18.3 billion and $22.5 billion. Note that this estimate 
includes both bilateral and multilateral climate finance; however, Oxfam did not publish a country 
breakdown for multilateral flows on a grant-equivalent basis, so the numbers in Table 2 only represent 
grant-equivalent bilateral flows. The deadline for submission of the fourth Biennial Reports was 1 
January 2020. While individual Biennial Reports are available (with the exception of the US, which 
has not yet submitted its report), the UNFCCC’s 2020 Biennial Assessment and Overview of Climate 
Finance has not yet been published so the UNFCCC’s aggregate estimates are not available.

All three sources focus on international, public climate finance as data on mobilisation of private 
climate finance is not disaggregated by provider country. All three sources are based on a provider 
perspective (outflows) rather than recipient perspective (inflows).

Whichever method is used to measure climate finance, the European Union (EU) is a significant 
provider. Its contribution is noted separately in Table 2. However, this aggregate contribution 
is attributed to individual countries in Chapter 3, where their progress towards their fair share is 
assessed. Attribution is based on each country’s proportional contribution to the EU budget in 2018 
(European Union, 2019), with their share detailed in Figure 1. A share of the EU’s climate finance 
flows in 2017–2018 has also been attributed to the UK, given that it did not leave the EU until 2020.

This working paper primarily assesses countries’ progress towards their fair share of the climate 
finance goal based on bilateral and multilateral provision of climate finance by country as reported 
to the OECD DAC.

Figure 1 Share of EU climate finance flows attributed to member countries 

Source: European Union (2019: 39)

Germany (20.6)

France (15.6)

Italy (12.0)

United Kingdom (11.5)

Other European Union members (9.4)

Spain (8.3)

Netherlands (5.2)

Belgium (4.2)

Sweden (2.7)

Austria (2.4)

Denmark (2.0)

Ireland (1.8)

Finland (1.5)

Portugal (1.3)

Greece (1.2)

Luxembourg (0.3)
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3 Indicative assessment of country 
performance

Developed countries pledged to provide and mobilise $100 billion each year by 2020. This chapter 
assesses whether individual countries are on track to pay their fair share of this goal by comparing 
their climate finance contributions against a composite index based on GNI, cumulative emissions 
and population. Figures for climate finance contributions are drawn from the OECD DAC creditor 
reporting system, with climate finance provided by EU institutions attributed to member countries 
based on the share that they contributed to the total EU budget.

Germany, Norway and Sweden are paying their fair share of the $100 billion a year goal using public 
climate finance. This holds true whether their contribution is benchmarked against the composite 
indicator or any of the three metrics that underpin it. France and Japan come close in 2017–2018, 
paying more than three-quarters of their fair share. If they increased their contributions in 2019–
2020, they may have met their fair share of the climate finance goal for that year – the deadline 
agreed in Copenhagen. At the other end of the spectrum, Australia, Greece, New Zealand, Portugal 
and the US contributed less than 20% of their fair share of climate finance. Table 3 ranks countries 
based on progress towards their fair share of the $100 billion a year target. 

Annex II countries have ‘common but differentiated responsibility and respective capabilities’ to 
provide climate finance. Using the composite index, larger, wealthier and more carbon-intensive 
economies will have greater responsibility to provide climate finance. In absolute terms, the vast 
majority of the shortfall comes from the US which is an outlier among Annex II countries for its 
population size, economic heft and historical contribution to climate change. The US economy is 
four times larger than that of Japan, five times larger than Germany, seven times larger than the 
UK and eight times larger than France – yet it provides less climate finance than any of them. 

In absolute terms (see Figure 2), most of the remaining shortfall can be attributed to Australia, 
Canada, Japan, Italy and the UK. Each of these countries should be mobilising an additional 
$2–4 billion a year to fulfil their fair share of the current climate finance goal. Australia, Canada 
and Italy are significant laggards, all paying less than a quarter of their fair share. Japan and the UK 
are both making greater progress towards meeting their fair share, but have large economies so 
any shortfall makes a significant difference to achieving the $100 billion goal. It is also important 
to recognise differences in provision and reporting; specifically, the UK provides a larger share as 
grant finance and reports its climate finance more stringently than the other countries in this list. 
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Table 3 Scorecard of progress towards a fair share of international climate finance (2017–2018) 

Country Fair share based on 
a composite index  

($ billions)

Climate finance 
contributions

(2017–2018 average,  
$ billions)

Progress towards 
providing a fair share of 

climate finance (%)

Norway 0.576 1.082 188

Sweden 0.906 1.372 151

Germany 8.274 9.236 112

France 5.402 4.854 90

Japan 11.740 9.372 80

Denmark 0.615 0.452 74

Netherlands 1.779 1.230 69

Switzerland 0.968 0.601 62

Belgium 1.125 0.611 54

Finland 0.560 0.281 50

Luxembourg 0.106 0.051 48

United Kingdom 5.873 2.812 48

Austria 0.826 0.388 47

Iceland 0.038 0.013 36

Ireland 0.597 0.199 33

Italy 4.737 1.195 25

Spain 3.445 0.787 23

Canada 4.153 0.697 17

New Zealand 0.430 0.071 17

Australia 2.948 0.477 16

Portugal 0.696 0.091 13

Greece 0.790 0.072 9

United States 43.416 1.856 4

Note: Countries in dark green are paying their fair share of climate finance. Colours are in quartile 
increments. Light green, paying 75–100% of their fair share; yellow, paying 50–75% of their fair share; orange, 
paying 25–50% of their fair share; red, paying less than 25% of their fair share. 
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Figure 2 Shortfall between a country’s climate finance contribution (2017–2018) and their fair share, 
using the composite index

Note: Each country’s contribution is based on international, public climate finance as submitted to OECD DAC, 
with climate finance provided by EU institutions attributed to members based on their contribution to the 
EU budget. Each country’s fair share is based on a composite index using GNI (2020), population (2020) and 
cumulative emissions (1990–2019). Germany, Norway and Sweden do not feature as they are paying their fair 
share of the $100 billion target.

It is important to reiterate the limits of the data on climate finance. There are four reasons why 
the table above may understate a country’s contribution relative to its fair share. 

1. Recent data on climate finance is lacking. The data on the provision of climate finance is 
from 2017–2018, but the Copenhagen Accord committed developed countries to mobilise 
$100 billion a year by 2020. Countries that are green in Table 3 have met their fair share early; 
any countries that increased their contribution above 2017–2018 levels to meet their fair share 
in 2019–2020 are not recognised here. 

2. Data on private finance mobilisation by country is lacking. The MDBs estimate that they 
directly mobilised $5.59 billion and indirectly mobilised $27.0 billion in 2018 (World Bank, 
2019). The OECD estimates that developed countries mobilised private climate finance worth 
$14.6 billion in the same year (OECD, 2020b). Whichever number is more robust, it is clear that 
not enough private finance was mobilised to close the gap to the $100 billion target. However, if 
it was possible to attribute these contributions at the country level, countries would be making 
more progress towards their fair share of climate finance.

3. Data on climate finance outflows is not included. The OECD DAC data and UNFCCC Biennial 
Reports include bilateral climate finance and the climate share of national contributions to 
international organisations. However, multilateral outflows typically exceed inflows because 
international organisations can draw on retained earnings, raise additional resources on capital 
markets and provide loans from grant resources, thereby increasing total flows of concessional 
finance. Outflows are difficult to precisely attribute to a specific donor year on year (OECD, 2018), 
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so this study understates climate finance provided and mobilised by countries that channel more 
resources through multilateral organisations, such as Australia, Belgium, Finland, Greece and Portugal.

4. Data on the quality of climate finance is not included. There are many ways to assess 
the quality of climate finance, including transparency, predictability and ownership. One 
metric is concessionality, which is particularly relevant when measuring whether a country is 
contributing its fair share. Almost all developed countries must increase their commitments 
if measured against Oxfam’s more stringent definition of climate finance. Looking exclusively 
at the grant-equivalent of bilateral contributions, only Norway comes close to providing its 
fair share of climate finance using the composite index. France and Spain perform particularly 
poorly, providing only a quarter and a fifth of their self-reported bilateral climate finance 
respectively in grant-equivalent terms. The provision of more concessional finance is 
particularly important to enable climate action by Least Developed Countries6, Small Island 
Developing States and other highly vulnerable countries.

Figure 3 and Table 4 outline how far individual countries had progressed towards their fair share 
of the climate finance goal in 2017/2018, and how much further progress they will make based 
on new climate finance commitments. It is important to note that these pledges do not always 
include contributions to multilateral organisations, so may understate a country’s likely climate 
finance commitments (for example, for the UK and US). Each country’s climate finance recent and 
pledged contribution is benchmarked against the composite index. 

Figure 3 Progress on the payment of developed countries’ fair share from 2018/2019 to 2021/2022

Notes: Countries in dark green are paying their fair share of climate finance. Colours are in quartile increments. 
Light green, paying 75–100% of their fair share; yellow, paying 50–75% of their fair share; orange, paying 25–50% 
of their fair share; red, paying less than 25% of their fair share. Insufficient data is provided by countries in grey.

6 ‘Least Developed Countries’ (LDCs) is a category used across the UN system and in much development 
literature: www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category.html. Here, the authors 
acknowledge current debates that question the use of this terminology, seeking to challenge the power 
relationships and assumptions inherent in ideas about progress and development. Although in this instance 
we employ the term ‘LDCs’ to situate this report within the current literature, we will continue interrogating 
the term and working with our partners to develop more appropriate language and terminology.
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Table 4 Detail of progress towards each developed country’s fair share of the climate finance goal

Country Progress towards fair share

Australia Australia should be contributing $2.7–3.7 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $477 million, or 16% of 
its fair share measured against the composite index. Almost all of Australia’s bilateral climate 
finance was provided as grants. Looking forward, Australia has committed AU$1.5 billion 
($1.1 billion) for climate finance for 2021–2025 (Government of Australia, 2020), which 
means it will be funding only 8% of its fair share over the next five years.

Austria Austria should be contributing $617–939 million a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $388 million, or 47% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Austria has not provided enough quantitative 
information to assess its future climate finance contributions (Hattle and Nordbo, 2021).

Belgium Belgium should be contributing $1.1–1.2 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $611 million, or 54% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Belgium has not provided enough quantitative 
information to assess its future climate finance contributions (Hattle and Nordbo, 2021).

Canada Canada should be contributing $3.5–4.9 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $697 million, or 17% of 
its fair share measured against the composite index. Canada has committed CA$5.3 billion 
($4.2 billion) for climate finance in 2021–2025 (Government of Canada, 2021), which means 
it will be funding only 24% of its fair share over the next five years.

Denmark Denmark should be contributing $467–763 million a year depending on which metric is used 
to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $452 million, or 74% of 
its fair share measured against the composite index. Almost all of Denmark’s bilateral climate 
finance was provided as grants. Denmark has committed to maintain at least current levels 
of climate finance, including 2.4 billion Danish krone ($380 million) of bilateral public finance 
and DKK 0.5–1 billion ($79–$158 million) of private finance (Germany and the European 
Commission, 2020). Denmark will be paying its fair share if its final contribution proves to be 
at the higher end of this range.

Finland Finland should be contributing $515–583 million a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $281 million, or 50% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Finland has not provided enough quantitative 
information to assess its future climate finance contributions (Hattle and Nordbo, 2021).

France France should be contributing $3.5–7.1 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $4.9 billion, or 90% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. However, most of these resources were 
provided as loans rather than grants. France has committed €6 billion ($7.1 billion) of climate 
finance annually (ibid.), so the country will be meeting its fair share.

Germany Germany should be contributing $7.9–8.8 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018 it provided an annual average of $9.2 billion, so the country 
is generously exceeding its fair share. It provided about half as much in grant-equivalent 
terms. Germany has communicated that its annual, grant-equivalent climate finance 
contribution will be increased from €4 billion to €6 billion ($4.7 billion to $7.1 billion) by 2025 
(BMZ, 2021). When coupled with loan financing from KfW, it looks likely that Germany will 
continue to pay its fair share.
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Country Progress towards fair share

Greece Greece should be contributing $407 million–1.1 billion a year depending on which metric is 
used to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $72 million, or 
9% of its fair share measured against the composite index. Greece has not provided enough 
quantitative information to assess its future climate finance contributions (Hattle and 
Nordbo, 2021).

Iceland Iceland should be contributing $28–47 million a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $13 million, or 36% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Iceland has not provided enough quantitative 
information to assess its future climate finance contributions (ibid.).

Ireland Ireland should be contributing $364–900 million a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $199 million, or 33% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Ireland has committed to at least double 
the percentage of official development assistance spent on climate finance by 2030 (IrishAid, 
2021), further indicating that this would be a minimum of €80 million ($94.4 million) annually 
(Germany and the European Commission, 2020). At this minimum rate, Ireland would provide 
only 26% of its fair share.

Italy Italy should be contributing $3.9–6.3 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $1.2 billion, or 25% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Italy has not provided enough quantitative 
information to holistically assess its future climate finance contributions (Hattle and 
Nordbo, 2021).

Japan Japan should be contributing $10.9–13.3 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $9.4 billion, or 80% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Of that, half was in grant-equivalent terms. 
Japan has committed 6.5 trillion Japanese yen ($59.5 billion) from 2021 to 2025 (Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2021), so the country will be meeting its fair share.

Luxembourg Luxembourg should be contributing $67–157 million a year depending on which metric is 
used to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $51 million, or 
48% of its fair share measured against the composite index. Luxembourg has committed 
€200 million ($236 million) of climate finance annually from 2021 to 2025 (Hattle and 
Nordbo, 2021), so will be exceeding its fair share.

Netherlands The Netherlands should be contributing $1.5–2.0 billion a year depending on which metric 
is used to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $1.2 billion, or 
69% of its fair share measured against the composite index. Almost all of its bilateral climate 
finance was provided as grants. The Netherlands has committed to provide €580 million 
($684 million) of public climate finance and mobilise €600 million ($708 million) of private 
climate finance in 2021 (Germany and the European Commission, 2020), so the country will 
be paying around 93% of its fair share.

New Zealand New Zealand should be contributing $299–535 million a year depending on which metric is 
used to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $71 million, or 
17% of its fair share measured against the composite index. New Zealand has committed to 
provide at least NZ$300 million ($210 million) and up to NZ$510.7 million ($358 million) 
between 2019 and 2022, depending on economic conditions (Government of New Zealand, 
2020). New Zealand will be paying its fair share if its final contribution proves to be at the 
higher end of this range.
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Country Progress towards fair share

Norway Norway should be contributing $383–778 million a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $1.1 billion so the country is 
generously exceeding its fair share. Norway has not provided enough quantitative information 
to holistically assess its future climate finance contributions (Hattle and Nordbo, 2021).

Portugal Portugal should be contributing $497 million–1.1 billion a year depending on which metric is used 
to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $91 million, or 13% of its 
fair share measured against the composite index. Portugal has not provided enough quantitative 
information to holistically assess its future climate finance contributions (ibid.).

Spain Spain should be contributing $2.4–4.3 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $787 million, or 23% of 
its fair share measured against the composite index. Most of these resources were provided 
as loans rather than grants. Spain has not provided enough quantitative information to 
holistically assess its future climate finance contributions (ibid.).

Sweden Sweden should be contributing $440 million–1.1 billion a year depending on which metric is 
used to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $1.4 billion, so 
the country is generously exceeding its fair share. Almost all of its bilateral climate finance 
was provided as grants. Sweden has reiterated its commitment to 6.5 billion Swedish 
krona ($751 million) of climate finance from 2018 to 2022 (Germany and the European 
Commission, 2020), so the country will be meeting its fair share. This may not fully represent 
the country’s contribution: Sweden committed SEK 6 billion in 2018 alone (Hattle and 
Nordbo, 2021).

Switzerland Switzerland should be contributing $350 million–$1.5 billion a year depending on which metric 
is used to attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $601 million, or 
62% of its fair share measured against the composite index. Looking forward, Switzerland 
has committed to provide 400 million Swiss francs ($439 million) a year (Government 
of Switzerland, 2020), so the country will continue to fall short of its fair share using the 
composite index.

United 
Kingdom 
(UK)

The UK should be contributing $4.4–6.2 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $2.8 billion, or 48% of 
its fair share measured against the composite index. Almost all of the UK’s bilateral climate 
finance was provided as grants. The UK has pledged to provide £11.6 billion ($16.1 billion) 
between 2021 and 2025 (HM Government, 2020), which means the country will be providing 
71% of its fair share over the next five years. 

United States 
(US)

The US should be contributing $30.2–47.2 billion a year depending on which metric is used to 
attribute fair share. In 2017–2018, it provided an annual average of $1.9 billion, or just 4% of 
its fair share measured against the composite index. The Biden administration has requested 
$2.5 billion for climate finance in 2021 and intends to ‘double, by 2024, [its] annual public 
climate finance to developing countries relative to the average level during the second half of 
the Obama–Biden Administration (FY 2013–2016)’ (White House, 2021). This would bring the 
country’s annual contribution to $5.7 billion (Shalal, 2021), or 18% of its fair share.

Note: The following exchange rates have been used: AUD1:USD0.73, EUR1:USD1.18, CAD1:USD0.80, 
DKK1:USD0.16, JPY1:USD0.009, NZD1:USD0.70, SEK1:USD0.12, CHF1:USD1.10 and GBP1:USD1.39.  
Source: www.xe.com on 17 August 2021.

http://www.xe.com
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4 Options for responsibility attribution
This chapter looks more closely at each of the three metrics used to apportion responsibility for 
international climate finance among developed countries. It then highlights the 10 countries that 
would have the greatest responsibilities towards the $100 billion a year target (see Table 5).

First, cumulative CO2 emissions. This metric primarily reflects historic responsibility for climate 
change. Given the close relationship between greenhouse gas emissions and economic activity in 
the past, this metric also partially captures income and population, and therefore capabilities to 
provide finance. It is therefore the authors’ preferred indicator. 

The US is responsible for over half – 50.6% – of emissions from developed countries between 1990 
and 2019. Japan and Germany are a distant second and third, accounting for 11.1% and 7.9% of 
cumulative emissions from developed countries since 1990. Using this metric, countries with high-
carbon economies such as Australia and Canada have greater responsibility to provide climate 
finance than they would using metrics such as GNI and population.

This analysis uses cumulative emissions from 1990 to 2019. It would also be possible to include 
historical emissions from earlier years, as outlined in Section 2.2. This would disadvantage 
countries that industrialised early and have subsequently decarbonised economic activity, such as 
France, Germany and the UK.

Second, GNI. This metric reflects potential economic capabilities to provide finance to developing 
countries. GNI fails to capture heterogeneity in income levels among developed countries, which 
disadvantages countries that have large populations but relatively low per capita incomes. It also 
does not reflect the carbon intensity of economic activity, to the detriment of countries that have 
a relatively clean energy supply.

The US is by far the largest economy among the developed countries, accounting for 45.0% of 
their collective GNI in 2020. Japan is second at 10.9% with Germany close behind at 8.2%. This 
metric disadvantages countries such as France, Italy, Spain and the UK that have begun to decouple 
economic activity and greenhouse gas emissions.

Third, total population. This metric arguably represents capabilities to respond to climate 
change, given the importance of human capital. It disadvantages countries with larger populations 
and lower per capita incomes or emissions. This is a regressive metric and not the one that the 
authors would recommend to apportion responsibility for climate finance, but its inclusion here is 
intended to highlight inequalities among so-called developed countries that need to be surfaced 
as responsibility for the climate finance goal is apportioned. Using this metric, the US responsibility 
for meeting the climate finance goal falls to 34.7% of the target; meanwhile, countries like Italy, 
Portugal and Spain see a large increase in their fair share.
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Table 5 The 10 countries with the greatest responsibility for international climate finance using each 
metric, and their fair share

Level of
responsibility

Cumulative emissions Gross national income Population

Country Fair share  
($ billions)

Country Fair share  
($ billions)

Country Fair share  
($ billions)

1 United States 50.6 United States 45.0 United States 34.7

2 Japan 11.1 Japan 10.9 Japan 13.3

3 Germany 7.9 Germany 8.2 Germany 8.8

4 Canada 4.9 United 
Kingdom

5.8 France 7.1

5 United 
Kingdom

4.7 France 5.6 United 
Kingdom

7.1

6 Italy 3.9 Italy 4.1 Italy 6.3

7 France 3.5 Canada 3.5 Spain 5.0

8 Australia 3.3 Australia 2.9 Canada 4.0

9 Spain 2.6 Spain 2.8 Australia 2.7

10 Netherlands 1.5 Netherlands 2.0 Netherlands 1.8

Whichever metric is used, it is clear that most developed countries have not provided their 
fair share of international climate finance to date, nor do they have plans to increase their 
contributions sufficiently to meet the target going forward. Other publications additionally make 
the case for increasing the proportion of grant finance and adaptation finance to enable lower-
income countries to respond more effectively to climate change. Disputes around climate finance 
risk poisoning other parts of the climate negotiations. To fill the climate finance gap, Canada and 
Germany are co-leading a process to deliver on the $100 billion a year goal, working closely with 
the COP26 Presidency. This working paper will hopefully facilitate an informed discussion about 
which countries need to step up, and by how much, to meet the climate finance goal agreed in 
Copenhagen in 2009. 
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