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Abstract 

The process of negotiating climate change is, as any bargaining process according to realism 
as well as liberalism, a power game between the parties involved. Whether states are 
concerned with absolute gains or care more about relative gains is still widely debated. I 
contribute to this discussion by analyzing the negotiation outcome of Cancun empirically. 
Furthermore, I explore which variables actually determine bargaining success.  Are external 
power sources such as economic strength key for countries to achieve their negotiation goals, 
or are internal power sources such as negotiation skills equally important? And to what extent 
does the choice of hard vs. soft bargaining strategies matter for accomplishing these goals? 
Moreover, I examine whether variables intrinsically tied to countries, such as vulnerability to 
climate change or the fraction of GDP from fossil fuel sales, have an effect on negotiation 
success. These questions are answered using a novel dataset on the current climate change 
negotiations for which data on success, positions, and strategies of participating parties were 
collected. The results indicate that external power (measured by total GDP) and vulnerability 
to climate change are the most important determinants of success.  
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Introduction 

What factors determine success in international negotiations? Apart from a substantial 
literature of practitioner’s advice on how to behave in bargaining situations, only few 
elaborate studies have so far been carried out by social scientists. The one exception is the 
Council of the European Union, as negotiations of that institution have been covered more 
extensively (see e.g. Hayes-Renshaw, van Aken, and Wallace, 2005; Mattila, 2004; Mattila 
and Lane, 2001). Furthermore, some of the finding on the EU are contradictory, with some 
researchers concluding that the negotiations are balanced over a bigger number of issues, 
producing neither winners nor losers (Arregui and Thomson, 2009; Bailer, 2004). Others 
disagree and infer from their research that some countries perform better than others (Selck 
and Kaeding, 2004; Thorsten Selck and Kuipers, 2005). Experts agree even less about what 
actually determines bargaining success, and hardly any work has so far been conducted for 
international bargaining situations involving most, if not all, countries of the world.  

This paper aims at contributing to fill this research gap through the use of a novel dataset on 
climate change negotiations composed over the past two years. Positions of a substantial 
number of relevant actors were collected and measured against the outcome of the 
negotiations as they stand presently, using the Cancun Agreement as the reference point. 
After briefly introducing the theoretical background of bargaining situations in general and 
the climate change negotiations in particular in the next section, I derive a number of 
hypotheses on the effect of power, salience, bargaining strategies, etc. on negotiation success. 
Next I operationalize these hypotheses as well as the dependent variable and subsequently 
present the results of the statistical analysis. The last section concludes. 

 

Theoretical Background 

When asked to evaluate the success of various countries in the climate change negotiations, 
particularly with respect to the Cancun Agreement reached during the December 2010 round 
of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations, the Canadian 
delegate stated the following: 

“In Canada's view, the Cancun Agreement represents significant progress in the 
negotiations and was successful in that it reflected a perfectly fine balance of the 
views of all Parties.  In that context, I would say, that all Parties should be 
somewhere in the mid-point of your scale [measuring success] in terms of having 
had to make some sacrifices on the one hand but seeing their views reflected 
throughout the Agreement on the other.  This shows the value of international 
relations, where countries can give and take on national positions to come up with 
compromises that can work for all.“1 

As this example shows, success in the context of international negotiations is often assessed at 
the aggregate level. Bargaining processes are considered successful when they end in 
agreement, preferably framed by a legal text capturing the agreed outcome of the negotiations. 
However, the above answer also includes a second possible way to frame success, i.e. the 
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influence a party has on the negotiated outcome. The Canadian view suggests that this second 
way of viewing success as ability to influence negotiation outcomes was equally distributed 
across nations, as the negotiations produced neither clear winners nor losers. This second 
notion of success is also the central topic of this paper.  

 From the perspective of a single country’s delegation, success can be regarded as the value 
contained by a treaty for the state it represents, which can be measured by the distance 
between the negotiated outcome and a party’s original position. As Milner (1992, p. 468) 
notes, underlying this characterization of success as proximity to a negotiated outcome is the 
assumption that “cooperation provides actors with gains or rewards”, and that these benefits 
are usually not shared equally among negotiating parties. Thus, success measures how closely 
a negotiated agreement traces a country’s preferences, assuming that countries rank potential 
outcomes according to related payoffs from high to low. For this reason some researchers 
favor the term preference attainment over success (see e.g. Traber, 2010). In this paper I use 
the two concepts interchangeably. 

Before further delving into the issue of a single party’s success, I briefly discuss the particular 
structure of climate change negotiations. As in other bargaining situations, every party 
compares the value of a particular negotiated agreement to the best alternative to a negotiated 
agreement, the so called BATNA (see Hopmann, 1996, pp. 53-58), and accepts the negotiated 
outcome if the value of the agreement is higher than the BATNA. This value, according to 
Diesing and Snyder (1977, p. 191), is a function of “the loss in conceding to the opponent’s 
demands, the possible gain from standing firm, and the possible loss from standing firm”. As 
the negotiations on the earths’ climate, a global public good, constitute a Prisoner’s dilemma, 
they are plagued by the severe free-rider problem that emissions commonly accrue 
domestically, while the damage caused by unabated emissions is shared with the rest of the 
world (Carraro and Siniscalco, 1993, pp. 309-311; Morrow, 1999, pp. 16-25). From the 
perspective of a single country, then, the payoff for playing the uncooperative strategy often 
looks greater than of cooperating with other countries. However, if this results in all (or most) 
parties standing firm, the worst outcome is reached with the lowest payoffs collectively 
(Hopmann, 1996, pp. 73-75). In reference to Diesing and Snyder’s definition above, the 
potential loss of conceding to other party’s demands (i.e. agreeing on domestic emission 
reduction targets) might look very high, as no country has the guarantee that others will cut 
emissions as well. 

The consequences of this dilemma are reflected in the tenacious progress of the negotiations 
over the past years. As a result, some researchers portray the possibility of finding a solution 
to tackle the global climate crisis in rather pessimistic terms (e.g. Brennan, 2009; Dimitrov, 
2010; Helm, 2008). In this article, however, I assume that coordination is possible and that 
players can either redefine the rules of the game and overcome the Prisoner’s dilemma 
through reciprocal expectations and concessions, or suffer the consequences of failure 
together (Schelling, 1960, p. 107). However, Frieden (1999, pp. 41-45) shows that in such a 
setting an actor’s negotiation position not necessarily reflects the actual preference, but could 
be strategically chosen to influence the outcomes of the negotiations (see also Morrow, 1999, 
pp. 86-96).2 
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The extent to which positions are adjusted depends on strategic considerations and may be 
fairly different across countries. A number of key political theorists have brought forward 
ideas about how strategic behavior may influence negotiation positions (Frieden, 1999; 
Moravcsik, 1997; Putnam, 1988). For the climate change case, Bailer and Weiler (2011) 
empirically show that strategic considerations do indeed influence negotiation positions in the 
climate change case. Unfortunately underlying preferences cannot be measured (Lake and 
Powell, 1999, pp. 18-19), hence in this paper I have to rely on investigating success regarding 
the official (strategically chosen) positions.  

The question then is what determines negotiation success. The approach of this paper is to 
assess the success of single parties with respect to the Cancun Agreement in a cross section of 
countries. This is potentially problematic for various reasons. First, the Cancun Agreement is 
not the final outcome of the ongoing United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC) negotiations. It is conceivable that a reevaluation of the same data on 
country positions, when compared to a future treaty, might lead to rather different findings 
than the present study. Second, the research design of a cross-sectional rather than a 
longitudinal study has the disadvantage of not being able to follow the development of 
country positions and their impact on the various treaties produced by the UNFCCC over 
time. At one single point in time, some of the theoretical factors explaining success proposed 
below might turn out to be insignificant due to peculiarities of the negotiation process at that 
specific period, while a study over a longer negotiation stage might find that some of the these 
factors really are significant. This caveat should be kept in mind with regard to the results 
reported in this paper. Third, the data collecting effort, described in more detail below, was 
conducted over an eleven month period between the UNFCCC meetings in Bangkok 
(September 2009) and Bonn (August 2010), which includes the time of the Conference of the 
Parties (COP) 15 in Copenhagen. After discussing this issue with various experts, our 
research team does not deem the Copenhagen Accord as highly influential on party positions. 
However, it should be noted that the results reported in this paper rely on the assumption that 
positions remained relatively stable over afore mentioned period of time. Fourth, the climate 
change negotiations are embedded in a wider framework of diplomatic negotiations and 
international relations. Apparent losers in the UNFCCC negotiation process might be 
compensated in a different diplomatic arena.3 Such side payments and compensations are not 
accounted for in this paper. Finally, to some extent the proximity of a party’s position to the 
final negotiated outcome might be explained by luck (Barry, 1980a, 1980b). However, as I 
measure success across a number of issues, the likelihood of consistently achieving high 
success values through sheer luck diminishes. Furthermore, the effects of success by chance 
on the overall results should be diminished when single cases are embedded in a dataset of 
multiple issues and more than 50 countries.  

 

Hypotheses 

How gains and rewards are divided amongst negotiating parties is a long-standing debate 
amongst scholars of international relations (for a summary of this debate see Katzenstein, 
Keohane, and Krasner, 1998). While realists assume that states particularly care about relative 
gains, i.e. how well off they are by agreeing to a treaty in comparison to other countries, 
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neoliberal institutionalists believe that states’ actions are best explained through absolute 
gains (Milner, 1992, pp. 470-473; Powell, 1991, pp. 1303-1306). 

Realists, according to Grieco (1990), presume that states are essentially looking for a 
balanced distribution of gains in international negotiations. “According to realists, states 
define balance and equity as a distribution of gains that roughly maintains pre-cooperation 
balances of capabilities. … No nation will concede political advantages to another nation 
without the expectation … of receiving proportionate advantages in return.” (p. 47) This 
implies that more powerful nations should be expected to prevail in international negotiations.  

If, conversely, liberals are correct and states are concerned with absolute gains, or in other 
words with maximizing their own utility independent of other countries’ payoffs, the question 
arises whether power can still be used to determine negotiation success. Krasner (1991) 
hypothesizes that seeking absolute gains might help negotiating parties to reach the Pareto 
frontier, i.e. the set of possible negotiation outcomes that maximize the gains for all countries 
combined. However, agreeing on a specific point along this frontier still requires bargaining 
and power. Milner (1992) further suggests that absolute gains combined with reciprocity 
assumed by many liberal thinkers might have the same result as relative gains: power matters. 

It is still widely debated among scholars which determinants are most crucial for governments 
to realize negotiation goals (Bailer, 2004). As mentioned, the international relations literature 
attributes preference attainment to the distribution of state power (Keohane and Nye, 1989). 
Yet researchers also agree that power as a measure of influencing negotiation outcomes has 
more than a single dimension. Power resources can be observable “external” factors, such as a 
country’s economic strength. However, power might also stem from more subtle “internal” 
factors, for instance the negotiation skills of diplomatic staff (Antonides, 1991; Snyder and 
Diesing, 1977). External resources such as economic size or military power are considered to 
be power resources, since they enable governments to coerce other countries to move closer to 
their own position, but also to utter threats against more reluctant negotiating partners 
(Drahos, 2003). 

 

H1: Countries with more external power resources are better able to realize their goals in the 
climate change negotiations. 

 

“Internal” resources of governments are harder to observe and mostly linked to diplomatic 
delegations of states. According to negotiation experts, a distinct internal power resource is 
the bargaining skill of a negotiating party, particularly of the delegation leader (Hopmann, 
1996; Snyder and Diesing, 1977). As Rackham (1999) shows, skilled negotiators undoubtedly 
behave in a different manner during negotiations than their unskilled counterparts. More 
specifically, highly skilled representatives are generally better prepared, ask more questions, 
explore more options, set clearer limits, are more likely to consider long-term goals, etc. than 
less skilled diplomats. 

One way to measure bargaining skill is to use the delegation leader as a proxy and to employ 
his experience (e.g. time of diplomatic service) and/or education to estimate a delegation’s 



6 
 

internal power.  Alternatively, internal power can be measured by delegation size, or by 
asking negotiators to rate the skill level of other countries’ negotiation delegations. Our 
dataset stemming from interviews includes both a variable measuring delegation size as well 
as a variable of negotiators assessing the skills of other negotiation teams.  

Internal power, and skillful use thereof, can lead to negotiation dynamics that cannot be 
explained using external power resources alone. Nevertheless, as Odell (2010) points out, the 
role of internal power is often not considered in power-oriented negotiation analyses. Yet this 
power source might be a crucial factor for understanding bargaining processes as well as 
explaining negotiated outcomes, and should therefore be included in the analysis.  

 

H2: Countries with more internal power resources are better able to realize their goals in the 
climate change negotiations. 
 

Apart from power resources, governments and their respective diplomatic delegations dispose 
of various negotiation strategies. Researchers from quite distinct fields such as business, 
psychology and law have attempted to analyze how negotiation strategies are best deployed. 
In the field of international relations these concepts have so far largely been neglected (Odell, 
2010). I attempt to make use of strategic indicators obtained through interviews to determine 
negotiation success. 

A number of competing classifications to categorize negotiation strategies have been 
proposed by negotiation experts (see for example Carnevale and Pruitt, 1992; Hopmann, 
1996; Lax and Sebenius, 1986; Walton and McKersie, 1991). The categorization that best fits 
the purpose of this study is hard vs. soft bargaining proposed by Dür and Mateo (2008), as 
other distinctions are often overlapping, not mutually exclusive, and difficult to 
operationalize.4 The most crucial aspect of hard bargaining strategies is that they seek to 
increase one country’s gain at the expense of another party’s loss. Examples of such hard 
negotiation strategies are threats and demands, as they are a means of strong parties to directly 
influence positions of supposedly weaker states (Matthews, 1989). Soft bargaining strategies, 
on the other hand, intend to advance the negotiations for the mutual benefit of the parties 
involved and include seeking common ground by proposing solutions in the common interest 
to overcome a stalemate, looking for and accepting compromise, etc. (Jönsson, 1981; Odell, 
2002). Both hard and soft strategies intend to move the negotiations closer to an outcome 
preferred by the party employing the strategy. 

From the discussion so far one could infer that the use of both strategies can help countries to 
attain their goals. However, this would be misleading, as the success of strategic behavior 
heavily depends on other attributes of the actor employing the strategy. For example, a great 
power threatening a client state with economic sanction is much more likely to have its way 
than the other way around. Hence, although the use of all strategies is theoretically open to all 
players, they must be used wisely to amplify the effect power resources play in international 
negotiations. Countries with little or no external power might compensate for this lack by 
using soft bargaining strategies prudently. Conversely, powerful countries might resort to 
bullying weaker states into cooperation by relying on hard bargaining strategies. Thus, the 
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presence (or absence) of power resources may be responsible for a country’s choice of 
bargaining strategies.5 Some researchers even claim that hard bargaining tactics can only be 
employed by the most powerful countries, as such strategies lack credibility otherwise (Pruitt, 
1983). This is disputed by others who claim that high salience in combination with the use of 
hard bargaining strategies could be the road to success for weaker states (Habeeb, 1988). To 
contribute to this interesting debate, the aim is to test whether the interaction of hard and soft 
strategies with internal and external power resources as well as salience has an impact on the 
success of countries in climate change negotiations. 

 

H3a: Purposefully employing hard and soft negotiation strategies in accordance with a 
country’s external power resources will increase the chances of success in climate change 
negotiations. 

H3b: Purposefully employing hard and soft negotiation strategies in accordance with a 
country’s salience will increase the chances of success in climate change negotiations. 

 

Next I consider salience. In general salience simply indicates the importance of an issue for an 
actor, in our case a state (Laver, 2001). However, as Warntjen (2010, p. 3) notes, “it is 
important to recognize that salience has an actor- and an issue-specific component. […] A 
whole policy field might be deemed particularly important or one could look at individual 
legislative proposals or even issues within that proposal.”   

Actor-specific salience in the case of global warming indicates how important the whole topic 
is for a country. This, in turn, depends heavily on the expected consequences of a treaty for a 
given country. Such consequences might on the one hand be a high expected loss from future 
CO2 emissions, i.e. a country’s vulnerability to climate change. These vulnerable countries 
will have higher stakes in climate change negotiations and therefore lobby for higher 
mandatory emission reduction goals. On the other hand are countries that profit from high 
emissions as the world’s suppliers of oil, coal, and gas. These countries’ economies are 
vulnerable to increased global mitigation efforts and a quick shift of energy production away 
from fossil fuels, encouraged by a climate change treaty. Such countries will instead try to 
either slow the negotiations down, or demand compensations for their expected losses. An 
example for such obstructionist behavior induced by the dependence on fossil fuel exports is 
Saudi Arabia (see Depledge, 2008). 

Negotiating parties with higher stakes in the issue might be able to assert more influence than 
others simply because high salience makes it difficult for others to ignore them (Fearon, 1994, 
1997). In the case of climate change, such audience costs imply that otherwise dominant 
negotiation parties come under pressure to take the concerns of less powerful but highly 
affected countries seriously.  As an example, it can be argued that the future of small island 
states is at stake if negotiations about reduced CO2 emissions fail and sea level rise continues 
unabated. Therefore, high levels of actor-specific salience can lend countries high moral 
authority and may become yet another source of power during negotiations (Jönsson, 1981). 
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H4a: The higher a country’s vulnerability to climate change, the higher the country’s 
likelihood of success in climate change negotiations. 

H4b: The higher a country’s economic vulnerability to increased global mitigation efforts, 
the higher the country’s likelihood of success in climate change negotiations. 

 
Being affected by climate change might explain why some countries are more concerned 
about the progress of climate change negotiations than others. However, less vulnerable 
countries may still attach high salience values to specific issues of particular importance to 
them, hence the issue-specific component of salience mentioned by Warntjen (2010) above.  
Evidently the salience levels highly vulnerable states attach to different issues can vary as 
well. A low lying/small island country may view emission reduction targets to slow down 
global warming as the most crucial issue, or alternatively regard adaptation finance to help 
fend off the most dramatic impacts of climate change as the most important issue. Other than 
actor-specific salience considered in the previous hypothesis, which is an exogenous power 
resource as it is intrinsically linked to a country and cannot be changed, issue-specific 
salience is endogenous as countries have a choice which issue they value the most. As I 
measure bargaining success both on an issue-specific and on the aggregate level, I also 
consider issue-specific salience to assess preference attainment. 
 

H5: An increased level of salience a country attaches to a single issue (issue-specific 
salience) increases that country’s chances to finish negotiations on that issue successfully. 

 
Operationalization of the model 
Before delving into the description of the dependent and independent variables, note that for 
the construction of some of these quantities I make heavy use of three newly created datasets 
by our research team over the past two years. For a description of these three datasets please 
refer to Appendix 1 of this paper. 
 
Dependent variable: 

In the following, I propose two different measures for a country’s bargaining success, the 
dependent variable. The first success measure is computed at the issue level. Hence, for the 58 
countries and 8 issues in the interview dataset I generate 382 values of success.6 The second 
success measure makes then use of the first to generate one single, aggregate success value 
for each of the 58 countries in the dataset. Both quantities are used in the regressions as 
dependent variables. 

First, success is measured as the distance of a party’s position to the current state of the 
negotiations.7 Eight important policy issues are considered for the analysis (see Appendix 2).  
The positions of countries on these dimensions were obtained through interviews with 
negotiators and are backed up through the analysis of official party submissions to the 
UNFCCC (for research using a similar approach to measure success see Arregui and 
Thomson, 2009; Bailer, 2004). The obvious problem with this approach is that the maximum 
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distances from negotiated outcomes are different across issues, which hampers comparison 
among them. Therefore, I standardize preference attainment for all issues using the formula 

 

 
(1)  

where suc1ij represents the success of country i on issue j,  posij the position of country i on 
issue j, outj the outcome of issue j, and maxj the maximal distance a country can have from the 
outcome on issue j. The absolute value in the numerator is taken to treat equal distances from 
the outcome alike, regardless of the direction to which a country’s position deviates from the 
outcome. Without further adjustments success would range from 0 to 1 with the former 
representing the most successful outcome possible. Subtracting the obtained success score 
from 1 and multiplying by 100 causes success to range from 0 to 100, from least to most 
successful. 

Using success computed this way as the independent variable, however, can potentially be 
quite misleading as a country might wrongly appear to be rather unsuccessful. For example if 
a state only really cares about one or two particular issues where it scored relatively well, the 
delegation might be fairly satisfied with the outcome of the negotiations yet appear to be a 
loser of the negotiations when success is computed using (1). Thus, the second approach to 
measure preference attainment follows the advice of various researchers to use salience 
weights for a readjustment of success (Dür, 2008; Golub, 2010). As weights, I use the fraction 
of statements a country made on the eight issues specified above during the two year period 
between the two Conferences of the Parties (COPs) in Bali and Copenhagen, manually coded 
from the negotiation protocols reported in the Earth Negotiation Bulletins (IISD, 2007-2009) 
as described in Appendix 1. This includes eleven negotiation rounds and a total of 90 
negotiation days. I use the formula suggested by Munger and Hinich (1997, p. 80), yet instead 
of the raw distances to measure success proposed by the authors I use the standardized 
distances computed by formula (1) above. Thus, the computation applies the formula 

 
 (2)  

with suc2i being a country’s overall measure of success,  a vector of success for all 
issues computed in (1), and  a matrix containing the salience weights in the diagonal 
elements.8 The off-diagonal elements represent interaction terms which measure how much 
the success in one area depends on the outcome of another issue. As an example, small island 
states might value financial aid highly, yet if global emission levels are not reduced enough, 
even very high amounts of adaptation money will not help these countries if they perish due 
to rising sea levels. Hence, reducing emissions and financial aid show positive 
complementarity. Unfortunately, there is no procedure to calculate the size of the interactions 
nor to assess whether complementarity exists at all. Therefore, I assume separability of the 
issues and set the interaction terms equal to zero. Using matrix algebra, the result is one single 
value of success for each country, summarized in Appendix 3 listing all countries in the 
sample from most to least successful. 
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Calculating preference attainment this second way has two additional advantages. First, it 
solves the problem of potential serial correlation across the various issues. Second, Golub 
(2010) suggests that a major problem with most success studies is that they wrongly use 
unweighted instead of salience weighted success as dependent variable, and that simply 
including salience as an independent variable is not the same as building it into the dependent 
variable. With the second measure of success I account for this criticism, although at the 
expense of being unable to test hypothesis 5. 

For the first measure of success, all the eight issue areas are made use of, as already described 
above. For the second measure of success, mitigation allocation and adaptation allocation 
were omitted from the analysis, as I was unable to attain weights for these two issues. Hence, 
288 of the 382 success values obtained by formula (1) were used to construct the values 
reported in Appendix 3. As already mentioned above, note that both measures of success refer 
to only one point in time, i.e. the outcome of the COP 16 in Cancun. As the negotiations are 
not over yet, these values have to be taken with care. For example, the US shows a rather low 
overall success value of 15.44, one of the lowest in the whole sample. This, however, is only a 
snapshot at one single point in time, and might be explained by the reduced attention the 
Obama administration paid to the climate change negotiations after the failure of the 
Copenhagen conference. Using another (possibly future) treaty to evaluate country positions 
against, the results for the US might potentially look rather different. The same could be said 
of all other countries in the dataset. Furthermore, analyzing only one point in time increases 
the influence of the luck component described by (Barry, 1980a, 1980b). This should be kept 
in mind when reading the results reported below. 

 

Independent variables: 

External power: I operationalize external power resources in two ways. Economic power can 
be regarded as a coercive force in international negotiations such as those on climate change 
(Keohane, 1984; Waltz, 1979). Big economies such as China or the US can make use of their 
weight to force other countries with close economic ties to lean their way in the negotiations. 
Hence the logarithm of total GDP is the first measure of power.  

As a second measure of external power more specific to the climate change chase, I make use 
of a country’s share of global greenhouse gas emissions. To construct this variable I use the 
CO2 emissions of all countries as reported by the United Nations in the Millennium 
Development Goals Indicators (MDGIs – part of Goal 7: Ensure environmental 
sustainability). I then derive total global emissions by summing up the emissions of all 
countries reported by the UN, including those not in my own dataset. Thereof I compute the 
fraction of global emissions for each country in my dataset.  

Internal power: Internal power sources are mostly derived from the skills of negotiators. 
According to Rackham (1999), skilled and unskilled negotiators behave differently in various 
ways during the bargaining process. Examples where they differ are the degree of advanced 
planning, the number of direct attacks targeted at an opponent, the number of options a 
negotiator considers, the number of questions asked, the number of reasons given to back up 
an argument, etc. The indicator capturing a country’s bargaining skills used in this article 
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originates from the final round of interview questions subsequent to the Cancun negotiation 
round (see Appendix 1). Interviewees were asked to rate the skills of a number of negotiation 
parties on a scale from 0 (lowest skill level) to 100 (highest skill level). 

An alternative way to operationalize internal power is a country’s delegation size, obtained 
from the official UNFCCC participants list from the Copenhagen Conference in December 
2010. It might be argued that richer countries are able to send more people to international 
conferences and, therefore, the delegation size represents external power. I find a relatively 
high positive correlation of delegation size with bargaining skills and total GDP of almost 0.5, 
indicating that the size of a diplomatic delegation is indeed a function of power, but also an 
indicator of a party’s bargaining skills.  

Hard and soft bargaining strategies: During the first round of interviews negotiators were 
asked to assess how often they use certain negotiation strategies, from never (1) to very often 
(9). In total, three soft bargaining strategies had to be rated (proposals in the common interest, 
exchange of concessions, expression of understanding for other country’s positions), as well 
as seven hard bargaining strategies (threats, promises9, direct criticism, open declaration not 
to change a position, demands of concessions from others, ignoring demands of others, hiding 
real negotiation objectives). I derive the indicators for bargaining strategies used in the 
calculations below by taking the mean over all hard respectively all soft bargaining strategies. 

To operationalize hypothesis 3 I construct interaction terms between the variables capturing 
strategies and power, and between strategies and salience. Given the two indicators for 
strategies (soft and hard), which are interacted with both power indicators and with salience, I 
construct a total of six interaction terms in addition to the one between the two power 
indicators already mentioned. Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for both dependent and 
all independent variables described in this section. 

Actor-specific salience (vulnerability): Actor-specific salience is operationalized in two ways. 
First, vulnerability to climate change from hypothesis 4a is measured using the Environmental 
Vulnerability Index (EVI) developed by the South-Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission 
(SOPAC) and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). In total, the EVI 
measures 50 indices, 13 of which are used to construct a sub-index for climate change 
vulnerability (see Kaly, Pratt, and Mitchell, 2004). The EVI has been criticized for various 
reasons (see Barnett, Lambert, and Fry, 2008), e.g. the impossibility to translate complex 
social-ecological processes into numbers, or the need to create sub-indices with high levels of 
abstraction in order to compare otherwise rather diverse countries, which according to the 
authors dilutes the meaningfulness of the index. Unfortunately, this criticism applies to all 
indices measuring vulnerability. 

The second actor-specific salience factor, vulnerability to lower fossil fuel consumption, is 
measured by a country’s dependence on oil, gas, and coal. Utilizing the World Development 
Indicators measuring the share of these three fuels of a country’s GDP and summing them up, 
I derive a simple but efficient variable capturing dependence on fossil fuel consumption. 

Issue-specific salience: As described above, salience is measured as the fraction of statements 
a country made on the eight issues relevant for this paper during the two year period between 
the conferences in Bali 2007 and Copenhagen 2009 (IISD, 2007-2009).10 Some parties, 
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particularly smaller countries, only made a limited number of interventions even over this two 
year period. Therefore, these individual statements only make up 50% of the final salience 
scores, while the remainder is derived from group statements of a country’s most important 
negotiation coalition. This issue-specific salience will only be included as an independent 
variable in the models using the first measure for success, while for the second measure it is 
used to construct the  matrix of formula (2). 

 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent variables 

Variable name Obs. Mean St. dev. Min. Max. Data Source
Success 1 
Success 2 
Log of GDP 
CO2 emissions 
Vulnerability 
Carbon fuel rents 
Salience  
Delegation size 
Hard strategies 
Soft strategies 

382 
58 
58 
58 
58 
58 

348 
57 
58 
58 

52.50 
46.80  
26.05 
1.33 
3.36 
3.45 

16.66 
69.14 
4.06 
4.99

32.01 
22.59 
2.65 
4.03 
0.73 
6.12 

13.56 
60.29 
1.66 
1.64

0 
0 

18.66 
0.00 
1.67 

0 
0 
6 
1 
1

100 
95 

30.42 
23.55 
4.90 

24.83 
100 
310 

9 
9

Interviews 
Interviews & ENBs 

World Bank 
UN MDGIs 

EVI 
World Bank 

ENBs 
UNFCCC 
Interviews 
Interviews

 

 

Results 

In this section I present the results of the data analysis. In the discussion I focus in turn on the 
different hypotheses proposed above, one at a time. Table 2 summarizes the main findings, in 
what follows I repeatedly refer to this table. All the results presented in Table 2 make use of 
the second, combined measure of success presented above. I do not include a separate 
regression table for success measured at the issue level for two reasons. First, the results are 
very similar for the two success measures, hence the extra value of including an additional 
table is rather limited. Second, one possible problem of the issue-specific analysis might be 
the structure of the error term. A number of variables in the models do not change values 
across issues, e.g. total GDP, use of strategies, or delegation size. This introduces the 
assumption of issue specific error components and, hence, that the error terms are not 
independent in the pooled regression models. Hierarchical models are required as a 
consequence. Another way of eliminating the problem of serial correlation of the error terms 
is to rely on the pooled measure of success, as this captures the overall success of countries in 
the climate change negotiations. This makes the use of a panel data structure unnecessary. 
However, note that I have the results for both pooled and hierarchical models, yet as the result 
are very similar to the combined success case, I explicitly refer to them in some instances 
without providing a table here.11  
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Table 2: Regression results using combined success as dependent variable 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Log of GDP 4.33*** 6.02***   6.84* 
 (0.94) (1.02)   (3.92) 

Emissions (% of global)  -2.07*** -1.20 -1.20  
  (0.61) (0.87) (0.68)  

Vulnerability  6.96** 8.73**  7.10** 
  (2.91) (3.69)  (3.56) 

Fossil fuel rents  -0.09 0.35  0.03 
  (0.36) (0.45)  (0.45) 

Delegation size   0.08*  -0.06 
   (0.05)  (0.04) 

Skills    0.53***  
    (0.13)  

Soft strategies     9.89 
     (19.66) 

Hard strategies     5.01 
     (23.65) 

GDP*Soft strategies     -0.33 
     (0.77) 

GDP*Hard strategies     -0.21 
     (0.95) 

Intercept -62.20** -124.22*** 10.77 21.49*** -146.72 
 (23.77) (25.82) (13.29) (7.06) (94.36) 

N 55 54 54 52 54 
R2 0.28 0.48 0.16 0.24 0.41 
adj. R2 0.27 0.44 0.09 0.21 0.31 
Resid. sd 17.76 15.67 19.94 18.65 17.38 
Standard errors in parenthesis 
 *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 
 

External power: The external power variable total GDP (in logarithmic form) is highly 
significant in all model specifications and point to the expected direction, meaning that an 
increase in power improves the chance to end negotiations on an issue successfully. When 
GDP is the only independent variable in the model, as in Model 1 of Table 2, an increase in 
the log of GDP is associated with a 4.33 higher expected negotiation success. With a standard 
error of 0.94 this result is significant even at the 0.1% level. This effect is very stable across 
all models, although it tends to increase when other predictors are added to the model. For 
example, adding the salience variables vulnerability and fossil fuel rents as well as delegation 
size (see Model 2 of Table 2) increases the coefficient on the log of GDP to 6.02, while the 
standard error remains almost unchanged at 1.01. This highly significant result is found across 
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all models and does not depend on the number or combination of other variables included. 
The lowest coefficient is found at 4.16 with only vulnerability as a covariate (not in Table 2), 
yet even this is highly significant with a standard error of 0.92. The results when using the 
first measure of success (issue-level) are very similar, although the coefficients tend to be 
somewhat smaller, yet at the same levels of significance. The effect of GDP on success for 
Model 2 of Table 2 is shown in the left-hand panel of Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1: The effect of GDP and vulnerability on success 

 
 

 

The graph shows that, controlling for the other variables in the model, the predicted success 
scores range from around 20 for the least powerful countries, to almost 80 for the most 
powerful ones. Thus, GDP is not only significant, it also explains more variation of success 
than any other tested variable. When utilized as the only predictor variable, the R-squared on 
the log of GDP is 0.28. This demonstrates the importance of external power for a country 
regarding preference attainment. 

Investigating briefly the second proposed variable to capture external power, a country’s 
fraction of global emissions, I find that when using this measure alone in a model, the 
coefficient is very close to zero at -0.05, with a comparatively huge standard error of 0.71. 
When used as an alternative to the log of GDP, emissions tend to be negative, yet not 
significant (see e.g. Model 3 and 4 of Table 2). However, when tested as a covariate of the log 
of GDP, as in Model 2, the negative sign becomes significant. One explanation for this 
unexpected result might be that emissions do not capture power properly. But once controlled 
for power using GDP, countries with higher emission levels come under pressure to reduce 
their production of greenhouse gases during the negotiations and have to yield more than their 
more environmentally friendly peers.  
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Internal power: Internal power is measured by both skills and delegation size. When either of 
these variables is tested in combination with the log of GDP, the results are rather 
disappointing as both quantities do not exhibit significance in any of the models. At a 
minimum, skills are significant (and point to the expected direction) when used as the only 
explanatory variable, with a coefficient of 0.44 and a standard error of 0.13 (not in Table 2). 
Delegation size, on the other hand, is not even significant in such a setting.  

The effects change, however, when the fraction of emissions are used instead of GDP. In such 
cases, both the delegation size as well as skills are significant and have the expected sign, 
although delegation size is only significant at the 10% level. These findings are exemplified 
by Models 3 and 4 of Table 2 and are independent of the covariates (if e.g. the two salience 
variables vulnerability and fossil fuel rents are dropped from Model 3, both coefficient and 
significance of delegation size are almost unchanged). Hence, there is some evidence that 
internal power has a positive effect on a country’s success in climate change negotiations, 
although this result is rather weakly supported across the models. Still, this may indicate that 
internal power can help countries to attain some success even when they are relatively weak 
players, yet it is only a poor substitute for external, hard power.  

Actor-specific salience: The first actor-specific salience factor, vulnerability to climate 
change, is the second most important factor explaining success. The variable persistently 
shows significant positive coefficients across the models, meaning that more vulnerable 
countries tend to be more successful. When used as the only regressor (model not provided in 
Table 2), the coefficient of vulnerability is 8.07 with a standard error of 3.67. Looking again 
at Model 2 of Table 2, we find that the size of the coefficient on vulnerability somewhat drops 
to 6.96, yet the significance increases slightly as the standard error falls to 2.91. These two 
results are fairly typical. The magnitude of the coefficient ranges from around 7 to slightly 
lower than 9 across the models and is rather unaffected by covariates in various combinations 
(see e.g. Models 3 and 5). Employing the coefficient of 6.96 found in Model 2 for 
computational purposes, I find that between the minimum (1.67) and the maximum (4.9) 
observed vulnerability levels the expected difference of success is 22.5, which corresponds to 
almost a quarter of the maximum possible success difference in the dataset. This relationship 
of vulnerability and success is also displayed in the right-hand panel of Figure 1. As in the 
case of GDP, using success at the issue levels as the dependent variable does not change the 
results dramatically, although the coefficients on vulnerability tend to be somewhat smaller, 
yet they show even higher significance levels. 

The second measure of actor-specific salience, revenues from fossil fuels as a percentage of 
GDP, can be dealt with relatively quickly. This variable is neither significant when utilized as 
the only independent variable, nor when tested including any combination of covariates. 
Models 2, 3, and 5 are representative for the results obtained whenever fossil fuel rents are 
tested, they do not exhibit coefficients even close to conventionally used significance levels. 
However, one big caveat must be noted here. The biggest and most vociferous oil exporting 
negotiating party, Saudi Arabia, is missing in the dataset, and oil exporting countries are 
generally underrepresented in the data. Hence, the reason for the insignificant results 
presented here might be the lack of appropriate data rather than real irrelevance of 
dependence on fossil fuel rents in climate change negotiations. 
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Hard and soft bargaining strategies: To measure the effect of bargaining strategies, 
interaction terms of hard and soft strategies with power and salience variables are introduced 
into the models. However, whether these interactions are placed only on one of the 
appropriate variables, or on all of them simultaneously, the outcome is invariably the same: 
The interaction effects do not exhibit significance across all models tested for the 
specification proposed in this paper. Model 5 of Table 2 gives an example for these results. 
Neither the coefficient on the two strategies, nor the interaction coefficients are even close to 
significance levels. Even the significance of the GDP variable, on which the interaction terms 
are placed, drops compared to other models, yet the effect remains significant over the whole 
range of both soft and hard strategies. The negative signs on both interaction terms imply that 
an increased use of either strategy reduces the effect of GDP on negotiation success. 
However, as these coefficients are rather small and also insignificant, their actual impact on 
GDP can be ignored. This same is true when interaction terms between strategies and 
vulnerability are tested, yet it should be noted that in such settings the effect of vulnerability 
is insignificant over the whole range of both issues as well. However, as those interaction 
effects do not even come close to significance, I argue that they can be dropped from the 
models without losing important information. 

Salience: Last but not least I consider issue-specific salience. As noted, hypothesis 5 can only 
be tested on the pooled success scores of the single issues (success measure 1), as issue-
specific salience is an integral part of my second measure of success. Using salience as the 
only regressor in such a setting, I find a coefficient of -0.12 with a standard error of 0.15. 
Hence, issue-specific salience is not significant, a result which is stable across all models I 
tested during the preparation of this paper. For example, when replicating Model 2 of Table 2 
but adding salience (and of course using the first measure of success instead), I find a 
coefficient for the log of GDP of 4.52 (standard error 0.90), -1.59 (0.53) for the fraction of 
global emissions, 6.67 (2.56) for vulnerability to climate change, -0.26 (0.32) for fossil fuel 
rents, and -0.12 (0.14) for issue-specific salience. This implies that the coefficient on salience 
is again relatively far away from conventional significance levels, otherwise the results are 
very similar to those reported in Table 2, Model 2. Hence, I conclude that, at least for the 
Cancun conference and the data at hand, hypothesis 5 must be rejected. 

 

Conclusion 

External power resources, in particular a country’s GDP, as well as vulnerability to climate 
change are important drivers for determining a country’s bargaining success in international 
negotiations regarding the climate. Internal power resources, such as bargaining skills and 
delegation size, only exhibit significance when specific model requirements are fulfilled. This 
indicates that internal power is a driver of negotiation success, but much less so then external 
power resources such as economic might. Finally, issue-specific salience and bargaining 
strategies, both soft and hard, do not appear to influence negotiation outcomes greatly.  

These results are rather stable using a range of different estimation strategies and for both 
independent variables proposed above. They also offer some insight into why the climate 
change negotiations are only progressing slowly. As Appendix 3 shows, some of the large 
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countries, in particular the United States or China, cannot be regarded as successful at this 
point of the negotiations, yet we know that the cooperation of these two biggest emitters of 
greenhouse gases is crucial to avoid global warming beyond the 2º Celsius goal set by the 
UNFCCC. The negotiation process seems to give smaller countries a chance to succeed, 
driven by the fact that vulnerability matters, but does not appear to foster consensus. This, in 
turn, seems to prevent the biggest and most powerful nations to accept binding and 
meaningful mitigation targets. Overcoming this seeming antagonism of giving smaller and 
poorer countries a voice and codetermination without obviating the consensus of the powerful 
will be the major challenge of the upcoming negotiation rounds. 

Although the results presented here offer some interesting insights into what determines 
preference attainment in climate change negotiations, it is important to remember that the 
study suffers from a number of shortcomings, as already described at the outset of this paper. 
First, the negotiations are not yet completed, hence the results in this paper must be regarded 
as intermediary and could change significantly when reevaluated against a potential future 
treaty. Second, negotiations are a dynamic process passing through various stages, 
particularly when spanning many years as in the case of the climate change talks. As my data 
only capture one short period of the negotiations, it is conceivable that important explanatory 
factors of success during other negotiation phases misleadingly show insignificant results in 
my models. Finally, linkages with other international negotiations and side payments are not 
captured in the models presented here. For all these reasons the results in this paper should be 
regarded as preliminary, although the effects on external power (measured as log of GDP) and 
actor-specific salience (vulnerability to climate change) appear to be rather robust. 

With regard to the case studies on AOSIS (Betzold, Castro, and Weiler, 2012), India 
(Michaelowa and Michaelowa, 2012), and Russia (Andonova and Alexieva, 2012) first note 
that in this special issue they mainly focus on topics other than negotiation success. For 
example, both papers on India and Russia mainly investigate positions and strategies. The 
AOSIS paper considers success more closely, although over a much longer time span than 
this paper is able to cover. Nevertheless I attempt to highlight some relations, but also 
contrasts between the case studies and the present study.   

First, the study on AOSIS shows that the ever increasing complexity of the climate change 
negotiations caused rising disunity and fragmentation among the members of the negotiation 
group. Yet exactly their unity was the strength of this group of otherwise rather powerless 
island nations. Indeed, as Appedix 3 shows, the success rating of AOSIS members in the 
dataset is fairly low, ranging from zero for the Comoro Islands to the maximum of 50 for 
Papua New Guinea. The diversity of positions, leading to such different success scores, 
although indicates that the level of fragmentation is fairly high among AOSIS countries. 
However, whether the relatively low negotiation success of these countries can be explained 
by increased fragmentation cannot be confirmed here, for reasons already mentioned above. 

Andonova and Alexieva (2012) note that negotiation success for Russia is of subordinate 
importance, as climate change is not a big issue in the country. Hence, Russia mainly utilizes 
the negotiations to return to its self-perceived status as a global power, and changes its 
positions accordingly. It is therefore not surprising to find the success rating of Russia to be 
relatively high. 
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Finally, India only has a success score of 35.1, corresponding to rank 38 of the 58 countries in 
the dataset. This is rather surprising given that the country has the seventh largest GDP of 
these countries and is thus expected to show higher levels of success, given the results of this 
study. India’s vulnerability rating at 3.85 is somewhat above the average as well, hence India 
must be regarded as an outlier. 
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Endnotes: 
1. This statement was made in written form via e-mail to a follow-up question to a face-to-face 

interview conducted during one of the many conferences visited by members of our research team 
and was received on March 2, 2011. The follow-up question asked negotiators to assess the 
negotiation success of a number of other delegations regarding the Cancun Agreement. 

2. For example, a firm lobbying for protection has a preference for import quotas, yet knowing that 
the government would reject such a policy, the firm might instead strategically decide to lobby 
for a tariff. Thus, the firm’s negotiation position (the tariff) is not congruent with its preference 
(the quota). The firm chooses its position adjusted for the negotiating environment and its own 
power to influence outcomes. 

3. As an example Bolivia, regarded as one of the big losers of the past two COPs in Copenhagen 
and Cancun, was compensated by the General Assembly of the UN recognition of the country’s 
long time goal of making then access to clean water and sanitation a human right. 

4. For an overview of these competing classifications refer to Bailer (2012) in this special issue. 
5. However, as in the case of the UNFCCC every country potentially has veto power, hard strategies 

might also be used by small states with little external power. On the other hand, big powers might 
want to rely more on soft bargaining strategies, e.g. to show responsible leadership at the global 
level. By testing the interaction between power resources and soft as well as hard bargaining 
strategies, I test which of the combinations is most likely to lead to success. 

6. The data are computed using the country positions from the interview dataset (see Appendix 1). 
However, some interviewees refused to answer one or more of the questions, others felt unable to 
answer some of them, and again others had to cut the interview short due to a lack of time. Hence, 
the total number of success values is not 464, as one would expect, but only the stated 382. 

7. For this paper the Cancun Agreements from December 2010 are regarded as the current state of 
the negotiations. 

8. The salience weights always sum up to 1 for each country, as they are the fraction of all 
statements a country made on the different issues. However, for some countries I was unable to 
obtain positions for all issues, either because the interview partner was unable or refused to 
answer the question. In such cases, the calculated success score is biased downwards, i.e. the 
country appears to be less successful, as the “empty” issues would always add to the final value, 
unless the success score for these issues was indeed 0. Assuming that success for the missing 
issues is similar as for the issues for which I obtained success values, I can adjust the second 
measure of success by dividing the calculated value by the fraction of salience accounted for in 
this value. For all countries with no missing scores, i.e. the majority of the countries in the data 
set, this fraction equals to one, hence the value for the second measure of success does not 
change. If, however, one issue is missing and the salience weight for this issue is, say, 0.2, the 
country score for success is too small (unless it did not achieve any success on the issue). If the 
country score for the remaining issues is, say, 45, then I can adjust this value calculating 45/(1 - 
0.2) = 56.25. This gives me the average success score of the issues I actually obtained data for 
and the bias vanishes. This method works particularly well for countries missing only one or two 
entries as most of the salience is reflected in the value obtained. For countries missing many or 
most data, however, this method can be very misleading. Fortunately, there are only very few 
countries with many missing data points. 

9. For a more general overview on bargaining strategies refer to Bailer (2012) in this special issue, 
where the definition of promises as a hard strategy is explained. 

10. I would like to thank Lena Hörnlein for her outstanding work during her time as research assistant 
at our institute, when she single-handedly coded all the statements made by parties between the 
UNFCCC conferences in Bali and Copenhagen. 
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11. Readers interested in the detailed results of the regressions using the first measure of success are 
invited to contact the author of this study. They will then receive the additional material of 
interest. 
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Appendix 1: Description of the three new datasets produced for the project “Negotiating 
Climate Change” 

 

This appendix describes the three datasets collected over the past two years by our research 
team. In this paper I make only use of two of these datasets (interview data, ENB data), 
however, as other authors of this collection of articles make use of the third dataset 
(submissions data) and refer to this appendix in their papers prepared for the workshop 
“Negotiating Climate Change”, taking place on September 28, 2011 in Zurich, I will provide 
a description of all three datasets. 

 

a) Interview data:  

For this first new dataset we conducted a total of 60 interviews with 56 different country 
delegations (Indonesia and Bangladesh were interviewed twice) plus a delegate from the EU 
and an expert and close adviser of the LDCs. The interviews cover delegates from countries in 
all 5 continents and world geographical regions and all UNFCCC coalition groups, so that 
they are considered to be representative of all possible positions in the negotiations.  

The interviews were mostly conducted face-to-face, and took place during the UNFCCC 
negotiation meetings in Bangkok (September 2009), Barcelona (November 2009), 
Copenhagen (December 2009) and Bonn (April 2010, June 2010, August 2010). Some 
interviews were conducted by phone during the same period of time. These Interviews were 
divided in three different blocks of questions (plus a short introductory block on delegation 
size and composition): 

- Country positions: Delegates were asked to indicate their country’s position on eight 
central negotiation issues during the negotiation process (see also Appendix 2 below). 
The issues as well as the definition of their extreme points were identified beforehand 
by our project team, including Dr. Axel Michaelowa, a close UNFCCC negotiation 
observer and climate expert. All issues, apart from mitigation targets, where measured 
on a scale of 0 to 100 and delegates were requested to provide the value on this scale 
that best reflected their position. The 0-100 scale was designed in each case to cover 
all possible positions on the respective issue area, for example, for the question “Who 
should primarily finance the action on adaptation?”, the scale varied from “Voluntary 
financing by the private sector” (value 0) to “Mandatory financing of around $100bn 
per year by industrialized countries” (value 100). In addition to identify a value for 
their position on this scale, respondents were asked to describe their position in words. 

- Strategies: In this block of questions negotiators where asked how often their 
delegations used ten different bargaining strategies. Answers had to be chosen from a 
nine-point scale ranging from never to very often. For a more detailed description of 
the ten bargaining strategies and a discussion of their categorization see Bailer (2011) 
in this issue. 

- Influence: In the last block negotiators had to rate the influence of 15 
institutions/stakeholders on the country’s negotiation positions, e.g. the economics and 
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environment ministries, the national parliament, different industries, NGOs, national 
and international media, the public, etc. Again the answers had to be picked from a 
nine-point scale, from very low to very high. 

Two additional questions on bargaining skills and success were asked via e-mail after the end 
of the COP 16 in Cancun (December 2010). Each interview partner was asked to rate five 
other delegations on these two dimension. In addition, we asked three negotiation experts to 
rate success and skills of 50 delegations each.  

 

b) ENB data: 

The Earth Negotiation Bulletin (ENB), published by the International Institute for Sustainable 
Development (IISD), has been reporting on a host of international environmental meetings 
and negotiations since 1992. Regarding the climate change negotiations an issue of the ENB 
is published for every negotiation day, including a most often one sentence summary of every 
statement made during that day by any negotiation parties in all publicly accessible meetings.  

For the second data set we hand-coded all ENBs on the climate change negotiation from the 
COP 13 in Bali (December 2007) to the COP 15 in Copenhagen (December 2009), which 
includes 11 negotiations rounds and a total of 90 negotiations days. For every statement 
reported in the ENBs we recorded 

- who made the statement, 

- in which segment of the negotiations the statement was  made (Conference of the 
Parties (COP), Conference of the Parties Serving as a Meeting of the Parties 
(COP/MOP), Ad-hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex 1 Parties 
under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term 
Cooperative Action under the Convention (AWG-LCA), Subsidiary Body for 
Implementation (SBI), Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice 
(SBSTA)), 

- the main topic of the statement (mitigation, adaptation, technology, finance, market 
mechanisms, Measurement, Reporting, and Verification (MRV) – plus sub-categories 
of these topics) as well as which bargaining strategies were used (if applicable), 

- whether the statement was made by a country alone, as a joint statement with other 
parties (and if yes, which party), or later supported or opposed by one or more other 
parties (and if yes, which party). 

This coding procedure was repeated for every single negotiation day, aggregated for every 
negotiation round, and finally again combined to obtain estimates for the whole two year 
coding period. Thus, in addition to a general overview regarding salience (which topic was 
debated, how often) and cooperation (joint statement/support), this dataset provides a 
summary of how these important quantities evolved over time. 
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c) Submissions data 

Submissions are views and positions of negotiation parties in written form. Countries have the 
option to submit written statements on various issues to the UNFCCC prior to negotiation 
meeting, which are then compiled into official negotiation documents. We hand-coded all 
submission sent to the two presently operating ad-hoc working groups (AWG-KP and AWG-
LCA) in the two year period from the COP 13 in Bali (2007) to the COP 15 in Copenhagen 
(2009), covering a total of 43 official UNFCCC documents summarizing these submissions 
and more than 1,600 pages of proposed legal text. For the purpose of coding we designed a 
codebook which was tested on about 50 pages by three different people to assure inter-coder 
reliability. The main aim the process was to generate a dataset with the negotiation position 
for all countries on the following issues: 

- Emission reduction targets for developed countries 

- Emission reduction targets/actions for developing countries 

- Use of market mechanisms 

- Mitigation and adaptation finance 

- Measurement, Reporting, and Verification 

As in the case of the interview dataset, the different issues are coded on a scale ranging from 0 
to 100 and try to emulate the questions on issues of the interview questionnaire as closely as 
possible, yet for a bigger sample of countries. As we coded both submissions of individual 
countries as well as group submissions, a decision had to be made how to combine these 
different sources of information. Whenever individual submissions for a country existed for 
an issue, they were given preference over group submissions. If more than one individual 
country submission was coded on an issue, the average was taken. For those countries not 
presenting individual submissions to the UNFCCC, we relied on the group submissions of the 
most important negotiation group of that country, assuming that the group position accurately 
reflects the states’ view or else the delegation would have formulated its own submission. 
Again, in case of multiple group submissions on an issue, the average was taken. 
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Appendix 2: The eight policy issues for which success was measured 

 

- Annex 1 emission reduction targets: The average success rating of this issue is 33.8. 
On this issue Russia scored the highest success rating, while Bolivia has the lowest. 

- Non-Annex 1 reduction targets and actions: On this issue, with a mean success 
score of 61.9, a number of countries achieved the highest possible value of success, 
namely Argentina, Bolivia, China, Colombia, Egypt, Georgia, Ireland, Mexico, 
Namibia, Nigeria, Philippines, South Africa, Sri Lanka, and Vietnam. The countries 
scoring the lowest success value on this issue were Belize, Comoros, Tajikistan, Togo, 
and the United States. 

- Use of market mechanisms: This issue, measuring to what degree a country desires 
market mechanisms to play an important role to finance adaptation and mitigation, has 
a mean success score of 75.1. The maximum success rating was achieved by 
Bangladesh, Belgium, Belize, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, Japan, the Maldives, Mexico, 
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Russia, Slovenia, Sweden, 
Tajikistan, the UK, as well as Vietnam. Countries not succeeding at all on this issue 
where Micronesia and Namibia. 

- Mitigation finance: The issue of where funds to finance mitigation actions should 
come from has an average success value of 65.9, with the Philippines achieving the 
highest value possible, and the US scoring the lowest value of 0. 

- Mitigation allocation: This issue, i.e. how mitigation funds should be disbursed, has 
an average success value of 54 and was won by Russia, Sweden, the US, and the UK. 
China and Vietnam have the lowest scores for this issue. 

- Adaptation finance: The mean success rating achieved for this issue was 45.7, with 
the Netherlands being the only country scoring maximum success. The US again 
failed to achieve its goals with a success value of 0. 

- Adaptation allocation: This issue of how adaptation funds should be disbursed, 
average 64.2, has no country at the exact winning point. The US and Vietnam show 
the lowest success value. 

- Measuring, reporting, and verification (MRV): The average success for MRV in 
the sample is 22.8. This suggests that many countries scored badly on this issue. 
Indeed 35 of 47 countries answering this question are very far away from the outcome. 
Argentina, Belgium, China, the EU, Germany, Hungary, and the UK won.   
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Appendix 3: Countries ranked according to overall success including salience weights  
 
Rank Country Success 
1. New Zealand 95 
2. Hungary  82.8 
3. EU* 81.8 
4. Belgium 79.6 
5. Japan 78.7 
6. United Kingdom 78.2 
7. Russian Federation 77.9 
8. Norway 76.1 
9. Austria 75.5 
10. Germany 74.7 
11. Slovenia 73.1 
12. Mexico 72.1 
13. Netherlands 71.7 
14. Ireland 68.2 
15. Sweden 65.4 
16. Switzerland 64.0 
17. Ethiopia 62.7 
18. Nigeria 62.5 
19. Belarus 57.2 
20. Colombia 56.2 
21. Vietnam 56.1 
22. Argentina 55.7 
23. Egypt 52.0 
24. Papua New Guinea 50.0 
25. Indonesia 49.9 
26. China 48.9 
27. South Africa 46.8 
28. Mali 46.0 
29. Philippines 43.8 
30. Belize 42.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Rank Country Success 
31. Tajikistan 42.0 
32. Maldives 41.2 
33. Bangladesh 39.5 
34. Algeria 37.3 
35. Peru 36.4 
36. United Arab Emirates 36.2 
37. Canada 35.4 
38. India 35.1 
39. Uganda 34.1 
40. Mauritania 32.6 
41. Ghana 30.8 
42. LDCs** 30.7 
43. Panama 30.6 
44. Samoa 30.2 
45. Botswana 29.8 
46. Namibia 29.7 
47. Costa Rica 29.5 
48. Zambia 28.9 
49. Tanzania 27.1 
50. Kiribati 26.6 
51. Nepal 25.9 
52. Sri Lanka 24.6 
53. Micronesia 15.8 
54. United States 15.4 
55. Togo 12.3 
56. Bolivia 11.7 
57. Comoros 0 
58. Georgia 0 
 
* The EU did participate in the 
negotiations with its own delegation 
separate from its member state’s 
delegations. However, in the statistical 
models of this paper the EU was excluded 
from the analysis. 
 
** The answers for least developed 
countries as an aggregate group were 
provided by an expert working closely 
with the LDCs as one of the official 
coalition groups. As in the case of the EU, 
I excluded these aggregate success scores 
for LDCs from the analysis. 


