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ABSTRACT The aim of this article is to assess Türkiye’s national climate policy 
framework within the context of international climate change negotiations. 
Türkiye, as an emerging economy and developing country, hasimplemented 
a number of climate actions and measures and has ratified significant 
multilateral climate agreements, such asthe United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the Kyoto Protocol, and the 
Paris Agreement. As a member of the Organization for Economic Coop-
eration and Development (OECD), Türkiye was put into both Annex-I 
and Annex-II of the UNFCCC. This starting point for climate negotiation-
shindered Türkiye’s earlier ratification of the UNFCCC. While negotiating 
under the UNFCCC, Türkiye’s EU accession process started, so Türkiye rat-
ified the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol in 2004 and 2009, respectively. 
This article evaluates Türkiye’s national climate change strategy to better 
implement multilateral climate agreementsin the context of its national 
climate policy framework. In 2021, Türkiye ratified the Paris Agreement, 
announced consideration of being carbon neutralas one of the elements of 
its 2053 development plan, and revisedits institutional structure. The First 
National Climate Council addresses these aimsand seems to guide Türkiye’s 
policy recommendations. At the end of the study, policies are recommended 
to help Türkiye achieve its net zero emissions targets and follow a low-car-
bon development pathway.

Keywords: UNFCCC, Net Zero Emissions, Green Development, Türkiye

ARTICLE

Insight Turkey 2022 
Vol. 24 / No. 2 / pp. 89-112

Received Date: 18/4/2022  •  Accepted Date: 16/6/2022  •  DOI: 10.25253/99.2022242.6



90 Insight Turkey

İZZET ARIARTICLE

Introduction

Climate change is one of the biggest challenges of this century.1 Global cli-
mate change is causing extreme weather conditions, increases in average 
surface temperature, heavy and irregular rainfall, floods and landslides, 

droughts, and forest fires. International efforts are being made to address the 
problems posed by climate change, as tackling global climate change requires 
global cooperative actions. The mitigation actions of all countries, both devel-
oped and developing, are essential to prevent dangerous anthropogenic inter-
ference with the climate system. The United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the Kyoto Protocol, and the Paris Agreement 
are core multilateral climate agreements that address these aims. 

The UNFCCC is the main multilateral platform that aims to stabilize Green 
House Gas (GHG) concentrations in the atmosphere. Mitigation of GHG 
emissions and increasing the number and volume of emission sink areas are 
essential measures being implemented at the global level. Both developed 
and developing countries have their arguments to supplement global efforts 
to reduce GHG emissions mitigation and scale up financial resources. More 
than 75 percent of the parties to the UNFCCC are developing countries whose 
GHG emissions have been rising in line with their growing populations and 
increasing economic activities. The main source of emissions in these coun-
triesis energy systems, including power generation, industry, transport, waste, 
and housing. Developing countries produce the majority of GHG emissions. 
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Thus, mitigation actions are required there. In Tür-
kiye, GHG emissions (CO2 eq.) reached 523.9 Mt in 
2020.3 As Figure 1 presents, Türkiye’s total emissions 
increased by 138.4 percent between 1990 and 2020.4 
The majority of its emissions come from energy 
(70.1 percent), which includes power generation, 
transport, buildings, the manufacturing industry, 
etc.; agriculture, industrial process, and waste follow 
the energy sector.

Türkiye, as a developing country located in the Mediterranean region, is ad-
versely affected by global climate change and has contributed to tackling cli-
mate change according to its national capacity, reducing 1.4 billion tons of 
GHG emissions between 1990 and 2007.5 Although Türkiye’s current emis-
sions comprise only about 1 percent of global emissions, it occupies a chal-
lenging negotiation position. Because Türkiye has lower historical responsi-
bility for global emissions than both several OECD members and Group of  
77 countries. However its classification as an OECD member during the draft-
ing and adoption of the UNFCCC in the early 1990s, Türkiye was listed among 
developed countries Annex. Although Türkiye requested to be in a more eq-
uitable position, its request was hindered or rejected many times due to the 
nature of multilateral climate agreements. Over the last three decades, Türkiye 
has implemented its own national climate change strategy and action plan. 
It has prepared and submitted its GHG emissions inventories and National 
Communication report pursuant to substantive provisions of the UNFCCC. 
While complying with the international climate agreements, between 2000 
and 2020, Türkiye progressed in mitigating carbon intensity from 63.1 to 59.5 
CO2 per carbon dioxide per terajoule (TJ) in total primary energy supply sys-
tem.6 The utilization of renewable energy sources7 and progress in reducing 
energy intensity from 7.7 to 6.1 gigajoule (GJ) per $ thousand in 20158 are two 
prominent measures of these achievements. Türkiye’s total renewable energy 
installed capacity is currently more than 53,000 Megawatt(MW).9

The hypothesis of this study is that Türkiye’s climate policy has been imple-
mented through domestic actions inalignment with international climate pol-
itics since 2021. One of the supporting arguments of this hypothesis is a dis-
tinctly historic moment for climate policy in Türkiye in 2021. After ratifying 
the Paris Agreement in October 2021, Türkiye embarked upon using net-zero 
emissions (NZE) terminology and reoriented its climate policy toward achiev-
ing carbon neutrality in the long run in alignment with the Green Develop-
ment Initiative or Revolution approach. This approach is unique to Türkiye 
in the international climate policy discussions. To attest to its willingness to 
achieve this goal and consistency in its approach, Türkiye reiterated the NZE 
target in its first National Climate Council and in its follow-ups. 

Over the last three 
decades, Türkiye 
has implemented its 
own national climate 
change strategy and 
action plan
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This article aims to analyze Türkiye’s 
national climate policy in the con-
text of international climate negoti-
ation positions and arguments. This 
study focuses on the dynamic, mul-
tilateral climate negotiation process, 
as well as the agreements reached 
through that process and Türkiye’s 
expectations and position in terms 
of multilateral climate policy devel-
opment. This article is structured as 

follows: After this brief introduction, section two presents international climate 
change agreements such as the UNFCCC, the Kyoto Protocol, and the Paris 
Agreement and the status of their ongoing negotiations. It includes an overview 
of critical historical milestones in multilateral climate policy. Section three an-
alyzes Türkiye’s climate policy framework under the UNFCCC. In this section, 
the road to the Paris Agreement and its implementation are the main focus 
areas. Finally, the conclusion provides an overview of all these national climate 
policies, particularly Türkiye’s NZE targets, and provides recommendations for 
better implementation of the multilateral climate agreements. 

Multilateral Climate Negotiations and Agreements

Climate change is a global threat and a growing risk for all countries. Almost 
50 years have passed since initial steps, such as the UN Human Environment 
Conference at Stockholm in 1972 to discuss the issue beyond national bound-
aries, and 30 years since the first international agreement, i.e., the UNFCCC.10 
The nature of multilateralism entails a lengthy process of making decisions and 
taking action. For a multilateral climate agreement to be successful, arriving at 
a consensus decision is an essential requirement for the adoption of collective 
decisions. Even to amend such an agreement, a three-fourths majority vote 
of the parties is a prerequisite for the ratification, approval, and acceptance 
stages.11 While climate diplomacy plods forward according to its lengthy pro-
cedures, climate change continues to accelerate, and the price of inaction or 
failure to take essential actions has become more costly.12

Historical Milestones
Since the early 1970s, several steps have been taken globally to combat climate 
change. The First World Climate Conference met in 1979 and announced that 
emissions due to burning fossil fuels posed a danger. Nine years after this con-
ference, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was estab-
lished as an international scientific platform to provide assessments on climate 
change, its implications, and potential risks.13 In the same year, the issue of 

While climate diplomacy plods  
forward according to its lengthy 
procedures, climate change 
continues to accelerate, and 
the price of inaction or failure 
to take essential actions has 
become more costly
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climate change was brought to the UN for the first time with the establishment 
of the Global Climate Protection agenda. After the IPCC was institutionalized, 
the Second World Climate Conference was convened in 1990, and the Decla-
ration of Ministers was adopted as part of an international framework conven-
tion. In 1991, the Intergovernmental Negotiation Committee (INC) compiled 
the collective opinions and positions of countries to draft a legal document. In 
1992, the UN Conference on Environment and Development (the Rio Sum-
mit) adopted the UNFCCC.

The UNFCCC, which aims to stabilize GHG concentrations, entered into force 
in 1994. According to the UNFCCC, parties will protect the global climate 
system based on equity, the principle of common but differentiated responsi-
bilities (CBDR), and respective capabilities (RC).14 The UNFCCC has two An-
nexes: Annex-I and Annex-II. Annex-I countries that mitigate climate change 
and GHG emissions are OECD-1990 members, Economies in Transition (EIT) 
and Türkiye, Monaco, Liechtenstein, Malta, and Cyprus. Annex-II countries 
are OECD-1990 members. Their responsibilities are GHG emissions reduction 
and providing financial resources and technology development and transfer to 
the developing countries. The remaining 150 countries are called ‘non-Annex;’ 
these include China, India, Brazil, South Africa, Mexico, Indonesia, etc. Their 
responsibilities are not explicitly written as Annex-I lists. 

After the UNFCCC entered into force, its parties agreed on the preparation 
of a protocol, namely the Kyoto Protocol, to set a quantifiable GHG emis-
sions reduction target of 5 percent below 1990 levels for Annex-I countries for 
the period 2008-2012.15 The Protocol was prepared under the auspices of the  
UNFCCC. The percentage of emissions reduction depended on Annex-I par-
ties’ conditions. For instance, the European Union and Switzerland decided to 
reduce 8 percent of their emissions, while New Zealand, Russia, and Ukraine 
offered to keep their emissions level rather than increase them. In other words, 
the EIT countries in the Annex-I category, such as Bulgaria, the Russian Feder-
ation, and Ukraine committed to changing from a centrally planned economy 
to a market economy.16 The Kyoto Protocol provided certain flexible mecha-
nisms, such as Joint Implementation (JI),17 the Clean Development Mecha-
nism (CDM),18 and the International Emission Trading System,19 to achieve 
cost-effective emissions mitigation targets.20 These mechanisms opened up a 
new area in which carbon emissions reduction credits are treated as a mar-
ket commodity. In 2005, the Kyoto Protocol entered into force. However, the 
Kyoto Protocol’s emissions mitigation target was inadequate to achieve the 
overall objective of the UNFCCC. In addition, rising emissions from devel-
oping countries requirethat all countries participate comprehensively and 
broadly with the aim of emissions mitigation. Until 2015, the main motivation 
of the international climate change negotiations was to establish new climate 
agreements that included both developed and developing countries in global 
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cooperative actions. The Paris Agreement was drafted and adopted by all the 
countries at the Paris Climate Conference in 2015. The agreement is consid-
ered a historical moment in terms of compromise between developed and de-
veloping countries on emissions reduction contributions, without diatomic 
reference such as the Annexes of the UNFCCC. The Paris Agreement is an 
inclusive legal document encompassing all countries without any institutional 
or categorical classification. The Paris Agreement prefers to use the terms ‘de-

An Infographic 
summarising 

Türkiye’s 
participation in 

the Paris Climate 
Agreement.
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veloped,’ ‘developing’, and ‘least developed’ 
countries; responsibilities to combat climate 
change are shared among developed and de-
veloping countries. The agreement entered 
into force in 2016. Its objective is to “hold the 
increase in global average temperature to well 
below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and 
pursue efforts to limit the temperature in-
crease to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels.”21 
The Paris Agreement is seen as a revolution 
in accepting low-carbon development, which 
signals the end of fossil fuels.

Climate Negotiation Arguments and Blocs 
For more than 30 years, the UNFCCC has tried to find a balance between re-
sponsible and vulnerable countries for climate change agreements. The UNF-
CCC is fundamentally based on the principle of CBDR and RC. This principle 
declared at the UN Conferenceon Environment and Development in 1992,22 
has two features. One is that ‘common’ is the concept of a common heritage 
and earth and recalls countries’ duty to preserve common resources. The dif-
ferentiated responsibility is concerned with countries’ national circumstances, 
such as socio-economic conditions and institutional capacity, to determine the 
equitable allocation of responsibilities for footing the bill for preserving the 
global climate system.23 The implication of this principle for climate policy is 
seen in the preamble, provisions, and substantive commitments of the UNF-
CCC. CBDR places the main responsibility on developed countries to mitigate 
climate change. In the climate change negotiations, developing countries’ ne-
gotiating groups, particularly the Group of 77 (G77) and China, as well as Af-
rican and Arab Groups, appreciate the CBDR principle.24 They argue that they 
are not historically responsible for the current climatic problems,25 therefore, 
the cost should be allocated among developed countries for emission mitiga-
tion and financial resources should be made available according to differen-
tiated responsibilities.26 Developing countries argue that developed countries 
have already transcended an intense emission economy or have enabled car-
bon leakage to developing countries.27 Although, the current situations of de-
veloped countries described themselves as more climate friendly, their histori-
cal responsibilities still continue to take more ambitious actions. According to 
this argument, emissions reduction should be undertaken by developed coun-
tries, because the majority of emissions currently in the atmosphere originated 
from actions taken by the developed countries in the process of creating their 
own prosperous societies.28

Developed countries dispute the categorization of countries as Annex-I and 
non-Annex or developed and developing countries and argue instead for a 

Although, the current 
situations of developed 
countries described 
themselves as more 
climate friendly, their 
historical responsibilities 
still continue to take 
more ambitious actions
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dynamic approach to applying CBDR 
based on mitigation efforts.29 Address-
ing their concerns is crucial, aswithout 
the active participation of developing 
countries, it may not be possible to 
reach the ultimate objective of the UN-
FCCC.30 Although the Kyoto Protocol 
was a first step to limiting and reducing 
quantified GHG emissions,31 its com-
mitments only cover Annex-I of the 
UNFCCC. Non-Annex countries, such 
as China, India, South Africa, Brazil, 

Mexico, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, and Argentina, signed the Protocol without 
committing to reduce their GHG emissions and argue for the right to develop-
ment and the principle of historical responsibility. Therefore, the principle of 
equity has been questioned by developed countries. In this context, the man-
dated negotiation platform for the preparation of a comprehensive agreement 
(the Paris Agreement) provided a significant opportunity to involve develop-
ing countries in both mitigation efforts and agreements regarding financial-
contributions to combat climate change. This opportunity made no distinction 
between Annex-I, non-Annex, developed, or developing countries.32 It has 
been acknowledged that this fundamental change started as an approach to a 
post-2015 climate regime before the drafting of the Paris Agreement.33 Thus, 
the Paris Agreement dismantled the Annex systems in climate diplomacy. In 
addition to this turning point, Intended Nationally Determined Contributions 
(INDC) were created as an innovative solution to ensure ‘all countries’ own 
active participation in substantive self-commitments. The INDCs were ex-
pected to reflect a country’s national circumstances, responsibilities, and capa-
bility.34 This innovation can be considered a complementary tool to the CBDR 
principle.35 To reach the overall goal of the Paris Agreement (e.g., keep the 
global temperature well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels), the signatory 
countries committed to combatting global climate change through mitigation, 
the creation of sinks and reservoirs, changes to markets and non-markets, ad-
aptation, restoration of loss and damage, support, transparency, and global 
stock-taking.36 The Paris Agreement is thus the first global reconciliation on 
climate change to achieve convergence among countries because it is the first 
time that an agreement has ignored the boundaries and differences of the par-
ties. In this context, the Paris Agreement covers the commitments of all coun-
try parties according to their INDCs with the highest possible ambition to 
reach the ultimate objective of the agreement.37 

Table 1 presents the main difference between the UNFCCC, the Kyoto Pro-
tocol, and the Paris Agreement in terms of the architecture of the legal docu-
ments, coverage of commitments, and targets. The UNFCCC provides a clear 

The Paris Agreement is thus 
the first global reconciliation 
on climate change to 
achieve convergence among 
countries because it is the 
first time that an agreement 
has ignored the boundaries 
and differences of the parties
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classification of countries and main guiding principles such as CBDR-RC for 
implementing the substantive articles. The Kyoto Protocol includes countries’ 
targets in its Annex-B, and the Paris Agreement is dynamic and differentiated 
based on countries’ INDCs. While the Protocol aims to reduce emissions of 
Annex I of the UNFCCC (or Annex-B of the Protocol), the agreement covers 
all country parties (developed countries and developing countries). 

Table 1. Comparison of Three International Climate Agreements

7 
 

Architecture 

Framework agreement with 
agreement on principles such  

as CBDR-RC, division of 
countries into Annexes with 
different groups of countries 

with differentiated 
responsibilities 

Differentiated targets  
based on national offers 

submitted to the multilateral 
negotiation process and 
multilaterally negotiated 

common metrics 

NDC is subject to transparency, 
multilateral consideration of 

progress, and common metrics in 
inventories and accounting. 

Coverage of 
Commitments 

Annex I Parties with a GHG 
stabilization goal, all Parties  
to take policies and measures 

UNFCCC Annex I/Kyoto 
Annex B parties only All parties 

Targets 
GHG stabilization goal  

for Annex I parties  
(‘quasi target’) 

Legally binding,  
differentiated mitigation 
targets inscribed in the  

treaty 

Non-binding contributions 
incorporated in parties’ INDCs,  
and provisions including those 
relating to the highest possible 

ambition, progression, and  
CBDR and RC in light of  

different national circumstances 

 

Source:IPCC, (2022) 
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these efforts and underscore its special circumstances with equity-based emissions mitigation 
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Türkiye’s contribution to climate change negotiations started during the period of the 
Intergovernmental Negotiation Committee (INC), which drafted the UNFCCC. The INC 
classified countries for the UNFCCC based on institutional categorization. In the early 1990s, 
discussions around the South and North were framed in terms of the developed countries’ 
collaboration and cooperation. For example, the OECD was dedicated to being the leader in the 
mitigation of climate change,providing financial support to developing countries andtransferring 
technology for climate-friendly projects and programs. Since Türkiye was a founding member of 
the OECD, it is directly listed in both Annex-II and Annex-I of the UNFCCC to reduce emissions 
and provide finance and technology transfer. Being an Annex-II and Annex-I country under the 
UNFCCC was not apolitical decision. Instead, it had to do with the allocation of duties for 
tackling climate change based on historical responsibilitiesand status as an OECD member.40 
However, Türkiye was not at the same development level as other OECD members. Annex I was 
formed among developed countries, which need to take historical responsibility for past 
emissions. The developed countries listed in Annex-II have pecuniary liability, i.e., they are 

Source: IPCC, (2022)

Türkiye’s Climate Policy Path

In line with the principle of CBDR-RC and national circumstances, Türkiye, as 
a developing country, has been actively participating in global efforts to tackle 
climate change, such asincreasing the share of renewable energy sources, pro-
moting energy efficiency, prioritizing clean fuel and environmentally-friendly 
vehicles and urban public transportation, encouraging railway transport sys-
tems, improving building standards through introducing the concept of nearly 
zero energy building (NZEB) and promoting a zero-waste approach.38 Türkiye 
has worked to share these efforts and underscore its special circumstances with 
equity-based emissions mitigation actions in platforms such as the COP.39

Türkiye’s contribution to climate change negotiations started during the pe-
riod of the Intergovernmental Negotiation Committee (INC), which drafted 
the UNFCCC. The INC classified countries for the UNFCCC based on insti-
tutional categorization. In the early 1990s, discussions around the South and 
North were framed in terms of the developed countries’ collaboration and co-
operation. For example, the OECD was dedicated to being the leader in the 
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mitigation of climate change, providing financial support to developing coun-
tries and transferring technology for climate-friendly projects and programs. 
Since Türkiye was a founding member of the OECD, it is directly listed in 
both Annex-II and Annex-I of the UNFCCC to reduce emissions and provide 
finance and technology transfer. Being an Annex-II and Annex-I country un-
der the UNFCCC was not apolitical decision. Instead, it had to do with the 
allocation of duties for tackling climate change based on historical respon-
sibilitiesand status as an OECD member.40 However, Türkiye was not at the 
same development level as other OECD members. Annex I was formed among 
developed countries, which need to take historical responsibility for past emis-
sions. The developed countries listed in Annex-II have pecuniary liability, i.e., 
they are required to provide financial support to developing countries. In con-
sideration of its emissions as compared to developed countries, Türkiye at-
tempted to be removed from the UNFCCC Annexes and to be re-categorized 
as a non-Annex country.41

Meanwhile, Türkiye’s EU candidacy position brought an additional influence 
over the country’s climate positions such as progress in monitoring of GHG 
emissions and escaping from additional inefficient fossil fuel subsidies and 
investment in energy. Like other Annex I countries, Türkiye was required to 
make emissions mitigation commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. More-
over, two new climate negotiations platforms42 (post-2012 and post-Kyoto) 
were set to cover all countries’ emissions mitigation measures and extend the 
implementation period of the Kyoto Protocol. Türkiye strategically decided 
to take an active position on these platforms, inalignment with the EU acquis 
communautaire. However, Türkiye did not declare any quantifiable emissions 
reduction targets in the Protocol. Türkiye’s main negotiation strategy on these 
platforms was to clarify its special circumstances. Finally, in 2001, at COP7 in 
Marrakesh,43 Türkiye’s requests were partially granted; it was removed from 
Annex II and designated as a party in Annex I with special circumstances.44 
This COP decisions invited other countries to recognize Türkiye’s special cir-
cumstances, which put Türkiye in a different position from other Annex-I 
countries.45 Over time, these circumstances continued to be refined. COP16,46 
COP17,47 and COP1848 resulted in three new decisions for Türkiye to be eligi-
ble to receivefinancial resources for mitigation, adaptation, technology devel-
opment, and capacity building. COP20 reiterated the final COP decisions for 
Türkiye’s position49 in 2014. However, clear guidelines for Türkiye’s utilization 
of Green Climate Fund were not explicitly added to these COP decisions. 

Before the Paris Climate Conference, in September 2015, Türkiye submitted 
its first INDC, which it prepared with an analytical study in 2015. The INDC 
was based on Türkiye’s National Climate Change Strategy and Action Plans. 
The INDC is substantive provisions of the policy documents under the UNF-
CCC official web site. Türkiye’s argument for operationalization of the CBDR 
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and RC principle found its place within the INDC, 
recalling its historical responsibility as 0.7 percent of 
global historical emissions.50 The INDC covered the 
period of 2020-2030 and aimed to reduce emissions 
up to 21 percent by 2030 compared to the Business-
as-Usual (BaU) scenario. However, many scholars 
argue that the INDC was neither realistic nor ambi-
tious enough, claiming that Türkiye’s BaU scenario 
would not be as high as announced in the INDC.51 
For example, Yeldan et al. estimated that Türkiye’s 
GHG emissions would be around 851 Mt CO2 un-
der the high-growth scenario and about 659 Mt CO2 
under the realistic-growth scenario.52 These estima-
tions are well below the BaU indicated in Türkiye’s 
calculations (1,175 Mt CO2 eq.). Similarly, CAT 
estimated that the policies and measures in Türki-
ye’s INDC would be between 668-791 Mt CO2 eq., 
rather than 929 Mt CO2 eq.53 Critics argued that Türkiye’s commitment is not 
aligned with the Paris Agreement goal or the EU climate policy and strategy. 

For its part, Türkiye explicitly declared financial needs and national circum-
stances and aimed to use the carbon pricing mechanism with the international 
carbon market in its INDC.54 Although many of the sectoral policies in the 
INDC are based on general plans, there are some guiding targets, such as 
increasing solar and wind capacity to 10 and 16 GW by 2030, respectively.55 
Türkiye’s INDC also includes targets for renewable energy, reducing electric-
ity transmission and distribution losses, commissioning nuclear power plants 
such as Akkuyu NPP,56 improving the efficiency of power plants, and establish-
ing co-generation facilities. Additionally, Türkiye sets energy efficiency targets 
in line with its National Strategy and Action Plan on Energy Efficiency targets 
for industrial facilities, buildings, and the transport and agriculture sector and 
promotes low-emission transportation modes and zero-energy buildings pre-
venting land degradation and waste minimization. However, INDC does not 
include the emissions reduction contribution of any specific targets and also 
does not emphasize phasing down coal and other fossil fuel energy usage to 
reach peak year for GHG emissions.57

Türkiye signed the Paris Agreement in 2016 and ratified it in 2021.58 Since the 
adoption of the Paris Agreement in 2015, Türkiye has requested from the UN-
FCCC about the definition of developed and developing countries with com-
mon understandings. Besides, Türkiye requested to clarify its position through 
proposals, statements, and speeches at COPs for being eligible for the Green 
Climate Fund and delete its name from Annex I of the UNFCCC.59 However, 
neither the UNFCCC Secretariat nor the other country parties assist in clarify-

Since the adoption of 
the Paris Agreement 
in 2015, Türkiye 
has requested from 
the UNFCCC about 
the definition of 
developed and 
developing countries 
with common 
understandings
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ing Türkiye’s request. Meanwhile, the European Green Deal60 and draft Carbon 
Border Adjustment Mechanisms regulation61 has become the driving force for 
starting Türkiye’s ratification process of the Paris Agreement. 

Türkiye’s Arguments in International Climate Discussions

Türkiye bases its arguments on equity-based effort sharing, the right to devel-
opment, historical responsibility, and the principle of CBDR-RC. Türkiye’s his-
torical responsibility argument is related to past emissions and their respective 
impacts on the global climate system. This argument is based on the ‘polluter 
pays’ principle and on the measurable, historical emissions of industrialized 
countries since the industrial revolution.62 Although Türkiye’s statements re-
garding fair climate regime expectations are not as rigid as those of developing 
countries, especially G77 members, they do emphasize historical responsibil-
ity.63 Türkiye’s share of cumulative emissions since the Industrial Revolution is 
less than 1 percent. Acknowledged COP decisions and historical responsibility 
throughout this argument give the leading role to developed counties. Türki-
ye’s special circumstances are expected to be recognized by all countries for 
putting Türkiye in different places from other Annex-I countries.64 However, 
the discussions to deepen the scope of the historical responsibilities were in-
terrupted before the Paris Agreement negotiations focused on new legal doc-
uments or agreements for global climate actions. Therefore, Türkiye did not 
continue to request clarification of its statusand preferred to declare itself as 
a developing country in the context of its historical responsibilities.65 Türkiye 
has only clarified its position with the interpretative declaration instrument 
while ratifying the Paris Agreement. 

Türkiye focuses its argument on the right to development and the aim of achiev-
ing sustainable development rather than the right to produce emissions.66 The 
rationality of this argument is based on its growing population and economy 
and the consequently increasing energy demand.67 Türkiye aims to ensure its 
energy supply security and diversify its primary sources of energy supply to 
include fossil fuels, renewable energy sources, and nuclear energy.68 Although 
renewable energy sources have gained significant momentum in recent years, 
fossil fuels still outweigh the total primary energy supply. Natural gas and oil 
imports are increasing to meet energy demand, especially in electricity gen-
eration, transportation, housing, and industrial sectors.69 This situation leads 
to dependence on fossil fuels and high GHG emissions levels. According to 
TURKSTAT, as of April 2022, Türkiye’s GHG emissions had reached 523.9 Mt 
and have increased by 138.4 percent compared to the 1990 level.70 The factors 
driving this increase are economic growth, population growth, continuing in-
dustrialization, and technological developments not yet reflected in produc-
tion processes. Sustainable consumption patterns have not yet been reached, 
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given the population’s increase in emis-
sion-intensive individual and social 
activities.71

Türkiye’s arguments regarding the CB-
DR-RC principle in climate change ne-
gotiations focus on the fair responsibil-
ity-sharing for the mitigation of GHG 
emissions, stressing that all countries 
should strive within the framework 
of the CBDR-RC principle. Türkiye is 
among the countries most affected by 
climate change. Accordingly, its position is that industrialized and developed 
countries should make an emissions reduction commitment commensurate 
with their historical responsibility. The amount of this commitment should be 
adjusted according to the development levels of all countries. In making this 
argument and request, Türkiye clearly diverges from the other countries in 
the UNFCCC’s Annex-I list.72 Türkiye’s argument is expressed very similarly 
in negotiations by other developing countries, especially the G77 and China 
negotiating group, which does not support Türkiye’s statements, proposals, 
or submissions, indicating how divided the political negotiating blocs in the 
climate change negotiations are.73 Neither Annex-I countries nor non-Annex 
countries have supported Türkiye’s arguments and position. This might be 
both a reason and a consequence of Türkiye’s absence from any political nego-
tiation blocs, of which there are many –the G77/China,74 the Africa Group,75 
the Arab Countries Group,76 the Umbrella Group,77 the Environmental Integ-
rity Group,78 and the EU79– in international climate negotiations.80 This makes 
Türkiye’s climate negotiation style and method more challenging. In climate 
change negotiations, countries form climate political negotiating groups to 
strengthen their arguments and increase cooperation with other countries and 
negotiations blocs.81

Türkiye’s Position Regarding the Paris Agreement

Türkiye’s New Climate Policy Paradigm
During the process of ratifying the Paris Agreement in September 2021, Tür-
kiye announced its 2053 carbon neutrality target –the country’s most ambi-
tious– in the UN General Assembly.82 Although Türkiye insisted on not taking 
any legally binding, absolute emissions mitigation targets during the drafting 
of the Paris Agreement, this long-term target toward decarbonization rep-
resents a revolution in Türkiye’s climate policy. In this context, Türkiye released 
a Green Development Initiative or Revolution report83 as a guidebook for its 
climate change and sustainable development approach in relation to multilat-
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eral climate agreements. As part of its ambitious plan, Türkiye’s Ministry of 
Environment and Urbanization was restructured and renamed the Ministry of 
Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change, and a Directorate of Climate 
Change was established. This institutional reorganization underscores Türki-
ye’s international climate change negotiations agenda and its national climate 
policy actions framework. 

One of the first actions of the Climate Change Directorate was to organize the 
First National Climate Council.84 Two important commissions, namely Green 
Finance and Carbon Pricing and Mitigation, focus on the 2053 NZE target and 
transformation of the economy. The first commission considers Türkiye’s 2053 
NZE target while recommending appropriate policies focusing on the comple-
tion of essential studies on green financing, strategies, policies, and infrastruc-
ture. In the Council, the necessity of the National Green Finance Strategy was 
underscored to coherently implement GHG emissions mitigation and adap-
tion action. The Council recommended the establishment of Working Groups 
to prepare a green transformation guide and green taxonomy for the country 
and to ensure a common understanding of green financial instruments and 
their classification in Türkiye’s financial system. To support this recommen-
dation, the commission also suggested establishing economic infrastructure 
by 2024 to better manage climate change-related financial risks and to create a 
framework for insurance coverage in climate-vulnerable sectors.

Türkiye has not yet created a national or domestic emission trading system 
(ETS). This issue has been raised in the Council.85 In the short term, a Climate 
Law might design an ETS that can be linked with the EU Carbon Border Ad-
justment Mechanism (CBAM) and that could benefit from the Paris Agree-
ment carbon market approaches. This policy recommendation can focus on 
studies to prepare the second version of the NDC and align it with the draft 
EU regulation on CBAM while establishing the national ETS. However, there 
is insufficient information about the marginal abatement cost (MAC) curves 
or cost-benefit analysis for possible ETS sectors.86 In addition to ETS, adjust-
ing and reforming the current tax system toward transforming indirect or im-
plicit taxes for carbon pricing (carbon trade and tax) is a challenging issue. It 
has been suggested in the Council that the auctioning revenue from the ETS 
should be used in line with targets of green development, NDCs, low-carbon 
development, and requirement for just transition actions to support the most 

Türkiye explicitly has accelerated establishing 
policy and institutional frameworks for 

climate change to transform both economy 
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vulnerable groups of the society. It is recommended by the Council that at least 
50 percent of this revenue should support GHG emissions mitigation actions 
of the reel sectors. If it is applied appropriately, the percentage share for the 
reel sector utilization would increase over the period. The challenging point 
is to reform the country’s current tax collection and budget allocation system. 

The mitigation commission of the Council recommends GHG emissions mit-
igation and land-use change in seven sectors:energy, transport, industry, ag-
riculture, waste, Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF), and 
buildings. These policy recommendations are generally based on previous 
national climate policy documents.87 In line with the 2053 NZE targets, a 
long-term energy plan is required as a roadmap for resource diversification, 
including alternative energy sources, hydrogen energy production and stor-
age, and natural gas extraction. This roadmap is essential because, as Şahin 
emphasizes,88 there are no clear guidelines or specific policy measures through 
which to achieve the policies recommended by the Council. For example, a 
new National Energy Efficiency 2030 Vision, Strategy, and Action Plan would 
be supportive documents of the Strategy. 

Electrification of the transport sector, including urban, intercity, and mari-
time transport, and battery and charging infrastructure are highlighted in the 
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mitigation commissions. Whether the electricity is generated from renewable 
energy sources or nuclear energy, there is significant room for cost-effective 
GHG emissions mitigation in the transport sector. Reducing industrial car-
bon production patterns can also contribute to the 2053 NZE target. These 
production patterns are pursuant to the circular economy89 and sustainable 
production and consumption principles. For instance, establishing infrastruc-
ture for the green industrial zones certification system and adopting business 
models within the scope of the Turkish Environmental Label system can stan-
dardize the manufacturing industries. This green infrastructure with labeling 
measures might trigger a change in other sectors, including transport, power, 
buildings, etc., to help meet the 2053 NZE target. 

In addition to mitigating GHG emissions sources, conserving emissions sink 
areas through forest and land management is gaining recognition as an im-
portant step in achieving the 2053 NZE targets. For example, forest firesare the 
main risk for Türkiye. To achieve the 2053 NZE target, additional forest areas 
must be added as emissions sink. Türkiye’s experience in controlling forest fires 
in extreme weather conditions has revealed that risk reduction strategies and 
assessmentsneed to be adjusted according to changing climate conditions.90

Financial Challenges and Opportunities

Türkiye has experienced rapid economic growth and industrialization, which 
is strongly correlated with energy consumption and GHG emissions. Over the 
last three decades, as an emerging economy with a more than 4.5 percent an-
nual average economic growth rate,91 Türkiye gradually seeks to decouple its 
GHG emissions from GDP growth.92 Transition to low-carbon development 
gained momentum after the ratification of the Paris Agreement, the installed 
capacity of renewable energy sources has exceeded 53,000 MW, and the total 
installed capacity is more than 100,000 MW.93 These installed capacities are so 
close to achieving the INDC target by 2030. After ratification of the agreement, 
new additional coal and lignite-based power plants are negligible, around 20 
MW.94 Even though these new coal and lignite power plants are very small, for 
better implementation of the agreement and convergence to carbon neutrality, 
decommissioning of these plants needs to be on the agenda of the country. 
Even so, Türkiye explicitly has accelerated establishing policy and institutional 
frameworks for climate change to transform both economy and society to-
wards NZE targets. As recommended bythe Climate Council, several new 
strategies, policies, and targets (e.g., NZE targets by 2053) will be set in line 
with the ultimate goal of the Paris Agreement and Article 4.19, which requires 
the preparation of low-emissions development strategies.95 Türkiye seems to 
enhance its contribution to global mitigation efforts within this context and 
approach. 
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Mitigation of emissions has a side 
benefit of reducing dependency on 
imports to foreign fossil fuel re-
sources on the path to green transi-
tion and NZE. Moreover, as an EU 
candidate, Türkiyeneeds to recognize 
the EU’s climate strategy and policy. 
For instance, European Green Deal 
and its complementary steps (e.g., 
fit for 55 and Carbon Border Adjust-
ment Mechanisms) aim to reduce 
GHG emissions both in domestic ac-
tions and with trade partners.96 In this context, Türkiye’s foreign trade, par-
ticularly exportation, will contribute to its progression into a high-income 
country. When these climate actions are considered with Türkiye’s fossil fuel 
import dependency, particularly for natural gas, imported coal, and oil for 
energy conversion, appropriate strategies, policies, and measures must be an-
nounced while updating NDC and long-term lower emissions development 
strategies. 

Türkiye’s first NDC requires an emission reduction of around 1,800 million 
tons of CO2 equivalent in total by 2030.97 This reduction includes industrial, 
agricultural, waste emissions, land-use change, and forestry sectors. There is 
no information, data, or explanation about the cost and finance requirements. 
Arı and Yıkmaz focus on policies and measures –and their cost– for the power 
sector and their estimation ranges between $10.73-12.52 billion in 2018.98 
When the remaining sectors are considered in connection with the absolute 
emissions target and NZE approach, there will be an enormous financial de-
mand for implementing the Paris Agreement. 

Moreover, located in the Mediterranean region, Türkiye is already suffering 
from the impacts of climate change. New financial resources are required to 
reduce the damage caused by climate change, both in the inland and coastal 
areas of the country. Türkiye should mobilize its domestic financial resources 
and find new, additional finance sources from multilateral development banks 
and regional banks and through bilateral cooperation and investments. Al-
though Türkiye is currently eligible to use the Global Environmental Facility 
(GEF), it has insufficient financial assistance to trigger the transformationto 
green economy. Furthermore, Türkiye’s eligibility for accessing the Green Cli-
mate Fund (GCF) is not precise. In other words, even though Türkiye is eligible 
to receive GCF support, the GCF’s resources are insufficient for the least devel-
oped countries and developing countries,99 and projects from Türkiye may not 
be on the GCF’s urgent action list. Therefore, Türkiye should seek new ways to 
financeclimate mitigation measures through public and private sector projects 

Türkiye’s main position in 
climate negotiations is based 
on climate justice with respect 
to industrialized countries’ 
historical responsibilities, 
the CBDR-RC principle, and 
equity-based burden-sharing 
among all parties
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rather than relying on the financial 
mechanisms of the UNFCCC (e.g., 
the GEF and the GCF), and con-
cessional loan programs with mul-
tilateral and regional development 
banks should be rethought. 

Furthermore, Türkiye would pro-
vide evidence for the utilization 
rate and increase its concessional 
borrowing capacity for green in-
vestments. For example, prior to the 
2021 Glasgow Climate Conference, 
Türkiye announced an Agreement 
it had reached withthese multilat-
eral development banks for mobi-

lizing $3.157100 billion for climate action projects.101 Although this is a positive 
step, these financial resources are not enough tocover the costs of shifting from 
overreliance on fossil fuels to a renewable energy system or to transform Tür-
kiye’s economy. Although the total financial requirements have not yet been 
established, it is estimated that the cost to align just the power sector with the 
first NDC would be more than $10 billion. 

Ratifying the Paris Agreement enables to mobilize $3.157 billion, but this 
amount covers only one-third of the costs of implementing the new policies 
for the power sector laid out in the current NDC. The Paris Agreement re-
quests more ambitious NDCs in the second cycle;102 therefore, the present level 
of funding will not be enough to accomplish the necessary transformation. 

Green economy transition and an NZE future are possible with financial sup-
port to implement low-emission and less energy-intensive innovations in 
national economy and domestic sectors. Thus, providing and increasing the 
financial support at the right points for the maximized effectiveness of the in-
vestments is crucial.

Conclusion 

Türkiye is contributing to the global solution for climate change. Türkiye’s 
main position in climate negotiations is based on climate justice with respect 
to industrialized countries’ historical responsibilities, the CBDR-RC principle, 
and equity-based burden-sharing among all parties. Therefore, features of the 
Paris Agreement such as architecture, coverage of commitments, and targets 
are aligned with Türkiye’s overall climate strategy. Türkiye’s expectations re-

Although Türkiye’s institutional 
classification under the UNFCCC 
is one ofthe biggest reasonsfor 
this problem, Türkiye prefers 
to overcome this challenge 
through self-differentiation as 
a developing country under the 
Paris Agreement according to 
the given right from the Vienna 
Convention on the Law of 
Treaties (VCLT)
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garding climate justice are reflected in its efforts to establish fairness in the 
classification of countries in the UNFCCC. 

Türkiye’s growing population and increasing economic activities are resulting 
in rising GHG emissions and increasing the cost of mitigation. Using only its 
own national capabilities without receiving a grant, loan, or credit, Türkiye has 
been unable to meet these costs. The main challenge Türkiye faces is a lack of 
financial assistance in the face of the increasing burden and damage of climate 
change. Although Türkiye’s institutional classification under the UNFCCC is 
one ofthe biggest reasonsfor this problem, Türkiye prefers to overcome this 
challenge through self-differentiation as a developing country under the Paris 
Agreement according to the given right from the Vienna Convention on the 
Law of Treaties (VCLT).

Türkiye has ratified the Paris Agreement and is currently updating its second 
NDC with a long-term, low-emissions development strategy, and draft CBAM 
regulation and other carbon pricing instruments have triggered changes in 
Türkiye’s national climate policy. Therefore, to reach its goals of decarboniza-
tion and NZE targets by 2053, the country should scale up its green finance 
investment. It is supported in this endeavor by a new deal with multilateral 
development banks for public and private sector projects. After receiving addi-
tional finance from multilateral development banks, the NZE targets could be 
easily achieved through channeling green economy transformation projects. 
Green development to change patterns of both production and consumption 
with the aim of achieving carbon neutrality is critical. Such opportunities are 
supported by international financial flow for climate change actions. 

In conclusion, while ongoing international climate negotiations still need to 
accommodate Türkiye’s demand for climate justice, Türkiye should integrate 
and implement national climate policies into its development plans and pro-
grams. 
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