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Between the ecological perspective and global confrontation:
Current results of COP26

Abstract. The purpose of this study was to identify the impact of COP26 decisions on political processes, energy policy,
and international cooperation. For this, the study employed the methods of historical analysis, comparison of political
positions of the key participants of the conference, as well as analysis of the adopted resolutions and their consequences.
The results of the study showed that COP26 was a prominent milestone in shaping global climate policy but reflected
major political differences between countries. On the one hand, the decisions made helped to intensify work on renewable
energy sources and implement emission reduction mechanisms. On the other hand, the conference revealed contradictions
in the timing of carbon neutrality and the scale of commitments, which limited the scope for global coordination. An
analysis of climate funding revealed that developed countries, albeit committed to increasing financial support for
developing countries, have been unable to meet all their demands. This has led to political tensions that hinder the
effective implementation of climate initiatives. Special attention is paid to the role of COP26 in strengthening and
weakening international cooperation in the energy sector. The study found that the ambitious emission reduction targets
of the EU and the US are markedly different from the cautious stance of fossil fuel dependent countries such as China and
Russia. The study highlighted the need to find a compromise between countries to effectively address climate challenges.
Particular attention should be paid to creating financing mechanisms that accommodate the interests of both developed
and developing countries. Only by strengthening international cooperation and adopting an adaptive approach to climate
commitments can sustainable outcomes in the fight against climate change be achieved
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Introduction

The relevance of this study is driven by the need for a deep-
er analysis of the relationship between environmental ob-
ligations, economic interests, and political processes at
the international level. The impact of climate negotiations
on contemporary international politics is one of the most
pressing issues in the context of global challenges related
to climate change. Decisions taken at the Conference of
the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (COP) not only determine the climate
policy of individual countries, but also substantially in-
fluence the global energy cooperation, economic stability,
and political interaction between states. Of particular sig-
nificance was the 26" Conference of the Parties (COP26),
held in November 2021 in Glasgow, which became a plat-
form for complex political negotiations, critical decisions,
and significant controversies between key states.
Researchers have repeatedly emphasised the ambiv-
alence of climate conference decisions, which reflects

the conflicting interests of participating states and
the difficulty of finding a compromise. According to
R. Clémencon (2023), a key problem in international
climate negotiations is the deep gap between the eco-
nomic priorities of developed and developing countries.
Developed countries, historically responsible for most of
global greenhouse gas emissions, insist on a rapid tran-
sition to low-carbon economies, while developing coun-
tries demand compensation for the impact of climate
change, emphasising their limited financial and tech-
nological capacity. According to R. Hafezi et al. (2024),
these opposites considerably complicate decision-mak-
ing during conferences, as each party seeks to minimise
its own costs, often to the detriment of global goals.
Uncertainty about the mechanisms for implementing
decisions becomes an additional barrier, as many coun-
tries question the transparency and effectiveness of the
proposed approaches.
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The role of climate funding, which became one of the
central topics of discussion at COP26, attracts particular
attention. According to S. Bracking & B. Leffel (2021), fi-
nancial support for developing countries is viewed not only
as a means of adapting to the effects of climate change, but
also as a powerful political tool used to balance interests
between the global North and South. K. Perry & L. Sea-
ley-Huggins (2023) emphasised that unequal access to fi-
nancial resources not only exacerbates socio-economic in-
equality, but also complicates international negotiations,
creating a trust gap between donor and recipient countries.

The role of developed countries in global climate ne-
gotiations, particularly in the context of initiatives such
as COP26, has been criticised by developing countries for
uneven financial commitments, the lack of specific mech-
anisms to support transformation processes, and the un-
willingness of some countries to reduce emissions in the
short term. According to D. Wang & Y. Fang (2024), the
policies of these countries, including the United States,
China, and Russia, are driven not only by international
obligations but also by domestic economic and political
priorities. While the influence of developed countries on
global climate policy is decisive, not all of them demon-
strate the same readiness for ambitious climate initiatives.
N. Carter & M. Pearson (2024) analysed the ambiguous cli-
mate policy in the UK, showing its changes over the peri-
od from 2015 to 2022. The researchers noted that the UK
Conservative governments combined progress on zero net
emissions commitments and increased emissions reduc-
tion targets with inadequate policy implementation, indi-
cating internal divisions within the party. These political
divisions in the UK reflect a broader global trend where
internal economic and political interests of developed
countries largely determine their willingness to take part
in climate initiatives.

According to C.S. Malley et al. (2023), one of the key
achievements of the COP26 conference was the agreement
to reduce methane emissions, which is of particular rel-
evance considering its promising global warming poten-
tial in the short term. This invites discussion of the de-
velopment of a global initiative that will make a valuable
contribution to curbing the temperature rise to the limits
set by the Paris Agreement. Particular focus was placed on
creating mechanisms to monitor the implementation of
climate commitments. As A. Alqaisi (2024) noted that the
introduction of independent monitoring tools and trans-
parent reporting systems aims to increase the level of ac-
countability of countries, but the implementation of these
initiatives continues to be an open question due to the
extensive gap between the stated goals and actual actions
of countries. Researchers emphasised the lack of funding,
limited access to technology in developing countries, and
political disagreements between key stakeholders.

No less controversial is the issue of achieving carbon
neutrality, which became central to COP26. According to
L. Chen et al. (2022), the goals declared by countries to
achieve zero emissions by 2050 are ambitious, but their
implementation requires extensive financial, technolog-
ical, and political resources. Achieving carbon neutrality
is critical to avoiding a climate catastrophe, and there-
fore the international community must step up its efforts
in this area.

The purpose of the present study was to analyse the
COP26 decisions in the context of their impact on energy
policy, international cooperation, and political relations
between countries. For this, the study performed a histor-
ical review of previous climate conferences, analysed the
political context of COP26, including the positions of the
key players and the reasons for the absence of China and
Russia, assessed the impact of the conference decisions
on the energy policies of key countries, investigated the
controversies over climate funding and achieving carbon
neutrality and the conflicts that arose during the discus-
sion of these issues.

Literature Review

In the current scientific literature, COP26 is considered
a valuable political stage in the transformation of global
climate policy. One of the key issues identified in numer-
ous studies is the gap between the rhetoric of participating
countries and their factual commitments to reduce emis-
sions and finance climate action. A. Kaya & L.S. Schof-
ield (2020) examined the evolution of COP conferences,
emphasising a gradual shift from declarative agreements
in the 1990s to more concrete mechanisms for imple-
menting climate commitments, including through the in-
troduction of monitoring, reporting, and financial support
instruments. However, COP26 again revealed structural
limitations of international climate governance, particu-
larly the unequal access of countries to mechanisms for
influencing decisions and financing adaptation measures.
W.Jiang et al. (2022) emphasised that COP26 reflects a new
era of “climate capitalism”, where transnational econom-
ic interests, large corporations, and financial institutions
are beginning to set environmental priorities, sometimes
pushing social justice and the needs of vulnerable commu-
nities off the agenda.

S. Haug et al. (2021) detailed the political tensions
between the Global North and South, highlighting that
developed states tend to avoid legal responsibility for
historical greenhouse gas emissions, which fuels distrust
of the decision-making process at climate conferences.
This strategy of avoiding concrete commitments is re-
sented by less developed countries, which emphasise
that it is the industrialised nations that have accumulat-
ed the bulk of historical emissions and, therefore, should
bear most of the financial and technological burden of
overcoming the consequences of climate change. K. An-
derson et al. (2020) noted that the principle of “shared
but differentiated responsibilities”, officially stipulated
in the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change,
is still incompletely implemented, specifically in the
context of financing adaptation measures in developing
countries. Many of the commitments made at the COP
conferences are still unfulfilled or are formalised in ways
that render making real funding available to vulnerable
regions impossible. This only exacerbates the imbalance
in the ability of countries to address the climate crisis
and creates an atmosphere of political tension that pre-
vents the development of joint, long-term solutions.

Y. Zhang et al. (2021) emphasised that the term
“carbon neutrality” is increasingly used in political dis-
course as a tool to create an image of “environmental res-
ponsibility”, but without a proper methodological basis.
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The absence of clear mechanisms for monitoring, con-
trol, and accountability for non-compliance with targets
creates a risk that climate policy will become a formali-
ty. N.E. Paul (2024) drew analogous conclusions, who,
after analysing the Nationally Determined Contributions
(NDCs) of different countries, concluded that even if they
are fully implemented, the world will be unable to keep
warming within 1.5°C, as envisaged by the Paris Agree-
ment. The problem is exacerbated by the fact that most
NDCs do not account for adaptation measures and do not
ensure a fair distribution of the climate burden.

Y. Wang et al. (2022) examined COP26 through the
lens of geoeconomics, emphasising that the conference
has become a battleground for controlling future mar-
kets for clean technologies, from battery systems to elec-
tric vehicle infrastructure. The environmental agenda is
increasingly being integrated into economic influence
strategies, while the transition to a green economy is
viewed by countries as part of a new industrial revolu-
tion. In this context, D.G. Victor et al. (2022) highlight-
ed the symbolic nature of many climate commitments,
which are used by states to reinforce their national po-
sitions in the international arena. The COP increasingly
serves as a diplomatic theatre where political pledging
dominates practical steps towards achieving global cli-
mate goals, such as climate justice, export restrictions, or
technology transfer.

H. Salimi Turkamani (2024) investigated the po-
litical controversy around the creation of a mechanism
for compensation for loss and damage as one of the key
points of conflict at COP26. The researcher noted that
the lack of political will on the part of developed coun-
tries led to vague wording in the final documents. S. Mc-
Donnell (2023) emphasised that without adequate fund-
ing, the adaptation risks being still a declarative rather
than an effective part of climate policy. The researcher
emphasised that the integration of adaptation measures
into national planning should be accompanied not only
by political commitments but also by real access to fi-
nancial and technical resources, especially for the least
developed countries.

It is also relevant to review the study by K. Almu-
tairi et al. (2023), which analysed new strategies for the
development of renewable energy after COP26. Experts
predicted a significant increase in global investment in
solar, wind, and geothermal energy, particularly in re-
gions with prominent natural potential. However, the
researchers noted that without proper planning, such
a transformation could lead to new forms of energy in-
equality. Decentralisation of RES, as highlighted by
Y. Sun et al. (2023), should become a key element of the
green transition, as it enables the involvement of local
communities, creation of new jobs, and increased energy
autonomy. In other words, it is only through democratis-
ing access to energy that it can be ensured that climate
transformation is not only technologically sound but
also socially just. COP26 was a critical step in rethink-
ing global climate governance. The scientific discourse
is dominated by scepticism regarding the conference’s
ability to deliver a just climate transformation without
a radical change in approaches to financing, emissions
control, and geopolitical cooperation.
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Materials and Methods

This study employed a comprehensive approach to an-
alyse the impact of the decisions of the 26" UN Climate
Conference (COP26) on international policy, energy co-
operation, and the achievement of climate goals. The
study was conducted in three stages between March 2024
and December 2024. The first stage involved the col-
lection and systematisation of data on previous COP
conferences, their evolution and outcomes. Particular
attention was paid to analysing the political context
prior to COP26, including global political and econom-
ic factors that influenced the positions of key players
(UNFCCC, 2021b; World Bank, 2024a; 2024b;
2024c; 2025). The second stage of the study included a
detailed analysis of official COP26 documents, includ-
ing the Copenhagen Accord (2009), the Paris Agree-
ment (2015), and the COP26 report (UNFCCC, 2021a). The
study compared the approaches of key global actors — the
United States (The U.S. Department of Energy, 2022),
China (IEA, 2022a) and Russia (IEA, 2022b), and India
(The Union Cabinet, 2022) - to the distribution of fi-
nancial commitments to combat climate change. The
study analysed the political and economic reasons
for China’s and Russia’s absence from COP26, includ-
ing the internal and external factors that influenced
their decisions. The third stage of the study included
a comprehensive comparative analysis of the strate-
gies adopted at COP26, focusing on their practical im-
plementation in the key actors, the US, the EU, China,
Russia, and India. To examine the specific features of
approaches to achieving carbon neutrality, the study
employed the method of content analysis of long-term
low-emission development strategies. The analysis cov-
ered the timeframe within which countries declare the
achievement of carbon neutrality and the estimated
amount of greenhouse gas emission reductions in the
short and medium term. The study also focused on fi-
nancial commitments between developed and develop-
ing countries, given the divergent approaches to shar-
ing responsibility for financing climate initiatives. The
study analysed the implications of these conflicts for
international climate cooperation, including the proba-
ble risks and prospects for further climate negotiations
(World Bank, 2021; UNFCCC, 2021c; 2021d; 2021e;
2021f; 2021g; 2022a; 2022b).

The methodological framework of the study includ-
ed several interrelated approaches that ensured a com-
prehensive analysis of the topic. Historical analysis was
employed to examine the evolution of climate negoti-
ations at previous COP conferences to trace the devel-
opment of their key themes, key resolutions, and the
dynamics of country participation. Political analysis was
employed to provide an in-depth assessment of the po-
sitions of key players, such as the US, EU, G77 countries,
China, and Russia, considering their national interests,
economic priorities, and energy and climate strategies.
The application of these methodological approaches was
aimed at a comprehensive study of the transformation of
climate policy of key international actors after COP26,
with the purpose of identifying political, economic, and
institutional factors that affect the implementation of
climate commitments.
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Results

Political context and key players at the 26™ Climate
Conference. The Conference of the Parties (COP), estab-
lished under the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), is the central platform for
international climate change negotiations. Since COP1
in 1995, their purpose has been to create a comprehen-
sive strategy to reduce the impact of human activity on
the climate. At COP3, the first legally binding document
was adopted — the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (1997), which
set concrete targets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions
for developed countries. The Protocol aimed to reduce
emissions to levels below 1990 levels, but not all countries
have fulfilled these commitments. In 2009, at the COP15
in Copenhagen, a new global agreement was expected to
be concluded to replace the Kyoto Protocol after 2012. The
key issues discussed included countries’ commitments to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, financing mechanisms
for developing countries, and the creation of a single le-
gally binding document. However, the conference ended
without a legally binding agreement. Instead, the Copen-
hagen Accord (2009) was adopted, a non-binding political
declaration that did not contain clear quantitative emis-
sions reduction targets. This necessitated a new agree-
ment, which was reached at COP21 in Paris in 2015. The
Paris Climate Change Conference (COP21) held in 2015
was aimed at reaching a new comprehensive climate agree-
ment that would unite all countries in the world in their
efforts to combat climate change. The key issues discussed
at the conference included long-term targets for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, adaptation to the effects of cli-
mate change, financial support for developing countries,
and monitoring and reporting mechanisms. This resulted
in the adoption of the Paris Agreement (2015), which set a
goal of keeping the global average temperature rise to well
below 2 °C compared to pre-industrial levels, with the in-
tention of limiting it to 1.5 °C. The agreement also obliged
all countries to submit Nationally Determined Contribu-
tions (NDCs) and update them every five years, demon-
strating progress in reducing emissions. Each subsequent
conference, including COP26, continued to build on the
previous decisions, focusing on implementing the goals of
the Paris Agreement, increasing climate funding, and de-
veloping innovative technologies to reduce emissions. The
COPs have become not only a decision-making platform,
but also a valuable tool for monitoring and reporting on
the results achieved in the fight against climate change.
Before COP26, which took place in November 2021
in Glasgow, the global political situation was challeng-
ing. The COVID-19 pandemic, which began in late 2019,
had a global economic impact, causing a 3.5% decline in
global GDP in 2020, according to the World Bank (2024a).
This significantly worsened the economic prospects of
countries, particularly the development of infrastructure
and innovative technologies, including renewable ener-
gy sources (Zhuravel, 2023). Growing government budget
deficits caused by the effects of lockdowns and crisis eco-
nomic measures in response to the COVID-19 pandemic
markedly weakened the ability of many governments to
invest in climate initiatives. According to Statista, based
on the International Monetary Fund A. O’Neill (2023),

in 2020, the budget deficit in emerging market countries
increased to 9.3% of GDP on average, up from 4.8% in
2019. In South Africa, this figure reached 10.8%, in Bra-
zil — 13.4%, and in India - 9.2%. At the same time, the
level of global cooperation declined due to the prioriti-
sation of national interests, the closure of borders, and
the strengthening of protectionist approaches. This also
complicated the implementation of the joint financial and
technical mechanisms stipulated by the Paris Agreement.

The economic downturn has had a particularly dev-
astating effect on low-income countries, where the pan-
demic has exacerbated structural inequalities. The World
Bank (2024c) estimates that over 97 million people world-
wide fell below the extreme poverty line in 2020, with the
majority in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. For exam-
ple, the poverty rate in Nigeria increased by more than
2% in the first year of the pandemic alone. In countries
such as Bangladesh and Ethiopia, a significant decline was
observed in employment in the informal sector, which ac-
counted for over 70% of the total labour market. In this re-
gard, increased pressure on governments has forced them
to reorient their budget priorities from long-term climate
goals to immediate socio-economic needs.

Global disagreements over the financing of climate
initiatives continue to be a constant topic of discus-
sion at COP conferences. According to the Copenhagen
Accord (2009), reached at COP15, developed countries
pledged to provide USD 100 bn annually to support cli-
mate action in developing countries. However, according
to a United Nations report, only about USD 80 bn was mo-
bilised by 2021, which is 80% of the pledged amount (Unit-
ed Nations, 2021). This chronic underfunding caused dis-
content among countries in the Global South, especially in
Africa and Latin America. The source of resentment is not
only inequity in the fulfilment of financial commitments,
but also the disparity between the level of vulnerability
to climate risks and access to resources to counter these
risks. For instance, in Mozambique and Haiti, climate-re-
lated disasters, including cyclones and floods, caused
large-scale social losses, but a lack of funding made it
impossible to properly adapt infrastructure to extreme
weather events (African Development Bank Group, 2025).

The governments of these countries were forced to cut
social spending or turn to international financial institu-
tions to raise loans to cover the costs of combating climate
change, which led to an increased debt burden. Thus, the
failure of developed countries to fulfil their commitments
not only undermines confidence in climate processes, but
also directly deepens inequality between global regions.
According to the OECD report, only 27% of these funds
were allocated to climate change adaptation, while the
majority (60%) were used to mitigate the effects of climate
change (OECD, 2023). Developing countries emphasised
the need for greater investment in projects aimed at re-
storing ecosystems, protecting biodiversity, and devel-
oping clean technologies. This failure to meet financial
commitments by developed countries called into question
the effectiveness of global climate commitments and be-
came a crucial aspect of the political discussions at COP26.
Southern countries have been actively calling for an eq-
uitable distribution of climate funding, which became
part of the Climate Justice Programme launched in 2021
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(International Federation of Social Workers, 2021). The
commitments signed during COP21 in 2015 are also still
unfulfilled. One of the key points of the Paris Agreement
was to reduce CO, emissions by 2030. As presented in Ta-
ble 1, while the US and EU are showing positive dynamics
in reducing CO, emissions, their efforts may not be enough

to meet global climate goals unless other major economies
step up their commitments. Rising emissions in Russia
and China severely complicate the meeting of the climate
goals, as these countries are among the largest sources of
greenhouse gases. India, despite its relatively low per cap-
ita emissions, is also demonstrating negative dynamics.

Table 1. Change in CO, emissions compared to commitments

Country | Pledged reduction by 2030 | COq level as of 2015 (tonnes) | CO, level as of 2021 (tonnes) | CO, level as of 2023 (tonnes)
USA 40% 16.5 14.8 14.3
Russia 70% 11.3 11.7 12.5
China 60% 7.1 8 8.4
EU 55% 7.5 7.1 6.7
India 33% 1.7 1.9 2.1

Source: compiled by the author of this study based on Paris Agreement (2015) and OWD (2024)

At COP26, developing countries emphasised the need
for greater flexibility in greenhouse gas emission re-
quirements. They emphasised that they are at the stage
of industrialisation and development, and therefore se-
vere restrictions could significantly affect their economic
development. According to the World Bank, developing
countries account for about 60% of the world’s population,
and their economies’ share of global output is still growing
(World Bank, 2025). These countries often rely on ener-
gy-intensive industries, such as metallurgy, agriculture,
and manufacturing, which require significant carbon diox-
ide emissions. Based on these factors, developing countries
have insisted on flexibility in meeting their climate com-
mitments, considering their socio-economic needs. For ex-
ample, India, one of the largest developing countries, said
it needed more time to implement its emissions reduction
commitments, especially in the context of its growing pop-
ulation and need for energy to support development. This
issue was also related to financial aid. Developing coun-
tries demanded more funding for the transition to renew-
able energy and climate change adaptation. Since many
of them are vulnerable to the effects of climate change,
they sought commitments from developed countries to
fulfil financial pledges, such as the USD 100 bn per year
set at previous conferences (Copenhagen Accord, 2009).

The political aspect, exacerbated by economic prob-
lems after the pandemic, substantially influenced the
negotiation process at COP26, where developed coun-
tries emphasised the urgency of achieving climate goals,
while developing countries demanded a fairer distribution
of financial resources and more flexible deadlines for re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions. At COP26, major glob-
al players with differing national interests and climate
ambitions played a key role in determining the outcome.
The United States, under the leadership of President Joe
Biden, focused on returning to global climate leadership
after withdrawing from the Paris Agreement (2015) during
the Donald Trump administration. The re-engagement in
the agreement was accompanied by the announcement
of ambitious targets: reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions by 40% by 2030 compared to 2005 levels. To achieve
these goals, the Biden administration planned extensive
investments in clean energy, including USD 369 bn for
climate initiatives within the framework of the Social In-
frastructure Bill (The U.S. Department of Energy, 2022).
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Internal efforts in the United States focused on the de-
velopment of renewable energy sources, decarbonisation
of transport and electricity, and the introduction of new
energy efficiency standards (The U.S. Department of Ener-
gy, 2022). This was to help create jobs and strengthen the
emissions-reducing economy.

Despite numerous internal challenges, the Europe-
an Union has maintained a leading role in global efforts
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Under the Europe-
an Green Deal adopted in 2019, the EU aims to become
the first climate-neutral continent by 2050. By 2030, it
is planned to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at
least 55% from 1990 levels. In line with this strategy,
member states have pledged to increase the share of re-
newable energy in the energy mix to 40% by 2030 (EU
Monitor, 2022). In the international arena, the EU has
emphasised the need to strengthen its climate partner-
ship with developing countries and has provided signifi-
cant funding to support the global green transformation.
The President of the European Commission, Ursula von
der Leyen, stressed the importance of a fair transition to
a green economy that includes social protection (Euro-
pean Commission, 2021). A EUR 17.5 bn fund was created
under the Just Transition Mechanism to support regions
dependent on fossil fuels, such as Silesia in Poland or As-
turias in Spain (World Bank Group, 2021).

The key players at COP26 developed their strategies in
the context of national economic realities and global cli-
mate challenges, creating a complex political dynamic that
had a decisive impact on the consensus at the conference.
However, some major actors were absent from COP26. Most
notably, China and Russia were absent. The absence of Chi-
na and Russia from COP26 in Glasgow in November 2021
considerably affected the course and outcome of the con-
ference, which was considered key to the fight against cli-
mate change. Chinese President Xi Jinping and Russian
President Vladimir Putin did not attend in person, which
caused criticism and concern from the international com-
munity. The official reason for Xi Jinping’s absence was to
follow strict quarantine measures related to the zero-tol-
erance policy for COVID-19 (Shawn, 2022). This decision
also had political overtones, as China was preparing for the
20" Communist Party Congress in 2022, and the country’s
leadership was focused on internal stability. The energy
crisis of 2021 also played a crucial role: coal accounted
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for 61% of the country’s energy mix, with annual con-
sumption of about 4.2 billion tonnes. A rapid coal phase-
out could jeopardise China’s economic growth, which
continues to be a priority for the government (IEA, 2022a).

Russia also did not send its president to the confer-
ence, citing internal reasons and diplomatic differences.
Russia is one of the largest oil and gas exporters, and its
economy is heavily dependent on fossil fuel exports: in
2021, the fuel and energy sector accounted for more than
60% of the country’s exports and about 45% of its budget
(IEA, 2022b). Vladimir Putin’s absence was perceived as a
political signal that underscored Russia’s unwillingness
to make tough climate commitments. Russia’s announced
goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2060 was criticised
as insufficiently ambitious considering the goal of keeping
global warming to 1.5 °C (Climate Action Tracker, 2022).

The absence of the leaders of China and Russia sub-
stantially affected the outcome of COP26, as these coun-
tries are among the largest polluters and key players in
global energy policy. Their absence at the summit sig-
nalled an unwillingness to make active commitments to
achieve the goals of the Paris Agreement. The wording
on the “phase-out” of coal in the final text of the Glasgow
Climate Pact (UNFCCC, 2021a) was a compromise due to
the resistance of China and Russia, which continue to
rely heavily on fossil fuels to meet their energy needs and
economic development.

This decision was criticised by environmental organi-
sations, which argued that the use of the term “phase-out”
instead of “phase-down” substantially weakens global
efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Stricter lan-
guage could have encouraged a faster transition to re-
newable energy sources, contributing to the creation of a
green economy and reducing the adverse environmental
impact. The compromise enabled China and Russia to con-
tinue to use coal in large volumes, postponing the problem
to the future. The weakness of the final COP26 text was
a cause for concern among developing countries that are
most affected by climate change. The need for stronger
international pressure on large economies such as China
and Russia to reduce their emissions was emphasised.

The political aspect of the run-up to COP26 showed
that although the conference was supposed to be a promi-
nent milestone in global efforts to combat climate change,
the political situation stayed complex and ambiguous.
Internal and external contradictions between developed
and developing countries made it challenging to reach a
consensus. Differences in approaches to financing climate
initiatives, fulfilling commitments to mitigate and adapt
to climate change, and adapting to its effects exacerbated
tensions among negotiators. Additionally, global crises,
including the economic and energy difficulties caused by
the COVID-19 pandemic and political disagreements, have
further complicated the ability of countries to act together.
These factors indicate that the global fight against climate
change requires deeper political will and international co-
operation to overcome existing differences and ensure the
effective implementation of climate goals.

Effects of COP26 decisions on energy policy and
international cooperation. COP26 was a major milestone
in global efforts to overcome the effects of climate change.
The conference participants adopted a series of decisions

aimed at accelerating the transition to a low-carbon econo-
my, which influenced the energy policies of the participat-
ing countries. One of the key achievements of COP26 was
the adoption of the Glasgow Climate Pact (UNFCCC, 2021a),
which prescribes accelerating the phase-out of coal, reduc-
ing fossil fuel subsidies, and developing renewable energy
sources. A significant aspect of the conference was the re-
affirmation of the commitment of developed countries to
mobilise USD 100 bn annually to support climate initiatives
in developing countries. Participants also announced the
creation of new financial mechanisms for climate change
adaptation. Particular attention was paid to the Methane
Emissions Reduction Initiative, in which more than 100
countries participated. The initiative aims to reduce meth-
ane emissions by 30% by 2030 compared to 2020 levels
(UNFCCC, 2021a). Over 40 countries signed a declaration
on the phase-out of coal as an energy source. However, this
agreement caused controversy, as India and China insisted
on softening the wording on coal phase-out, which was re-
flected in the final text of the agreement (UNFCCC, 2021c).

The decisions made substantially affected the energy
policies of key countries. The European Union, which ac-
tively supported the Glasgow Pact, integrated its provisions
into the European Green Deal (EU Monitor, 2022). This plan
envisages a 55% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by
2030, an increase in the share of renewable energy sources
to 40% in the overall energy balance, and the acceleration
of wind and solar energy development. The United States
announced its intention to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions by 50-52% by 2030 compared to 2005 levels and has
joined the methane initiative (The U.S. Department of En-
ergy, 2022). However, political confrontations in Congress
slowed the implementation of these goals. China, which
is still one of the largest coal consumers in the world, an-
nounced its intention to achieve carbon neutrality by 2060
and reduce coal use after 2025 (UNFCCC, 2021d). However,
the country refrained from making concrete commitments
to reduce methane emissions. India, which is also depend-
ent on coal, declared its intention to achieve carbon neu-
trality by 2070 and to meet 50% of its energy needs from
renewable sources by 2030 (UNFCCC, 2022a).

Ambitious goals aside, the implementation of COP26
decisions faces numerous challenges. Political resistance
from some countries, such as India, China, and Russia,
to the coal phase-out, financial challenges in developing
countries, and the energy crisis of 2022-2023 are signifi-
cantly slowing down the implementation of the commit-
ments. Still, COP26 was a crucial step in shaping a new
climate policy and updating the energy strategies of par-
ticipating countries. Studies report that the introduction
of renewable energy sources (RES) accelerated significant-
ly since COP26. According to the International Renewable
Energy Agency (IRENA), in 2022, the installed capacity of
renewable energy sources increased by 9% compared to the
previous year and amounted to more than 3,300 GW (In-
ternational Renewable Energy Agency, 2022). COP26 was a
turning point for global energy policy, stimulating the in-
troduction of renewable energy innovations and reducing
carbon emissions. The implementation of these strategies
is already showing major progress, although achieving cli-
mate goals requires further efforts and strengthened in-
ternational cooperation.
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Not all the outcomes of COP26 can be assessed as
unqualified progress in international cooperation. The
gap in climate funding between developed and develop-
ing countries became a more prominent issue. Developed
countries failed to reach the promised level of funding of
USD 100 bn per year, which weakened trust between the
parties. States in Africa, Asia, and Latin America expressed
concern that this financing gap is hindering their ability
to adapt energy policies to the current climate challenges.

COP26 was an incentive for many countries to update
their climate plans and increase their ambitions to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. The UK, as one of the key or-
ganisers of COP26, announced a series of ambitious cli-
mate targets, including the phase-out of fossil fuels in the
transport system by 2030 (UNFCCC, 2022b). According to
the plan, the government intends to ban the sale of new
cars with internal combustion engines by this date, while
encouraging the transition to electric vehicles. To support
this transformation, it is planned to allocate GBP 620 mn
to expand the infrastructure for charging electric vehi-
cles, as well as GBP 350 mn to stimulate the production of
batteries and electric vehicles in the UK. These measures
are part of the wider Net Zero Strategy (UNFCCC, 2021e),
which aims to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050.

At the same time, India, which is the third largest
greenhouse gas emitter, declared its intention to achieve
carbon neutrality by 2070. This step, despite being less
than the ambitions of developed countries, is a consider-
able progress for a country with a strong dependence on
coal, which accounts for more than 60% of its energy mix
(UNFCCC, 2022a). India also announced plans to increase
the share of renewable energy sources to 50% of its total
electricity generation by 2030, which will require invest-
ments of more than USD 1 tn. Additionally, Prime Min-
ister Narendra Modi announced the launch of the Pan-
chamrit initiative, which includes five key commitments,
including reducing emissions by 1 billion tonnes by 2030
(The Union Cabinet, 2022).

COP26 also demonstrated the growing geopolitical di-
vergence in the context of energy transformation, reflect-
ed in distinct approaches to climate commitments and re-
ducing dependence on fossil fuels. OPEC (Organisation of
the Petroleum Exporting Countries) member states, par-
ticularly Saudi Arabia, emphasised the serious economic
risks associated with accelerated oil and gas phase-out.
Saudi Arabia stated that rapid decarbonisation could un-
dermine the stability of their economies, which are heav-
ily dependent on oil export revenues, which account for
more than 70% of their budget revenues (UNFCCC, 2021f).
Saudi representatives also emphasised the significance of
carbon capture and storage (CCS) technologies as an alter-
native approach to combating climate change that would
preserve the share of fossil fuels in the world’s energy mix.

China and Russia, while supporting some climate
initiatives, have been cautious in formulating concrete
commitments due to internal economic and geopolitical
factors. China, as the world’s largest energy consumer,
officially supported the Paris Agreement (2015) and con-
firmed its intention to peak CO, emissions by 2030 and
achieve carbon neutrality by 2060. Within the framework
of the Green Silk Road initiative, China also announced
that it would stop financing new coal-fired power plants

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 35, No. 3

abroad, which was perceived as a crucial signal in the glob-
al transition to clean energy. Nevertheless, the country,
which still generates over 50% of its electricity from coal,
insisted on the need to gradually reduce the use of fossil
fuels, considering the specifics of its economic model. At
COP26, Chinese representatives also stressed the signifi-
cance of technological advancement in achieving climate
goals, but refused to sign the Global Methane Reduction
Initiative, which aims to reduce methane emissions by
30% by 2030. Russia, for its part, also supported the Paris
Agreement and in 2021 approved the Low Carbon Devel-
opment Strategy until 2050, which envisages achieving
carbon neutrality by 2060. At COP26, the Russian delega-
tion confirmed its readiness to develop forestry as the key
emissions offsetting mechanism. At the same time, the
country did not join a series of other initiatives, includ-
ing those on coal and methane, which indicates a desire to
maintain strategic flexibility in its energy policy.

Russia, one of the world’s largest oil and natural gas
exporters, focused its efforts on promoting natural gas as
a “transitional” fuel in the global energy transition. Rep-
resentatives of the country stated that an accelerated shift
away from fossil fuels could destabilise energy markets,
lead to higher prices, and threaten the energy security of
a series of countries. Russia also gave limited support to
the global initiative to reduce methane emissions by sign-
ing the declaration but refused to commit to significant
emissions reductions in the coming years. These diver-
gences between key players reflect their desire to protect
their personal economic interests and maintain influence
in the global energy balance. On the one hand, fossil fu-
el-dependent economies are advocating a more gradual
transition and alternative technological solutions. On the
other hand, developed countries and states with high de-
carbonisation ambitions, such as the European Union, are
demanding a faster pace of energy transformation, which
creates further tension in international negotiations.

One of the key issues discussed at the conference was
climate funding. Its key objective is to mobilise sufficient
resources for climate change mitigation and adaptation,
especially in developing countries that are most affect-
ed by climate change. COP26 demonstrated the complex
dynamics of negotiations between developed countries,
which are the primary donors, and developing countries,
which insist on performing their financial obligations.
Developed countries, which bear the main historical re-
sponsibility for greenhouse gas emissions, pledged at
COP15 in 2009 to mobilise USD 100 bn annually by 2020
to help developing countries. However, as of 2021, this
target was not reached. According to the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), total
climate funding totalled around USD 79.6 bn in 2019 and
around USD 83.3 bn in 2020, well below the stated target
(OECD, 2023). Developed countries such as the US, UK,
Japan, and the EU declared their willingness to increase
financial support, but often preferred low-interest loans
to grants. This drew criticism from developing countries,
which viewed the loans as unjustified considering their
limited debt-servicing capacity.

In response to the growing climate challenges, de-
veloping countries are increasingly developing nation-
al adaptation strategies, integrating climate resilience
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measures into their socio-economic programmes. The
key purpose of such strategies is to reduce the vulner-
ability of key sectors such as agriculture, water, energy,
healthcare, and infrastructure to the effects of extreme
weather events, sea level rise, and changes in precipita-
tion patterns. In the agricultural sector, agroecological
practices are being introduced, including the cultivation
of drought-resistant crops, the introduction of drip irri-
gation, the restoration of degraded land, and the change
in sowing calendars in line with climate forecasts. This is
particularly relevant for African countries such as Kenya,
Senegal, and Ethiopia, where agriculture is the primary
source of income for most of the population.

Countries in Southeast Asia, such as Vietnam, the
Philippines, and Indonesia, are implementing compre-
hensive coastal zone management programmes that in-
clude the construction of defences, mangrove restoration,
and the development of threat maps and early warning
systems. They are also investing in strengthening flood-,
typhoon-, and tsunami-resilient infrastructure. In Latin
America, adaptation policies include the development of
rainwater harvesting systems, biodiversity conservation,
and support for inclusive local planning based on indig-
enous knowledge. South Asia, particularly Bangladesh,
Pakistan, and Nepal, is focusing on developing social pro-
tection programmes for people displaced by climate dis-
asters, as well as healthcare development to combat cli-
mate-related diseases.

Another key area is the development of renewa-
ble energy, which not only reduces dependence on fos-
sil fuel imports but also creates new jobs in the context
of the energy transition. In many countries, support for
decentralised energy systems, such as solar micro-pow-
er plants in rural areas, is growing. Such solutions not
only provide access to electricity but also increase the
resilience of communities to supply disruptions. At the
same time, limited access to finance continues to be a
widespread challenge. Developing countries insist that
funding commitments should not only be met, but also
substantially increased as the climate crisis worsens. At
COP26, representatives of the Least Developed Countries
Group and the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS)
called for an increase in financial aid to reach at least
USD 500 bn by 2030. They pay special attention to grant
funding and to directing most funds to adaptation meas-
ures, as these countries suffer the greatest losses due to
sea level rise, extreme weather events, and ecosystem
degradation. A considerable number of developing coun-
tries also insisted on creating a mechanism to compen-
sate for losses and damages associated with climate dis-
asters. This issue became one of the most controversial
during COP26, as developed countries had long avoided
discussing such a mechanism for fear of legal liability.
Developing countries are building institutional capacity
to respond to climate challenges by integrating adapta-
tion into national planning, involving local communities
in decision-making, developing technological capacity,
and seeking new partnerships. However, the effective-
ness of these strategies largely depends on the level of
international financial and technical support, which con-
tinues to be critical for the implementation of long-term
adaptation programmes.

Contrary to expectations, the agreements reached
at COP26 only partially met the demands of developing
countries. Developed countries reaffirmed their com-
mitment to the USD 100 bn a year target but acknowl-
edged that this would not be achieved by 2023. They also
announced an increase in the share of funding for ad-
aptation measures: by 2025, it should rise to 40% (UN-
FCCC, 2021a). Specifically, Germany and Canada took
initiatives to improve transparency in financial flows and
create a roadmap to achieve this goal. The key achieve-
ment was the agreement to create the Glasgow Finance
Initiative, aimed at mobilising private capital for climate
action. Under it, over 450 financial institutions from 45
countries, controlling more than USD 130 tn in assets,
pledged to support projects aimed at achieving zero
emissions (UNFCCC, 2021a).

Despite these efforts, the COP26 outcomes in the
area of finance are still insufficient. The lack of clear legal
mechanisms for fulfilling commitments and inconsistent
positions between donors and recipients continue to com-
plicate the global fight against climate change. The lack of
consistent approaches to financial aid, such as the distinc-
tion between grants and loans, creates further challenges
for recipient countries. For example, Japan counted loans
for the construction of “more efficient” coal-fired power
plants as climate financial support, leading to long-term
dependence on fossil fuels in recipient countries. Lack of
funding will mean a massive loss of lives and livelihoods
in vulnerable countries. Critics also point out that even
the existing promises of developed countries are not be-
ing fulfilled, which is a major issue, considering that the
negative effects and large losses from climate change are
already taking place.

The issues of achieving carbon neutrality and de-
termining the timing and scale of greenhouse gas emis-
sion reductions became the primary topics of political
debate during COP26. Carbon neutrality or achieving a
balance between the amount of greenhouse gas emis-
sions generated and the amount of gases absorbed by
natural or technological methods, is a crucial element
of international climate commitments. However, deter-
mining the timing, mechanisms, and scope of emissions
reductions caused numerous political conflicts that di-
vided negotiators into two camps — developing and
developed countries.

One of the greatest conflicts at COP26 arose around
the issue of the timeline for achieving carbon neutrality
(Table 2). At COP21 in Paris, an agreement was reached
to keep global warming within 1.5°C (Paris Agree-
ment, 2015). However, achieving this target requires rap-
id and extensive reductions in greenhouse gas emissions,
which leads to disagreements over the timing of achiev-
ing carbon neutrality. Developed countries, including the
European Union, the United Kingdom, Japan, and Canada,
stated that they can achieve this goal by 2050, while the
United States, China, and other large economies, including
the Indian government, insisted on a later date, pointing
to the need to maintain economic development and social
stability in their countries. China, the world’s largest emit-
ter of greenhouse gases, declared its readiness to achieve
carbon neutrality by 2060, while India announced plans to
achieve this goal by 2070.
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Table 2. Political conflicts over the timing and scale of carbon neutrality

Country/ | Declared date of achieving Key positions Conflicts with other Compromises reached
region carbon neutrality and arguments countries at COP26
Emphasis on strict Conflicts with developing Reaffirming leadership
EU 2050 regulation, reducing countries over demands in climate funding
emissions through for increased funding and calling for
technology and a green deal to achieve the goals global cooperation
Focus on gradual emissions and g?englscgsv‘grltigstilfﬁ}ignﬂ Participation
China 2060 reductions while maintaining ambitious targets Y| in discussions, but refusal
economic growth and continued use of coal to accelerate the deadlines
Position on the historical Pledee to increase
responsibility of developed Disputes with developed renewgble enerey use
India 2070 countries for emissions countries over the timing o sy u
. - to 50% by 2030, subject
and demand for more funding and scale of funding . .
. to international support
for the energy transition
Plan for ambitious Conflicts with China over .
emissions reductions based leadership in emissions Ccf)lrlr:rlrgilrtlmgﬁatsouresgrr?e
USA 2050 on technological development, | reductions and rebuilding for ingternatiol?l I;l
but controversy over internal | trust after withdrawal from climate initiatives
political disagreements the Paris Agreement in 2017
Emphasis on achieving targets | Conflicts with the EU and Partial acceptance
Russia 2060 by absorbing emissions from | the US over the lack of clear of demands for increased
forests, while maintaining actions and transparency transparency, but with
dependence on fossil fuels in achieving the goals limited commitments

Source: compiled by the author of this study based on International Federation of Social Workers (2021), UNFCCC (2021a),
UNFCCC (2021b), EU Monitor (2022), OECD (2023), OWD (2024), World Bank (2025)

The greatest controversies also arose over the issue
of reducing emissions in the poorest countries. Emerging
economies such as India, Brazil, and South Africa called
for a more flexible approach and a longer transition peri-
od as they faced multiple economic and social challenges.
India, for instance, emphasised that its energy system is
heavily dependent on coal for more than 60% of its elec-
tricity, and that rapid decarbonisation could have consid-
erable consequences for the economy and the millions of
citizens working in the coal industry (UNFCCC, 2022a).
Representatives of India also noted that the country was
making significant efforts to increase the share of renewa-
ble energy sources, but significant investments, including
financial and technical support from developed countries,
were needed to achieve carbon neutrality by 2070.

The delegation of South Africa, which is also heavily
dependent on fossil fuels, especially coal power, highlight-
ed the social and economic consequences of a rapid tran-
sition to a low-carbon economy. It was argued that a sharp
reduction in coal use could lead to job losses and eco-
nomic instability, especially in coal-dependent regions.
South Africa also called for funding for “just transition”
programmes (UNFCCC, 2021g) that would provide new
jobs for workers who would be unemployed due to the clo-
sure of coal plants. Emerging economies emphasised the
principle of “shared but differentiated responsibilities”
embedded in the Paris Agreement, which recognised the
historical responsibility of developed countries for climate
change. They argued that strict deadlines for achieving
carbon neutrality could not be imposed without accom-
modating the level of development of countries and their
efforts to combat climate change.

These contradictions made it challenging to reach a
coherent decision at COP26, as developed countries such
as the US and EU insisted on accelerated emissions reduc-
tions and stricter deadlines for achieving climate neu-
trality. At the same time, they emphasised that climate
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ambitions should be the same for all countries, regardless
of their economic level. As a result, a compromise was
reached that preserved the principle of equity but did not
address many financial and social issues that were still key
for the poorest countries.

Another prominent issue that caused conflicts at
COP26 was the scale of emissions reductions. Developed
countries with extensive emissions insisted that emissions
reductions should be made in line with national commit-
ments, particularly through Nationally Determined Con-
tributions (NDCs). The European Union reaffirmed its goal
of reducing emissions by 55% below 1990 levels by 2030.
One of the valuable outcomes of COP26 was the inclusion
in the resolution of a call for all countries to update their
Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) by 2022, rais-
ing the ambition to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This
decision was an attempt to compensate for the lack of pro-
gress in fulfilling previous commitments, as well as to re-
spond to the call from the scientific community for urgent
and radical action to achieve the goals of the Paris Agree-
ment. The resolution focuses on the G20 countries, which
are responsible for more than 80% of global emissions,
and demands that they take more decisive and effective
measures to reduce emissions by 2030 (UNFCCC, 2021a).

One of the key innovations of COP26 was the crea-
tion of a financing mechanism to support countries in
their transition to low-carbon economies. Specifically, this
mechanism is aimed at developing clean energy technolo-
gies, such as solar, wind, and green hydrogen production,
as well as supporting transformation in coal-dependent
regions. To this end, it was agreed to attract private in-
vestment and channel public funds through internation-
al financial institutions, such as the Green Climate Fund.
Of particular interest was the initiative to develop carbon
capture and storage technologies, which could potentially
play a key role in reducing industrial emissions and stabi-
lising the climate.
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However, despite considerable discussion and political
statements, concrete legal commitments to reduce emis-
sions stayed unclear. The text of the resolution stressed
the need for global cooperation and support for ambitious
climate goals but did not detail mechanisms or establish
specific sanctions in case of non-compliance. This drew
criticism from climate activists and experts, who stressed
that without clear implementation tools, the resolution
risks remaining a set of declarations.

Discussion

The conducted study of the decisions and impact of the
26" UN Climate Conference (COP26) is a valuable contri-
bution to understanding the relationship between glob-
al environmental commitments and the political factors
that determine international cooperation in the face of
climate challenges. The analysis of the political context,
key players, and outcomes of COP26 helped to assess
both positive and controversial aspects of current cli-
mate policy. The findings of the present study confirmed
that global climate initiatives are increasingly becoming
an arena of geopolitical confrontation, which creates
both opportunities and challenges for achieving sustain-
able development.

COP26 was a crucial milestone in shaping global cli-
mate policy, as it brought together states, international
organisations, and non-state actors to address climate
change. According to M. Hasan (2022) and ]. Bloomfield
& F. Steward (2022), the conference made considerable
progress in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, financing
climate action, and supporting renewable energy technol-
ogies. At the same time, the effectiveness of COP26 was
limited by the lack of specification of the mechanisms for
implementing the decisions and the lack of mechanisms
to monitor their implementation. The conclusions of
M. Jacobs (2022) and T. Stankovic et al. (2023) confirmed
the findings of the present study and noted that one of
the key limitations of COP26 was the lack of enforcement
mechanisms for the implementation of decisions. The
Paris Agreement prescribes the voluntary implementa-
tion of commitments, which complicates the achieve-
ment of global climate goals. The absence of sanctions for
non-compliance reduces the effectiveness of international
climate agreements.

The issue of climate funding is the subject of much
debate between developed and developing countries.
According to U.J. Frey & J. Burgess (2023) and O. Mi-
zuno (2025), the lack of financial resources to support
climate action in developing countries is a critical bar-
rier to their participation in global efforts. The current
study confirmed this thesis, emphasising the relevance
of striking a balance between the financial commitments
of developed countries and the needs of less developed
countries. The study also found that COP26 contributed
to increased attention to the integration of climate ac-
tion into international cooperation. However, according
to T. Cadman & R. Hales (2022) and M. Jacobs (2022), the
lack of enforcement mechanisms under climate agree-
ments limits their effectiveness. The present study high-
lighted the significance of developing clearer tools for
monitoring the implementation of commitments, par-
ticularly in the context of the Paris Agreement.

The political conflicts that arose around the COP26
resolutions demonstrate the major influence of national
interests on international climate initiatives. According
to G. Huang et al. (2022) and L. Ziyu & Z. Chi (2023), the
timing and scope of carbon neutrality commitments con-
tinue to be a subject of heated debate between developed
and developing countries. The present study noted that
resolving such conflicts requires building trust between
countries and developing more inclusive decision-mak-
ing mechanisms.

The findings of the study revealed that global climate
policy is increasingly influencing the development of en-
ergy policies in the world’s leading countries. J. Markard
& D. Rosenbloom (2022) and 0.0. Babayomi et al. (2022)
reported that the transition to renewable energy sources
became a priority for many governments, which is reflect-
ed in increased investment in solar, wind, and hydropower
technologies. At the same time, national strategies in-
creasingly include decarbonisation programmes aimed at
reducing the consumption of fossil fuels, particularly coal
and oil. The dependence of many countries on conven-
tional energy sources continues to be a major challenge
to meeting climate commitments. According to studies
by P. Achakulwisut et al. (2023) and M. Qamruzzaman &
S. Karim (2024), the technological and financial capacity
of fossil fuel-dependent countries largely determines the
speed of their transition to carbon neutrality.

The COP26 study demonstrated the significance of in-
ternational cooperation as a key tool for addressing global
climate change challenges. The conference brought to-
gether states, international organisations, the private sec-
tor, civil society, and the scientific community to discuss
comprehensive approaches to climate policy implementa-
tion. According to S. Schaub et al. (2024) and K. Skagen &
E.L. Boasson (2024), the integration of climate action into
global policy, strengthened by the participation of vari-
ous stakeholders, raised awareness of the value of com-
bating climate change at all levels. The involvement of a
wide range of actors also provided a better understanding
of regional specificities and needs, which is essential for
the development of inclusive strategies aimed at achiev-
ing common climate goals. However, as S.]. Rickard (2024)
noted, reaching consensus among all parties still poses
a major challenge. Differences in national interests, eco-
nomic capacities, and levels of development markedly
complicate the negotiation process. This creates tensions
in international climate negotiations, specifically regard-
ing the timing of achieving carbon neutrality. The absence
of a unified position on key aspects of climate policy also
creates a risk of fragmentation of global efforts.

According to K. Dooley et al. (2021) and J. Hickel et
al. (2022), the uneven distribution of responsibilities be-
tween countries has become one of the key challenges
that emerged during COP26. Developed countries insist
on tough commitments for developing countries, cit-
ing the need to rapidly reduce global emissions, while
the latter demand more financial assistance and access
to green technologies to meet their climate goals. At
the same time, the participation of some large, devel-
oped countries, such as Russia and China, was limit-
ed: both countries avoided the conference, signalling
their reluctance to take leadership roles in addressing
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climate issues. As P.D. Williams & M. McDonald (2023)
and A. Thompson (2024), ignoring the global climate
dialogue by influential states undermines the efforts
of other countries and sets a precedent for shirking re-
sponsibility. China and the Putin regime are among the
largest greenhouse gas emitters, and their unwillingness
to take an active part in international efforts calls into
question the achievability of the overall goals of the Paris
Agreement. As the present study showed, the lack of con-
structive participation of such countries in global negoti-
ations increases tensions between developed and devel-
oping countries, as the latter fairly point out the need for
fairer sharing of responsibility. To address this problem,
mechanisms are needed to ensure both financial support
from developed countries and transparency of commit-
ments by all parties, including states that stayed outside
the global climate dialogue.

The study highlighted an extensive gap between cli-
mate ambitions and factual achievements, which casts
doubt on the international community’s ability to achieve
the goals set out in the Paris Agreement. According to
T. Sun et al. (2021), despite ambitious statements by many
countries, real actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
are still insufficient. The gap is caused by both a lack of
political will and considerable economic and technolog-
ical constraints that complicate the transition to a car-
bon-neutral economy. The present study highlighted the
relevance of introducing more rigorous monitoring tools
and independent assessment of each country’s progress.
Establishing a unified reporting system based on clear,
quantifiable indicators would increase the transparency of
the international climate process.

The study was hampered by the complexity of analys-
ing the multilateral negotiations and compromises that ac-
companied COP26 due to their sophisticated structure and
ambiguous political context. Another challenge was to fac-
tor in the diverse national priorities and positions of coun-
tries, which sometimes contradicted each other. Further
research in this area should focus on analysing the long-
term impact of COP26 decisions on regional and glob-
al policy, particularly in terms of building trust between
countries and introducing innovations in climate funding.

Conclusions

The findings of the study of the political context
and COP26 decisions demonstrated the complexity and
multifaceted nature of the international climate coop-
eration process. The political situation before the con-
ference was tense due to global crises, political conflicts,
and the absence of key players such as China and Rus-
sia. Their decision not to take part in COP26 was driven
by both internal economic factors and external political
disagreements, which substantially affected the out-
come of the conference. The absence of these countries
limited the achievement of more ambitious agreements
and highlighted the differences between the world’s
major economies.

An analysis of the effects of COP26 decisions on
energy policy showed that the conference has become a
catalyst for the implementation of new renewable ener-
gy strategies. The European Union continues to actively
implement the Green Deal, which envisages achieving
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climate neutrality by 2050 and a marked increase in the
share of renewable energy sources. The United States,
which resumed its participation in international climate
cooperation, demonstrated its intention to substantially
reduce emissions under the Clean Power Plan. Howev-
er, China and Russia, two of the world’s largest econo-
mies, are still heavily dependent on fossil fuels. Despite
their declared intentions to gradually reduce emissions,
their ambitions are much lower than those of other
global leaders. This heterogeneity of approaches among
countries underscores the challenge of forming a single
global consensus.

The issue of climate funding, which became one of the
most controversial at COP26, deserves special attention.
Developed countries pledged to increase financial aid to
support developing countries, including through a prom-
ise to mobilise USD 100 bn annually. However, the real fig-
ures are still below the promised amounts, which caused
considerable disappointment on the part of developing
countries. The inequality in the distribution of funding
and the lack of clear mechanisms for its implementation
led to new political conflicts that hamper the effective-
ness of international cooperation. Developing countries
emphasise the need for increased financial support and a
more equitable approach to resource allocation.

Political conflicts over the timing and scale of carbon
neutrality also revealed major divergences between de-
veloped and developing countries. Developed countries,
such as the EU, are pushing for an ambitious timeline to
achieve carbon neutrality by mid-century, which requires
an accelerated transition to renewable energy sources
and emissions reductions. At the same time, emerging
economies are addressing the need to accommodate their
socio-economic conditions, the complexities of the en-
ergy transition, and requests for greater funding. These
countries argue that their contribution to global emis-
sions has historically been much lower, and therefore the
responsibility for reducing them should lie with devel-
oped countries.

COP26 showed progress in a series of areas, includ-
ing support for renewable energy and enhanced climate
funding, but also revealed serious challenges that prevent
the effective implementation of the decisions taken. Po-
litical, economic, and social differences between countries
require further work to strengthen international coopera-
tion, develop adaptive financing mechanisms, and imple-
ment innovative emissions reduction strategies. Promis-
ing areas for further research could include studying the
impact of political will on the implementation of climate
strategies, analysing the economic impact of climate solu-
tions for developed and developing countries, and inves-
tigating the effectiveness of financial mechanisms intro-
duced under COP26.
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