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Climate change and development are strongly interconnected. An efficient use of financial resources would, thus
require alignment between climate finance and development priorities, as set out in the context of both the Paris
Agreement and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. In this paper, we investigate to what extent
climate-related official development assistance (ODA) before and after the Paris Agreement adoption supports
the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Moreover, we assess to what extent donors
align this finance with recipient countries’ climate-related priorities as spelled out in their Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs). First, we find that climate-relevant ODA contributes to multiple SDGs, above all SDG 7
(energy) and SDG 11 (cities). Second, we find that there is substantial alignment between donors’ and recipients’
SDG priorities, but that this alignment has not improved in recent years, since the conclusion of the Paris
Agreement. Third, we find that albeit climate-finance continues to be allocated more to climate-change miti
gation than to adaptation, the difference became smaller in recent years. This reduced the misalignment with
recipient countries’ NDC climate activities, which focus more on adaptation than mitigation. Overall, we identify
coherence, gaps and opportunities for further alignment of climate and development actions, and related finance.
Such an alignment is essential to increase the likelihood of implementation of the two international agreements
and to ensure that action is guided by recipient countries’ needs.

1. Introduction
The Paris Climate Agreement and the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable
Development, encompassing the 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), were both adopted in 2015. The purpose of these international
agendas is to transition the world to low-carbon and climate-resilient
sustainable development pathways. To date, however, countries are
still struggling to take the necessary action and to set themselves on
course to achieve these agreements. First, progress on SDG imple
mentation has so far been slow (UN, 2019b). Second, pledges in Na
tionally Determined Contributions (NDCs) of Parties are still far from the
Paris Agreement goal of limiting global temperature increase to well
below 2◦ C and striving for 1.5◦ C (Rogelj et al., 2016; Höhne et al., 2020;
Climate Action Tracker, 2021). Additionally, current national climate
policies are insufficient to implement existing NDC pledges (for high

greenhouse-gas emitters, see Roelfsema et al., 2020).
One major reason for the slow implementation of the Paris Agree
ment and the 2030 Agenda is the insufficient scaling-up and delivery of
urgently needed climate and development finance (UNFCCC SCF, 2018;
UN, 2020). On the international stage, countries agreed to mobilize US$
100 billion annually by 2025. However, this amount is insufficient to
meet developing countries’ needs (Pauw et al., 2020). In parallel,
achieving the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development worldwide
requires an estimated US$ 5–7 trillion annually (UNCTAD, 2014). Yet,
the SDGs remain underfunded (UN, 2019a). Moreover, the COVID-19
crisis caused a back-sliding in SDG achievements and substantially
limited available finance (UN, 2021).
Another major reason for the slow implementation is that the Paris
Agreement and the 2030 Agenda have been addressed separately, with
limited consideration of their interlinkages. Achieving the targets set out
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in the two agendas will require deep transformations across all economic
sectors, with intricate synergies and trade-offs between the pertinent
objectives (UNEP, 2016; Roy et al., 2018). Given these interactions, the
two international agendas would be best considered jointly in their
implementation (McCollum et al., 2018; Janetschek et al., 2020; Bauer
et al., 2021; Iacobuţă et al., 2021). However, the current siloed approach
led to progress on some SDGs to the detriment of others (Pradhan et al.,
2017; Independent Group of Scientists appointed by the SecretaryGeneral, 2019). For instance, as the latest report on SDG progress
shows, investments in fossil fuels, as a result of development choices,
continue to be higher than investments in climate activities (UN, 2020).
In light of limited financial resources and the interlinkages between
the two international agendas, one essential question is how to make
good use of existing financial support. Given the strong interlinkages
between climate and development actions, increasing the effectiveness
of climate and sustainable development finance would require coher
ence (i.e. minimizing trade-offs and maximizing synergies) between the
two strands of finance (OECD, 2019). Moreover, increasing financial
effectiveness and ownership of climate and sustainable development
actions requires alignment between donor countries’ finance and
recipient countries’ priorities, including their focus on mitigation versus
adaptation (e.g. UNFCCC, 2017; Bouyé, Harmeling and Schulz, 2018).
In our study, we explore the synergies between the Paris Agreement
and the 2030 Agenda by investigating how climate finance contributes
to the SDGs, and how these contributions align with recipient countries’
stated climate and SDG priorities. We address three key questions. First,
we assess what SDGs donors’ climate-related finance has contributed to
the most in the period 2010–2018. Second, we investigate to what extent
this is aligned to recipients’ SDG (target) priorities, as expressed through
their SDG-related NDCs activities. Third, we ask whether donorrecipient priorities are aligned concerning support for climate-change
mitigation versus adaptation. When answering these questions, we
additionally explore changes in the assessed indicators during the pe
riods before and after the adoption of the Paris Agreement (2010–2015
and 2016–2018, respectively).
To do so, we assess the SDG-priority alignment of climate-related
Official Development Assistance (ODA) and recipient countries’ perti
nent NDC activities by conducting correlation analyses and direct
matching of activities. Here, climate-related ODA refers to finance re
ported by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) members
under the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) that has climate change action as a ‘principal’ or ‘significant’
objective, or that indicated a ‘climate component’, and thus addresses
both climate and development objectives. The NDCs are national
climate plans submitted by all countries under the Paris Agreement. As
previous analyses showed, the climate activities pledged by countries in
their NDCs typically touch upon multiple SDGs (e.g. Dzebo et al., 2019).
NDCs can therefore be categorized based on SDG priorities, the same as
climate-relevant ODA. We use the NDC-SDG Connections dataset for the
SDG-based analysis of NDCs (see Brandi et al., 2017; Janetschek et al.,
2020; accessible at https://www.ndc-sdg.info).
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 further
discusses our selection of alignment dimensions (i.e. SDGs and climatechange mitigation versus adaptation) for recipient and donor priorities;
Section 3 presents the methodology and data used in this paper,
including initial insights on climate-relevant finance distribution; Sec
tion 4 presents and interprets the results of the empirical analysis on
NDCs and climate-relevant ODA priority alignment; and the final section
concludes by highlighting key results and outlining policy avenues for
better alignment of recipient and donor priorities in the context of
climate and SDGs.

activities conditional on international support (Hedger and Nakhooda,
2015; Pauw et al., 2020; Zimm and Nakicenovic, 2020; Iacobuta and
Höhne, 2021). Conditional climate action can contribute to strength
ening the equity and ambition of countries’ climate action. Yet, it can
also become the ‘Achilles heel’ of the NDC approach and undermine the
goals of the Paris Agreement if financial demands are not met (Pauw
et al., 2020). For instance, (Iacobuta and Höhne, 2021) found no cor
relation between the level of proposed conditional per capita
greenhouse-gas (GHG) emissions reductions in the NDCs and climaterelevant finance committed between 2010 and 2017. This emphasizes
the importance of not only ensuring that climate finance is scaled-up
globally, as agreed upon in the Paris Agreement, but also that this
finance reflects countries’ needs and sectoral priorities as expressed in
the NDCs (UNEP, 2018). To date, developed countries have not yet met
their promise to raise USD 100 billion per year. The Glasgow Climate
Pact (UNFCCC, 2021) in November 2021 “urges developed country
Parties to provide enhanced support” (para. 22) to meet this target, and
in particular, to “urgently and significantly scale up their provision of
climate finance, technology transfer and capacity-building for adapta
tion” (para. 11).
While equity-based justifications for climate finance, such as soli
darity or responsibility, can play an important role in the provision of
financial resources (e.g. Rübbelke, 2011; Ciplet et al., 2015; Khan et al.,
2020), donor interests are also relevant. For example, the aid-allocation
literature finds that donors are differently motivated to provide financial
resources to recipients. Concerning general ODA, while these motives
may include recipients’ need or merit (e.g. in terms of a good policy
environment, see Weiler et al., 2018) the literature on aid allocation
shows that self-interested motives such as geopolitical or commercial
interests of donors are important and have played a key role in their aidallocation decisions (Alesina and Dollar, 2000; Younas, 2008; Hoeffler
and Outram, 2011). Nevertheless, since the 1990s, ODA has become
increasingly more responsive to recipient countries’ needs and, to some
extent, the quality of their policy and institutional environment (Dollar
and Levin, 2006; Claessens, Cassimon and Van Campenhout, 2009;
Hoeffler and Outram, 2011; Berthélemy and Tichit, 2014). In climate
finance specifically, three types of donor motivations are pertinent in
terms of shaping allocation decisions (Pauw et al., 2020): supporting the
provision of global public goods, which generate advantages both for
donors and recipients, with a preference for climate mitigation (Rüb
belke, 2011); using climate aid to obtain developing countries’ backing
in UNFCCC negotiations (Bagchi et al., 2017); and furthering their selfinterest, for example, by supporting their export markets (Weiler, Klöck
and Dornan, 2018), addressing negative spillovers (Bermeo, 2017), or
financing the countries of particular interest to the donor ministries
involved (Peterson and Skovgaard, 2019). For these reasons, climate
finance may not always match recipients’ needs and priorities but follow
donors’ motivations instead.
Yet, the overall effects of donor allocations are ambiguous. In the
absence of cooperative approaches, the literature suggest that adapta
tion in developing countries could reduce recipient countries’ domestic
investment in mitigation, as adaptation makes mitigation less produc
tive (Buob and Stephan, 2013). In general, specific donor allocations to
mitigation rather than to adaptation are considered ineffective, as re
cipients reallocate their own resources to approach a desired outcome,
unless specific instruments such as ‘matching grants’ are used (Eyck
mans, Fankhauser and Kverndokk, 2016). Importantly, while the
perception has mostly been that mitigation provides global public goods
and adaptation only local benefits, recent literature shows that adap
tation should also be considered a global public good (Banda, 2018;
Khan and Munira, 2021).
In the context of climate finance, exploiting synergies between
contributions to climate protection and achieving the SDGs can generate
incentives for both donors (through global public goods) and recipients
(through sustainable development), and support a joint implementation
of the Paris Agreement and the 2030 Agenda (Gomez-Echeverri, 2018).

2. Motivation and background literature
Climate finance is a key ingredient for the implementation of the
Paris Agreement as many developing countries made their NDC
2
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The strong links between climate and the SDGs have been demonstrated
(Nerini et al., 2017, 2019; Hoegh-Guldberg et al., 2018; Huq et al., 2018;
Roy et al., 2018; Iacobuţă et al., 2021) and most NDC activities include
multiple SDG-relevant commitments (Brandi et al., 2017; Dzebo et al.,
2019; Janetschek et al., 2020). Hence, financing NDC implementation
can simultaneously contribute to climate action and SDG implementa
tion (Gomez-Echeverri, 2018). As a result, aligned implementation of
climate action and SDGs can in turn motivate donors to supply needed
resources to reap multiple benefits. This would make a more efficient use
of financial resources and could be more easily justified to donors’
constituencies, due to both development benefits and links to global
public goods, including GHG emissions reductions (Basak and van der
Werf, 2019).
As the NDCs express recipient countries’ priorities, allocating climate
finance in line with these priorities can increase the alignment between
recipients’ interests and needs and donors’ finance decisions. This
approach would promote policy coherence (OECD, 2019), as called for
by the 2030 Agenda (SDG Target 17.14). Moreover, it would increase
recipient countries’ ownership, as stipulated by, inter alia, the Green
Climate Fund (Kalinowski, 2020; Zamarioli, Pauw and Grüning, 2020)
and therefore strengthen aid effectiveness (as highlighted by countries
in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in 2005, the Accra Agenda
for Action in 2008, and the Busan Partnership for Effective Development
Cooperation in 2011). Here, we discuss two important dimensions of
alignment between recipients’ stated priorities and donors’ choices.
The first dimension of alignment concerns the question of whether
climate-action priorities expressed in the NDCs are adequately taken
into account by donors when allocating climate-relevant ODA. This
dimension is essential as it not only affects ownership, as indicated
above, but can also generate co-benefits by simultaneously promoting
the implementation of the Paris Agreement and the 2030 Agenda, as
determined by recipients (Gomez-Echeverri, 2018). We expect that the
allocation of climate-relevant ODA varies across different SDG-relevant
issues. For example, data analyses showed that donors allocate more
climate-relevant ODA to sectors with high mitigation potential, such as
energy (SDG7), than to sectors with a lower potential, such as health
(SDG3) or peace, justice and institutions (SDG16) (see ‘Climate Change
(total)’ objective analysis on www.aid-atlas.org). However, these may
differ from recipients’ priorities. Misalignment on this dimension would
likely forego opportunities to support recipient countries’ sustainable
development in areas of greatest need.
The second dimension of alignment between the priorities of re
cipients and donors concerns the balance between support for climatechange adaptation and mitigation. Climate finance is meant to address
both types of climate action, adaptation and mitigation, in a balanced
way (as outlined in the Copenhagen Climate Accord in 2009 and reit
erated in the Paris Agreement in 2015), although it was never concretely
clarified what such a balance would look like in practice. To date,
climate-finance has been allocated more towards climate-change miti
gation than to adaptation (UNFCCC SCF, 2018; Savvidou, Atteridge,
Omari-Motsumi, & Trisos, 2021). One key reason for a typically stronger
focus on mitigation finance is because international development part
ners tend to prioritize the reduction of GHG emissions and its respective
global benefits over adaptation-related activities (Rübbelke, 2011;
Savvidou et al., 2021), and the enhanced business opportunities pre
sented by mitigation, make it more attractive to the private sector
(Agrawala et al., 2011; Atteridge and Dzebo, 2015). In contrast, finance
for adaptation is often intertwined with development finance (Klein,
Schipper and Dessai, 2005), has a local impact, and the opportunities for
the private sector to invest and mobilize additional adaptation finance
are much more challenging (Pauw, 2017; Dzebo and Pauw, 2019). Yet,
developing countries’ NDC activities are likely to focus more on adap
tation than on mitigation due to their vulnerability to the impacts of
dangerous climate change (i.e. temperature increase beyond 2◦ C), and
their lower (historical) GHG emissions and respective responsibility
relative to developed countries. The UNEP Adaptation Gap Report

(UNEP, 2021) indicates that the current annual costs of adaptation in
developing countries alone are as high as US$ 70 billion and climate
financial flows cover less than half of this. Moreover, adaptation costs
are expected to rise to US$ 140–300 billion in 2030 and US$ 280–500 in
2050 (ibid.). The ever-stronger calls for scaled-up adaptation finance
(Smith et al., 2011; de Nevers, 2015) and a better understanding of the
potential of private adaptation finance (Goldstein et al., 2019) has
probably given adaptation finance a boost in recent years. Hence, while
we expect a mismatch between mitigation and adaptation finance
relative to each other and relative to recipient priorities, we also expect
to observe improvements in alignment over time.
By analysing these two dimensions, we aim to contribute to the
debate on climate-finance allocation and to elucidate how this finance
contributes to sustainable development more broadly and vice versa.
Investigating how climate-relevant ODA allocation compares to coun
tries’ NDCs can help identify key gaps and opportunities for further
climate action through international assistance. Similarly, identifying
sustainable development needs also helps and hints towards potential
ways to make more effective use of international assistance for multiple
development benefits and increased ownership. Our study provides tools
that can analyse NDCs and climate finance data and likely support in
quiries on improved alignment between donors’ and recipients’ per
spectives. In the following section, we will present our methodological
approach to exploring the two selected dimensions of alignment.
3. Methodology and data
We use the OECD external development finance data on committed
climate-relevant ODA1 to assess to what SDGs climate finance has
contributed during the period 2010–2018. While ODA data entails some
weaknesses due to the self-reporting procedure which is likely to pro
duce overestimations and labelling mistakes (Junghans & Harmeling,
2012; Michaelowa and Michaelowa, 2011; Roberts et al., 2021; Weik
mans et al., 2017; Weinlich et al., 2020), it remains the best data source
available (Weikmans and Roberts, 2019). Here, we used finance data
from the recipients’ perspective to enhance comparability with NDCs, in
view of disagreement between donors and recipients on reported ODA
(Weikmans and Roberts, 2019). To ensure a high coverage of climaterelevant ODA, we included committed climate-relevant ODA from all
types of donors (i.e. DAC and non-DAC members, multilateral devel
opment banks, other multilaterals and private donors) through all types
of financial instruments (i.e. debt instruments, debt relief, equity and
shares in collective investment vehicles, grants and mezzanine finance
instruments, unallocated/unspecified)2 and with all pertinent objective
types (i.e. principal, significant and climate component – indicating the
role of climate as an objective in the funded project, with the first two
terms used by country donors and the latter by multilateral development
banks).
Nevertheless, as we assess climate-relevant ODA data relative to
countries’ NDC activities, we only included finance committed to parties
to the UNFCCC, where the assigned sectors could be directly linked to
individual SDGs. Hence, we excluded financial transactions committed
to broader regions, overseas or disputed territories (e.g. Kosovo, West
Bank and Gaza Strip), and to Libya, as the only country that had not
submitted an NDC. Overall, this excluded finance amounting to 16% of

1
OECD DAC External Development Finance Statistics - Climate Change.
Accessed 20.04.2020 at https://www.oecd.org/environment/climate-change.
htm.
2
Of these instruments, only grants and debt relief (23% of analysed climaterelevant finance) would remain fully with the recipients. The amount of finance
that recipients fully benefit of from the other instrument types cannot be
determined under limited data availability. Nevertheless, this is not essential
for the type of analyses undertaken in this study, which merely seeks to
determine the focus areas of action.
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the total climate-relevant ODA over the period 2010–2018. Moreover,
we eliminated transactions that did not indicate the (sub-)sectors,
amounting to 2% of total climate-relevant ODA, and those (sub-)sectors
that could not be linked to the SDGs due to their broader or unspecific
description, subtracting 7% more. The remaining financial data covered
146 recipient countries and approximately 75% of the total committed
climate-relevant ODA in the period 2010–2018. Fig. 1 presents the
country-level distribution of committed climate-relevant finance that
was included in this study. On average, according to OECD data, US$ 28
billion of climate-relevant ODA was committed annually in the pre-Paris
period (i.e. 2010–2015), excluding regional financing. In the post-Paris
period (i.e. 2016–2018), this annual average doubled to reach US$ 54
billion.
To analyse climate-relevant ODA data through an SDG lens, we
allocated all (sub-)sectoral categories in the OECD climate database to
specific SDGs and respective targets. For instance, the sub-sector
‘Employment creation’ (ODA code 16020) was attributed to SDG8 on
economic growth and employment, and its respective targets 8.5 (on
achieving full and productive employment) and 8.6 (on increased share
of youth in employment, speaking to this ODA sub-sector’s consider
ation of ‘vulnerable groups’). In some cases, ODA (sub-)sectors could be
attributed to more than one SDG. The sub-sector ‘Employment creation’,
for example, could secondarily be allocated to SDG9 on industry and
infrastructure, Target 9.2 (increase industry’s share of employment). In
our study, we only used primary SDG target links, as these were most
likely to reflect projects under a respective sectoral label and ensured
limited double-counting. As the focus of the analysis was climatelabelled finance, we assumed the scope of the (sub-)sectoral categories
in some cases (e.g. education activities include climate-related topics in
curricula). We provide a comprehensive overview of our categorization
in Supplementary material A, including both primary and secondary
SDG target links.
For an overview of the links between NDCs’ climate activities and
SDGs we used the NDC-SDG Connections dataset. This dataset extracts
future-oriented NDCs’ climate activities and categorizes them by SDG
target. It is based on a detailed qualitative content analysis of all
available NDCs (here we only used recipient countries’, making use of
the disaggregation of the NDCs into ‘activities’ (i.e. specific strands of
action under the NDC), which are then coded through the SDG lens. An
extended description of the NDC-SDG Connections dataset was provided
in Janetschek et al. (2020) and can be further accessed in Supplementary
material B (ndc-sdg.info, under ‘Help’). To ensure full comparison to the
finance data, we only included the 146 climate-finance recipient coun
tries, accounting for a total of 7455 NDC activities from the NDC-SDG
Connections dataset.
To analyse the alignment of priority areas of climate-relevant ODA
and NDC activities, we investigated the correlation between the shares
of finance and of NDC activities dedicated to each SDG and their
respective targets. One key limitation of the NDC-SDG Connections
dataset is that it provides the number of distinct climate activities
mentioned in NDCs, but it does not reflect the extent to which countries
aim to focus on these individual activities, i.e. how many project and
how much finance they envision. To address this limitation and to
reduce mismatch due to different costs of climate activities, we conduct
our analyses of climate-relevant ODA commitments both for financial
flows (in US$ 2017) and for transactions (i.e. the number of data points
recorded in the finance dataset). Moreover, we run the analysis both on a
country-by-country basis and using global averages. While the countryby-country assessment can show direct alignment between recipients’
stated priorities and donors’ allocation of funding, the global assessment
can indicate general tendencies from the donor and recipient perspec
tives. Notably, the NDC-SDG Connections dataset does not provide in
formation on which climate activities require international climate
finance and which are unconditional, as NDCs are often not explicit on
these aspects. However, listed activities in the NDCs provide a clear
indication of the action areas of interest, for which countries might still

seek external funding, if available.
4. Empirical results and discussion
This section presents and interprets the results of the empirical
analysis of alignment between NDCs and climate-relevant ODA. First,
we present the results of our analysis using global averages across SDG
categories. Here, we cover two aspects: alignment of priorities con
cerning SDG-level categories of finance and NDCs actions; alignment of
mitigation- and adaptation-related finance and the allocation of NDCs
actions, both overall and by SDG. Second, we present the alignment of
priorities based on SDG target-level categories. And third, we present the
results of our country-by-country assessment of direct finance and NDCs
actions using SDG-level categories.
4.1. Global SDG-level analysis and allocations for climate adaptation and
mitigation
In this section, we first analyse the links of climate-relevant ODA to
the SDGs before moving into an alignment analysis between climaterelevant ODA and NDC activities. Hence, we first asked whether and
how climate-relevant finance has contributed to the SDGs. Our analysis
of donors’ allocation of climate-related ODA through the SDG-lens
shows that committed climate-relevant ODA contributes to all SDGs
(see Fig. 2).3 At the same time, we find that the share of committed
climate-relevant ODA and of respective transactions vary strongly across
the SDGs. The largest share of committed climate-relevant ODA can be
linked to SDG7 (energy) and SDG11 (cities), followed by SDG2 (zero
hunger), SDG15 (life on land) and SDG6 (water) both in the pre- and
post-Paris periods (see Fig. 2, top). However, the highest share of
transactions contributes mostly to SDG2 and SDG15, followed by SDG6
and SDG7 (see Fig. 2, bottom). Finally, the largest share of NDC activ
ities (same in Fig.s 2a and 2b) are attributable to SDG7, SDG2 and
SDG15, followed by SDG6, SDG11 and SDG13 (climate change). While
the data shows variations across climate finance, transactions and NDC
activities, the six aforementioned SDGs (2, 6, 7, 11, 13 and 15) are
prominent across all three assessed variables.
The focus of both recipients and donors on SDG7 is unsurprising in
light of the considerable mitigation potential of the energy sector,
existing gaps in reaching needed energy efficiency and renewable en
ergy targets (Roelfsema et al., 2020), and this sector’s key relevance in
supporting (sustainable) development. According to the IPCC (2018a),
renewables are projected to supply approximately 70%–85% of elec
tricity globally by 2050 in scenarios of a maximum global temperature
increase of 1.5◦ C without overshoot, while the share of renewables in
electricity generation only covered 26.3% (12.9%, excluding large
hydro) in 2018 (Frankfurt School-UNEP Centre/BNEF, 2019). At the
same time, more and more countries are seeing enormous increases in
energy demand as a result of increased energy access and economic
development, requiring improved energy efficiency and more renewable
energy capacity. Similarly, the attention given to SDG11 (cities) reflects
the rapid urbanization and the large share of GHG emissions by cities
(71%–76% of energy-related CO2 emissions in 2006 already (IPCC,
2014) along with the potential and need to strengthen sustainability
across sectors and to reduce disaster risks (Gomez-Echeverri, 2018;
IPCC, 2018b). Nevertheless, as mitigating GHG emissions can become
3

In brief, the SDGs address the following sectors: SDG1 (reduced poverty);
SDG2 (zero hunger); SDG3 (health); SDG4 (education); SDG5 (gender equality);
SDG6 (water and sanitation); SDG7 (energy); SDG8 (economic growth and
jobs); SDG9 (industry and infrastructure); SDG10 (inequalities reduction);
SDG11 (cities and human settlements); SDG12 (natural resources and sustain
able consumption and production); SDG13 (climate-change action); SDG14 (life
under water); SDG15 (life on land); SDG16 (peace and institutions); SDG17
(partnerships).
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Fig. 1. Average annual climate-relevant finance received between 2010–2018 (US$ 2017, million per year) by a recipient country, including all climate-objective
levels (principal, significant and climate component). This figure only shows climate-relevant finance as defined in this study, covering approximately 75% of the
total climate-relevant finance of the OECD DAC database.

Fig. 2. Share of NDC climate activities, and pre-Paris (2010–2015) and post-Paris (2016–2018) climate-relevant ODA and respective transactions by SDG (see
footnote 3 for description of SDG areas), divided based on their main objective – climate-change mitigation, adaptation or both. This figure presents financial data
that covers all objective types (principal, significant and climate component, summed up). For a presentation of financial data with climate as the ‘principal’
objective, see Fig. 1 in the Supplementary material.

costly and hit technological and societal limits, countries will also need
to look towards enhancing carbon sinks through forest- and ecosystembased activities (IPCC, 2018a), represented by SDG15 and reflected both
in the NDCs and in the climate-relevant finance allocation.

Additionally, as climate change begins to pose serious threats to food
and water security (IPCC, 2019), both NDCs and climate-relevant
finance pay, probably unsurprisingly, substantial attention to these
areas (i.e. SDG2 and SDG6, respectively) that are tightly linked to key
5
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Global Environmental Change 74 (2022) 102509

basic human needs. In general, higher shares of adaptation actions are
observed under the more socially-oriented SDGs: SDG1 (poverty), SDG2,
SDG3 (health), SDG4 (education), SDG5 (gender equality), SDG10
(inequality) and SDG16 (peace, justice and strong institutions) – and the
environmentally-oriented SDGs (i.e. SDG6, SDG13, SDG14 (oceans) and
SDG15), but not all of these SDGs are prominently addressed. While
SDG13 and SDG17 (partnerships for the goals) are shown to have
numerous activities in the NDCs, our analyses suggest that they are not
strongly represented in the climate-relevant finance data. However, this
cannot be seen as a lack of alignment but rather a reflection of the
different perspectives presented by the two datasets (NDCs representing
the demand of recipients and ODA representing allocated donor sup
port). Climate-relevant ODA could be linked to SDG17 in its totality, as it
represents international cooperation and support. Similarly, all climaterelevant finance, especially when climate is the principal objective,
could be linked to SDG13, but we chose to strictly reflect the more
narrowly defined targets of this SDG4, as was done for NDC activities in
the NCD-SDG Connections database. Additionally, the ODA data was
likely more explicit about the areas of activity for improved adaptive
capacity and disaster risk reduction, and were therefore captured by
other SDGs. Importantly, in light of data availability, this study only
focuses on direct links between climate action and the SDGs. However,
ODA is typically aimed at addressing poverty through all activities and
hence, particularly relevant SDGs such as SDG 1 might show up more
prominently in the findings if indirect effects (and priority areas) were
taken into account.
While we find that the focus of finance changed from the pre-Paris to
the post-Paris periods, these changes are not very large, except for those
related to SDG7 and SDG15. Electricity and heat has been the sector of
highest GHGs globally (with variations across countries), requiring
substantial climate mitigation efforts that were historically impeded by
high costs. The decrease in the share of finance for SDG7, combined with
a parallel slight increase in the share of transactions, likely reflects the
drop in costs of renewables and other low-carbon energy-related tech
nologies. Over the past decade, specific renewable sources have become
the cheapest option for new electricity generation in many countries,
due to a decrease in the levelized cost of electricity production (LCOE) of
81% for solar and approximately 45% for onshore and offshore wind
(Frankfurt School-UNEP Centre/BNEF, 2019). However, new policies
around financing of solar power in China have led to a drop in total
global financing for renewables in 2018 (ibid.). Yet, although all pro
jected pathways to limit global temperature increase to 1.5◦ C without
overshoot require substantial use of CO2-removal options (IPCC, 2018a),
the share of both climate-relevant finance and of transactions related to
SDG15 decreased relative to the pre-Paris period. Highlighting the links
and common drivers of climate change and biodiversity loss more
explicitly may enhance mutually beneficial measures for the two inter
national agendas (Rantala et al., 2020). Instead, the decrease in allo
cated finance to SDG7 and SDG15 has resulted in an increase in the share
of allocated finance in other important areas such as SDG2 and SDG11,
addressing the other key sectors of global GHG emissions – agriculture,
transport, and buildings (IPCC, 2014). Nonetheless, while industry has
also been a key dominating sector of global GHG emissions, the share of
dedicated climate-related ODA and transactions to SDG9 (industry and
infrastructure) remained limited. When running this assessment only for
finance where climate was the ‘principal objective’, we observe broadly
similar results, with two notable exceptions: SDG7 was allocated higher
shares of this finance (37%–40%) than of the total climate-related ODA,
and the value of this share was slightly higher in the post-Paris period

(see Fig. 1 in Supplementary material C); moreover, the financial allo
cation for SDG11 has decreased substantially in the post-Paris period. In
a second step, we explored whether the overall climate-related ODA
allocation across the SDGs is aligned with the share of NDC activities
related to those SDGs, and whether this alignment has improved for
post-Paris finance. To tackle the first dimension of alignment discussed
above, we analyse the correlation between SDG-related allocation shares
across finance, transactions and NDC activities that were presented in
Fig. 2. Furthermore, we address the second dimension of alignment by
assessing the correlation of mitigation- and adaptation-related alloca
tions across the SDGs and in total by donors and recipients (finance,
transactions and NDC activities).
We find that the observed relative alignment between recipient SDGrelated priorities and donor decisions (Fig. 2) is substantiated by a
correlation analysis, whereby the total allocations of climate activities
and finance/transactions are strongly and positively linearly correlated
(Table 1 below; and scatter graph with trend lines in Fig. 2 in Supple
mentary material C). However, a tendency towards stronger alignment
between recipient and donor priorities after the conclusion of the Paris
Agreement is not clear. While there is an increase in correlation for
finance and transactions with climate as principal objective, a slight
decrease in correlation for the overall climate-related ODA is observed
(Table 1, ‘Total’). Although this could suggest that climate-related ODA
was better targeted (and marked as ‘principal objective’) in the postParis period in response to the NDC demands, similar trends are not
observed when SDG-categorized finance is broken down by purpose, i.e.
adaptation, mitigation or both. The alignment from pre-Paris to postParis for climate-relevant ODA with climate mitigation as principal
objective and respective transactions increases, but not for adaptation
finance; the picture is also mixed for finance including all objective
types. The lack of correlation for activities that are relevant to both
mitigation and adaptation (marked as ‘Both’) are probably explained by
the lack of common understanding and adequate reporting of activities
that were equally relevant to both types of climate action. Moreover,
even though NDCs are meant to be implemented from 2020 onward, in
most cases they build on existing climate plans and strategies (e.g.
Atteridge, Verkuijl and Dzebo, 2020) and reflect interests that were
already known to engaged donors.
In Table 2 we show how the allocations of finance of each SDG
relative to the total climate-relevant ODA varied across the year. We find
that SDGs 1, 4, 5, 8, 15 and 16 have had particularly high allocations in
the post-Paris period relative to trends based on the pre-Paris period.
This shows an increased focus on social SDGs (e.g. 1, 4, 5, 16) in recent
years than in the past. The pre-Paris finance shares of these SDGs was
lower than those of climate activities in the NDCs, except for SDG 16.
However, in the case of SDG15, the average growth rate in the pre-Paris
period was negative and it continued to be so in the post-Paris period,
but less steep. On the other hand, we observe that allocated shares for
SDGs 7, 13, 14 and 17 were below the trend line in all post-Paris years
and those of SDGs 8 and 11 in some of the years. SDGs 7 and 11 had
higher finance allocations pre-Paris than did climate activities in the
NDCs, and the lower post-Paris allocations improve the correlation be
tween the two. Their average annual growth rates have also decreased
and, in the case of SDG 7, become negative. Overall, the results of the
change in allocation of finance post-Paris relative to pre-Paris appears to
be mixed and not fully linked to the SDG allocation of NDC activities.
Overall, while recipient countries put forward more adaptationrelated activities in their NDCs, donors have so far committed more
finance to climate mitigation (Fig. 3). Based on the NDC-SDG Connec
tions dataset, the share of activities put forward by analysed countries
equates to 51% related to adaptation and 37% to mitigation, with the
remaining activities falling into both categories (12%). A share of 4% of
all NDC activities in the NDC-SDG Connections dataset, were not defined
by countries as either mitigation or adaptation. In contrast, climate
finance shows a greater focus on mitigation, with shares of all objectivetype finance pre- and post-Paris of 64% and 59% (27% and 31% for

4

The SDG13 Targets are: 13.1 Strengthen resilience and adaptive capacity to
climate-related hazards and natural disasters in all countries; 13.2 Integrate
climate change measures into national policies, strategies and planning; 13.3
Improve education, awareness-raising and human and institutional capacity on
climate change mitigation, adaptation, impact reduction and early warning.
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Table 1
Correlation analysis between recipient countries’ NDC climate activities and climate-relevant finance and respective transactions. The analysis is conducted for all
types of climate activities (adaptation, mitigation, both, total) and all objectives, as well as principal objective only, across all 17 SDGs. Correlation coefficients, r(15),
marked with * have p-value<0.001. All other values have p-value>0.1. The 15 degrees of freedom are given by the number of SDGs.
Correlation Coefficient

Finance

Transactions

All objective types
Adaptation
Mitigation
Both
Total

Principal objective

All objective types

Principal objective

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

0.88*
0.92*
0.38
0.84*

0.83*
0.87*
0.32
0.78*

0.91*
0.92*
0.32
0.81*

0.87*
0.96*
0.36
0.87*

0.86*
0.82*
0.32
0.73*

0.81*
0.90*
0.22
0.71*

0.84*
0.81*
0.36
0.75*

0.87*
0.89*
0.31
0.82*

Table 2
Analysis of average annual changes in total finance allocation across SDGs and how the post-Paris finance compares to the trends based on pre-Paris finance.
Year

SDG1

SDG2

SDG3

SDG4

SDG5

SDG6

SDG7

SDG8

SDG9

SDG11

SDG13

SDG14

SDG15

SDG16

SDG17

Difference
relative to
trend in 20102015

2016
2017
2018

164%
294%
165%

3%
7%
5%

-34%
79%
70%

69%
70%
57%

273%
114%
189%

1%
57%
74%

-25%
-23%
-37%

31%
78%
-14%

37%
-46%
7%

4%
-23%
-1%

-2%
-43%
-66%

-63%
-51%
-4%

198%
914%
267%

89%
648%
787%

-66%
-38%
-50%

Average growth
rate

20102015
20152018

70%

11%

49%

19%

-48%

4%

3%

13%

20%

5%

22%

81%

-16%

-3%

21%

50%

8%

63%

-7%

753%

5%

-7%

8%

11%

9%

-15%

49%

-7%

55%

1%

Fig. 3. Share of NDC climate activities and pre- and post-Paris climate-relevant finance and respective transactions by activity type (mitigation, adaptation, both).
The top figure shows total climate-relevant finance and respective transactions for all objective types (principal, significant and climate components), while the
bottom figure shows only climate-relevant finance and transactions where climate change was the principal objective.

adaptation) respectively, and for principal objective of 73% and 62%
(16% and 18% for adaptation). In contrast, the allocation of transactions
across the two types of climate action shows a more even balance both in
the pre- and post-Paris period. Additionally, it also shows a much higher
number of transactions that addressed both mitigation and adaptation.
Our analysis reveals that, despite visible changes in the post-Paris
period, climate-relevant ODA still focuses considerably more on

mitigation than on adaptation and is likely not adequately reflecting the
Copenhagen Accord’s call for a balanced allocation between the two.
The large share of climate-change-mitigation finance relative to that of
transaction indicates that some financed mitigation projects (such as
building power plants) are costlier. Large infrastructure-related adap
tation projects would make a similar difference, but the results indicate
that the average cost of adaptation-related projects has been lower than
7
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for mitigation. The difference between allocations observed for all
objective types relative to those of the principal objective only suggests
that climate mitigation is often the key climate priority of donors
(especially pre-Paris), while adaptation is often a co-benefit. Moreover,
this likely also reflects the greater challenge of differentiating between
adaptation and development, and of determining its additionality
(Funder et al., 2020). Nevertheless, as the ‘principal objective’ category
excludes multilateral development banks, for which all climate-relevant
finance is simply indicated to have a ‘climate component’, the results
probably also reveal that country donors are more focused on mitiga
tion, while multilateral development banks likely strike a better balance.
As discussed in the introduction, mitigation is a more attractive objec
tive for donor countries.

of those targets. The NDC-SDG dataset was more accurate in that regard
as it codes specific climate activities. Nevertheless, the mismatch could
also be caused by the use of primary targets only (see Supplementary
material A) for finance categories. In a few cases, it is possible that the
finance projects were better represented by the secondary SDG (targets)
rather than the assigned primary SDG (targets) for that general category,
or that they were included under both SDGs in the NDC-SDG Connec
tions. Finally, reporting differences across finance sub-sectors within the
same sector (i.e. same SDG) by individual donors was likely another
limitation.
4.3. Country SDG-level analysis
Complementing our global-average analysis (i.e. overview of all
NDCs), we have also investigated alignment for specific countries,
whereby we matched received finance per country to the activities
presented in each country. We find that for most SDGs, a large share of
countries that put forward relevant NDC activities have also received
climate-finance commitments in those areas (Table 4). This amounts to
an average share of 71% for all objective types. The SDGs with the
highest coverage in that sense were SDG2, SDG4 (education), SDG6,
SDG7, SDG11, SDG13, SDG15 and SDG16 (peace and governance),
while the areas that were addressed the least by donors were SDG5
(gender equality), SDG10 (reduced inequality), and SDG12 (natural
resources). These results show that there tends to be a better match for
those SDGs that both donors and recipients deemed important, as shown
in the previous section, and a lower match for those SDGs that had lower
shares in both finance and activities. Nevertheless, while we observe
similar prioritization of SDGs for principal objective type of finance, the
average shares of recipient-donor matching are lower, i.e. only 49% and
46% in pre- and post-Paris, respectively. These results suggest that,
although ODA may not always address priority climate areas directly, i.
e. as principle objective, they seek to create climate co-benefits in those
areas through development projects of other principal objectives.
Nevertheless, SDG2, SDG6, SDG7, SDG13 and SDG15 are also strongly
covered by principal objective finance, highlighting once more the
particular importance of these areas to climate change.
In contrast, most countries (60%–63% on average) that have not put
forward climate activities in a specific SDG, have received climaterelevant ODA of all objective types for that SDG with a lower share for
principal objective (35%-40% on average). These results likely reflect
several aspects: 1) the variation in comprehensiveness of NDCs; 2) the
different interests of donors concerning SDG areas of climate relevance;
3) a potential interest to frequently report climate co-benefits (in all
objective types) to increase the reported total climate-relevant finance;
4) ‘climate component’ projects of multilateral development donors
likely close part of the gap observed between ‘principal objective’ and
‘all objective types’.
When analysed by income group (as defined by the World Bank in
2019), the NDC-SDG Connections dataset presents the largest number of
activities in lower-middle-income countries, i.e. 39%, followed by lowincome and upper-middle-income countries with 30% and 25%
respectively. These shares are closely reflected by the distribution of
climate-finance transactions, respectively 30%, 41% and 27% for lowincome, lower-middle income and upper-middle-income countries. In
total, we analysed 24% low-income countries, 32% lower-middle-

4.2. Global target-level analysis
Building on the previous analysis, we further assessed alignment of
NDC activities and climate-relevant finance at a more granular level,
specifically across SDG targets (c.f. Table 3 and Fig. 4). Unlike the SDGlevel, in the target-level analysis, we observe an increase in correlation
coefficients from pre- to post-Paris for both finance and transactions
under all and under principal objective. However, similar to the analysis
at the SDG-level, these changes in correlation coefficients are rather
small. On the other hand, we find that the correlation coefficients (with
124 degrees of freedom) for total climate-relevant finance and NDC
activities at the SDG-target level are substantially lower than those
related to the SDGs more broadly, although still moderately significant.
Our results likely suggest that, while priority areas are matched be
tween donors and recipients, there probably is less agreement on how
these broad development areas ought to be addressed in concrete terms.
Nevertheless, data-specific limitations were also important. For
example, in Fig. 4 we observe that, while NDC activities focus far more
on SDG Target 2.4 (sustainable food production) than SDG Target 2.3
(increased agricultural productivity and farmers’ incomes), a similar
amount of finance and transactions were allocated between the two of
them. Yet, the two targets can be linked, as sustainable food production
could be used as a means to increase agricultural productivity and in
comes. Therefore, considering that the assessed finance was climate
relevant, most finance included under SDG Target 2.3 was in all likeli
hood also related to Target 2.4, applying sustainable and climate-smart
agriculture to increase productivity and incomes. On the other hand, a
negative relation can be seen between the less related SDG Targets 15.3
(degraded land and soil) and 15.2 (sustainable forest management). In
this case, climate finance and transactions focused more on the former,
while NDC activities speak more strongly to the latter. While tackling
land degradation through forest management is possible, the link be
tween the two targets is likely less strong than in the previous case. In
contrast to these two examples, the allocation of finance across SDG
Targets 7.1 (energy access), 7.2 (renewable energy) and 7.3 (energy
efficiency) appear to be well aligned with the number of relevant climate
activities in the NDCs, possibly due to the clear distinction between the
three types of energy action. One major limitation to this higherresolution assessment was that the description of OECD finance subsectors is rather broad and not climate-specific. Therefore, while we
included multiple targets of the same SDG to cover the description of the
sector, each financial transaction was likely related to only one or a few

Table 3
Correlation analysis between recipient countries’ NDC climate activities and climate-relevant finance and respective transactions. The analysis covers all types of
climate activities (adaptation, mitigation, both, total) and all objectives as well as principal objective only, across all individual SDG targets. All correlation coefficients
have p-value<0.001. The 124 degrees of freedom are given by the number of SDG targets included in the NDC-SDG Connections tool (i.e. all SDG targets that are not
related to means of implementation (only those indicated by numbers and not by letters)).
Finance (all)
Correlation coefficient, r(124)

Finance (principal)

Transactions (all)

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

0.65

0.66

0.64

0.69

0.53

0.55

0.58

0.61
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Fig. 4. Share of countries’ NDC climate activities associated with a specific SDG target relative to the share of climate-relevant finance or transactions associated with
that SDG target. The analysis is conducted across all SDG targets (indicated next to each dot), and covers all objective types of climate finance (principal, significant
and climate component). The figure on the left-hand side presents the analysis for climate-relevant finance, while the figure on the right-hand side presents climaterelevant transactions.

income and 36% upper-middle-income. However, the share of overall
finance between country income groups is even more strongly skewed
towards lower-middle-income countries (i.e. 52%, followed by uppermiddle-income countries with 30%). Overall, low-income countries
have only received 14% of the finance, with a relatively steady share
across pre- and post-Paris periods. The difference between the distri
bution of finance relative to transactions likely indicates that middleincome countries can absorb more finance in larger-scale projects than
can low-income countries. However, recent research shows that
although low-income countries have generally received less climaterelevant ODA support per capita in the past than lower-middle-income
countries, they have comparable conditional per-capita GHG emissions
reduction pledged in the NDCs (Iacobuta and Höhne, 2021). This sug
gests a high interest and high potential for future climate change miti
gation in low-income countries, provided there is adequate international
support. Nonetheless, climate finance needs to be substantially rampedup in order to meet the conditional requests of countries’ NDCs. Failure
to do so poses the risk of underachievement of pledges (Sforna, 2019;
Pauw et al., 2020). According to recent research, upper-middle income
countries already overtook high-income countries in terms of GHG
emissions in 2007 (Bauer et al., 2021). Moreover, lower-middle income
countries GHG emissions will continue to grow steadily and, together
with low-income countries, may reach the same level of GHG emissions
as high-income countries by 2050 (ibid.).

substantial negative implications for development. In that sense, climate
action and sustainable development are strongly interconnected, and
this is clearly reflected in countries’ NDCs, which put forward climate
activities that span across all SDGs.
This highlights the potential of climate-relevant ODA to jointly
address both climate and sustainable development. Yet, the extent to
which donors make use of this potential and how their focus aligns with
recipients’ priorities have not been the subject of detailed empirical
analysis to date. Our study aimed to contribute to these debates. To that
end, we assessed which SDGs climate-relevant ODA has contributed to in
the years prior to and after the Paris Agreement, and how these con
tributions compare to recipient countries’ planned NDC activities across
two key dimensions: SDGs, including their targets; and climate adap
tation and mitigation.
First, we found that donors’ climate-relevant finance contributes to
multiple SDGs. In particular, SDG7 (energy) and SDG11 (cities) were
highly supported, but also SDG2 (agriculture), SDG15 (life on land) and
SDG6 (water). On the one hand, this observed distribution signifies well
the mitigation potential in these respective areas and the need for
stronger resilience and adaptation as the climate continues to change.
On the other hand, this finding also highlights areas of untapped po
tential, for instance in the SDGs related to economy and industry – SDG8
(jobs and economic growth), SDG9 (industry and infrastructure), SDG12
(sustainable production and consumption) – and the social SDGs that
deal with poverty (i.e. SDG1) and inequalities (i.e. SDG5 and SDG10).
Uncovering the extent to which donors’ climate-relevant finance
simultaneously supports SDG implementation reveals how synergies
between the Paris Agreement and the 2030 Agenda are currently
leveraged. Awareness of this potential can motivate higher support for
climate action and a more coherent and effective use of development
assistance.

5. Conclusions
Transitioning to a low-carbon and climate-resilient world, and
staying below a maximum temperature increase of 1.5◦ C or even wellbelow 2◦ C, require deep changes across all economic sectors, with im
pacts across the SDGs. Moreover, climate change itself will have
9

46%
65%
12%
100%
74%
32%
92%
25%
16%
94%
81%
24%
1%
100%
60%
63%
0%
100%
48%
83%
21%
89%
83%
12%
74%
38%
15%
91%
56%
48%
48%
73%
80%
60%
NDC (yes) - Fin. (yes)
NDC (no) - Fin. (no)
Post-Paris

19%
77%

49%
60%
24%
70%
58%
36%
99%
0%
24%
88%
84%
6%
0%
100%
60%
79%
0%
100%
50%
67%
18%
81%
93%
6%
85%
23%
11%
96%
59%
44%
44%
76%
78%
70%
44%
71%
NDC (yes) - Fin. (yes)
NDC (no) - Fin. (no)
Pre-Paris

Post-Paris

Second, we found that substantial alignment exists between donors’
and recipients’ priorities at the SDG level, but that this alignment has not
improved in recent years. This is highly relevant, as aligning climate
finance with countries’ priorities can enhance ownership of recipient
countries and would result in a more efficient use of limited financial
resource. However, we do not find a shift towards more alignment be
tween NDC activities and climate-relevant finance in the post-Paris
period as compared to the pre-Paris period. This suggests that the
release of the NDCs did not have an observable effect on the alignment of
donor and recipient priorities. Moreover, in line with the literature, our
findings show that low-income countries put forward a larger number of
activities compared to middle-income groups, despite having received
less climate-relevant finance per capita. Stronger support for these
countries, which tend to have higher conditional GHG per capita re
ductions targets, could ensure a higher chance of success for the Paris
Agreement. For the SDG-targets, we found a more limited alignment of
priorities. In general, misalignment could be a result of various aspects:
donors follow their own interests (geopolitically, economically or for the
global common good) and their own judgement of what development
areas merit attention (including those based on the approval of their
constituencies); a lack of clarity of recipients’ needs and priorities
emerges or a mismatch in what is communicated beyond the NDCs. Our
analysis helps identify key gaps and opportunities for further alignment
of climate and sustainable development action.
Third, our assessment shows that, although countries include more
climate-change adaptation actions in their NDCs than mitigation ac
tions, more climate-relevant finance is allocated to climate-change
mitigation than to adaptation. This indicates a lack of alignment be
tween donor and recipient priorities. Moreover, although a ‘balanced’
allocation was never concretely defined as 50/50, the observed alloca
tion of climate-relevant ODA is likely not representative of such a
requirement, in particular in the pre-Paris period (when the allocation
was 73% to mitigation and 16% to adaptation for finance with climate
change as principal objective). Nevertheless, our data shows that do
nors’ allocation of climate-relevant ODA has become more evenly split
in the post-Paris period, although with a continued emphasis on miti
gation. In the climate negotiations, developing countries have always
seen adaptation as a high priority that is underfunded. A better under
standing of what causes this imbalance, beyond the likely interest of
donors in the global common good of GHG emissions reductions, is
needed.
Improving the alignment of climate-relevant financial support with
the sustainable development priorities of the recipients likely helps to
increase acceptability of external projects, to enhance the sense of
ownership and to attract more private finance. Our study shows that
substantial room for improvement on aligning priorities between donors
and recipients still remains and that this alignment was not improved
through the publication of the NDCs. Future climate-relevant ODA
planning could more closely take into account developing countries’
needs, based on their NDCs or through bilateral dialogues. Nevertheless,
while ODA offers a great opportunity for leveraging co-benefits between
climate and sustainable development actions, the risk of over-reporting
should be addressed. To that end, clear standards of what counts as
climate finance must be set in place globally through the UNFCCC
processes. This would facilitate improved policy-making and research
endeavours.
Our findings contribute to several research streams. They feed into
discussions on: raising climate ambition; the conditionality and feasi
bility of NDCs; policy coherence in implementing the Paris Agreement
and the 2030 Agenda; ownership of climate action in developing
countries; and aid effectiveness and efficient use of climate-relevant
finance. We highlight the large potential of climate finance to
contribute to other sustainable development areas and vice versa. A
better alignment and a focus on maximizing synergies between climate
and the SDGs could improve the efficient and effective use of develop
ment finance in the future, and thereby achieve more with less. Current
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71%
37%
71%
40%
55%
40%
49%
60%
84%
8%
95%
11%
99%
0%
94%
20%
57%
59%
55%
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6%
91%
24%
0%
100%
2%
100%
87%
29%
89%
13%
0%
100%
4%
98%
76%
44%
86%
39%
66%
52%
74%
37%
98%
0%
95%
0%
97%
4%
93%
4%
49%
76%
46%
71%
91%
12%
91%
24%
79%
31%
71%
41%
93%
35%
94%
15%
77%
37%
75%
50%
(yes) - Fin. (yes)
(no) - Fin. (no)
(yes) - Fin. (yes)
(no) - Fin. (no)
NDC
NDC
NDC
NDC
Pre-Paris
All types

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Avg.
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Sustainable Development Goals

Table 4
This table shows the match between countries NDC activities and climate-related ODA. It presents: 1) the share of countries that put forward NDC activities relevant to a specific SDG that have received climate-relevant
ODA for that specific SDG areas, i.e. ‘NDC (yes) – Fin. (yes)’; 2) the share of countries that did not put forward NDC activities relevant to a specific SDG and that have not received climate-relevant ODA for that specific SDG
areas, i.e. ‘NDC (no) – Fin. (no)’. The options ‘NDC (yes) – Fin. (no)’ and ‘NDC (no) – Fin. (yes)’ would complete these values to 100%. The shares are shown for the pre- and post- Paris periods and for finance covering all
objective types, i.e. ‘All types’, or only principal objective, i.e. ‘Principal’. The last column shows the average share across all SDGs.
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UNFCCC expert discussions on the assessment and determination of
needs of developing countries under the Paris Agreement highlight that
such assessments must address not only the needs but also the support
received in order to determine remaining gaps. As the effects of
dangerous climate change loom ever closer, and the implementation of
the Paris Agreement and the 2030 Agenda lag behind, our study shows
that substantial untapped potential could be unlocked through further
climate-development integration and alignment of priorities.
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