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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In support of the IEO’s evaluation of the IMF and climate change, this paper assesses the 

IMF’s roles, contributions, and comparative advantages within the global architecture that 

governs and finances climate action. It adopts a top-down approach that first examines the 

overarching architecture and then assesses how the IMF participates in and contributes to it, 

using a schematic framework covering five dimensions: structures and institutions, scientific 

basis, legitimacy and authority, implementation, and accountability and transparency.  

The IMF has made important contributions across the five dimensions of climate 

governance.  

(i) Structures and Institutions. The IMF operates as part of a broader constellation of 

international organizations, engaging directly with ministries of finance and central banks 

to integrate climate-related considerations into macroeconomic and financial policies. 

 

(ii) Scientific Basis. The IMF has contributed to the evidence base covering the 

macroeconomic dimensions of climate change through its own research, macroeconomic 

models, and widely cited analyses that build on the global scientific consensus.  

 

(iii) Legitimacy and Authority. While not a norm-setting or authoritative climate body, the 

IMF derives legitimacy and authority within the climate architecture from its near-

universal membership. The Fund’s engagement remains grounded in its mandate to 

safeguard macroeconomic and financial stability, although some observers point to 

tensions between elements of the climate regime and the Fund’s institutional framework. 

Its participation in global fora and integration of climate-related considerations into its 

macroeconomic activities also reinforces the credibility of the international climate 

agenda and helps to embed climate commitments into national policy frameworks. 

 

(iv) Implementation. The IMF’s integration of climate-related considerations into 

surveillance, lending (mainly through its Resilience and Sustainability Facility), and 

capacity development has strengthened the institutional and analytical depth of global 

climate efforts, bringing macroeconomic rigor to policy discussions and helping to 

advance implementation. 

 

(v) Accountability and Transparency. The IMF advances accountability and transparency in 

global climate governance by enhancing the quality and comparability of climate data 

and supporting robust reporting systems, including on climate finance. 

A broad consensus among stakeholders is that the IMF’s effectiveness within the climate 

architecture depends on leveraging its comparative advantages, while maintaining a clear 

and focused role. This paper finds that the Fund’s strongest comparative advantage lies in 

addressing climate-related issues that are macro-financially relevant, i.e., where climate risks and 
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policies have significant implications for growth, macroeconomic and financial stability, or debt 

sustainability. In these areas, the Fund is uniquely positioned to deliver impactful surveillance, 

lending, and capacity development given its technical and analytical expertise, alongside its 

legitimacy and authority. Concentrating on macro-financial issues also helps to prevent overlap 

with other institutions, preserve a clear institutional niche, and ensure that climate-related work 

remains firmly grounded within the Fund’s mandate. Notably, most stakeholders view the Fund’s 

engagement as extending beyond policy implementation, playing an influential role in 

reinforcing the credibility and accountability of the global climate agenda.  

While the Fund’s role within the global climate architecture is consequential, questions 

remain. Progress has been uneven across countries and workstreams, with continuing questions 

about the scope of the Fund’s mandate, the most appropriate level of engagement in climate 

governance, the consistency of climate-related integration into policy advice, and the 

sustainability of resourcing. Stakeholders have called for clearer prioritization and stronger 

coordination with other institutions to reduce duplication and enhance coherence within the 

broader climate governance landscape, but also for closer involvement in climate governance. 

Views also diverge on the Fund’s public positioning: while some question its resource allocation 

and advocacy efforts, others urge a more active and visible role in the global climate response. 

Addressing these challenges and achieving broad membership consensus will be critical for the 

IMF to sustain its credibility, sharpen its focus, and reinforce its effectiveness within the evolving 

global climate governance system. 

Clarifying and consolidating the Fund’s role within the global climate architecture will be 

essential to enhance its effectiveness and legitimacy. The IMF has identified climate change 

as “one of the most critical macroeconomic policy challenges that its membership will face in the 

coming years and decades” (IMF 2021a). Going forward, its continued impact will depend on its 

ability to leverage its comparative strengths, including its near-universal surveillance reach, 

analytical and technical expertise, convening power, and central place in the global financial 

safety net, while maintaining coherence with its macroeconomic mandate.  Achieving and 

maintaining broad membership consensus on the scope and depth of the Fund’s climate-related 

engagement will be vital to ensure legitimacy, safeguard neutrality, and provide the institutional 

stability needed to sustain meaningful and durable contributions to global climate governance. 

 



 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. This paper explores and evaluates the IMF’s contributions to the global architecture 

that governs and finances climate action to support the IEO’s evaluation of the IMF and 

climate change. It seeks to answer two broad questions: (i) What role is the Fund currently 

playing in this architecture? and (ii) What are the Fund’s comparative advantages, and what role 

could it be playing? At its core, the paper aims to identify the IMF’s value added and its niche 

contributions within these evolving global frameworks. It employs a mixed methods approach 

consisting of quantitative and qualitative systematic reviews. Specific exercises conducted to 

support findings include desk and literature reviews, and comparative analyses of the Fund’s 

climate-related activities to that of multilateral development banks (MDBs) and other players in 

the global climate governance and finance architectures. 1F

1 

2. The IMF has identified climate change as “one of the most critical macroeconomic 

policy challenges that its membership will face in the coming years and decades” (IMF 

2021a). The adoption of a Climate Strategy in 2021 and the establishment of a Resilience and 

Sustainability Trust (RST) in 2022 marked the IMF’s more formal integration into the global 

architecture governing climate change—though it had established a framework to support its 

surveillance since at least 2012 (Gallagher, Rustomjee, and Arevalo 2024). Of the IMF’s 191 

members, all but 1 are party to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) and 183 members, representing 79 percent of quota, have also signed and ratified 

both the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris Agreement (see Annex I for more details).2F

2  

3. Achieving national and global climate-related objectives require coordinated, 

transformative climate action and scaled-up resource mobilization. In this regard, 

international financial institutions (IFIs) are well-positioned to support these efforts and 

have progressively deepened their levels of engagement, having integrated climate into 

their workstreams, expanded climate financing, strengthened country capacities, 

and broadened collaborative initiatives. However, the scope and effectiveness of these 

efforts continue to be shaped by institutional priorities, resource constraints, and the 

urgency and (political) complexity associated with the climate crisis. Against this backdrop, 

the IMF articulated its role with increasing clarity, having adopted a new approach that 

combines a Climate Strategy and new instruments to support its membership. Recent 

 
1 Quantitative data used to support the analyses, specifically on global climate finance, are sourced inter alia from 

the Climate Policy Initiative, MDBs’ Joint Annual Reports, and the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD). Meanwhile, qualitative data are sourced from interviews, surveys, and desk reviews of 

internal and external publications. Notably, interviews were conducted with a range of stakeholders, including 

staff, executive directors, country authorities, civil society organizations, inter-governmental organizations, and 

other relevant stakeholders. 

2 The only IMF member that has not signed on to these international climate arrangements is Kosovo, which has 

made its own national climate action commitments since it is not a member of the United Nations (UN) 

(World Bank 2024).  



2 

 

institutional developments, however, signal the need to secure broad consensus among 

members and ensure adequate availability of resources for the Fund to effectively support 

global climate action within its mandate. 

4. The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Section II describes the global 

climate governance and finance architectures and presents a schematic framework to situate 

the broader governance landscape. Section III evaluates the IMF’s activities and engagement 

within these architectures drawing on a range of evidence. Section IV summarizes the key 

findings and concludes. 

II. GLOBAL CLIMATE ARCHITECTURE 

A.   Global Climate Governance Architecture 

5. Climate governance refers to the collective structures, processes, and mechanisms 

guiding international efforts to mitigate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and adapt to the 

impacts of a changing climate.3F

3 It is a dynamic, multi-layered system that has evolved since the 

early 1990s to encompass a wide range of actors and institutional arrangements at the local, 

national, regional, and global levels, anchored by a shared objective of climate action. The 

architecture combines formal and informal mechanisms—including treaties, regulatory 

frameworks, financial instruments, market-based tools, and knowledge-sharing platforms—to 

support coordinated responses. Within this system, international cooperation relies on 

negotiation and coordination among Parties to multilateral agreements, supported by UN 

agencies and complemented by the participation of governments, international organizations, 

the private sector, and civil society.4F

4 Unlike some global governance structures that rely heavily 

on legal enforcement, climate governance uses a mix of incentives, voluntary commitments, and 

market mechanisms to encourage compliance.  

6. Its architecture can be understood through key elements which define how 

institutions align objectives, coordinate responses, and adapt to evolving challenges. For 

the purposes of this paper, we adopt a schematic framework to examine this architecture 

through five interrelated dimensions: (i) structures and institutions; (ii) scientific basis; 

(iii) legitimacy and authority; (iv) implementation; and (v) accountability and transparency 

(Figure 1). 5F

5 This approach allows us to discuss global climate efforts, identify potential gaps and 

challenges, and examine the role of the IMF within this broader governance system. Although 

 
3 The global climate governance architecture ultimately constitutes an international regime, i.e., a set of implicit 

or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures that promote and facilitate cooperation by 

reducing transaction costs and managing state and non-state actors’ behavior in the achievement of a global 

public good, in this case, the avoidance of increasingly adverse climatic conditions. 

4 See Caldman and others (2017). 

5 For other representations of the governance architecture see, for example, Widerberg and Pattberg (2016), 

Hickman (2016), and MOPAN (2021). 
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climate finance is embedded within the “means of implementation” at the global level, it is 

discussed separately within this paper to provide a deeper understanding of its key actors, 

systemic challenges, and coordination gaps. 

 Figure 1. Five Dimensions of the Global Climate Governance Architecture  

 

 

 

 Source: Authors’ schematic representation.   

 

Structures and Institutions  

7. Global efforts to coordinate climate action are anchored in the UNFCCC, which laid 

out the groundwork for a formalized system of international cooperation in the early 

1990s. The UNFCCC initially emphasized voluntary commitments and knowledge sharing but 

evolved with the adoption of legally binding agreements such as the Kyoto Protocol (1997), 

which introduced obligatory emission reduction targets for developed countries. Later, the Paris 

Agreement (2015) established a nationally determined approach to climate action that, in 

aggregate, seeks to achieve global goals.6F

6 Several other mechanisms, including subsidiary 

bodies, committees, and institutions have since been created over the past few decades to 

provide technical support to the Conference of the Parties (COPs) to the UNFCCC.  

8. The UNFCCC has limited capacity to directly support its Parties in implementing 

climate policies and instead relies on actors operating at the local, national, regional, and 

global levels (Figure 2). The global climate governance architecture is fragmented and often 

described as hybrid and polycentric, requiring the collaboration with a multiplicity of state and 

non-state actors.7F

7 At the global level, key institutions, such as the United Nations Environment 

Program (UNEP), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and IFIs, have increasingly 

aligned their operations with international climate goals.8F

8 At the national level, governments and 

their relevant ministries or agencies—especially environment, energy, agriculture, and finance 

departments—formulate climate policies, strategies, and legislative instruments that align with 

 
6 Bodansky (2021) notes that the Kyoto Protocol followed a top-down approach, while the Paris Agreement 

adopted a bottom-up approach to climate action. 

7 See Jordan and others (2018).  

8 See, for example, the Joint MDB Methodological Principles for Assessment of Paris Agreement Alignment, 

UNEP, and UNDP for more details.  

https://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/paris-alignment/joint-mdb-paris-alignment-approach
https://www.unep.org/topics/climate-action
https://climatepromise.undp.org/
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global commitments and respond to domestic development goals. In many cases, regional-level 

intergovernmental bodies, such as the African Union, Council of Regional Organizations in the 

Pacific, European Union, and other regional bodies and development banks serve as conduits 

between global principles and national priorities, helping to align policies, foster peer learning, 

and promote a unified regional voice. Local actors include state authorities, local councils, the 

private sector, community-based organizations and private individuals, all of whom engage with 

relevant public and private actors to articulate their needs, priorities, and goals. 

Figure 2. Structures and Institutions 

 
Source: Adapted from IPCC (2012). 

 

9. The wider climate governance architecture, particularly international organizations, 

have increasingly relied on partnership frameworks to streamline operations and reduce 

duplication of efforts. Mutual reliance frameworks (MRFs) among MDBs are a prominent 

example, which allow these institutions to share responsibilities and recognize each other’s 
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standards in project design and supervision. The recently signed Full MRF between the Asian 

Development Bank and the World Bank extends cooperation across virtually all aspects of project 

operations, helping to align global objectives with domestic implementation. 9F

9 

10. The IMF is part of a broader constellation of international institutions engaged in 

the climate agenda, but its role is somewhat distinctive. Unlike norm-setting bodies, the IMF 

works directly with its members, particularly ministries of finance and central banks, to help them 

integrate their international climate commitments into macroeconomic, fiscal, and financial 

policies. This engagement takes place both through bilateral interactions and through the Fund’s 

participation in global fora that convene these authorities, including initiatives such as the 

Network for Greening the Financial System (NGFS), the G20 Sustainable Finance Working Group 

(SFWG), and the Coalition of Finance Ministers for Climate Action (CFMCA). 

11. The IMF’s distinct focus is on assessing the macroeconomic and financial implications 

of climate risks and supporting the design of adaptation and mitigation strategies. It carries 

out these tasks mainly through its surveillance, lending, and capacity development (CD) activities. 

The Fund also produces a significant volume of research and analytical work exploring climate-

related economic issues such as carbon pricing, public and private finance mobilization and 

management, enhanced information architecture, and the transition to a green economy. To 

achieve these outcomes, the Fund leverages its comparative advantages and relies on institutional 

partnerships to complement the work of other organizations.  

Scientific Basis 

12. A robust and widely accepted scientific foundation is essential to guide 

international action on climate change. Within climate governance, this foundation is rooted 

in the role of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Established in 1988 under 

the auspices of the United Nations (UN) to provide comprehensive assessments of climate 

science, the IPCC’s analyses and conclusions constitute the ultimate foundation of global climate 

governance through its periodic comprehensive reviews of the most authoritative scientific 

studies available across the world. Six assessment reports have been published, and the Panel is 

currently in the preparatory stage of its Seventh Assessment Report. International organizations, 

including the IMF in its 2021 Climate Strategy, have referenced the findings of these reports as 

the scientific basis for its climate-related activities.10F

10 

 
9 These include “project design, preparation, appraisal, supervision, completion, and evaluation,” though only a 

subset of public projects is covered in the initial four-year phase (World Bank 2025). Responding to a call from 

the G20 for “better, bigger, and more effective MDBs” and recognizing the efficiency gains of earlier MRFs 

covering mostly procurement processes, some MDBs have expanded the scope of these frameworks. 

10 The 2021 Climate Strategy (IMF 2021a) motivates the IMF’s work by stating that “according to the IPCC, absent 

decisive mitigation action, the global average temperature will exceed the pre-industrial level by 3–5 degrees 

centigrade by end-century…warming at this scale would be bound to trigger seismic ecological, economic, and 

social shifts.” 
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13. The economics of climate change is a central dimension of climate science. While 

the foundation of climate science lies in the physical sciences, such as atmospheric physics, 

oceanography, and earth system modelling, it also draws from fields like ecology, economics, 

public health, and political science. Within this interdisciplinary landscape, economics plays an 

important role for evaluating the costs and benefits of mitigation and adaptation strategies, 

guiding the design of policy instruments such as carbon pricing, subsidies, and regulatory 

standards, and assessing the distributional and intergenerational impacts of climate change. 

Given its near universal surveillance reach, the IMF is uniquely placed to help countries 

understand and address the macroeconomic, fiscal, and financial implications of their 

climate-related targets and commitments through its research and analytical work.  

Legitimacy and Authority 

14. The legal authority of global climate governance rests on its formal grounding in 

international law and its institutional linkages to the UN system. The UNFCCC provides the 

foundational legal framework for the international climate regime. Adopted at the Earth Summit 

in 1992, and ratified and acceded by nearly all UN member states, it is endowed with a legal 

mandate rooted in multilateral consensus and sustained by near-universal participation (see 

Annex II for more details). As a treaty-based body under the UN, the UNFCCC and its COPs 

possess broad legal and institutional legitimacy to coordinate global efforts on climate 

mitigation, adaptation, and support for implementation (see Figure 3). Subsequent legal 

instruments adopted under its auspices, such as the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris Agreement, 

further reinforce its authority by establishing binding and non-binding commitments, procedural 

rules, and accountability mechanisms recognized by the international community.11F

11  

15. Global climate governance derives its political legitimacy from the inclusive 

participation of national delegates in formal decision-making processes, complemented by 

inputs from global institutions, the private sector, and civil society. The inclusivity and 

transparency of the decision-making process add to its legitimacy, even if the magnitude of the 

challenges and the limitations to action arising from the consensus rule have led to criticisms 

about its effectiveness. A central tenet of this legitimacy is the acknowledgment that climate 

change affects countries differently, with developing nations—often the least responsible for 

historic emissions—disproportionately exposed to its consequences. The principle of Common but 

Differentiated Responsibilities and Respective Capabilities (CBDR-RC) embedded in the UN climate 

change process reflects this asymmetry: it affirms that while all countries share the obligation to 

address climate change, developed countries must lead efforts to reduce emissions and support 

others in doing so. Furthermore, specialized agencies designated under Article 57 of the UN 

Charter, which includes the IMF along with the private sector and civil society, enhance the overall 

legitimacy of global climate governance through their observer status in the UNFCCC processes.  

 
11 See Depledge (2024).  
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 Figure 3. Internal Structure of the UNFCCC  

 
 

 

 

 Source: Calliari and others (2018). 
Note: CTCN = Climate Technology Centre and Network; LEG = Least Developed Countries Expert Group; 

SBI = Subsidiary Body for Implementation; SBSTA = Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice; 

TEC = Technology Executive Committee; WIM = Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage 

associated with Climate Change Impacts; and UNFCCC = United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change. 

 

 

Implementation  

16. Implementation lies at the heart of climate governance, providing the means 

through which international commitments are translated into effective national actions. At 

its core, implementation encompasses two principal areas of activity: (i) mitigation, aimed at 

reducing GHG emissions and limiting their accumulation in the atmosphere; and (ii) adaptation, 

which seeks to enhance resilience and enable communities to prepare for and respond to the 

impacts of climate change. 12F

12 While the international climate regime does not single out the 

“transition to a low-carbon economy” as a standalone pillar (and conceptually embeds it within 

mitigation), it is increasingly recognized as a critical pillar by the majority of Parties to the 

international climate regime as well as intergovernmental institutions, such as the European 

Union, IMF, OECD, and World Bank.13F

13  

 
12 Definitions of mitigation and adaptation follow the UNFCCC and are broader than those of the IMF (and other 

IFIs), which disaggregates mitigation into transition management and global mitigation. See Volz and 

Wojnilower (2026) for more details.  

13 This notion was reinforced by the landmark agreement that emerged from COP28 (Dubai 2023), which called 

countries to “transition away” from fossil fuels “in a just, equitable and orderly” manner, with the agreed goals of 

tripling renewable energy capacity and doubling energy efficiency by 2030. 
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17.  Implementation efforts depend on an enabling environment that includes climate 

finance, technology, CD, and, notably related to the IMF’s mandate, a stable 

macroeconomic framework. The macroeconomics of climate change encompasses both the 

physical risks of climate shocks to the real economy, financial systems, and fiscal positions, as 

well as the transition risks arising from climate adaptation and mitigation policies. In this context, 

the IMF is guided by macrocriticality in its surveillance activities—those policies with a significant 

bearing on present or prospective balance of payments (BOP) stability or domestic stability.   

Accountability and Transparency 

18. Accountability and transparency in global climate governance are implemented 

through formal reporting, review, and monitoring mechanisms that track progress toward 

collective and national commitments. These mechanisms have evolved from voluntary 

exchanges under the early UNFCCC to the structured Enhanced Transparency Framework (ETF) 

established by the Paris Agreement. The ETF requires all Parties to submit regular reports on 

GHG emissions, climate action, and support provided or received, subject to technical expert 

review and multilateral peer consideration. It promotes comparability and trust among Parties, 

and supplies the evidence base for the Global Stocktake, which evaluates collective progress 

toward long-term goals. Complementary initiatives by international organizations, research 

institutions, and civil society have further improved data quality, disclosure practices, and 

independent monitoring. However, gaps remain in both data availability and standardization. 

19.  A wide range of institutions, including the IMF, are engaged in strengthening the 

reliability and accessibility of climate-related information, while improving scrutiny over 

commitments and results. The Fund supports transparency through its leadership in developing 

statistical standards and promoting data harmonization under initiatives such as the G20 Data 

Gaps Initiative. It also integrates climate-related indicators into Article IV reports and collaborates 

with other IFIs and standard-setting bodies to advance common taxonomies, disclosure 

frameworks, and analytical tools. Through these efforts, the IMF helps enhance the quality, 

comparability, and credibility of information that underpins global climate governance. 

B.   Global Climate Finance Architecture 

20. The global climate finance architecture consists of numerous non-integrated 

institutions, operating within and outside the UNFCCC, that provide or support the 

provision of climate finance. Providers of climate finance were initially linked to the financial 

mechanism of the UNFCCC, which provided an avenue for developed countries (referred to as 

Annex II countries by the UNFCCC) to provide climate finance to developing countries (referred 

to as Non-Annex I countries by the UNFCCC) on a grant and concessional basis. 14F

14 Over time, 

 
14 According to the UNFCCC, climate finance “refers to local, national or transnational financing—drawn from 

public, private and alternative sources of financing—that seeks to support mitigation and adaptation actions that 

will address climate change.” 
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several operating and funding entities were established to operationalize this mechanism, 

including the Global Environment Facility (GEF), which manages the Special Climate Change Fund  

and Least Developed Countries Fund, as well as the Green Climate Fund, Adaption Fund, and the 

Fund for Responding to Loss and Damage.15F

15,
16F

16 In parallel, other providers of climate finance 

emerged outside of the UNFCCC, such as MDBs, bilateral agencies, non-governmental 

organizations, and the private sector, to help meet the scale of financing required to confront the 

global climate crisis (Figure 4).  

Figure 4. Global Climate Finance Architecture 

 
Source: Adapted from OECD (2023). 
Note:  ADB = Asian Development Bank; AFD = Agence Française de Développement; AfDB = African Development Bank; 

AF = Adaptation Fund; CIF = Climate Investment Funds; EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Development; GCF = Green 

Climate Fund, GEF = Global Environment Fund; IADB = Inter-American Development Bank; JICA = Japan International Cooperation 

Agency; KfW = Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau; LDCF = Least Developed Countries Fund; MDBs = Multilateral Development Banks; 

NDBs = National Development Banks; NGOs = Non-governmental organizations; RSF = Resilience and Sustainability Facility; 

SCCF = Special Climate Change Fund; SCF = Strategic Climate Fund; PPCR = Pilot Program for Climate Resilience; UN = United 

Nations; UNDP = United Nations Development Program; UNEP = United Nations Environment Program; WBG = World Bank Group; 

and WWF = World Wildlife Fund. 

 

21. While the expansion in providers helped to stimulate climate finance flows, it 

remained far below projected investment needs. Between 2018 and 2023, annual global 

climate finance flows almost tripled from an estimated $0.7 trillion to $1.9 trillion with the private 

sector—widely recognized as key for scaling climate finance (IMF 2022c; Bhattacharya and others 

 
15 The GEF was established in 1991 but was later designated an operating entity of the financial mechanism under 

the UNFCCC.   

16 Several IFIs have working relationships with these operating and funding entities. For example, the World Bank 

is a co-founder and trustee of the GEF, while other multilateral development banks serve as accredited entities 

for the Green Climate Fund, helping to develop and implement projects.  
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2024)—accounting for over half of global climate finance over this period and providing nearly 

$1.3 trillion (68 percent of climate finance flows) in 2023 (Figure 5a). Yet, climate investment 

needs were estimated to be significantly higher—with average estimates ranging from $6.3 

trillion (Bhattacharya and others 2024) to $7.5 trillion (Climate Policy Initiative 2025b) per year up 

to 2030 (see Figure 5b for a detailed breakdown by country grouping). 17F

17,
18F

18  

 Figure 5. Global Climate Finance and Its Gaps  

 A. Global Climate Finance from 2018–23 

(In USD billions) 
B. Climate Finance Gaps  

(In USD billions) 
 

 
 

   

 

 Source: Climate Policy Initiative (2025). Sources: Bhattacharya and others (2024).  

 

22. Mobilizing, accessing, and coordinating climate finance at scale remains 

challenging due to institutional weaknesses, limited access to concessional finance, and 

systemic fragmentation. Numerous players, often with different governance models, financing 

instruments, and eligibility criteria, contribute to its fluidity, complexity, and fragmentation 

(Pickering and others 2017; Fouad and others 2021). Private sector financing remains constrained 

by high perceived investment risks, limited risk-mitigation instruments, and green/climate-

related taxonomy challenges. These barriers are more pronounced for smaller and more 

vulnerable countries, which continue to face complex application procedures, insufficient 

concessional financing, and difficulties following external shocks. At the same time, the broader 

architecture faces difficulties in aligning institutional objectives, reconciling climate finance data, 

and sustaining institutional and political support. Furthermore, the lack of harmonized climate 

finance and granular climate-related data further complicates efforts to track flows and assess 

progress toward meeting climate finance needs (see Annex III for more details).  

 
17 Estimates from Bhattacharya and others (2024) are presented in 2023 dollars, while those of the Climate Policy 

Initiative (2025b) are presented in 2022 dollars.   

18 Estimates from countries’ NDCs are considerably lower at an aggregate of $455 billion to $584 billion per year 

(UNFCCC 2024) but may underestimate needs since it only reflects costed needs reported by 98 developing 

country parties (Bhattacharya and others 2024).   
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23. Recognizing these gaps and challenges, several institutions now play a supportive 

yet critical role in mobilizing domestic and external resources, including from the private 

sector. These efforts have ranged from the collective negotiation of new climate finance 

commitments, to building country readiness and capacity, as well as designing mechanisms to 

catalyze private investments. While Article 2.1c of the Paris Agreement called for financial flows 

to be "consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas emissions and climate-resilient 

development,” Parties have also advanced on a new collective quantified goal at COP29, which 

increases developed countries’ climate finance commitment to at least $300 billion per year by 

2035.19F

19 Similarly, numerous institutions, including IFIs, UN agencies, regulatory bodies, and data 

reporting agencies, support the provision of climate finance through the delivery of capacity 

building and readiness support, development and standardization of climate finance data, 

disclosures and taxonomies, as well as the periodic reporting of this data.  

24. The IMF has made increasing contributions to the global climate finance 

architecture through its surveillance, lending, and CD activities and technical work in the 

climate information architecture.20F

20 The IMF has provided emergency balance of payments 

(BOP) financing to countries facing natural disasters since at least 1962, established the RST in 

2022, and partnered with other organizations to improve the climate information architecture. In 

addition, the IMF has integrated climate-related stress tests in its financial surveillance activities 

and provided capacity building to countries to aid in their climate financial disclosures, including 

budget tagging processes.  

III. ASSESSMENT OF THE FUND’S ACTIVITIES 

25. The IMF has assumed an increasingly visible role in the global climate governance 

architecture—a development that has generally been demanded and welcomed by most 

stakeholders interviewed and surveyed for this paper. While not an authoritative climate 

institution, the Fund’s participation adds credibility, particularly in areas where its 

macroeconomic and financial expertise are distinctive. In turn, the IMF itself has benefitted from 

this engagement, improving both its relevance and analytical reach. At the same time, differences 

in views persist within and outside the institution over the appropriate scope of its involvement, 

reflecting broader concerns regarding institutional priorities and its areas of expertise (see 

Annex IV, Panels A, B, and C for survey results underpinning these findings). For some 

stakeholders, the Fund’s role in the international financial system and its relevance for global 

climate governance calls for strong in-house expertise in climate science and environmental 

economics to deliver meaningful, climate-enriched surveillance and policy recommendations.  

For other stakeholders, the IMF should remain firmly anchored in its macroeconomic and 

financial mandate, with climate-related engagement limited to natural disasters and adaptation 

policies among vulnerable members. 

 
19 Additional efforts would be made by all Parties to scale up financing to $1.3 trillion per year.   

20 See Volz and Wojnilower (2026), Arevalo and Lane (2026), and Chopra and Wojnilower (2026) for a detailed 

review and assessment of the IMF’s work in surveillance, lending, and CD, respectively.  
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26. The IMF’s climate-related work has supported the objectives of the global climate 

architecture, while concurrently fulfilling its own mandate. Its climate-related policy advice, 

analytical work, lending, and advocacy initiatives contribute to better macroeconomic policy 

formulation and coordination, availability of finance, and understanding of climate-related 

challenges, which in turn support macroeconomic stability, resilience, and sustainability. At the 

same time, the Fund’s unique comparative advantages and expertise in carrying out these 

activities closely align with the five dimensions of the global climate governance architecture. 

The scientific basis is reflected in the IMF’s development of macro-relevant climate models, 

analytical tools, and its research outputs. Legitimacy and authority are embedded in the Fund’s 

near universal membership and alignment with international climate principles. Implementation 

is operationalized through bilateral surveillance, lending, and CD. Accountability and 

transparency are advanced through harmonized climate data and public reporting. 

Annex V/Figure AV.1 depicts the climate-related results chain and conditions, where the IMF’s 

activities translate into outputs and outcomes that support its mandate and the broader climate 

governance architecture.  

A.   Structures and Institutions 

27. The IMF joined the global climate governance architecture adopting multiple roles 

and following a non-linear path. Its involvement has been marked by three distinct phases: 

(i) ad hoc participation, (ii) a more formal integration, marked by the adoption of the Climate 

Strategy and RST, as well as a rapid scaling of climate-related activities, and (iii) institutional 

streamlining (see Figure 6 for the evolution of the structures associated with the UNFCCC and 

the IMF’s participation).21F

21 However, some interviewees noted that even after its more formal 

integration into the global climate architecture, there was no clear institutional consensus on the 

extent of the Fund’s climate-related contribution. While the 2021 Climate Strategy provided a 

broad framework, operational clarity remained elusive, and the strong push from management at 

times contributed to institutional ambiguity. Certain areas, such as carbon pricing and 

climate-related fiscal risks were seen as natural extensions of the Fund’s mandate. Beyond these, 

the boundaries of the Fund’s role were less defined. Though some ambiguity persists, some staff 

members suggested that the initial ramp-up phase is now behind, and the Fund is shifting 

toward a more selective and disciplined approach, integrating climate-related considerations 

only where it is macroeconomically-relevant and treating it with the same rigor as other 

structural issues.

 
21 See Gallagher, Rustomjee, and Arevalo (2024). 
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Figure 6. Global Climate Change Timeline 

 

Sources: American Institute of Physics (2024); Gallagher, Rustomjee, and Arevalo (2024); IEO (2024). 

Note: Blue circles are associated with climate initiatives at the global level, while orange circles are associated with the IMF’s climate-related initiatives. CCPAs = Climate Change Policy 

Assessments; CMAP = Climate Macroeconomic Assessment Program; CPAT = Climate Policy Assessment Tool; C-PIMA = Climate-Public Investment Management Assessment; DIGNAD = 

Debt-Investment-Growth and Natural Disasters toolkit; FAD = Fiscal Affairs Department; GCA = global climate architecture; IEO = Independent Evaluation Office of the IMF; IMF = 

International Monetary Fund; IPCC = Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; RST = Resilience and Sustainability Trust; and WBG = World Bank Group.  
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28. While a relatively late entrant to the climate governance arena, the IMF has 

nonetheless become a consequential player. The rationale for its engagement is rooted in its 

mandate, ensuring that fiscal and broader macroeconomic policy discussions fully account for 

climate-related challenges, though views differ on how far and how deep this role should 

extend.22F

23 Building on this rationale, the IMF’s influence stemmed less from traditional 

norm-setting and more from its ability to help members understand the macroeconomic and 

financial effects of climate change and their national targets. Staff and external stakeholders 

underscored its unique capacity to engage finance ministries and central banks, thereby 

elevating climate-related issues within national policy agendas. Interviewees from several MDBs 

further noted that the Fund’s participation adds weight to their initiatives, with its standing as a 

trusted advisor on macroeconomic and financial policies conferring legitimacy on economic 

proposals developed elsewhere in the climate architecture (Box 1).  

29. Considering its comparative advantages and resource constraints, views diverged on the 

appropriate scope and depth of the Fund’s climate-related engagement. Some staff, institutional 

partners, and external observers urged for a more restrained approach, keeping climate-related work 

firmly anchored to the IMF’s mandate, while others argued for deeper involvement, citing the urgency 

of climate-related risks and the costs of inaction. Several staff members cautioned that the agenda had 

grown overly expansive, raising concerns about sustainability in terms of both quality and budget 

constraints and its associated reputational risks. Questions were also raised about uneven internal 

support. For example, bilateral surveillance of “high-profile climate cases,” such as Brazil or the United 

States, often drew substantial interest and backing from functional departments, but smaller or lower-

income members saw less consistent engagement, except for those that benefited from an RSF 

arrangement (see Arevalo and Lane 2026). Competing demands for resources, especially between 

multilateral initiatives and direct country work, were noted as limiting the Fund’s ability to respond 

evenly across its membership.  

30. Until its recent institutional streamlining, advocacy had become a visible strand of 

the IMF’s contributions to the global climate architecture (Figure 7). IMF management and staff 

delivered speeches, produced climate-related blogs, videos, and publications as well as contributed 

to climate discussions in key fora, including the UNFCCC COPs, G7, G20, and G24. These efforts 

helped to highlight the macroeconomic and financial implications of climate change and ensure 

that it remained a central focus in international fora. External interviewees generally agreed that 

this presence strengthened the integration of macroeconomic considerations into the global 

climate policy discourse. However, the uneven public engagement of the Fund as a whole—

following changes in management and membership priorities—has at times generated uncertainty 

within and outside the organization regarding the consistency of its attention to climate-related 

macroeconomic issues, which in turn affects perceived incentives for IMF staff. Indeed, interviewees 

and experts stressed that management participation, or lack thereof, in high‑level fora sends 

important signals beyond the Fund’s technical work. 

 
23 In this regard, the IEO (2024) proposed for the Fund to adopt a “spectrum approach” for macrocritical issues 

that were outside of its area of expertise, including leveraging its signaling power to elevate the coverage of 

these issues by other institutions.  
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Box 1. The IMF’s Engagement with Partners Within the  

Global Climate Architecture 

The IMF has relied on collaborative initiatives with other technical and governance institutions to advance its own 

work and effectively contribute to the global climate architecture. Given the breadth of the climate agenda and the 

IMF’s defined macroeconomic and financial mandate, collaborative initiatives allow the Fund to leverage complementary 

expertise and maintain institutional coherence across the global architecture. The IMF’s ability to collaborate with other 

institutions is supported by its Articles of Agreement, as well as by internal policies and operational guidelines, and have 

ranged from formal agreements to more flexible memoranda of understanding and staff-level terms of reference. For 

example, the IMF established a framework with the World Bank in 2024, the Enhanced Cooperation Framework for Scaled-

Up Climate Action, for its RSF lending.1 

Collaboration with other technical institutions has yielded tangible benefits, particularly in the context of the IMF’s 

research and analytical work, RSF, and capacity building. The IMF has built strong working relationships with the World 

Bank, some regional development banks, such as the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and Inter-American Development 

Bank (IADB), UN agencies, alongside a multitude of other institutional partners. Staff signaled that their collaboration with 

these institutions mainly entailed periodic meetings and information sharing, as well as use of the other institutions’ data 

or research (see Figure A). 2 For example, IMF staff often referenced the World Bank’s country climate and development 

reports (CCDRs).  Moreover, at the research level, joint seminars with the World Bank and collaborative modeling with the 

OECD reflect productive exchange and mutual reinforcement of analytical work. Beyond these staff-level engagements, the 

IMF and World Bank jointly produced the Climate Change Policy Assessments between 2017–20 and developed the 

Climate Policy Assessment Tool.  

Figure A. IMF Staff Collaboration with Select Partners 

 
Sources: IEO 2025 surveys; authors’ calculations. 

Note: This figure shows the types of engagement that staff had with select institutional partners 

across climate-related surveillance, lending, and CD activities. Other captures staff’s engagement 

with a list of other institutions, such as the OECD, Agence Française de Développement, 

Academia, Global Center for Adaptation, among others. The size of each bubble represents the 

frequency with which staff reported this form of collaborative engagement. 

The IMF collaborates with a range of institutions to strengthen its climate-integrated analytical frameworks, 

including Financial Sector Assessment Programs (FSAPs) and Debt Sustainability Analyses (DSAs). FSAPs are 

conducted under a joint IMF–World Bank framework that draws on each institution’s comparative advantages. The IMF 

leads on financial stability assessments, systemic risk analysis, stress testing, and supervisory frameworks, while the World 

Bank focuses on financial sector development, infrastructure, inclusion, and regulatory strengthening. In advanced 

economies, FSAPs are typically led by the IMF alone, while in emerging markets and developing countries the two 

institutions collaborate to ensure balanced analysis.3 Similarly, DSAs are prepared jointly for low-income countries under 

the LIC-DSF, with the IMF leading on macro-fiscal calibration and debt-risk assessments and the World Bank emphasizing 

development finance and public investment needs. For market-access countries (MACs), the IMF applies its own Sovereign 

Risk and Debt Sustainability Framework (SRDSF) while coordinating closely with the World Bank to maintain consistency in 

underlying assumptions and climate-related scenarios.  IPCC and NGFS scenarios are used to evaluate physical and 

transition risks across different climate pathways—particularly in financial sector stress testing under FSAPs.  

https://www.afd.fr/en
https://www.afd.fr/en
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Box 1. The IMF’s Engagement with Partners Within the  

Global Climate Architecture (concluded) 

The Fund also plays a significant role in international efforts to address climate data gaps and harmonize 

definitions. It chairs the Inter-Agency Group on Economic and Financial Statistics (IAG), which developed a 2022 workplan 

to address emerging data needs, including on climate. The IMF is actively involved in the G20 Data Gaps Initiative (DGI), 

which in its 2021 phase identified 14 critical data areas, of which seven pertain to climate. The Fund reports annually on 

progress in these areas, contributing both analytical input and institutional coordination capacity (see IMF (2024b) for the 

most recent progress reported).  

It has established strong technical cooperation with partner institutions such as the OECD, IEA, and Eurostat to 

enhance the availability of reliable and comparable climate data.4 One example is the development of a quarterly 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions dataset, which significantly reduces reporting lag through harmonized methodologies 

and a shared country allocation approach. These efforts are essential for aligning production and dissemination standards 

across agencies with overlapping mandates. Still, challenges remain. Coordination costs are high, data initiatives proliferate 

rapidly, and institutional silos can delay integration. As one staff member noted, keeping pace with evolving climate data 

efforts and avoiding duplication is a persistent challenge. Nonetheless, collaboration on climate data tends to be less 

politically contentious than joint work on surveillance or lending, allowing for steady progress through technical channels.  

These collaborative initiatives strengthen the analytical rigor of the Fund’s climate-related contributions. 

Interviewees for this paper highlighted the Fund’s active engagement with external stakeholders, including the Coalition of 

Finance Ministers for Climate Action (CFMCA), the Bank of England, the Swiss National Bank, and the Banque de France, 

with a focus on the macroeconomic and fiscal dimensions of climate policy. Staff regularly presents their analytical work at 

high-level fora, including the G20, BIS, and academic conferences, and works closely with academic institutions. This work 

also feeds into global climate and macroeconomic discussions through active participation in the G7, G20, NGFS, and other 

policy platforms. 

Despite these successes, collaboration across institutions has not been uniformly smooth, with institutional 

partners noting limitations in coordination, overlapping mandates, and occasional overextension by the IMF. While 

operational-level collaboration is often strong, several interviewees noted that institutional-level coordination remains 

underdeveloped, competitive, and, at times, unidirectional. Some external partners raised concerns that the Fund 

occasionally moves into areas perceived to be beyond its macroeconomic expertise, contributing to inefficiencies and 

complicating efforts to establish clear institutional roles. For example, some actors within the development community 

expressed unease with the IMF’s engagement in long-term development planning, traditionally led by the World Bank and 

other MDBs. Differences in institutional time horizons, where the Fund’s focus is typically more short-term, can also limit 

the effectiveness of joint work on longer-term adaptation strategies. Lastly, coordination costs remain high, with several 

staff members highlighting the significant effort required to manage joint work without always yielding resource savings.  

Some interviewees suggested several measures to enhance collaboration, including clearer division of labor, more 

formalized partnerships, and greater field-level coordination, but also acknowledged the tension between 

structure and flexibility. Staff and institutional partners emphasized the need for better clarity on roles and 

responsibilities, particularly in areas where mandates overlap with MDBs.  As noted by Abrams and Rustomjee (2024), 

engagement in emerging policy areas, such as climate, currently lacks a holistic formal framework or specific guidance 

from the Executive Board or management. At the same time, there was a shared concern amongst staff that overly rigid 

frameworks, such as new concordats akin to the existing IMF–World Bank division of labor, could constrain the 

responsiveness and adaptability required for effective collaboration. As a result, staff often favored a pragmatic, case-by-

case approach that allows room for tailored coordination depending on the country’s context and institutional strengths. 

This preference reflects an underlying tension as highlighted in past IEO evaluations: while clearer rules would reduce 

friction and improve efficiency, excessive formalization may reduce the agility needed to respond to rapidly evolving 

country needs and climate priorities.5   

________________________________________ 
Sources: Abrams and Rustomjee (2024); IEO 2025 Surveys; IMF (2024b); authors. 
1 The IMF and World Bank signed an Enhanced Cooperation Framework for Scaled-Up Climate Action for their respective lending operations in mid-2024. This 
Framework leverages each institution’s comparative advantages and expertise in support of their members’ climate-related needs.  
2 This finding was consistent with previous IEO findings. See Abrams and Rustomjee (2024) and Stedman, Abrams, and Kell (2020).  
3 See relevant IMF factsheet for more details. 
4 Formal memoranda of understanding are in place with these institutions to coordinate methodology and country coverage.  
5 See IEO (2018, 2020, 2022, 2024). 

 

 

https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2023/financial-sector-assessment-program-FSAP
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 Figure 7. Climate-Related Mentions in Official Speeches  

 A. Climate-Related Mentions in IMF and  

WBG Management Speeches  

(Percent of all Speeches) 

B. Climate-Related Mentions in UNGA Speeches, 2021–24 

(Percent of sentences mentioning climate) 

 

 

   

 

 Sources: IMF and World Bank speeches; authors’ calculations. 

Note: This figure shows the proportion of speeches made by the 

management and senior officials of the IMF and World Bank that 

contain at least one mention of a climate-related keyword. 

Sources: Jankin and others (2017); authors’ calculations. 

Note: This figure presents the median, as well as the 10th, 90th, and 

95th percentile proportions of sentences within UNGA speeches that 

include at least one reference to a climate-related keyword. UNGA = 

United Nations General Assembly.  

 

 

 

B.   Scientific Basis 

31. The IMF draws on IPCC findings as the scientific basis for its climate-related 

analytical work. IPCC scenarios, including Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (SSPs) and 

Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs), inform the Fund’s economic modeling of climate 

shocks and estimates of macroeconomically-relevant vulnerabilities. These inputs, together with 

NGFS scenarios, underpin the analysis in FSAPs, DSAs, technical assistance, and other analytical 

work that explicitly address climate risks, ensuring that the IMF’s assessments align with the 

global scientific consensus on climate change. 23F

24  

32. The IMF has made distinctive contributions to the evidence base on the 

macroeconomic dimensions of climate change. The scope of the IMF’s research engagement 

was initially narrow, emphasizing economic efficiency over broader environmental or social 

outcomes. The IMF’s early work in this area, dating back to at least the 1990s, focused on how 

governments could use fiscal instruments, such as carbon taxes, to maintain macroeconomic 

stability, minimize negative spillovers on competitiveness, income distribution, and growth, and 

 
24 For example, the IMF’s Quantitative Climate Risk Assessment Fiscal Tool (Q-CRAFT) incorporates IPCC emission 

scenarios to assess long-term macroeconomic and fiscal risks (Tjeerd and Rahman 2024); FSAP climate risk 

technical notes, such as those for the Philippines (IMF 2022d), incorporate climate and macro-financial scenarios 

built on IPCC projections; and, IMF Staff Climate Notes regularly use IPCC-based scenarios to assess climate 

impacts on macroeconomic and financial stability. 
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address environmental externalities.24F

25 Over time, however, and particularly in response to the 

growing recognition of the macroeconomic relevance of climate change by its management and 

membership, the IMF expanded its climate-related research and analytical work.  

33. Since the adoption of its Climate Strategy in 2021, the IMF has increasingly covered 

climate-related issues in its research and analytical work. From 2021 to 2025, over 700 

publications, about one-sixth of the IMF’s total publications, contained a climate-related tag 

(Figure 8A).25F

26 These mainly consisted of bilateral surveillance reports, including Article IV reports, 

selected issues papers (SIPs), and FSAPs, as well as research papers (mainly IMF working papers). 

To support this expanding climate-related research and analytical work, IMF staff developed 

numerous models and tools, each intending to address specific climate-related issues, including 

the Debt-Investment-Growth-Natural-Disasters (DIGNAD) and the Fernandez-Corugedo, 

Gonzalez-Gomez, and Guerson (FGG) model for adaptation, the IMF-ENV and the Climate Policy 

Assessment Tool (CPAT) for mitigation, and the Global Macroeconomic Model for Energy 

Transition (GMMET) for transition analysis. Some of these models, CPAT for example, are 

increasingly used by authorities to develop comprehensive mitigation strategies, conduct 

distributional analyses, and assess competitiveness benchmarks. However, several areas for 

improvement have emerged relating to the Fund’s climate-related models, including on its 

climate-economy feedback effects, country-level impact analysis, country-specific metrics for 

climate-related financial risks, and adaptation modeling. 26F

27  

34. The influence of and value attached to these analytical outputs is reflected in their 

high citation by academic scholars, policymakers, and other international organizations 

(Figure 8, Panels B and C). While other institutions and leading research centers conduct similar 

analyses, the Fund’s work carries particular influence due to its technical authority, credibility as a 

neutral voice, and close engagement with ministries of finance and central banks. The Fund’s 

cross-country estimates of fossil fuel subsidies and analyses of green investment are among its 

most widely referenced climate-related research outputs and have become key inputs to global 

policy debates on subsidy reform and the reallocation of public resources toward sustainable and 

equitable outcomes. Altogether, the Fund’s research has positioned it as a credible and 

influential voice in global climate policy debates, with some observers even labelling it an 

“unexpected environmentalist” (Skovgaard 2021).  

 
25 See Muzondo and others (1990), Herber (1992), and Cuervo and Ghandi (1998) for examples of IMF staff’s 

earlier work on climate change and the environment.  

26 In this context, we relied on the IMF’s metadata file (IMF 2025) which contains a list of all IMF publications 

going back to the 1950s that is updated weekly and employs an autocategorization tool to “tag” publications and 

identify relevant keywords. This tool scans a wide range of documents and automatically assigns them with 

relevant tags in order to improve their searchability. For this exercise, we only selected those tags that were 

related to climate change, such as climate finance, GHG emissions, climate change mitigation, climate change 

adaptation, and climate transition. Importantly, a climate-related tag does not indicate that it was the primary 

focus on the publication.  

27 See Volz and Wojnilower (2026) for more details.  
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 Figure 8. The IMF’s Research and Analytical Outputs  

 A. Evolution in the IMF's Climate-Related Research and Analytical Work, 2008–25 

(Percent of total publications) 

  
Sources: IMF (2025); authors’ calculations.  

Note: Note: This figure displays the evolution of the IMF’s climate-related publications disaggregated across seven categories: 

staff country reports (Article IV reports, FSAPs, and SIPs), manuals and guides (How-To Notes, technical notes, manuals, and 

guides), flagships (external sector report, Fiscal Monitor, Global Financial Stability Report, World Economic Outlook, and 

Regional Economic Outlooks), policy papers, program documents, and research (books, analytical, fintech, gender, global 

financial stability, spillover, staff discussion, staff climate, staff position and tax law technical notes, along with departmental, 

working, and occasional papers). Technical assistance (TA) reports are excluded from the analysis due to their limited availability 

and their infrequent publication. Moreover, most TA reports are confidential and not publicly released by the IMF. See the 

online statistical and methodological appendix for more details on this exercise.  

 

 B. Policy Citations Per Climate-Related Publication 

for Selected Organizations, 2021–25 

C. Academic Citations for Climate-Related 

Publication for Select Organizations, 2021–25 

 

 

   

 

 Sources: Overton; Scopus; authors’ calculation.  

Note: These figures contain the average number of policy and academic citations (excluding self-citations) per publication per 

select organization for 2021–25. The average citations per publication are presented in logs to capture relative variation and to 

facilitate comparison across a wide dispersion of citation counts. ADB = Asian Development Bank; AfDB = African Development 

Bank; BIS = Bank for International Settlements; CDB = Caribbean Development Bank; EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction 

and Development; EC = European Community; IEA = International Energy Agency; ILO = International Labor Organization; OECD 

= Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; WBG = World Bank Group; WFP = World Food Program; WHO = 

World Health Organization; WMO = World Meteorological Organization;  WTO = World Trade Organization; UNEP = United 

Nations Environment Program. 

 

 

35.    As climate-related research expanded across the institution, almost inevitably 

given its novelty, staff and external critics began to question whether the IMF had 

overextended itself, responding in part to emerging resource constraints. Interviewees 

pointed to technical domains where the IMF lacked comparative advantage and venturing too far 
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beyond its macroeconomic and financial mandate could risk diluting its credibility. Areas such as 

forestry, methane leakage, and specific climate technologies were cited as examples. On the 

other hand, because of the Fund’s role as the leading macroeconomic authority, some external 

critics argue that it should not only rely, but also contribute, to the construction of the 

“foundational assumptions“ that form the basis of the IPCC’s SSPs. 

36. While the Fund’s climate-related research remained relatively contained compared 

with that of other institutions, some staff and country authorities expressed concerns 

about the scope, relevance, and prioritization of the growing body of analytical work. 

Beyond flagship models and widely cited publications, some outputs were viewed as 

insufficiently tailored for country application, overly academic, or potentially crowding out other 

workstreams. Several interviewees also highlighted uneven quality across departments, with 

some outputs perceived as falling outside the Fund’s core remit. At the same time, staff noted 

that multiple analytical tools were needed to address different climate-related questions, often 

requiring varying degrees of granularity and realism. Survey results also indicated that the Fund’s 

analytical and research work on climate provided the greatest value-added to country authorities 

among the Fund’s climate-related activities. Taken together, these perspectives point to the need 

for clearer prioritization of climate-related work, focusing on areas where the IMF has a 

comparative advantage while avoiding fragmentation and ensuring that climate research does 

not crowd out attention to traditional core macroeconomic issues. 

C.   Legitimacy and Authority  

37. The UNFCCC, along with its legal instruments, the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris 

Agreement, form the central institutional reference points for the IMF’s engagement on 

climate. While the IMF is not legally bound by these frameworks—and has only aligned its 

surveillance, lending, and CD activities in a selective manner—they shape the norms, commitments, 

and financial flows that directly influence its members’ policy choices and macroeconomic 

outcomes, which the IMF informs and supports.27F

28 As such, they serve as important reference points 

for assessing the coherence and relevance of the IMF’s own work regarding climate action.  

38. Some observers point to normative tensions between key principles of the UN 

climate regime and certain institutional features of the IMF. These include the contrast 

between the principle of CBDR-RC and the IMF’s quota-based governance structure which gives 

 
28 This may potentially extend to the recent International Court of Justice (ICJ) advisory opinion on the 

obligations and legal consequences of Parties on climate change (ICJ 2025). The ICJ affirmed that States are 

subject to binding obligations under international law, international environmental agreements, and international 

human rights law to take effective measures to mitigate climate change and prevent significant harm to the 

climate system. The ICJ also advised that non-compliance with these obligations could result in international 

repercussions, including the potential requirement for full reparations to affected States. Although these opinions 

are not legally binding, they contribute to the normative framework shaping global climate governance and may 

influence future arbitration. While the IMF is not a signatory to international climate-related agreements, its 

member countries are and may therefore be affected by the evolving legal interpretations and expectations 

reflected in these advisory opinions. 
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advanced economies greater voting power; questions regarding the extent to which equity 

considerations embedded in the climate regime are reflected in IMF-supported policy frameworks; 

and the growing emphasis within the climate architecture on mobilizing finance for climate-

resilient development alongside the absence of explicit safeguards to ensure that IMF-supported 

policies consistently advance this objective. The lack of a formal institutional relationship between 

the IMF and the UNFCCC—beyond its observer status granted through its designation as a 

specialized agency under the UN Charter—has also occasionally been raised by internal and 

external voices as a potential gap in the institutional coherence of global climate governance. 

39. Notwithstanding these normative tensions, the IMF’s engagement in the global 

climate governance architecture remains fully consistent with its legal mandate. Unlike 

MDBs, whose development mandates and project financing activities align directly with the mitigation 

and adaptation objectives of the Paris Agreement, the IMF’s mandate centers on safeguarding 

macroeconomic and financial stability. 28F

29 Accordingly, the Fund’s role in climate governance has 

developed through the integration of climate risks and the impact of associated policies into its 

core macroeconomic functions rather than through direct involvement in climate projects. This 

evolution required a deliberate interpretation of the Fund’s mandate and broad membership 

consensus, and the scaling-up of climate work occurred only once the appropriate institutional 

arrangements were in place (see Box 2). Within this framework, the IMF supports members in 

assessing and integrating the macroeconomic and financial implications of policies to mitigate 

emissions and adapt to climate change (see Annex V), ensuring that its engagement remains 

firmly anchored in its institutional purpose.  

40. By integrating the macroeconomic dimension of climate into its functions and 

participating in global fora, the IMF has reinforced the legitimacy of the international 

climate agenda. Its engagement has helped embed climate commitments, such as those in 

Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), into macroeconomic frameworks, policy advice, 

and financing instruments. The development of lending tools like the RSF, as well as efforts to 

promote best practices in climate-related data and disclosures, have added weight and credibility 

to the global climate architecture. While the Executive Board has emphasized that the Fund 

should not act as a norm-setter, its involvement has contributed to shaping the perceived 

credibility and feasibility of climate action. Indeed, some staff highlighted that the IMF is in a 

unique position among IFIs to provide thought leadership on issues relating to accelerating 

coordination and cooperation across countries, as well as in providing one of the very few 

periodic global analyses that allows countries to transparently assess the feasibility of climate 

ambitions (see, for example, the 2025 global stocktake for COP 30 (Black and others 2025).29F

30  

 
29 For example, the World Bank expanded its mandate in 2023 to include “a livable planet.” 

30 The UNFCCC conducts a formal Global Stocktake under the Paris Agreement every five years to assess 

collective progress toward global climate goals. The IMF’s exercise differs in that it provides analytical 

assessments of climate mitigation policies from a macroeconomic and fiscal policy perspective rather than 

serving as a treaty-based global review mechanism. 
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Box 2. The Fund’s Legal and Institutional Framework for Macroeconomic Climate Work 

The IMF’s engagement on climate change is framed by the boundaries of its mandate: the legal 

powers conferred by the Articles of Agreement and the expectations of the international 

community regarding its role (IMF 2010b). These powers authorize the IMF to oversee members’ 

economic policies, extend financial assistance, and offer policy advice; functions that underpin the Fund’s 

activities: surveillance, lending, and capacity development (CD) (IMF 2010a). While the Articles do not 

explicitly refer to climate change, they provide a sufficiently flexible legal foundation to address 

macroeconomic and financial risks arising from global challenges.  

The Fund’s interpretation of the mandate and legal basis for its climate-related work evolved 

gradually and deliberately, in line with the shifting priorities and broadening consensus among its 

membership (IEO 2024). Flexibility within the Fund’s legal framework is enabled by the authority granted 

to the Executive Board to adopt decisions of general applicability, known as “policies” (IMF 2010a). Key 

policies guiding the Fund’s engagement on climate change include the 2012 Integrated Surveillance 

Decision (ISD, IMF (2012a, 2012b)) and the 2021 Comprehensive Surveillance Review (CSR). The CSR 

reaffirmed that climate change poses a potentially existential threat with significant macroeconomic and 

financial implications. The ISD’s inherent flexibility has allowed climate change to be established as a 

surveillance priority (IMF 2021b). On the financing side, support for climate mitigation, adaptation, and 

transition is provided through the Resilience and Sustainability Facility (RSF), created by the Executive 

Board in 2022, while emergency balance of payments financing stemming from natural disasters is 

provided through several other IMF facilities. Climate-related technical assistance and training are guided 

by the IMF’s Capacity Development Strategy, first developed in 2013 and most recently updated in 2024, 

as well as by various Executive Board decisions on CD priorities. All of these guidelines for bilateral and 

multilateral engagement on climate issues have been fully endorsed by the Fund’s governing bodies. 

Expectations regarding the Fund’s role in supporting members in addressing climate change were 

explicitly delineated in the 2021 Climate Strategy (IMF 2021a) and later adjusted in the 2021 

Budget Augmentation Framework (IMF 2021a).  Management and staff proposed to the Executive 

Board that “the time has come for a systematic and strategic integration of macrocritical aspects of 

climate change into the IMF’s activities.” In its review of the Strategy, the Executive Board expressed 

broad support for enhancing the coverage of climate-related policy challenges in Article IV consultations 

and “generally agreed” to encourage the largest emitters to engage in discussions on mitigation policies. 

The Board also endorsed the inclusion of climate-related considerations in Financial Sector Assessment 

Programs (FSAPs), where relevant; supported the expansion of climate-related CD efforts; recognized the 

importance of the Fund’s analytical and policy work—including its dissemination through policy papers 

and multilateral surveillance reports; and approved collaboration with other institutions on climate-

related initiatives. The scale of work envisioned in the 2021 Climate Strategy was revised downward, 

commensurate with the resource allocated to climate-related work by the 2021 Budget Aumentation.1   

____________________ 
Sources: IEO (2024); IMF (2010a, 2010b, 2021b, 2021c).  
1 See Citrin and Rollins (2026). 

 

41. The Fund’s credibility in the climate agenda will rest not only on its analytical rigor, 

but also on its ability to remain neutral, consistent, and science-based, while reconciling 

shareholders’ views on the scope of its involvement. Striking a balance between supporting 

global climate priorities and respecting country-specific circumstances has proven far from 

straightforward. A salient example arose during the lead-up to the IMF’s Climate Strategy, when 

strong support emerged for mandatory annual climate assessments of the 20 largest emitters as 
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a visible signal of collective commitment to mitigation. Yet concerns from some large members, 

ranging from methodological limitations to risks of perceived imposition, led to a compromise 

under which such assessments would be “highly encouraged” rather than required. While this 

preserved Board consensus, it underscored the political sensitivities the Fund must navigate in 

reconciling global ambitions with national responsibilities.   

D.   Implementation 

42. Implementation is a critical dimension of the IMF’s engagement with its 

membership as countries translate climate commitments into actionable and 

macroeconomically sound policies. The “means of implementation,” as defined within the 

UNFCCC and including climate finance, CD, and access to technology, provide the foundation for 

countries to deliver their climate goals. The IMF contributes directly to two of these pillars: it 

supports access to climate finance through its lending instruments and catalytic role, and it 

strengthens institutional and human capacity through technical assistance and training. While 

access to technology falls outside its direct remit, the Fund’s policy advice (bilateral and 

multilateral surveillance) and coordination with other international institutions help create 

enabling conditions for its diffusion (Figure 9).  

Figure 9. The IMF and Implementation-Related Activities 

 
Source: Authors’ schematic representation.  

Note: This figure displays the elements relating to “Means of Implementation,” with the dotted line indicating the IMF’s 

contributions. 
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(i) Macroeconomic and Financial Sector Surveillance 

43. Bilateral surveillance is one of the main channels through which the IMF integrates 

climate-related considerations into national macroeconomic frameworks, public financial 

management, and financial sector assessments. This includes incorporating climate-related 

considerations into public budgets, DSAs, public investment management, and the FSAPs (Volz 

and Wojnilower 2026). Integration of climate-related considerations into surveillance is guided 

by macrocriticality, focusing on countries’ vulnerabilities to climate shocks and the fiscal and 

financial implications of medium-term climate strategies, rather than assessing progress toward 

net zero targets. 

44. The Fund’s comparative advantage in convening ministries of finance and central 

banks—actors not always engaged by line ministries responsible for climate policy—helps 

to facilitate the translation of climate commitments into macroeconomic strategies. Staff 

emphasized that bilateral surveillance of climate-related issues is mostly demand-driven and relies 

on robust analytical frameworks, a suite of tailored models, and interdepartmental support to 

navigate complex climate issues. Authorities value this approach because it links climate ambition 

to productivity, growth, and investment priorities, and ensure that NDCs are meaningfully 

reflected in fiscal and budgetary frameworks. External critics, however, contend that while the 

Fund has systematically integrated climate-related considerations into bilateral surveillance, its 

analysis has been integrated in a compartmentalized manner, and its advice has prioritized fiscal 

consolidation and market-based solutions (i.e., carbon pricing) (Kentikelenis and Stubbs 2025).  

45. Multilateral surveillance provides the IMF with a platform to assess climate risks 

and policy responses that transcend national borders, consistent with its mandate to 

safeguard global stability (IMF 2021b). The 2021 Climate Strategy identified climate change as 

a systemic challenge with cross-border spillovers, warranting its integration into flagship reports 

and multilateral analysis.30F

31 Key contributions include the incorporation of climate-related 

scenarios and transition risks and analysis on carbon pricing and border adjustment mechanisms 

in the External Sector Report (ESR), Fiscal Monitor (FM), Global Financial Stability Reports (GFSR), 

World Economic Outlook (WEO), and Regional Economic Outlook (REO). Survey results show this 

is one of the Fund’s most valued contributions, especially for emerging market, middle-income, 

and low-income developing countries. These results suggest that multilateral publications allow 

countries not only to benchmark their own policies, but also to rely on a neutral platform for 

highlighting global externalities, such as the costs of fossil fuel subsidies or the spillovers of 

climate-related policy in major economies.   

 
31 In an earlier iteration of its Climate Strategy, the IMF considered creating a new flagship report covering 

climate change but ultimately chose to continue integrating these analyses into existing reports, such as the FM, 

GFSR, and WEO.  
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46. The IMF has long recognized that climate change can undermine the soundness and 

resilience of financial systems. Building on its 2021 Climate Strategy, the IMF committed to 

making the assessment of climate risk exposures and policy options for managing these risks an 

integral part of FSAPs and DSAs.31F

32 FSAPs provide a platform for assessing climate risks by 

analyzing the exposure of financial systems to both physical risks, such as extreme weather 

events, and transition risks arising from shifts in policy, technology, or market sentiment. The 

outputs of FSAPs include stress tests, scenario analyses, and policy recommendations designed 

to strengthen financial sector resilience. The DSA is the Fund’s primary instrument for gauging 

members’ capacity to service their debt without compromising macroeconomic stability, and 

climate change is now recognized as a material driver of that capacity. 

47. The integration of climate-related considerations into FSAPs is still evolving and its 

value added is increasingly recognized. While Volz and Wojnilower (2026) identified 

differences in the “depth and sophistication” of the climate-related analyses contained in FSAPs, 

most country authorities see value in the IMF’s work though some criticisms remain. Some 

country authorities and staff are more cautious of its marginal contributions since climate risks 

are often treated as amplifiers of traditional risks, such as credit or liquidity, rather than 

standalone categories. Looking ahead, many see scope for a more risk-based approach: FSAP 

resources should be concentrated where climate risks are macroeconomically-relevant, while the 

global externalities of large emitters could be more effectively addressed through multilateral 

surveillance and flagship reports rather than country FSAPs.  

48. While the Fund has made progress in integrating climate-related risks into DSAs, 

this work remains uneven and methodologically underdeveloped. External observers 

highlight the Fund’s comparative advantage in this area, citing its macro-fiscal authority, 

normative influence, and analytical capacity (TCD 2024). Because DSAs underpin program design 

and inform debt restructuring negotiations, the Fund’s treatment of climate risk carries 

significant signaling power for both creditors and debtors. Yet, there are gaps, ranging from 

methodological opacity, insufficient consideration of fiscal space limitations and sovereign debt 

challenges, and limited transparency to uneven application and coverage across country teams, 

including on financing needs (TCD 2024; Volz and Wojnilower 2026). Strengthening the analytical 

rigor and consistency of climate-informed DSAs will be critical to enhancing the Fund’s 

contribution to global climate governance.  

(ii) Lending 

49. Although the IMF has supported members facing natural disasters since at least 

1962, it formally became a provider of climate finance in 2022 with the launch of its RST, 

and the accompanying RSF. The instrument supports countries in addressing long-term 

structural challenges, including climate change and pandemic preparedness, within the context 

of the IMF’s mandate (IMF (2022e, 2024a)). Since the facility became operational in October 

 
32 See Volz and Wojnilower (2026) for an assessment of the integration of climate-related issues in FSAPs and DSAs.  
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2022, 26 RSF arrangements have been approved across all geographic regions totaling 

$14.2 billion (equivalent to SDR 10.7 billion) and, to date, have mainly supported climate-related 

macroeconomically-relevant policy reforms.32F

33, 
33F

34  

50. Notwithstanding, given its design, financing provided through the RSF represented 

a small fraction of climate finance commitments and needs. Between 2022 and 2024, climate 

finance commitments through RSF arrangements averaged 4.3 percent of financing provided by 

MDBs to low- and middle-income countries and 2.6 percent of their aggregate climate finance 

commitments (Figure 10A).  Over the same period, RSF commitments averaged about 0.1 percent 

of estimated climate finance needs.34F

35 Notably, while RSF commitments qualify toward developed 

countries’ contributions toward their $100 billion climate finance commitment (Annex II), the lack 

of updated climate finance data makes it difficult to assess the IMF’s relative contributions in 

recent years (Figure 10B).35F

36  

51. The IMF generally views its RSF as complementary to the financing activities of its 

bilateral and multilateral partners. RSF arrangements have helped to advance its members’ 

climate-related agendas, bridge their climate finance needs, and enhance their access to CD. 

These arrangements also (i) “de-risk” the macroeconomic framework through the upper credit 

tranche (UCT) programs accompanying the RSF; (ii) enhance environmental, social, and 

governance frameworks by helping countries incorporate climate-related issues into public policy 

(e.g., PFM, PIM, financial sector); (iii) build recipient countries’ capacities; and (iv) promote credit 

enhancement (public sector may need to provide de-risking support, such as first-loss capital, to 

attract a larger set of investors). However, in the interviews carried out for this evaluation, some 

staff and institutional partners argued that the RSF arrangements sometimes extended into areas 

beyond the IMF’s expertise and that its financing may at times temporarily displace those of 

other institutions given the country’s absorptive capacity.  

52. The facility was designed to be catalytic but it is too early to assess this effect. IMF 

staff emphasized that the facility was not designed to close climate finance gaps, but to support 

gradual reform implementation and catalyze additional financing. In practice, however, staff, 

country authorities, and institutional partners have acknowledged that it is still too early to assess 

whether the RSF has achieved its catalytic effect (Arevalo and Lane 2026) and its impact has been 

 
33 Notably, half of all approved RSF arrangements amounting to $5.3 billion have been directed mostly to low- 

and lower-middle-income countries in the African region, which have received the smallest share of global 

climate finance. 

34 See Arevalo and Lane (2026) for more details.  

35 Estimates of MDBs’ climate finance to low- and middle-income countries, amounting to $85.1 billion, are 

obtained from the 2024 Joint Summary Report on Multilateral Development Banks’ Climate Finance (European 

Investment Bank 2025), while estimates of global climate finance needs, amounting to $6.3 trillion and presented 

in 2022 dollars, are obtained from Bhattacharya and others (2024).  

36 The latest available data is for 2022 and only captures the first three months of operation of the IMF’s RSF, of 

which commitments totaled $1.0 billion. 
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difficult to disentangle from that of the concurrent UCT programs. Notwithstanding, Diallo and 

others (2026) provide early evidence on the catalytic effect of the RSF from MDBs and official 

development assistance flows but not from private financing. The IMF has also organized climate 

finance roundtables in several RSF recipient countries to catalyze additional financing. The IMF’s 

convening power was crucial for facilitating these roundtables though some concerns were raised 

regarding whether the IMF was the appropriate institution for facilitating these discussions.  

 Figure 10. The IMF’s Relative Climate Finance Commitments  

 A. MDBs’ Climate Finance Activities  
(In USD billions) 

B. Developed Countries’ Climate Finance Activities  
(In USD billions) 

 

 

  

 

 Sources: EIB (2025); authors’ calculations. 
Note: HICs = high-income countries, LICs = low-income countries; 

MDB = multilateral development banks; MICs = middle-income 

countries.  

Sources: OECD (2024); authors’ calculations. 
Note: Data is not available for 2023 and 2024.  

 

 

53. With the creation of the RST in 2022, the IMF enabled members to reallocate 

special drawing rights (SDRs) as contributions to climate financing. In 2024, it also approved 

a mechanism allowing members to use SDRs to acquire hybrid capital instruments from 

prescribed holders, promoted as a way to “unlock dormant resources” for climate and 

development finance. The African Development Bank and Inter-American Development Bank 

have advanced proposals to leverage this tool, though implementation remains pending. 

Questions persist about its effectiveness and scalability, particularly given complex institutional 

mandates. Crucially, while SDRs are valuable reserve assets, they are often misconstrued as free 

or unlimited resources. In practice, SDRs must be exchanged for hard currency provided by other 

members, underscoring their limits as a sustainable source of climate finance (Plant 2021). 

54. The IMF has made notable contributions to the climate finance architecture but has 

not fully aligned its lending with the Paris Agreement’s goals for low-carbon and climate-

resilient development, which has drawn some criticism. While MDBs have agreed on a joint 

framework for “Paris alignment” of their activities (i.e., ruling out support for high-emission 

activities, screening projects for climate risks, avoiding projects that undermine countries’ ability 
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to meet their NDCs, and supporting national climate strategies), the IMF has applied this set of 

principles only to the RSF, and not to traditional UCT-quality programs or surveillance.36F

37 

Climate-related considerations are only integrated into UCT-quality programs if it is of “critical 

importance” to resolving a member’s balance of payments needs. Some stakeholders see this as 

a gap, urging the IMF to adopt at least a “do no harm” pledge to ensure programs do not 

undermine climate goals. However, implicit in the IMF’s position is that such flexibility is vital to 

safeguard its crisis response capacity and focus on macroeconomic and financial stability, leaving 

broader development mandates and long-term climate action to other institutions. 

(iii) Capacity Development 

55. The IMF’s participation in global climate initiatives is considered CD, depending on 

the nature of its involvement, depth of engagement, and level of participation. When 

participation involves institutional representation, the IMF’s contribution is technically considered 

the provision of technical assistance to participating member countries and Executive Board 

approval is sought. Recent examples include the Managing Director’s previous co-chairmanship of 

the Global Commission on Adaptation and staff leadership in the Secretariat of the CFMCA. In 

contrast, when staff participate as observers, such as in the International Platform on Sustainable 

Finance, only management approval is required. In these cases, staff act solely in a technical 

capacity, represent the IMF’s interests, and do not take part in decision-making processes. 

56. The IMF has made notable contributions to these multilateral forums by leveraging 

its technical expertise, but concerns remain regarding the level and depth of its 

engagement. Within the CFMCA, the IMF works with the World Bank to host the Secretariat and 

serves as an institutional partner providing support on initiatives mainly relating to carbon 

pricing. CFMCA members were generally pleased with the Fund’s contributions. However, they 

acknowledged that there was scope for further IMF involvement both in terms of advocacy (i.e., 

management’s participation in ministerial meetings) and depth of engagement (having a 

prominent role within the Secretariat).  

57. The IMF has established itself as a provider of climate-related CD, particularly in 

macroeconomic and financial policy domains. Many countries still lack the capacity to assess 

macroeconomic implications of climate change, model climate risks, or design climate-informed 

fiscal frameworks, which limits access to climate finance and undermines the credibility of national 

strategies (CFMCA 2025). The Fund helps to minimize this gap through training in climate-

informed fiscal management, integration of climate risks into budget planning, financial sector 

supervision, development of climate-relevant data and statistics, and adaptation of legal 

frameworks and macroeconomic models. Interviewees highlighted practical successes, such as 

Costa Rica’s Ministry of Finance using an IMF-developed macroeconomic model to guide fiscal 

 
37 See Arevalo and Lane (2026) for an analysis of the integration of climate-related considerations in non-RSF 

lending.  
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programming and transition costs for environmentally friendly transportation. Tools like the 

DIGNAD toolkit, paired with manuals and training, have generated strong demand from 

authorities, including at the African Training Institute. 

58. The Fund’s comparative advantage lies in connecting macroeconomic frameworks 

with sectoral policies, which is a linkage often absent in other institutions’ CD (see Box 3). 

The Fund’s provision of CD supports country economists’ progress from basic data management 

to advanced applications, such as climate-related stress testing. Post-provision monitoring 

mechanisms facilitate and verify the implementation of TA recommendations before additional 

TA work proceeds, although it lacks systematicity, and have somewhat limited the effectiveness 

the Fund’s TA delivery. Collaborations with external experts and institutions, including the World 

Bank, UN agencies, and universities like Oxford, enhance analytical rigor, promote peer learning, 

and foster innovation in CD design and delivery. 

Box 3. Global Climate CD Architecture 

Collaboration on climate-related CD typically occurs through a range of formal and semi-formal 

arrangements, as in other areas, including institutional framework agreements, joint initiatives, and memoranda of 

understanding. Although there are some areas of overlap with other multilateral institutions, the IMF’s focus on 

macroeconomic considerations is relatively unique. 

• The World Bank provides extensive technical assistance and advisory services through its Climate Change Action 

Plan and operations under IBRD and IDA. Compared to the Fund’s CD activities, its emphasis is more operational 

and project-focused, supporting adaptation and mitigation through infrastructure investment, resilience-building, 

and sustainable development practices. Its work on public financial management, budgeting, and investment 

frameworks does intersect with IMF CD but typically with a sectoral or implementation lens rather than a 

macroeconomic policy orientation. Joint IMF-WB collaboration on climate falls within the1989 Concordat. 

• The OECD provides policy advice, peer reviews, and frameworks that support members in integrating climate into 

economic planning and budgeting (e.g., green budgeting framework). Its work is less about institutional capacity 

building in developing countries and more focused on norm-setting and policy design mainly in high-income 

countries. 

• The UNDP engages in institutional capacity building in climate governance financing strategies (e.g., Nationally 

Determined Contributions (NDC) financing), risk-informed planning. Its focus is more development resilience-

oriented, often project-driven. 

• Climate-focused Multilateral Funds (e.g., Green Climate Fund, Global Environment Facility). These institutions 

fund CD efforts related to project preparation and climate finance access, especially for low-income countries. 

They do not focus on macroeconomic or financial policy frameworks, but on enabling countries to access and 

implement climate finance effectively. 

• Central banks and supervisors’ committees (e.g., BIS, FSB, NGFS) provide high-level guidance, CD, financial 

regulation, and climate risk, especially through central banks and financial supervisors. They do not directly 

provide institutional or human capacity-building. 

• Global Center on Adaptation (GCA) focuses on advancing climate adaptation and resilience, particularly in 

vulnerable and developing economies. It is an important and frequent partner of the IMF for CD in RSF-recipient 

AFR countries.  

• ______________________________ 

Source: Radelet (2022); authors.  
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E.   Accountability and Transparency  

59. The IMF contributes to strengthening accountability and transparency in global 

climate governance by enhancing the quality, credibility, and comparability of climate 

data. Through its own data initiatives, updates to statistical frameworks, and targeted technical 

assistance, the Fund supports countries in generating macro-relevant climate statistics, including 

on climate finance. In parallel, the IMF’s activities, especially surveillance and lending, reinforce 

the integrity of climate-related reporting. Because the Fund does not explicitly judge the 

adequacy of countries’ climate ambitions, this bolsters the overall credibility of global 

climate-related reporting systems.  

60. The IMF plays an important role in strengthening the global statistical architecture 

to reflect the macroeconomic impacts of climate change and related policies within 

national accounts and related data systems. It brings longstanding technical leadership in the 

development of international statistical standards, particularly through its stewardship of global 

manuals that guide the compilation of national accounts, external sector statistics, monetary and 

financial statistics, and public finance data. As part of the global effort to modernize these 

frameworks, the Fund has updated its flagship Balance of Payments and International Investment 

Position Manual (BPM7), in parallel with the revision of the 2025 System of National Accounts 

(SNA), to integrate climate-related considerations into external sector statistics. The Fund is also 

updating its Monetary and Financial Statistics, and Government Finance Statistics manuals to 

capture climate risks within the financial system and public sector.  

61. The IMF has built accessible data platforms and partnered with other organizations 

to address critical gaps in the climate information architecture. A cornerstone of the IMF’s 

work in this space is the Climate Change Indicators Dashboard (CCID) 37F

38, launched in 2021. The 

CCID offers a curated set of climate-relevant macroeconomic indicators, including emissions 

data, climate finance, physical and transition risks, and policy responses. While some indicators 

for the CCID are derived from Fund staff estimates, many are developed in collaboration with 

other international institutions (IMF 2022b).38F

39 These partnerships aim to improve data quality, 

harmonize methodologies, and promote cross-country comparability, which addresses key 

weaknesses in the current climate information architecture. 

62. The Fund’s statistical leadership enables it to play a pivotal role in advancing climate 

accountability, but its own transparency on climate outcomes and institutional coherence 

remains uneven. Authorities and experts consistently emphasized the Fund’s credibility in data 

work yet also called for greater internal coordination and more user-friendly, integrated tools. 

 
38 The CCID was renamed Macroeconomic Climate Indicators Dashboard (MCID) in 2025.  

39  These include the OECD, the World Bank Group, the UN, the European Commission, the European Statistical 

Office (Eurostat), the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the International Energy Agency (IEA) and the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 
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Staff themselves pointed to fragmented climate statistics-related initiatives across departments 

and the lack of a unified framework to guide climate-related work. More fundamentally, 

interviewees stressed that the absence of systematic internal tracking, whether of climate-related 

activities, resources committed, or impact across surveillance, lending, and CD, which limits the 

Fund’s ability to demonstrate results and undermines accountability to its stakeholders. 

IV. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 

63. For the IMF, climate change is a global existential threat that poses critical 

macroeconomic and financial policy challenges (IMF 2021b). Climate change has become a 

critical issue whose physical and transition impacts are already shaping countries’ growth 

trajectories, fiscal positions, and financial systems. The Fund’s role in climate-related policy 

implementation, covers three dimensions: first, to help countries manage the macroeconomic 

consequences of climate change; second, to ensure that climate-related policy design supports—

rather than undermine—stability, growth, and equity; and, finally, to help enable the 

macroeconomic conditions needed to implement such policies. Accelerating action on emissions 

reduction, adaptation, and resilience building is essential not only for climatic and environmental 

sustainability but also for preserving macroeconomic and financial stability, which is central to the 

Fund’s mandate.   

64. The IMF has demonstrated a unique institutional capacity to contribute to the 

strengthening of global climate governance. At its core, this paper finds that the Fund’s 

engagement reinforces the overall effectiveness of global governance by anchoring climate-related 

objectives within its mandate on macroeconomic and financial stability. To frame this assessment, 

this paper applies a schematic framework encompassing five interrelated dimensions: scientific 

basis, legitimacy and authority, structures and institutions, implementation, and accountability and 

transparency, which together define the effectiveness of climate governance. Viewed through these 

five dimensions, the Fund’s contribution to global climate governance extends beyond the 

implementation of climate-related policy—typically through its surveillance, lending, and CD 

work—by underpinning analytical and institutional foundations, strengthening legitimacy, and 

advancing accountability and transparency across the global system. 

65. A broad consensus among stakeholders is that the IMF’s effectiveness within the 

climate architecture depends on its ability to leverage its comparative advantages, while 

maintaining a clear and focused role. Chief among these advantages are its near-universal 

surveillance reach, strong technical and analytical capacity, convening power, and central 

position in the global financial safety net. Stakeholders further emphasized that the Fund’s 

reputation as a neutral and trusted advisor enhances the credibility of its advice, while its 

technical analysis and financial support through instruments such as the RSF reinforce its 

legitimacy. The Fund’s convening capacity also emerged as a distinctive strength, enabling it to 

elevate the macroeconomic dimensions of climate change and to catalyze dialogue and 

financing across the international system.  
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66. The paper underscores that the Fund’s comparative advantage is most evident 

where climate-related issues are macroeconomically-relevant—that is, where they 

materially affect growth, stability, or debt sustainability. In such areas, the Fund is uniquely 

positioned to deliver high-impact surveillance, lending, and CD. Applying this lens to all the 

dimensions of climate-related engagement, not just implementation, enables the Fund to focus 

on issues most closely aligned with its mandate, avoid duplication with other institutions, and 

maintain a clear institutional niche.  

67. While the IMF has advanced its climate-related work, tensions persist between internal 

ambition, membership expectations, and resource constraints. Stakeholders consulted for this 

paper cautioned that moving into highly technical domains beyond the Fund’s macro-financial 

mandate risks diluting credibility and duplicating the work of other institutions. The Fund has issued 

surveillance guidance on how to engage with climate-related issues of varying macrocriticality, 

recommending that potentially macrocritical or non-macrocritical issues rely on in-house expertise, 

and that macrocritical issues outside the Fund’s expertise draw on external partnerships, with all 

other matters left to other institutions. However, implementation has been uneven, with questions 

remaining about the depth, quality, and policy relevance of some outputs. As the Fund reprioritizes 

administrative resources, maintaining a selective approach that emphasizes depth and quality over 

breadth will be essential to preserve its focus and effectiveness (Citrin and Rollins 2026). Likewise, it 

would benefit from clearer and more durable arrangements to guide collaboration with major actors. 

68. Sentiment within the Fund, including shifting Board dynamics, has evolved since the 

adoption of the Climate Strategy. Differences in views on the way forward are evident across the 

membership. While most country authorities surveyed for this evaluation felt that the IMF should 

engage a similar amount or more on climate-related issues, a smaller fraction, mainly from 

advanced and some emerging economies, together representing roughly one third of quotas, 

favored reduced Fund engagement. Staff are also divided, with just over half expressing that the 

IMF should engage less or not at all (see Annex IV for survey results). These divergences have 

resulted in internal streamlining and reprioritization, which compounds an already constrained 

budget available for climate-related work. In this regard, the scope of the Fund’s climate-related 

mandate, especially in light of the scale and urgency underscored by the scientific community, 

remains far from clear-cut. Beyond the Fund, sentiment is even more dispersed: several stakeholders 

noted that the central question may no longer be whether the Fund is acting consistently with its 

original remit, but whether it is responding at a scale commensurate with the threat posed by 

climate change. 

69. Broad membership consensus will be fundamental to cementing the IMF’s ability to 

contribute meaningfully to the global climate architecture. A consistent message for this 

evaluation is that an active, informed, and resolute stance from the IMF acknowledging the gravity 

of the evolving climate crisis, its adverse impact on the macroeconomic and financial prospects of 

countries, and on the need for its members to take appropriate measures would also contribute to 

enhancing ambition and implementation of mitigation and adaptation strategies. Likewise, 
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upholding evenhandedness will be essential, ensuring support is tailored to countries’ differing 

conditions and vulnerabilities while also subjecting the macroeconomic spillovers of major emitters 

to greater scrutiny. Equally important is embedding accountability mechanisms and a risk-based 

approach, so that the Executive Board can weigh trade-offs, operational constraints, and potential 

impacts. Ultimately, as highlighted in the theory of change for this evaluation, the Fund’s capacity 

to deliver on its climate-related role will depend on critical enabling conditions: adequate 

resources, effective internal structures, strong cooperation mechanisms, and sustained political will. 



 

 

3
4
 

 

Table AI.1. The IMF’s Membership Global Commitments to Climate Change 

 

Sources: IMF; UNFCCC. 

Notes: Green indicates that the country has signed on to the UNFCCC, Kyoto Protocol, and Paris Agreement; blue that the country has signed on to the UNFCCC and Paris 

Agreement; orange that the country has signed on to the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol; purple that the country had signed on to the UNFCCC, but has announced its 

withdrawal which becomes effective in February 2027; and black that the country has not signed on to any of these agreements. The inner box contains all IMF members, 

while those outside comprise non-IMF members that have signed and ratified international climate regimes. 
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ANNEX II. THE UNFCCC, KYOTO PROTOCOL, AND PARIS AGREEMENT 

Climate governance is managed at different levels, including provisions established by 

international conventions and agreements, regional and national legislations and policies, 

as well as subnational and local norms and initiatives. In this regard, it reflects the structure of 

the international climate regime, going from the broadest set of principles and norms contained 

in multilateral instruments to specific regulations and policy measures that make up national and 

local climate strategies. There is no strict hierarchy of instruments in the international climate 

change regime. The different multilateral agreements established over several decades are 

bound together by the goals they share and their emphasis on a collective, cooperative approach 

to promote and structure global climate action.  

The UNFCCC is the central multilateral treaty guiding global climate negotiations. Adopted 

in 1992, with a current membership of 198 parties, its ultimate goal is to stabilize greenhouse gas 

(GHG) concentrations “at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with 

the climate system.” The Convention further specifies that "such a level should be achieved within 

a time-frame sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change, to ensure that 

food production is not threatened, and to enable economic development to proceed in a 

sustainable manner." Building on this foundation, the UNFCCC served as the basis for subsequent 

legal frameworks and voluntary commitments, most notably the Kyoto Protocol in 1997 and the 

Paris Agreement in 2015. 

The Kyoto Protocol was built directly on the principles and commitments set out in the 

Convention.39F

1 It sought to operationalize the provisions contained in the Convention by 

committing industrialized countries and so-called economies in transition to limit and eventually 

lower GHG emissions based on individually agreed targets. The Protocol’s provisions were 

binding only for developed countries, as it adhered to the principle of “common but 

differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities.” In addition, the Protocol introduced 

innovative market-based mechanisms, including emissions trading, the Clean Development 

Mechanism, and Joint Implementation, to facilitate compliance, though its overall impact was 

constrained by the non-participation or withdrawal of key emitters. While the Protocol marked a 

historic step as the first legally binding treaty on emission reductions, its limitations ultimately 

paved the way for a broader and more inclusive framework under the Paris Agreement.  

Adopted in 2015, the Paris Agreement built on the foundations of the UNFCCC and Kyoto 

Protocol, but marked a decisive shift by extending commitments to all parties through 

nationally determined contributions. Its primary objective is to limit “the increase in the global 

average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” and to pursue efforts “to limit 

the temperature increase to 1.5°C.” The latter figure has become, in recent years, the shared goal 

of most Parties, given the risks associated with a higher limit pointed out by the IPCC and other 

 
1 Though it was adopted in 1997, it entered into force in 2005 (with a current membership of 192 Parties). 
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scientific bodies. The Paris Agreement operates on a five-year cycle that seeks to systematically 

enhance climate action—the so-called “ratcheting up mechanism”—which demands that 

countries periodically revise their climate ambition continuously upward and on no account 

reduce or recant on previous commitments. The Agreement also established an enhanced 

transparency framework and a periodic global stocktake to track collective progress, while 

reaffirming commitments on adaptation and climate finance.  
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ANNEX III. CLIMATE FINANCE DATA CHALLENGES 

The availability of reliable and comparable data on climate finance is key for accurately 

assessing progress toward global commitments and informing policy decisions. However, 

there are significant gaps and challenges in its reporting, ranging from variations in its definition 

to issues with its coverage, quality, and reliability. Collectively, these constraints weaken the 

ability of policymakers and stakeholders to evaluate whether financial flows are commensurate 

with identified needs and consistent with agreed commitments.  

The Standing Committee on Finance (SCF), established in 2010 to assist the COP with the 

implementation of the financial mechanism of the UNFCCC, including the measurement, 

reporting, and verification of support, found that definitions of climate finance have varied. 

Although the UNFCCC provides a broad definition of climate finance, its interpretation and 

application are often left to reporting institutions. As such, divergent reporting standards have 

emerged, leading to difficulties in consolidating and tracking progress toward global climate 

finance goals.   

Different actors report on climate finance “for different purposes and using different 

processes” (UNFCCC 2024). As a result, definitions of climate finance differ in terms of sectors 

covered, available financial instruments, and applicable tracking and reporting processes. For 

example, the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) produces a 

climate finance report to track developed countries’ progress toward achieving their $100 billion 

climate finance target at the request of its donor countries. They utilize the Rio Markers, which 

were recently revised to reference the Paris Agreement, to determine whether climate is a 

principal, significant, or insignificant objective within official development finance activities. 

Meanwhile, multilateral development banks (MDBs) also report on climate finance using 

“common principles” developed jointly with the International Development Finance Club to 

document their progress toward their joint climate action commitments. Other actors, including 

the Total Official Support for Sustainable Development Platform (TOSSD), the Climate Policy 

Initiative, and Climate Funds Update also report on climate finance using other methodologies.40F

1 

There are also gaps in the coverage of climate finance. Reporting on mitigation finance is 

relatively advanced, while adaptation finance remains less systematically tracked. The CPI in their 

most recent global climate finance landscape report acknowledged that their estimates of 

adaptation finance was affected by “ongoing tracking challenges” and “likely led to an 

underestimation of flows” (Climate Policy Initiative 2025a). Moreover, most of these reports are 

focused on volumes rather than outcomes, highlighting a gap in how these volumes of finance 

are translated into tangible progress on mitigation and adaptation/resilience-building.  

 
1 See Sixth Biennial Assessment and Overview of Climate Finance Flows for more details.  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/UNFCCC_BA6_Report_Web_Apr2025.pdf
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Beyond these methodological challenges, there are substantial gaps and lags in the 

reporting of climate finance data. Climate finance estimates, except for MDB’s joint climate 

finance report, are typically available with a two-year lag. Through the UNFCCC Enhanced 

Transparency Framework (ETF), country authorities report their climate finance data (whether 

provided, mobilized, or received), in their biennial transparency reports (BTRs) due every two 

years. The OECD has published their reports with an average 20-month lag since 2020; however, 

they are dependent on data from bilateral sources.    
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ANNEX IV. IEO SURVEY OF COUNTRY AUTHORITIES AND IMF STAFF  

Between May and July 2025, the IEO administered a survey to country authorities and IMF 

staff seeking their views on the IMF’s climate-related work.41F

1 Responses to questions that 

support the overarching objective of this paper are summarized in the proceeding paragraphs. 

Notably, the results for country authorities are disaggregated by IMF country grouping and 

presented in a weighted (by quota shares) and unweighted manner. The weighted responses 

align more closely with the IMF's internal governance structure, while the unweighted responses 

are more representative of the individual views of country authorities. Some survey responses 

were also converted to numeric values to more aptly summarize and compare results across 

various dimensions, including country groupings.  

Both country authorities and IMF staff agreed that the IMF’s comparative advantages in 

climate were centered in its ability to integrate climate-related considerations into 

macroeconomic frameworks (Figure AIV.1, Panels 1A, 2A, and 3A). This view was shared across 

all country groupings, including advanced (AE), emerging market and middle-income (EM), and 

low-income developing (LIDC) countries, regardless of whether the responses were weighted. 

Country authorities and staff also shared that the IMF had comparative advantages in mobilizing 

climate finance, contributing to inter-institutional coordination by leveraging its convening 

power, and facilitating international climate policy coordination through advocacy and 

awareness. A few country authorities, mainly EMs, shared that the IMF’s comparative advantages 

could be anchored in knowledge sharing, supporting reform implementation, and offering policy 

advice within its areas of expertise. Meanwhile, a few staff members emphasized that the IMF’s 

work should focus on macro-economic reforms, climate risk assessments, and institutional 

capacity building.  

While IMF staff and some country authorities concurred that the resilience and 

sustainability facility (RSF) created the most value added for member countries, other 

country authorities signaled the IMF’s research and analytical work, flagship reports, and 

Article IV reports as value adding (Figure AIV.1, Panels 1B, 2B, and 3B). On a disaggregated 

basis, responses varied across country groupings, AEs and EMs signaled the Fund’s research and 

analytical work as having created the most value added for its membership, while LICs identified 

the RSF. This finding aligned with the identified comparative advantages of the Fund.  

Overall, there was some tension among country authorities and IMF staff on the extent to 

which the IMF should work on climate-related issues going forward. Most country 

authorities, representing 80 percent of respondents or 53 percent of quota, felt that the IMF 

should engage a similar amount or more on climate-related issues (Figure AIV.1, Panels 1C, 2C, 

and 3C). This position contrasted with a smaller fraction of country authorities, comprising mostly 

AEs and EMs, and representing 19 percent of respondents or 31 percent of quota, who believed 

 
1 The country authorities’ survey received a response rate of 70 percent, compared to 30 percent for the IMF staff 

survey. 
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that the Fund should engage less on climate-related issues. The latter view was also shared by 

more than half of IMF staff responding to this survey, with an aggregate of 56 percent expressing 

that the IMF should engage less or not at all on climate-related issues. The remaining 44 percent 

of staff felt that the Fund should engage a similar amount or even more on climate-related 

issues. When asked which policy areas should receive priority from the IMF, both country 

authorities and IMF staff identified climate change as a lower priority, placing it in the bottom 

half of options. Digital money, governance, and social spending were ranked as the three highest 

priority areas (Figure AIV.1, Panels 1D, 2D, and 3D).   
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 Figure AIV.1. Select IEO Staff and Country Authorities Survey Results  

 Panel 1. IMF Staff Survey Responses Panel 2. Country Authorities Survey Responses, 

Unweighted 

Panel 3. Country Authorities Survey Responses, 

Weighted by Quota Shares 

 

 A. Comparative Advantages of the IMF  

 

   

 

 B. Value-Added of the IMF’s Climate-Related Outputs  

 

   

 

 Note: Values in brackets in Panel 3B contain the total SDR quota shares of respondents for each climate-related output that was not equal to “Don’t know or not applicable.”  
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 Figure AIV.1. Select IEO Staff and Country Authorities Survey Results (concluded)  

 Panel 1. IMF Staff Survey Responses Panel 2. Country Authorities Survey Responses, 

Unweighted 

Panel 3. Country Authorities Survey Responses,  

Weighted by Quota Shares 

 

 C. Extent to Which the IMF Should Work on Climate-Related Issues Going Forward  

 

   

 

 D. Priority of Newer Policy Areas  

  

   

 

 Source: IEO 2025 surveys.  

Note: Not at all = 0; to a slight extent = 1; to a moderate extent = 2; and to a great extent = 3. Responses marked as “Don’t know or not applicable” were excluded from the calculations. 

AE = Advanced Economies; EM = Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies, and LIC = Low-Income Developing Countries. 
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ANNEX V. THEORY OF CHANGE 

The causal sequence of efforts required at the national, regional, and global levels to 

stabilize greenhouse gas (GHG) concentrations in the atmosphere and enhance climate 

resilience can be illustrated in a theory of change analysis. 42F

1 These activities, illustrated in a 

non-exhaustive manner in Figure AV.1 (upper panel), are anchored in the principles of equity and 

common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, and require political will 

and ownership, multi-level cooperation, institutional capacity, and private sector involvement.  

Collectively, these efforts produce outputs designed to foster a transparent and accountable 

climate governance system, to advance climate policy coordination, to enhance the 

understanding of climate science, and to support equitable access to financial, technical, and 

technological resources to support climate action. 

While substantial progress has been made toward achieving intermediate outcomes, gaps 

remain, highlighting the need for sustained and coordinated climate action. The UNFCCC’s 

2023 Global Stocktake recognized continued progress across mitigation, adaptation, and related 

means of implementation, but emphasized that parties were not on track to achieve the goals 

outlined in the Paris Agreement, even if NDCs were to be fully implemented. Gaps remained in 

the implementation of measures relating to both mitigation and adaptation, with existing 

policies insufficient to align with long-term decarbonization pathways, and adaptation efforts 

lagging behind the pace and scale of climate impacts. These gaps reflect persistent constraints in 

(i) the mobilization and effective use of climate finance, (ii) institutional and technical capacity for 

planning and implementation, (iii) the integration of adaptation into development strategies and 

macroeconomic frameworks, (iv) the availability and quality of climate data, (v) mechanisms for 

transparency, monitoring, and evaluation, and (vi) the timely delivery of support to vulnerable 

countries and communities.  

Addressing these gaps is critical for ensuring that climate ambition is translated into 

credible and equitable outcomes. Figure AV.1 (lower panel) depicts the IMF’s climate-related 

results chain and illustrates how activities translate into outputs and outcomes that support its 

mandate and the broader climate governance architecture. The IMF’s climate-related activities 

are underpinned by key enabling conditions, including the availability of (i) resources (financial, 

as well as general and technical human resources), (ii) internal structures and organization, 

(iii) analytical tools, (iv) data, (v) cooperation mechanisms with other organizations, and 

(vi) political will and ownership. These activities lead to several climate-related outputs and 

intermediate outcomes, which are supported by stakeholder buy-in, institutional credibility, 

traction, and implementation, and help to address gaps within the climate governance 

architecture.  

 
1 A theory of change, also known as a “program theory” or “results chain,” serves as a map or log frame that 

outlines how a specific intervention by the Fund is intended to lead to an expected outcome, while clearly 

differentiating the Fund's role from that of other external actors (IEO Evaluation Policy 2025). 
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These activities closely align with the five dimensions of the global climate governance 

architecture. The scientific basis is reflected in the IMF’s development of macro-relevant climate 

models, analytical tools, and its research outputs. Legitimacy and authority are embedded in the 

Fund’s near universal membership and alignment with international climate principles. 

Implementation is operationalized through bilateral support, lending, and CD. Accountability and 

transparency are advanced through harmonized climate data and public reporting. All these 

functions are enabled by robust structures and institutions, which are instrumental for integrating 

climate-related considerations into macroeconomic and financial policy.  
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Figure AV.1. Theory of Change 

 

 
Note: The assumptions/conditions associated with this theory of change are presented in the blue text boxes. The text in orange in the upper panel 

present possible areas where the IMF could make meaningful contributions, while the text in red highlight unachieved outcomes and goals in the 

global climate governance and finance architectures though progress has been made. 
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