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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Cross-national patterns of governance mechanisms in nationally
determined contributions (NDCs) under the Paris Agreement
Maria Jernnäs a,b, Jens Nilssonc, Björn-Ola Linnér a,b and Andreas Duitc,d

aDepartment of Thematic Studies – Environmental Change, Linköping University, Linköping, Sweden; bCentre for Climate Science
and Policy Research, Linköping University, Linköping, Sweden; cDepartment of Business Administration, Technology and Social
Sciences, Luleå University of Technology, Luleå, Sweden; dDepartment of Political Science, Stockholm University, Stockholm,
Sweden

ABSTRACT
The continuous submission and scaling-up of Nationally Determined Contributions
(NDCs) constitutes a key feature of the Paris Agreement. In their NDCs, states
propose governance mechanisms for implementation of climate action, in turn
distinguishing appropriate roles for the state in climate governance. Clarity on
Parties’ suggested roles for the state makes explicit assumptions on the premise of
climate policy, in turn contributing to enhanced transparency in negotiations on
the scaling-up of NDCs. This also speaks to ongoing debates on roles for the state
in climate governance literature. This article identifies the governance mechanisms
proposed by states in their NDCs and the roles for the state envisioned by those
governance mechanisms, and also examines how cross-national patterns of roles
for the state break or converge with conventional patterns of international politics.
The analysis shows that states propose a plurality of roles, which to different
extents may be complementary or conflictual. We conclude that income, region,
and the Annexes under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) are important for understanding suggested roles for the state,
but that there are nuances to be further explored. We argue that this paper has
three key findings: i) a majority of states rely on market mechanisms to implement
their NDCs while rules on implementation and assessment of market mechanisms
are still an outstanding issue in the negotiations, meaning that resolving this issue
will be essential; ii) the process for evaluating and assessing qualitative governance
mechanisms needs to be specified; and iii) increased awareness of differing views
on the state’s roles makes explicit different perspectives on what constitutes an
ambitious and legitimate contribution to combating climate change.

Key policy insights
. A majority of states (> 75%) envision the state as regulator (creating and

strengthening legislation), market facilitator (creating and maintaining market
structures), or facilitator (creating more favourable material conditions for
climate-friendly behaviour).

. Greater awareness of differing views on roles for the state can increase
understanding of different perspectives on ambition and legitimacy of
contributions, in turn facilitating trust in negotiations.

. A distinction between substantive and procedural qualitative governance
mechanisms and their function and interaction would facilitate the stocktaking
dialogues.
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Introduction

The political landscape in which the Paris Agreement was adopted has been described as one of decentraliza-
tion due to the multilevel and multipolar interactions between a variety of state and non-state actors (Bäck-
strand, Kuyper, Linnér, & Lövbrand, 2017; Keohane & Victor, 2011). As a response to this supposedly
fragmented world order, the Paris Agreement institutionalizes a pledge-and-review model based on Nationally
Determined Contributions (NDCs) for all Parties, as opposed to the legally binding, targets-and-timetables
approach for developed countries of the Kyoto Protocol. The NDCs provide information on states’ mitigation
(and, in some cases, adaptation) targets and specify the governance mechanisms by which states intend to
achieve their respective commitments. The submission, follow up, and continuous upscaling of NDCs constitute
a key feature of the pledge-and-review model and these processes have been the topic of debate in the inter-
state negotiations following the adoption of the Paris Agreement. For instance, the NDCs have been criticized
for their incomparability due to the considerable flexibility allowed to states in drafting their contributions
(Tobin, Schmidt, Tosun, & Burns, 2018) and attempts to specify the form and content of future NDCs have
been made in post-Paris negotiations (UNFCCC Decision 1/CMA.1, 2018).

The focus of this paper is on the proposed governance mechanisms put forward in the NDCs and the roles for
the state reflected by these different governancemechanisms. The paper asks whichmechanisms states propose
to implement their respective NDCs, which roles for the state are envisioned in those governance mechanisms,
and how states cluster around each role. We understand governance mechanism as ‘the pathway or process
by which a targeted outcome is achieved’ (Linnér & Wibeck, 2019), which, in the context of the NDCs, implies
the process(es) by which states propose to fulfil their respective contributions to the Paris Agreement. Examples
of governance mechanisms are, for instance, infrastructural measures (e.g. expand public transportation infra-
structure to decrease greenhouse gas emissions from the transport sector) and influencing citizen behaviour
change (e.g. launch awareness campaigns to nudge citizens toward more climate-friendly behaviour). We use
the concept of governance mechanism to allow for the identification of both conventional policy instruments,
such as introduction of legislation, and non-conventional mechanisms, such as mainstreaming climate change
across government sectors. To understandpotential implications of state groupings in the continuednegotiations
on theNDCprocess, we identify cross-national patterns amongNDCs that suggest similar roles for the state, which
are then compared to three conventional state categorisations: UnitedNations Framework ConventiononClimate
Change (UNFCCC) Annexes, level of income, and geographical region.

This study contributes to ongoing academic debates on how to make sense of the NDCs, on the one hand,
and the state’s role in the post-Paris landscape, on the other. Previous literature has examined the aggregated
quantitative contribution of the NDCs in terms of emissions reductions (e.g. Höhne, Fekete, den Elzen, Hof, &
Kuramochi, 2018; van Soest, de Boer, Roelfsema, & Forsell, 2017), how the operationalization of equity concerns
can be articulated in the NDCs (e.g. Winkler, Höhne, Cunliffe, & de Villafranca Casas, 2017), and the multiple ways
in which climate change is discursively represented in the NDCs (Jernnäs & Linnér, 2019; Tobin et al., 2018). Our
study brings to this a large-n analysis of the governance mechanisms and, in turn, roles for the state that Parties
propose in their NDCs.

In the Paris Agreement ‘rulebook’, adopted at the 2018 Katowice Climate Conference, states moved toward a
common framework aiming to streamline the NDC process and contents by outlining a list of information to be
included in future NDCs (FCCC/PA/CMA/2018/3/Add.1, 2019). In addition to detailing reference points and scope
of the NDC, states shall explain how their NDC contributes to fulfilling the UNFCCC objectives. In arguing for the
sufficiency of their NDC, states will draw on assumptions of what constitutes a legitimate contribution to the
global effort. Such premises are not limited to assumptions of sufficient quantified levels of emissions
reductions, but refer as well to the perceived legitimacy of the diverse ways in which states propose to act
on climate change, including mechanisms that are not as easily quantifiable such as institutional changes
and public awareness campaigns. By examining the diverse governance mechanisms that states propose to
implement their NDCs, states’ assumptions regarding legitimate roles for the state are made explicit, in turn con-
tributing to enhanced transparency in continued negotiations on the scaling-up of NDCs.

Examining similarities and divergences in views on the roles of the state in climate governance in this way is
also important, as it gives insight into potential dividing lines or alliances among states regarding appropriate
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ways forward in tackling climate change. In addition, scholars have already documented the inadequacy of the
current NDCs in terms of achieving long-term temperature targets (Höhne et al., 2018; Rogelj, Den Elzen, Höhne,
& Meinshausen, 2016; van Soest et al., 2017; Vandyck, Keramidas, Saveyn, Kitous, & Vrontisi, 2016) and proposals
for strengthening current pledges are therefore crucial for the ratchet-up approach of the Paris Agreement. The
2023 global stocktake (UNFCCC, 2015, Art. 14) will assess states’ collective progress to inform Parties as they
revise and enhance their pledges for 2025. In this process it will be not only important to get clarity on quan-
titative targets, but also on the means of implementation, that is, governance mechanisms.

The paper starts by outlining the study’s analytical framework, arguing that different governance mechan-
isms suggest different roles for the state. The coding of governance mechanisms, interpretation of state
roles, and mapping of cross-national patterns are thereafter presented. Following this, we present the identified
governance mechanisms, roles for the state, and cross-national clusters. We discuss the results in relation to the
future negotiations on the scaling-up of NDCs, concluding that a plural role for the state is envisioned by most
states, but that conventional dividing lines among states along income and Annex lines risk exacerbating tra-
ditional contestation regarding what constitutes a legitimate contribution to the global effort. By bringing
clarity to governance mechanisms and roles for the state proposed, transparency of actions and basis for legiti-
macy can be enhanced.

Analysing governance responses to climate change

When analysing how states propose to engage in climate action we need to distinguish between a) different
types of policy instruments, and b) the roles for the state envisioned in those policy instruments. The state’s
choice of policy instrument(s) to address an issue comprises the construction of a problem requiring govern-
ment action and which, depending on the way in which the problem is constructed, can be approached in mul-
tiple ways (Howlett, Ramesh, & Perl, 2009; Schneider, Ingram, & Deleon, 2014). Hence, formulating policy is never
a neutral process; rather, different governance logics enact different types of policy instruments (Howlett, 2011).

The policy instrument of choice is often not in the singular. Rather, increasing attention has been turned to
the policy mixes that are launched towards a policy problem and the ways in which different policies comp-
lement or conflict each other (Howlett, 2011). Grubb, Hourcade, and Neuhoff (2014, p. 298) argue that
different policy approaches should be viewed as complementary, since they address ‘different aspects of the
multiple processes involved’. Governance literature has recognized this complementarity, arguing that the
state’s abilities have been extended from conventional steering to include a multitude of governance strategies
which add to – rather than replace – conventional steering mechanisms (Pierre & Peters, 2000). As a way to
capture the possibility of such unconventional techniques of governance, in this paper we employ the term
‘governance mechanism’ instead of policy instruments. In using this term, we widen the scope of possible mech-
anisms to incorporate both conventional policy instruments and other types of mechanisms.

In choosing governance mechanisms, the state distinguishes a specific type of relationship between the state
and non-state actors (Howlett, 2011). Governance, in this way, describes ‘the mode of coordination exercised by
state actors in their interactions with societal actors and organizations’ (Howlett, 2011, p. 8). Hood (1983; see also
Hood & Margetts, 2007) suggests that policy instruments can be sorted according to the governing resource
upon which they draw. Packaged into the so-called ‘NATO-scheme’, governing resources are defined as (i) nod-
ality, referring to the government’s central position from which it is able to both collect and disseminate infor-
mation; (ii) authority, referring to the government’s possession of legal power to coerce non-state actors; (iii)
treasure, referring to the government’s ability to use financial incentives and disincentives; and (iv) organisation,
referring to the government’s ability to act directly to affect citizens’ physical environment. Howlett (2011, p. 53)
suggests a typology that sorts policy instruments according to the NATO-scheme and whether they aim for sub-
stantive or procedural change; that is if they should alter the behaviour of actors involved in production, con-
sumption, or distribution of goods and services or in policy-making and implementation. In this paper, we use
Howlett’s typology to categorize the identified NDC governance mechanisms.

While much literature has explored different types of states, such as liberal-democratic or Marxist (see, e.g.
Dryzek & Dunleavy, 2009), this paper examines the roles that a state can assume when governing a problem.
We do not argue that a specific role belongs to a specific type of state nor that a certain role cannot be
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assumed by different types of states, hence leaving to future research to examine potential convergences
between proposed governance mechanisms and type of state. The concept of role is necessarily relational as
the role is assumed in relation to other actors or entities which, in this paper, refers to the relation between
the state and non-state actors. As the NDCs are developed in relation to the process of international
climate negotiations, they may provide for interesting analyses of how states use them for strategic positioning
in relation to other states in the climate change process, but such an analysis exceeds the scope of this paper.

In global environmental governance, the state’s roles have been extensively debated (e.g. Duit, 2014; Eckers-
ley, 2004). For instance, exploring the state – non-state distinction in scholarly literature, Lövbrand and Linnér
(2015) identify three statehoods in relation to non-state action on climate change: 1) the responsive pluralist
state, characterized by its multiple interactions and exchanges with non-state actors; 2) the decentred partner-
ing state, a social actor which aims to involve the myriad of actors in an increasingly global, rather than inter-
national, world order; and 3) the limited post-colonial state, which is characterized by centralization and
authoritarianism. This paper does not aim to create or test typologies of states’ roles in global climate govern-
ance. Rather, the analyses of types of governance mechanisms proposed in the NDCs provides a first attempt to
understand variations in the roles of the state in the post-Paris landscape.

Methods

Empirical material

This paper examines all 145 NDCs, representing 173 Parties, submitted to the UNFCCC registry until 30 July 2018.
The NDCs included are in English (127), French (11), and Spanish (7). A number of the NDCs are unofficial trans-
lations into English, but, as they are submitted to the UNFCCC, they are in this paper considered to represent the
state’s position. Some NDCs have involved work by consultants. Nevertheless, the NDCs represent the sub-
missions approved by parliaments or governments and should as such be treated as a representation of the
state’s position.

Analysis in three steps

The analysis was conducted in three steps. First, the governance mechanisms proposed by states to implement
their respective NDCs were identified using qualitative content analysis. The material was coded inductively
according to the research question:whichmechanisms does the party propose to implement its NDC? The identified
mechanisms were categorized into 19 nodes, each node representing a type of governance mechanism, such as
Legislative measures or Influencing citizen behavioural change. Due to the inductive nature of the coding and the
use of thebroader concept of governancemechanism (as opposed to policy instrument), the categoriesmaydiffer
in scope and nature but converge on the types of instruments suggested. Smaller overlaps between certain cat-
egories is therefore to be expected and each category provides a starting point for future in-depth studies of the
specific types of instruments proposed by states. The computer software NVivo was used to organize the coding,
but the coding in itself was manually conducted. The coding was converted into dichotomous nominal variables
indicating whether a state proposes a governance mechanism or not. This means that the results of this study do
not indicate the degree to which a state proposes a certain governance mechanism. Second, using Howlett’s
(2011) typology of policy instruments described in the above section, the governance mechanisms were
grouped according to (i) the purpose of the governance mechanism, and (ii) the governing resource it mobilizes
to incite the desired change. Based on this, the roles for the state represented in the NDCswere interpreted, creat-
ing a total of eight clusters of states that reflect different roles for the state. As a third step, the clusters were com-
pared using descriptive statistics to three geopolitical indicators (the UNFCCC Annex classification, the World
Bank’s income groupings, and geographical region) in order to examine potential patterns as regards the roles
for the state imagined across different conventional categorisations of states. This analysis does not aim to estab-
lish causal relations between, e.g. income level and envisioned role for the state. Rather, by studying the extents to
which conventional geopolitical categorisations converge with different roles for the state the paper seeks to
increase our understanding of the political geography of the post-Paris landscape.
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The large number of states included in our analysis would render a structured analysis of factors such as policy
environment (Howlett, 2011), political culture (Linder &Peters, 1989), and specific policy-makingprocesses in each
state too reductive and generalized. Therefore, we do not address why and how choices on government mech-
anisms are made, nor do we prescribe specific governance mechanisms. Further, the analysis does not suggest
that states’ NDCs are all-encompassing nor that the NDC necessarily reflects the full picture of a state’s climate-
related domestic policies. In this paper, the focus is instead onwhat states, through their NDCs, choose to highlight
as important to deal with climate change and bring to the international sphere of climate governance.

Results

The analysis of the NDCs identified 19 types of governance mechanisms. While the specific policies within these
categories differ, they are thematically grouped and described in Table 1 below.

The analysis shows that states propose a wide range of governance mechanisms to implement their respect-
ive NDCs with a majority of states proposing one or more of the eight most common governance mechanisms.
Some governance mechanisms are to some extent similar to each other. Economic measures and Market
mechanisms are, for instance, treated as different mechanisms due to the specific role of market mechanisms
in climate negotiations. While Economic measures contain a broad range of instruments, such as taxes and insur-
ance schemes, Market mechanisms refer specifically to the creation of markets for buying and selling credits.

While the analytical assumption of the paper is that governance mechanisms represent different ways of
steering non-state actor behaviour toward a desired goal (as laid out above), the Use of non-state actors mech-
anism refers to the specific wish to engage non-state actor organizations to either induce or implement climate

Table 1. Types of governance mechanisms identified in 145 NDCs representing 173 Parties, with description and the number and percentage of
Parties proposing each type.

Governance mechanism Description
No. of
Parties

% of
Parties

Legislative measures Introduction of new or strengthening of current regulations, e.g. water resource bill,
building standards.

134 77.4

Market mechanisms Use of the market to buy and sell specified rights to emit GHGs. 128 74.0
Technological measures Introduction of new or improvement of existing technology in order to cope with

climate change.
124 71.7

Formulation of policies Introduction of policies, such as plans or programmes, to address climate change. 121 69.9
Use of non-state actors Use of non-state actor organizations to induce climate action and/or implement

climate actions, e.g. public-private partnerships, creation of stakeholder platforms or
consultative dialogues.

112 64.7

Infrastructural measures Expansion or enhancement of infrastructure, e.g. mass public transport systems. 103 59.5
Influencing citizen
behavioural change

Incitement of citizen behavioural change (e.g. switch transportation mode) through,
e.g. public awareness campaigns, education.

102 59.0

Mainstreaming climate
change

Mainstreaming of climate change knowledge and responsibility across (governmental)
sectors.

94 54.3

Institutional measures Improvement of institutional capacity through, e.g. creation of new institutions or
enhancement of scope of current institutions.

85 49.1

Changing management
practices

Change of practices of natural resource management in order to cope with climate
changes, e.g. through switch to climate smart agriculture, ending deforestation.

78 45.1

Research and development Call for more research to better understand the current and future situation in different
sectors.

77 44.5

Economic measures Economic instruments to steer the behaviour of citizens and businesses, e.g. fees or
taxes, insurance mechanisms for people with natural resource-dependent
livelihoods.

75 43.4

Measures to control nature Control of natural environments through, e.g. early warning systems, observations. 38 22.0
Evaluation of current actions Evaluation of existing national mechanisms to govern climate change to identify needs

for further action.
25 14.5

Inclusion of traditional
knowledge

Use of traditional knowledge to improve decision-making and/or on the ground to
improve practices.

22 12.7

Economic diversification Diversification of the national economy in order to spread risks. 19 11.0
Review measures Use of reviews, revisions, or audits in order to ensure climate friendly practices. 14 8.1
Inclusion of local knowledge Use of local knowledge to improve decision-making and/or on the ground to improve

practices.
5 2.9

Use of visualization Use of visualization to aid decision-making. 1 0.6
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action. As such, this mechanism reflects a desire to involve non-state actor organizations in climate action for
different reasons, such as shared responsibility, effectiveness, or legitimacy. In contrast, Influencing citizen behav-
ioural change refers to changes in citizens’ behaviour, by, for instance, encouraging use of public transportation
through information campaigns.

Sorting the governance mechanisms according to Howlett’s typology shows that both substantive and pro-
cedural change is desired and that all four governing resources are drawn upon to incite such change (Table 2).
There is, however, an emphasis on substantive change over procedural, indicating that interventions are predo-
minantly directed toward alterations in production, consumption, and distribution of goods and services rather
than policy-making and implementation.

Based on the sorting of governance mechanisms, the roles for the state envisioned in the NDCs were inter-
preted, resulting in eight different roles described below. Using the state’s abilities to take in and disseminate
information – its ‘nodality’ (Hood, 1983) – and use its institutions and personnel to alter material conditions,
the state can both collect information (Measures to control nature, Review measures, Research and development)
and act on that information through, for instance, public awareness campaigns (Influencing citizen behavioural
change), thereby taking on the roles of information collector and informer, respectively. Drawing upon the
state’s abilities to steer through perceived or real threats, the state as a regulator creates regulation and policies
to steer citizens and businesses toward climate change goals (Legislative measures, Formulation of policies). Pro-
posals to include traditional and local knowledge in decision-making may constitute a procedural change.
Here, they are sorted under ‘authority’ which implies the use of, for instance, public consultations to include a
wider variety of views in the policy process. However, economic incentives, such as seedmoney, for groupmobil-
ization may be an alternative route towards inclusion of voices that as of yet are not well-heard in the policy
process. The state’s role thus resembles that of the orchestrator, that ‘structure[s] and coordinate[s] intermediaries’
activities to enhance ordering’ (Abbott, 2018, p. 189), leaving the intermediaries to determine their exact actions.
The state’s ability to provide financial incentives or disincentives have here been interpreted as two distinct roles,
where a viewof the state asmarket facilitator (Marketmechanisms) focuses on the state’s ability to create andmain-
tain market structures, while the use of, e.g. taxes or insurance solutions (Economic measures) indicates a view of
the state as financier to reward or discourage certain activities. On the organizational side, the creation of more
favourable material conditions for citizens and businesses to act more in line with climate mitigation and adap-
tation goals (Technological measures, Infrastructural measures) indicates the role of the state as a facilitator. This
differs from the role of orchestrator as it centres on the state’s use of material resources to create material con-
ditions that favour certain types of climate-friendly behaviour, such as building a rail-road transportation
system to incite low carbon transportation. Similarly, the state can also use its organizational resources to
create bettermaterial conditions for policy-makingby, for instance, reorganizinggovernment departments (Main-
streaming climate change, Institutional measures), as such taking on the role of process designer.

A small number of governance mechanisms have not been assigned a role (Table 2), which is a consequence
of our inductive approach to coding. While Use of visualization has been sorted as a mechanism drawing on the
state’s information resources, it is not sufficiently specific to make assumptions about the view of the state’s role
in using visualizations. The three governance mechanisms that have been left out of the sorting (Use of non-state
actors, Changing management practices, Economic diversification) are considered too broad a category to fit into
the sorting scheme and constitute rich material for more in-depth studies in the future.

When comparing the role clusters with conventional state categorisations in international politics, certain
aspects become important to highlight (Table 3). First, while there is a clear dominance of the state as regulator
across the selection (93%), a plurality of roles for the state is suggested by all groups. Second, in relation to
income groups, high income countries predominantly emphasize the state’s roles as regulator and market facil-
itatorwhile only a third or less of high-income countries envision the other roles (except for facilitator, 45%). Low
and lower-middle income countries show a high degree of similarity as 75% or more of countries suggest all
identified roles except for financier (58-59%) and orchestrator (22-25%). Upper-middle income countries also
express a large variety of roles, but show a larger degree of internal incoherence than low and lower-middle
income countries. Third, most notable in relation to regional belonging is the divergence as regardsmarket facil-
itator, which is suggested by two thirds or more in all regional groups but only by 39% of Middle Eastern & North
African states. Further, a majority of North American and European & Central Asian states suggest the roles of
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Table 2. Schematic categorization of identified types of governance mechanisms according to their respective purposes and the governing resource upon which they draw.

Governing resource

N/ANodality Authority Treasure Organization

Purpose of
governance
mechanism

Substantive Influencing citizen behavioural
change
Measures to control nature
Review measures
Research and development

Legislative measures
Formulation of policies

Market mechanisms
Economic measures

Technological measures
Infrastructural measures

Use of non-state
actors
Changing
management
practices
Economic
diversification

Procedural Use of visualization Inclusion of traditional
knowledge
Inclusion of local
knowledge

Mainstreaming CC
Institutional measures
Evaluation of current actions

Source: Howlett, M. (2011). Designing Public Policies: Principles and instruments (p. 53). Abingdon, Oxon; New York, NY: Routledge.
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regulator, market facilitator (both), and facilitator (N. Am.), but only a small number (0-25%) suggest the remain-
ing roles. Finally, while non-Annex I countries more coherently envision a plurality of roles compared to Annex I
countries, for market facilitator and regulator the order is reversed as Annex I countries to a higher degree
suggest these roles.

Discussion

The analysis reveals three key points. Firstly, the NDCs contain a large variety of governance mechanisms
through which states envision climate action to be conducted post-Paris. Secondly, the potential roles of the
state in climate action is highly variable drawing on different governmental resources to incite the desired
change. Thirdly, cross-national patterns to some extent mirror conventional categorisations of states.

The large variety of governance mechanisms identified in the NDCs indicates that a policy mix approach
altering both production and consumption of societal goods and services (substantive) and policy processes
(procedural) is preferred by most states, corresponding to policy design literature highlighting the complemen-
tary benefits of such an approach (Grubb et al., 2014; Howlett, 2011). The current NDCs reflect an integrative
endeavour, as many deal with multiple dimensions of climate challenges and provide a basis for further inte-
gration with other issue areas, such as policy design for implementation of the 2015 UN Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs). The analysis also shows that the NDCs reflect a varied role for the state in climate
governance, where different governing resources are drawn upon to incite different types of changes. In relation
to the coming submission of second NDCs, the presence of a multiplicity of governance mechanisms constitutes
a challenge for assessing what constitutes ‘progression’ and a state’s ‘highest possible ambition’. While the oper-
ationalization of such wording is currently unclear, we argue that too great a focus on quantifiable measures
risks overlooking important measures taken that do not easily translate to direct emission reductions (e.g.
public awareness campaigns) as well as provoke contestation regarding what constitutes an ambitious NDC.

The multiple roles for the state envisioned in the NDCs raise questions regarding whether the roles are comp-
lementary or conflictual. The two dominating governance mechanisms, Legislative measures and Market mech-
anisms, both proposed in three quarters of the NDCs, are at first glance contradictory as they simultaneously
propose a strong, regulatory state and a limited, market-facilitating state, the latter of which corresponds with

Table 3. Cross-national patterns of envisioned roles for the state in the NDCs.

Role for the state

Information
collector Informer Regulator

Market
facilitator Financier Facilitator Orchestrator

Process
designer

Number of states in
cluster (n)

93 102 160 128 75 131 26 110

Percent of total number
of states

54.1 59.3 93.0 74.4 43.6 76.2 15.1 64.0

WB Income Level (percent of total no. of states in income group)
Low 77.8 88.9 92.6 77.8 59.3 92.6 22.2 96.3
Lower-Middle 70.0 75.0 97.5 80.0 57.5 97.5 25.0 87.5
Upper-Middle 56.5 65.2 91.3 60.9 45.7 84.8 17.4 69.6
High 28.6 28.6 91.1 82.1 23.2 44.6 1.8 26.8

Region (percent of total region)
Sub-Saharan Africa 73.2 82.9 95.1 80.5 63.4 97.6 17.1 97.6
Middle East & North
Africa

84.6 76.9 84.6 38.5 69.2 100.0 7.7 61.5

Europe & Central Asia 10.4 14.6 93.8 85.4 2.1 25.0 0.0 12.5
South Asia 75.0 100.0 87.5 75.0 75.0 87.5 37.5 100.0
East Asia & Pacific 63.3 70.0 93.3 66.7 46.7 96.7 26.7 70.0
North America 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Latin America &
Caribbean

73.3 73.3 93.3 70.0 63.3 93.3 23.3 90.0

UNFCCC Annex (percent of total no. of states in group)
Annex I 5.3 7.9 94.7 97.4 2.6 21.1 0.0 5.3
Non-Annex I 67.9 73.9 92.5 67.9 55.2 91.8 19.4 80.6

N = 172.
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the liberal idea of a small state. Through a neo-liberal lens, this duality could, however, be viewed as non-confl-
ictual since the market necessitates regulation to be well-functioning. Nevertheless, in the context of UN climate
governance, market mechanisms commonly refer to international trading of credits including offsetting emis-
sions through investments in other countries, thereby effectively surrendering some state responsibility to
the market or, indeed, to another state in making sure emissions reductions are carried out as expected. Propos-
ing market mechanisms to address climate change may thus be considered contradictory to a view of the state
as regulator as the state – non-state actor relationship is in the former one of indirect facilitation with partly
renounced responsibility on the part of the state, while the latter is characterized by direct steering through
real or perceived threats. Nonetheless, these two roles are proposed simultaneously by the large majority of
NDCs, in turn indicating a non-conflictual view of the roles. Here, the Middle Eastern & North African states
provide an interesting case for future research as they reflect a significantly lower prevalence of the state as
market facilitator, which may indicate a contradictory view of these roles. The description of climate action as
market distortion common among these countries’ NDCs (Jernnäs & Linnér, 2019) further provides the case
with interesting dimensions to explore.

The pluralist state identified through the NDCs reflects a state whose relationship to non-state actors could
potentially differ according to different contexts (Lövbrand & Linnér, 2015). In studies of the roles of non-state
actors in global climate governance, similar conclusions have been drawn, arguing that non-state actors draw on
different sources of power (e.g. leverage, cognitive power, or symbolic power) to practice different types of
activities (e.g. provision of expert knowledge, awareness raising, or taking mitigation action) (Nasiritousi,
Hjerpe, & Linnér, 2016). The potential complementarities and conflicts between the multiple roles for the
state and non-state actors call for more research so as to better understand the multilevel and multi-actor land-
scape of climate governance post-Paris and the potential roles of the state in relation to the various non-state
initiatives nowmore firmly placed under the UN climate regime (UNFCCC Decision 1/CP.21, 2015, para. 117-118).

Conclusions

We conclude that, while income grouping, regional belonging, and UNFCCC Annex categorization are important
to understand the cross-national patterns of suggested state roles, there are nuances to be explored in future
studies: i) the lesser coherence among upper-middle income countries compared to low- and lower-middle
income countries; ii) the meagre support for the state as market facilitator in Middle Eastern & North African
states, which distinctly differs from non-Annex I countries in other regions; and iii) the predominantly dual
role for the state proposed by Annex I countries compared to the plurality proposed by non-Annex I countries.
This division largely mirrors the long-standing conflicts between Annex I and non-Annex I countries regarding
what constitutes a valid and fair contribution to the global effort to mitigate and adapt to climate change. Analy-
sis of the reasons for Parties’ suggested roles for the state exceeds the scope of this paper. Yet, potential reasons
could be the expectation on developed countries to undertake economy-wide absolute emission reduction
targets and on developing countries to move toward such targets over time (UNFCCC, 2015, Art. 4.4), as well
as developed countries’ legally binding emission reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol. The conditions
under which the intended NDCs (INDCs) were drawn up, such as the uncertainty about the future form and
content of the Paris outcome, the limited time during which INDCs were to be drafted and submitted, and
the potential use of INDCs to lay out negotiation positions pre-Paris, are also possible influencers of their
content. These proposals, as well as factors such as political tradition, trade openness, and other factors that
could influence a state’s view on appropriate roles for the state, should, however, be thoroughly examined in
comparative, country-level studies before such conclusions can be drawn. The clusters identified in this
paper also correspond to the policy discourses emerging from the NDCs, where liberal environmentalism is
only nuanced and challenged in NDCs from the global South, with these conveying a wide array of climate
policy discourses, including climate change as a security threat, calls for system change, empowering the
vulnerable, equity and highlighting threats to economic development (Jernnäs & Linnér, 2019). We argue
that the division goes beyond different positions on international politics to also include the difference in
views on what constitutes a nationally appropriate governance mechanism, as such mirroring differences
in perceptions of the appropriate roles of the state in climate governance.
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Previous analyses of the NDCs have demonstrated that assessing collective ambition in terms of GHG emis-
sion reductions is an arduous endeavour, partly due to states’ uses of different types of goals and baselines
(Höhne et al., 2018; Tobin et al., 2018). This study shows that also the mechanisms by which states propose
to implement their NDCs vary greatly. This has several implications for the process of scaling-up contributions
to the Paris Agreement.

First, the view of the state as market facilitator is widespread in the NDCs, while the role of market mechan-
isms in the Paris regime is still an outstanding issue for the Paris rulebook. Resolving issues regarding how
market mechanisms should be implemented and assessed – while avoiding double accounting – will be essen-
tial for the effectiveness and legitimacy of the regime.

Second, the nationally determined rationale of the Paris Agreement leaves room for specifying how qualitat-
ive governance mechanisms (e.g. Influencing citizen behavioural change, such as public awareness campaigns)
will be presented and qualitatively assessed. We suggest that the consideration of such mechanisms distinguish
between procedural and substantive governance instruments and the relationship between them. This would
not only make transparent the proposing Party’s rationale for proposing a certain governance mechanism, but
would also be vital for facilitating the stocktaking dialogues under the 2023 global stocktake, which will serve to
mutually inform and inspire Parties to identify governance opportunities for, and challenges to, the achievement
of the Paris targets. In addition, it would counteract an ‘anything goes’ attitude towards qualitative indicators
and, consequently, circumvent conflicts regarding the legitimate contribution of qualitative commitments to
climate mitigation and adaptation.

Third, while the global stocktake is to ‘have no individual Party focus’ (FCCC/CP/2018/L.16, 2018, para. 14), it
will take fairness considerations into account (para. 36(h)). In relation to this, long-standing disputes between
developed and developing countries regarding what constitutes a fair contribution are bound to resurface.
This study shows that there are differences between income and Annex groups when it comes to the types
of governance mechanisms that Parties propose. To avoid exacerbating such divisions in future negotiations
on scaling-up NDCs, careful consideration of how the different types of governance mechanisms should be
valued, evaluated, and assessed will be needed.
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