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Ever since the realization of climate change in the 19th century, the world has
faced an unprecedented and paramount obstacle that it must face collectively. Climate
change poses significant threats globally to ecosystems, economies, and societies in general;
therefore, it requires coordinated action at all levels of governance. International climate law
sprang up in the 20th and 21st centuries as an effort to combat this issue by agglomerating
international parties. Among these frameworks, the Paris Agreement stands out as the most
recent and influential climate treaty. This paper explicitly analyzes this agreement through
the lens of its Nationally Determined Contributions structure and its effectiveness for
developing and developed countries. Via the examination of scholarly views as well as
several case studies, the results present a gap within the current international climate
framework. With this in mind, this research proposes several recommendations in light of
these findings, hoping to enhance international cooperation for this climate concern.

Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), Paris Agreement, Developing
Countries, Developed Countries

CBS News reported that environmental issues top the list of global concerns in the status quo [1].
Specifically, climate change refers to the shift in weather patterns due to human activities and other
variables. As the world enters an industrialized era, problems concerning the climate have given rise
to numerous discussions in academia and pose fatal threats to humanity. However, despite these
efforts, it is quickly becoming apparent that the globe needs a 1000% increase in climate finance to
achieve the Paris goals, or else the temperature will rise by another 200% compared to the
anticipated results [2]. Therefore, this forges scholars to wonder: Is the Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDC) system adequately effective in meeting the 2 °C goals with respect to
developed and developing countries, and how could the Paris Agreement do more to incentivize
climate mitigation from states?

© 2025 The Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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The NDC system is less effective for developed countries than for developing countries because
developing countries have greater ambition due to their climate incentives (such as confronting their
environmental vulnerabilities), while developed countries may lack determination and face no
consequences for under-ambition. Nationally Determined Contributions refer to the individual
commitments pledged by each party, and their ambition refers to how much they are willing to
devote to climate efforts. Since the NDC system prioritizes capacity building over commitment
enforcement, delving into the correlations and causations of the NDC’s ineffectiveness towards
developed countries would help theorize solutions to enhance global climate collaboration.

The first part of the paper provides a comprehensive literature review that addresses scholarly
opinions on the major climate agreements, particularly focusing on the Paris Agreement and the
NDC system within it. The second part of this paper lays out the hypotheses and methodology.
Section three provides six case studies with diversified perspectives collectively conveying insights
into the Paris Agreement. Section four presents five key recommendations for improving the NDC
system: international institute for transparency, non-state actors, re-engaging CBDR, climate club,
and multi-faceted NDCs. Finally, this paper concludes with indications of potential further research.

Scholars have conducted sundry findings on the relationship between international climate law
and the parties themselves. This connection is often associated with whether the current NDC
framework effectively holds authority in presiding over the state parties to 1) make sufficient
climate commitments and 2) carry out their commitments.

The cornerstone of international climate law can be traced back to the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, both of
which are international institutions established to provide a global framework for state parties to
address environmental issues [3-4]. However, while these platforms laid the foundation for future
international climate law, both failed to enforce substantive climate commitments.

As one of the outcomes of the UNFCCC membership meetings, the Kyoto Protocol was formed
during COP 3 with the first official global climate target: “reducing...overall emissions of such
gasses by at least 5 percent below 1990 levels in the commitment period 2008 to 2012 [5].
However, this protocol was inadequate due to it not involving any developing countries and setting
up a binding agreement that lacked enforcement policies, thereby failing to fulfill any substantive
achievements in the end.

Perhaps the most impactful treaty in international climate law is the Paris Agreement signed in
COP 21. This agreement’s primary goal is to hold “the increase in the global average temperature to
well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” [6] with the commitment of all parties. Under this
system, there are Nationally Determined Contributions belonging to the Common but Differentiated
Responsibilities system; rather than enforcing binding agreements like Kyoto, the Paris Agreement
inducted semi-voluntary climate action goals decided by states themselves (NDCs) that recognize
the different capabilities and circumstances of each party (CBDR).
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The central focus of this paper is the nuanced NDC system and the three themes related to it:
CBDR, binding agreements, and equity. In response, scholars have provided commentary
surrounding these different components, showcasing their influences and potential impacts on the
international legal system.

Mehrotra and Emmanuel Olatunbosun affirm the overall NDC approach by proposing how this
enhancement will help achieve long-term climate goals. NDCs' benefits range from building
political will and societal ownership at national and sub-national levels to reviewing, aligning, and
updating existing targets, policies, and measures. This will help low socio-economic development
countries have better capacities to develop and implement climate policies and take climate action,
and more than 90% of the countries receiving support will have well-designed and robust climate
targets.

Similarly, Breidenich, McGraw, Rowley, and Rubin view that the international climate system
needs to involve all stakeholders, including developing countries, to ensure long-term success [7].
Therefore, binding arrangements are dismissive towards developing countries that depend on
industrialization for economic improvement, thus making them inequitable.

Castro suggests that the CBDR system also played an important role in developing countries’
climate commitments, which is essential in securing the participation of nations like South Africa in
the Paris Agreement [8]. Studies show the Paris Agreement’s autonomy system has roughly 5x more
involvement rates and 10x more total commitments than the Kyoto Protocol’s binding agreement [9]
[10]. Most of this gap falls under the developing countries section, as its participation rates
skyrocketed by an astounding 20000% [11]. Referring back to the marginally different policies in
Kyoto and Paris, this logically coheres because of the nature of premature binding agreements that
limit the possibilities of feeble parties’ participation [12-13].

Contrarily, Musasia negates the current Paris policies, for he believes NDCs are not immune to
global and national politics and contemporary tensions [14]. Moreover, Stern argues against the
NDC’s hybrid legal form because relying on rising norms rather than legally binding targets with
penalties often results in a bottom-up provision that involves little incentives [15]. Therefore, he
believes that the CBDR system is failing to prevent humanitarian destruction, for the soft-voluntary
system lacks enforcement mechanisms that obligate developed nations to provide sufficient
international support to vulnerable areas. However, neither scholar explicitly considers the reality of
international policy-making to be all about the state’s goodwill, and more often than not, these
parties do not wish to restrain themselves with disadvantageous policies.

In another refutation against the CBDR arrangement in the NDCs, Avasarala and Ebinger suggest
environmental pragmatism [16]. In this approach, climate mitigation responsibilities are transferred
to a smaller, agile forum of paramount importance (similar to Annex I in Kyoto) because adding
most developing nations to the process would make it “[unnecessarily] cumbersome.” Regardless,
Avasarala and Ebinger fail to consider the globality of climate concerns; simply ousting anemic
developing countries is inequitable and immoral, for it marginalizes the international responsibility
of this climate affair. Involving private sectors in international law is difficult, too.

Analogously, Swingle adds to the deliberation by emphasizing the themes of fairness and equity
in the CBDR system, as it builds mutual trust and collaboration. The author also reveals a
disagreement between developing and developed countries based on national interests,
demonstrating a point of impasse in international climate law. Developing countries highlight
historical responsibilities, for developed states have historically emitted more greenhouse gasses and
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thus boosted their economy today. In contrast, developed countries believe it should be based on
future emission responsibilities and collective cost-effectiveness [17].

Martinez-Zarzoso and Brunewald’s studies demonstrate a lack of collective commitments from
developing countries without a binding commitment in the Paris Agreement [18]. Nordhaus and
Boyer add to this view by suggesting the economic inefficiency of present climate action due to a
lack of technological investments, comprehensive coverage, and motivation [19].

Gerrard proposes involving non-state actors and using the investment methodology and “fair and
equitable benefit-sharing” amongst countries as a technique for a sufficient income stream [20].
Current IPCC reports show that achieving the 2°C goal is now nearly impossible, and the globe
needs, in reality, $1.6 Trillion in climate investment [21]. Likewise, the United Nations Framework
on Climate Change advocates for the support provided to developing countries and comments on the
current NDC system, hinting that global collaboration for climate advancements would require
abundant economic and social transformation [22]. To establish international climate action with
applicable and sufficient commitments, there needs to be subsistence in the realm of finance,
technology, and capacity-building provided to developing countries.

It is important to recognize the thinkers’ views on the immediate need for a strategy that will
drive countries into willfully making climate contributions, but these desirable outcomes cannot
happen if countries do not collectively negotiate their disagreeing views on climate responsibility.
Nonetheless, it is equally significant to acknowledge a lack of scholarly research on how to make
the changes suggested in an international setting while considering the interests of both developing
and developed countries. While the CBDR and NDC systems are efficacious in recognizing global
differences and fairly balancing responsibilities, they simultaneously reveal a need for a more
powerful yet pragmatic implementation procedure under this scheme. Still, the question remains on
how this support can be sufficiently provided in the international framework, for it can only exist
with an incentivizing and/or enforcement mechanism under the apparatus of a mutually-beneficial
situation.

This paper will use mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative research and incorporate both
targeted and widespread case studies to address the varying hypotheses. It is challenging to measure
countries’ exact implementation of their NDC targets because they often hide their accurate
implementation information or do not make it clear. For this paper’s case studies, the data depicted
is a result of averaging reliable primary and secondary sources.

First, the author will endeavor to scrutinize references from three representative developed
parties: the United States, the European Union, and Saudi Arabia, as well as from three prominent
developing countries: China, South Africa, and Kazakhstan; since the research query concerns the
effectiveness of NDCs for developing and developed countries, analyzing nations from both circuits
(in differing situations) would answer the hypotheses comprehensively. Secondly, the paper will
examine these countries’ NDCs, data on total emission reductions versus committed, and previous
climate cases/agreements with different variables. Finally, there will be an analysis of the data
gathered, application to the hypotheses, and examination of the answers to the hypotheses in the two
scenarios of developing countries and developed countries.

Below are the statements of hypotheses:
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Table 1: Statement of Hypotheses

H1: The NDC system is not effective in meeting the 2°C goal due to insufficient and unambitious
commitments.

H] a.
Developed
Countries

H 1 b:
Developing
Countries

H2: The NDC system is not effective in meeting the 2°C goal due to a lack of implementation and
enforcement mechanisms.

Hja:
Developed
Countries

sz:
Developing
Countries

H3: The NDC system is effective in meeting the 2°C goal because of the CBDR system in Article 2 of
the Paris Agreement, which promotes voluntary compliance (autonomy), therefore empowering states to
participate.

H3a:
Developed
Countries

H3b:
Developing
Countries

4. Case studies: countries’ NDC pledges and their purpose

4.1. Case study I: united states’ climate commitments under the NDC system

The United States is one of the top emitters historically and presently, and its NDC target aims for
an “economy-wide target of reducing its net greenhouse gas emissions by 50-52 percent below 2005
levels in 2030” [23]. In 2022, The United States provided an additional $5.8 billion in global climate
funds, marking a 286% increase from the previous year [24] and thus indicating a somewhat benefit

of the NDC system.

Table 2: United States Committed vs. Implemented Climate Goals

Reduced Gas Emissions Sector-Specific (Other) Targets
Committed 50-52% Commitment
Implemented 15.5% ~30%
United States:
United States: GDP vs. Climate Budget Comparison Committed vs. Reduced Gas Ef“hlr:::‘:
Climate Finance Climate Dormtion
5 >01%
US. CDPR/Year: Committed
$23,315.08 Blllien
U.S, CDP/Capita: $76329.58
U5, Domestic Climate
Finance/Year: $150 Billien IMPLEMENTATION GAP
U.S. Climate Donation/Year: $15.5
Billion
Implemented
Remaining Budget o 10 20 30 e 50

9B.2% Reduced Gas Emissions (in %)

Figures 1: United States NDC Efforts [25-31]
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Nevertheless, climate support for developing countries and other organizations accounts for less
than 0.1% of the United States’ GDP looking at Figure 1, and even domestic climate finance is a
minimal 1.6%, indicating a lack of ambition. In addition, the United States has not been able to fully
implement its pledges, with a nearly 4x gap. With a divided congress and partisan politics (2-party
system), it is difficult to pass comprehensive climate legislation, challenging large-scale climate
action.

Overall, the United States is ranked insufficient regarding climate action [32]. It remains
imperative that without drastic emission reduction measures, it will be difficult for the state to meet
its domestic climate targets. There are two problems: 1) the commitments are not being carried out
to their full extent, and 2) the commitments, considering the U.S.” emissions and financial capability,
are far from enough. Clearly, the U.S. has the financial capacity to make more ambitious pledges, so
the issue then becomes incentives.

The European Union is also one of the top emitters in the globe today while also holding the most
historical emissions being the origin of the Industrial Revolution. It aims for “at least 40% economy-
wide reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2030, compared to 1990 levels” [33]. The EU’s
newest commitments in 2023 present around a 30% increase from the prior commitment (Ibid.).

Table 3: European Union Committed vs. Implemented Climate Goals

Reduced Gas Emissions Sector-Specific (Other) Targets
Committed 90% Commitment
Implemented 32.5% ~50%

European Union:
Committed vs. Implemented Climate Commitments -
Reduced Gas Emissions
European Union: GDP vs. Climate Budget Comparison

0.6% o ‘:?” onatian
EU CDP/fvear: Committed
$16.756.54 Billion

EU CDP/Capita: $40,823.9

EU Domestic Climate Finance/Year.
$102 Billion
IMPLEMENTATION GAP
EU Climate Donation/Year:
$25.01 Billion
Implemented

0 40 80 100
Reduced Gas Emissions (in %)

Figures 2: European Union NDC Efforts [34-39]

This data from figures 3 and 4 show that climate finance is only 0.6% of the EU’s GDP/year, and
the financial aid provided for developing countries is less than 0.1%, revealing its further potential
for another 2-3% increase. This results from geopolitical tensions such as the Russia-Ukrainian War,
which caused economic pressures, inflation, and reduced industrial demand.

The EU is also ranked insufficient for its climate actions, for it still needs to get on track to fulfill
its targets [40]. Similar to the U.S. in terms of dilemmas, the EU needs to make more commitments
and implement them. Though different in political structure, it is difficult for both parties to execute
their targets in an appropriate way under the NDC system, further validating the NDC system’s
ineffectiveness towards developed countries.
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4.3. Case study III: saudi arabia’s climate commitments under the NDC system

Saudi Arabia is a wealthy Middle Eastern country known primarily for its focus on petroleum and
related industries [41]. As a result, it emits a significant amount of greenhouse gasses (GHG)

annually. In response, the country has set a goal to "achieve net-zero greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions by 2060" [42].

Table 4: Saudi Arabia Committed vs. Implemented Climate Goals

Reduced Gas Emissions Sector-Specific (Other) Targets
Committed Net-zero emissions by 2060 (~100%) 50% renewable energy
Implemented +2.93% (607,907,500 tons) > 1%

Saudi Arabia:
Committed vs. Implemented Climate Commitments -
Reduced Gas Emissions

Saudi Arabia: GDP vs. Climate Finance Comparison

Climate Investment
limate Donation
0.3% Climate Donatio

Committed
Saudi Arabia GDP/Vear:
$110857 Billion

Saudi Arabia GDP/Capita: $30.447

Saudi Arabia Climate Finance/Year. ‘ ’

$25 Billion IMPLEMENTATION GAP

Saudi Arabia Climate

Donation/Year: $1 Billion Implemented

Climate Donation -20 0 20 40 60 g=le] 100
99.6% Reduced Gas Emissions (in %)

Figures 3: Saudi Arabia NDC Efforts [43-45]

In practice, the Kingdom’s implementation of climate actions does not align with its seemingly
“ambitious” targets. Only 0.2% of its annual national GDP is allocated to climate funding looking at
Figure 5, and instead of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, Saudi Arabia increased its
emissions by nearly 3%. As one of the world's largest emitters, Saudi Arabia is not making sufficient
or accountable commitments to reducing its GHG output. However, it is understandable that Saudi
Arabia’s economy heavily depends on oil extraction, which accounts for 45% of its entire economy
[46].

Saudi Arabia is one of the few countries in the world that is critically insufficient in climate
action [47]. This clearly illustrates that the Common but Differentiated Responsibilities (CBDR) and
Nationally Determined Contributions (NDC) systems under the Paris Agreement are not adequate
for uncooperative countries like Saudi Arabia. It also highlights a weakness in the current climate
framework: the need to motivate and require countries, particularly in the Middle East, that rely on
oil extraction and usage to commit to higher climate targets and take more ambitious climate
actions.

4.4. Case study IV: china’s climate commitments under the NDC system

China is the world's largest carbon emitter today, with 11,397 million metric tons emitted in 2022
[48]. Its NDC target aims to “peak carbon dioxide emissions before 2030...[and] achieve carbon
neutrality before 2060 [49]. China’s new 2021 NDCs increased climate ambitions by 4% in just
one year [50].
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Table 5: China Committed vs. Implemented Climate Goals

Reduced Gas Emissions Sector-Specific (Other) Targets
Committed 65% Commitment
Implemented 48.4% ~30-40% completion

China:
Committed vs. Imp| ted Climate C

Reduced Gas Emissions

China: GDP vs. Climate Finance Comparison

Climate Finance Climate Donation

1.8%
=0.1% N
China GDP/Year: Committed
$17.96317 Billion

China GDP/Capita: $12,700.22

China Climate Finance/Year:
$320 Billion
IMPLEMENT-
ATION
GAP

China Climate Donation/Year. $45
Billion
Implemented

Remaining GDP 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
9R%, Reduced Gas Emissions (in %)

Figures 4: China NDC Efforts [51-55]

China is instituting fairly ambitious climate assurances, with 1.8% of its massive GDP devoted to
climate finance observing figure 7. With an immense population, though, there are challenges
dealing with dependencies on coal usage and budget devotion, possibly even causing inflation.

After all, China is highly insufficient in its overall climate action [56]. Both the NDC target itself
and the domestic policies surrounding it are currently insufficient due to two problems: 1) too much
carbon output is needed for the current country to function, and 2) contemporary commitments are
too low, and there are no critical reductions before 2030. One needs to consider that while China
might seem to almost fulfill its target via its >50% completion rate, the issue here is that the target
itself needs to be revised and enlarged.

4.5. Case study V: south africa’s climate commitments under the NDC system

Since it does not have a large population nor industrial power, South Africa has not historically
contributed much to climate change. However, as South Africa begins to develop its economy and
uses greenhouse gasses in the near present, its total carbon emissions have increased by over 67%
since 1990 [57]. South Africa’s 2021 climate commitments indicate a plan to limit its annual
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to a range of 398-510 Mt CO2-eq (17.76%) by 2025 and 350-420
Mt CO2-eq by 2030 (32%) [58]. For South Africa, along with many other developing countries,
conditional pledges are crucial, possibly supporting a 15x increase in their climate action initiatives
and thereby reflecting both their ambition and the financial deprivation that restrains them.

Table 6: South Africa Committed vs. Implemented Climate Goals

Reduced Gas Emissions Sector-Specific (Other) Targets
Committed 17.76% Commitment
Implemented ~10% N/A
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South Africa:
Committed vs. Implemented Climate Commitments -
Reduced Gas Emissions

South Africa: GDP vs, Climate Finance Comparison
Climate Investment

South Africa GDP/Year: .
$405.27 Billion Committed

South Africa GDP/Capita:
$6,766.48

South Africa
Climate Finance/Year:
$9 Billion

+—>

IMPLEMENT-
ATION
South Africa Climate  Implemented GAP
Donation/Year: N/A

a

5 10 15 20

Remaining GDP o
a7.8% Reduced Cas Emissions (in %)

Figures 5: South Africa NDC Efforts [59-63]

Considering South Africa has nearly 1/2590 of an average developed country’s GDP, it is no
shock that their commitments are lower. They are, even so, making a good faith effort, devoting
2.2% of their GDP to climate finance, inspecting on Figure 9. Shockingly, this is more in proportion
than both the U.S. and the EU. What is preventing South Africa from further NDC commitments is
its desired transition into a more economically suitable country, requiring a great amount of coal.
There are also social challenges, for this developing country lacks resources, finance, and
technology, especially since it is highly vulnerable to climate impacts.

South Africa’s NDC targets are ranked insufficient [64]. Its NDC objectives are almost achieved,
but the policies and actions are inadequate due to the country’s incapability and uncertainty. It is
important to note that although the graded score is the same “insufficient” as the United States and
the European Union, the problem here is not ambition but rather a lack of capability. This case
reveals that developing countries often want to do more than they are able to, but are not receiving
enough external help to fuel that ambition. There are three problems: 1) emissions reduction
contradicts the development plan, 2) low commitments because of lack of resources and budget, and
3) insufficient financial and technological support received.

4.6. Case study VI: kazakhstan’s climate commitments under the NDC system

As a rising power in Central Asia, Kazakhstan is actively engaged in climate action to reduce its
carbon footprint. The country’s NDC target aims for a "15% reduction in GHG emissions by the end
of 2030." Additionally, its conditional pledge seeks a "25% reduction in GHG emissions by the end
0f 2030" [65]. For this developing nation, the conditional targets are nearly double the unconditional
ones, highlighting the crucial role of international support in enabling developing countries to
achieve more ambitious climate commitments.

Table 7: South Africa Committed vs. Implemented Climate Goals

Reduced Gas Emissions Sector-Specific (Other) Targets
Committed 15% GHG reduction 25% GHG reduction
Implemented 7.98% GHG reduction N/A
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Kazakhstan:

[« itted vs. Climate Cor
h ) ) Reduced Gas Emissions
Kazakhstan: GDP vs. Climate Finance Comparison
Climate Investment
0.1%
Kazakhstan GDP/Year: Committad
$188.69 Billion
Kazakhstan GDP/Capita: $1,492
Kazakhstan Climate Finance/Vear ‘_.
45 Million
IMPLEMENT
Kazakhstan Climate Donation/Year: -ATION GAP
N/A
Implemented
Remaining GDP
99.9% 0 5 10 15 20

Figures 6: Kazakhstan NDC Efforts [66-69]

Echoing the results from the previous two developing countries, Kazakhstan is making
respectable climate efforts but could pursue further initiatives. Like China and India, Kazakhstan's
climate efforts are considered insufficient [70]. However, unlike those nations, Kazakhstan's
geopolitical situation presents unique challenges to implementing climate action. These obstacles
include regional instability in Central Asia (such as conflicts in Afghanistan, Russia, and Ukraine),
air and water pollution, economic dependence on oil and gas, authoritarian governance, and political
difficulties.

4.7. Cross-cutting analysis: answering hypotheses via case studies

All of the countries examined in the two major groups present different financial, political,
geographical, and demographic climate capacities; both are ineffective and face challenges in some
manner. Developed countries lack incentives, face domestic political pressure, and feel a sense of
excessive burden; developing countries lack essential inputs for environmental development.

In a final evaluation, these case studies confirm Hypothesis la because the NDC data from
developed countries shows inadequacy and non-ambition. They simultaneously confirm and falsify
Hypothesis 1b because developing countries are making a good climate effort in ratio to their
abilities. They confirm Hypothesis 2a because developed countries are not fulfilling their
commitments and not making sufficient pledges. They intermediate Hypothesis 2b because the data
provided do not overly suggest the difference that strict enforcement mechanisms would make. They
falsify Hypothesis 3a because the CBDR's voluntary procedures allow developed countries to escape
their duties. Finally, they confirm Hypothesis 3b because more than 150 developing countries are
now part of the global climate action due to the CBDR system.

5. Recommendations: potential solutions to incentivize state’s climate commitments

With these results in mind, the first recommendation is to establish an international institute for
transparent reviews of countries’ NDC targets via adding a system under the UNFCCC or creating a
consortium-like protocol [71]. Countries slacking on climate commitments can often get away with
non-ambitious goals. Unlike already-existing organizations such as the IPCC or UNFCCC
themselves, this third-party institute would provide a fair, common benchmark with the same
standards to conclude an expected commitment for each country based on their capabilities that will
fulfill the 2°C goal collectively (after workshopping the data given to the UNFCCC every five years
and conducting additional investigations to ensure their accuracy). Countries will receive guidance
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on their appropriate amount of climate action, and their commitment and implementation status will
be exposed to the international setting. Using the principles of soft paternalism, this transparency
indirectly obligates states to own up to their responsibilities and prevent excuses in the fear of
ruining their reputation and political pressure. One might argue that countries can ultimately still
refuse to fulfill their duties. Still, this methodology increases the chances that countries will draft
and implement their pledges sufficiently and has proven to work several times (i.e. EU-Poland
Climate Action Negotiations [72]).

The second recommendation is increasing national climate finance via non-state actors. Studies
show that developing countries will need $2 trillion dollars per year to combat the negative impacts
of climate change, and currently, developing countries like South Africa want to exceed their current
capabilities but are constrained because of governmental finance [73]. Since governments, both
developed and developing ones, are either unable or unwilling to devote a large budget to climate
action, providing benefits as incentivizing variables to private businesses that are willing to 1) lend
the government money specifically for climate action, known as a “climate debt,” 2) reduce carbon
usage internally (within the company), or 3) other climate action externally (outside of the business)
will supply a stable climate finance flow. Such benefits can include reduced taxes, softer policies,
credits, etc. One might refute that if developing countries are financially struggling, where will
private corporations' money come from? In response, the government’s money + non-state actors’
money will always be greater than or equal to the government’s money alone. Additionally,
businesses have investment strategies that governments often lack. In South Africa, for example,
some of the most profitable businesses are ones in the field of renewable energy [74].

A third possibility to promote more ambitious climate action is resolving the debate on fairness
and equity by re-engaging the principle of CBDR. In their pathway to more ambitious commitments,
developed countries believe that since they are already doing more than developing countries, they
should not be regulated with further burdens. This disagreement on fair share and responsibilities
has made it hard for sufficient global collaborations. Therefore, there needs to be international
negotiations, potentially during the next COP meeting, surrounding climate equity and setting a
unified notion. A potential theory addressing this issue is to use the idea of proportionality as the
evaluation means instead of focusing on the absolute amount of money itself. This theory recognizes
that it is impossible for developing countries to contribute the same amount of finance as developed
countries, but further enhances the CBDR system by altering the unit of comparison so all countries
have an “equal sign” in some regard that is non-discriminatory and justified. This would
undoubtedly increase developed countries’ climate incentives, to, for example, South Africa’s
proportion of 2.2% of national GDP instead of developed countries’ current <1%.

Fourth, there is the climate club theory proposed by William Nordhaus [75]. The climate club
model addresses the shortcomings of the current climate framework. In response to the exposed
gaps, there have been proposals for an international organization that does not have the direct
authority to punish any particular country but instead employs the principles of libertarian
paternalism to use regional incentives to encourage states to participate in climate actions. This
model exists in various forms, such as the G7 Climate Club, the EU Climate Club, and others. It
aims to overcome the problem of free-riding, which plagues voluntary agreements, by indirectly
influencing state behavior through mechanisms like the Emissions Trading System (ETS), National
Energy and Climate Plans (NECPs), and the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM) [76-
78]. The climate club model also incentivizes state compliance through economic and political
interests, with specific methods including tariffs, sanctions, and political pressure. While different
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versions of the model offer distinct advantages, it overall serves as an enhancement to the current
climate framework.

Finally, the case studies highlight the diversity among states, whether in terms of geography,
politics, economics, or governance. These differences affect each state's climate efforts and
capabilities. As a result, international climate law should move away from a one-size-fits-all
approach and instead encourage varied forms of NDC systems tailored to different types of states
(e.g., distinct climate clubs for different regions).

Broadly speaking, since international law does not have power beyond what the states are willing
to commit to, the international legal system needs to develop alternative methods to convince states
to engage in tasks that are not in their national interest but beneficial to the collective whole (if they
do not comply with the above recommendations). Some ways include economic/trade sanctions,
benefits-exchange, striving for a win-win situation, reputational motives, global transparency, and
harmonious systems thinking (doing your own part to make the entire thing work).

In light of these findings, the thesis: that the NDC system is less effective for developed countries
than for developing countries because developing countries have greater ambition due to their
climate incentives, while developed countries may lack determination and face no consequences for
under-ambition, has been proven accurate.

This paper analyzed developing and developed countries’ NDCs and their respective
compatibility. The results show that developing countries exert more effort under the NDC system
because the CBDR mechanism’s main objective is capacity-building in developing states, hence
failing to allocate much attention to incentivizing developed parties.

While this paper attempts to provide a thorough understanding of the effectiveness of the NDC
system for both developing and developed countries, further research can be conducted to examine
more case studies to develop an even more sophisticated explanation. Scholars can also delve deeper
into potential solutions, or even draft a proposal for state carbon-reduction guidelines as part of the
first recommendation in this paper.

Ultimately, there is only one world and one climate for all. Therefore, countries should not let
minor other-worldly factors serve as excuses for their non-commitment in their pathway to
constructing a sustainable future. States should do themselves, other countries, and the globe a favor
by increasing their climate ambition and promoting global solidarity. Climate has no borders;
international climate collaboration should not either.
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