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Although a subset of political scientists has been
studying climate change for decades, the main-
stream of the discipline lags behind. Journals
such as Global Environmental Politics and even
Nature and Science have long published politi-

cal science research on climate, yet major disciplinary journals
tend to marginalize climate and environmental politics more
broadly (Green and Hale 2017). This trend has been changing
slowly (as evidenced by this symposium), but mainstream
political science still has much catching up to do.

Fortunately, scholars new to the study of climate change
need not “reinvent the wheel.” This article is a brief history of
the changing logics of cooperation in the global climate regime
and offers suggestions of avenues for future research.

For decades, climate change has been depicted as a collec-
tive action problem, focused largely on mitigation. Without
firm commitments on reductions, the logic goes, laggard states
will free ride on other states’ efforts. As a result, enforcement
mechanisms are essential for mitigation (Bernauer 2013;
Keohane and Oppenheimer 2016). More recently, scholars
have emphasized the domestic distributive conflicts underpin-
ning global climate politics (Aklin and Mildenberger 2020;
Bayer and Genovese 2020; Finnegan 2022).

A third stream of research views climate change as a
problem of “existential politics” in which asset owners fight
to maintain the value of their assets in the face of both a
changing climate and a shifting regulatory landscape (Colgan,
Green, and Hale 2021). This view is consistent with but
expands on distributive accounts of climate politics. In exis-
tential politics, actors’ interests are determined exogenously
largely by the types of assets that they hold. In some cases,
these interests may shift over time due to either changes in
technology (Kelsey 2018) or normative or ideological shifts (Hale
2020). This article expands on earlier work and discusses the
research agenda implied by the existential politics framework.

As a stylized model, existential politics suggests three main
interest groups. First, climate-forcing asset (CFA) owners—
including oil and gas companies, electric utilities, and heavy
industry—seek to maintain the value of their assets as gov-
ernments expand mitigation efforts. For example, the Inter-
national Renewable Energy Agency (2017) estimates that
upstream oil and gas production will face approximately $7
trillion worth of stranded assets between now and 2050.
Although the oil and gas industry is perhaps the most obvious

CFA owner, other sectors also will incur losses in the face of
increasingly stringent decarbonization policy. To protect the
value of their assets,manyCFAowners oppose efforts to address
climate change, often through hedging or greenwashing (Green
et al. 2021; Vormedal, Gulbrandsen, and Skjærseth 2020).

Second, climate-vulnerable asset (CVAs) owners—includ-
ing homeowners in low-lying areas, parts of the agriculture
>industry, and the insurance and reinsurance industries—
will face the devaluation or even destruction of their assets
as the effects of climate change intensify. CVAs are dispersed
geographicallywith extremely heterogeneous interests. Because
of these characteristics, they are politically weaker, creating a
power imbalance that skews toward the status quo.

Third, climate-positive asset (CPA) owners—and the
workers needed to build and deploy these assets—are the
political “linchpin” to decarbonization. Without them, there
is unlikely to be much progress on decarbonization, given the
huge power asymmetry between CFAs and CVAs. CPAs
potentially can serve as the political counterweight to CFA
obstructionism. They include producers of renewable energy,
zero-emissions vehicles, zero-carbon buildings, and the infra-
structure required to produce all of these goods. Infrastructure
includes expanded electricity grids, charging stations, and
retrofitted factories and buildings. Currently, these CPA
owners are relatively few; they must be created purposefully
and scaled up through government investment.

These three categories are neither absolute nor static.
Actors can hold a mix of assets. In these instances, their
interests generally will be determined by the ratio of hold-
ings and the degree of asset specificity (Colgan, Green, and
Hale 2021). Technology is also important. In “convertible”
industries, asset owners may be able to acquire CPAs or to
transform existing CFAs into decarbonized assets (Kelsey
2018). The automobile and electricity sectors are excellent
examples: many firms’ interests are shifting precisely because
they can provide low- or zero- carbon versions of their goods
and services. If firms “flip” frombeingCFA toCPAowners, they
can also potentially catalyze larger intra-industry shifts, making
the status quo more costly for laggards (Hale 2020).

Politics is about winners and losers, and climate politics is
no different. If states move rapidly toward decarbonization,
CFA owners will lose and, in some cases, cease to exist. In this
model of existential politics, obstructionism is the key obstacle
to decarbonization. This is particularly true because CFA
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owners have massive resources to delay and distract (Brulle
and Downie 2022; Supran and Oreskes 2017).

Some scholars argue that investors’ aversion to climate
risks will shift money away from CFAs for fear of economic
losses due to increasingly stringent decarbonization policies.
However, the evidence to support this claim is mixed. Firms
use environmental and social governance metrics, making

comparisons difficult; moreover, many of these metrics tend
to privilege process over outcome (Delmas, Etzion, and Nairn-
Birch 2013). Moreover, the effectiveness of divestment depends
on reinvestment choices; without careful consideration, divest-
ment runs the risk of reproducing environmentally harmful and
exploitative practices in other ways (Neville 2020).

Unfortunately, global climate rules—embodied by the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC)—and its associated agreements are not sufficiently
attentive to the reality of obstructionism. For decades, the pre-
vailingwisdomhas been that climate change is “themother of all
collective-action problems,”which therefore requiresmultilateral
cooperation on emissions reductions. This cooperation has been
fragile from the earliest days of the climate regime (as presciently
noted by Victor 2001), in part because of the unwillingness to
recognize the political implications of existential politics.

A BRIEF HISTORY

Since its signing in 1992, the UNFCCC has had a difficult
political path. The constant challenges and precarity of coop-
eration demonstrate that it is not well equipped to address
CFA obstructionism. As Allan (2019) noted, “progress” in the
climate regime has focused on diplomatic successes rather
than environmental outcomes. The result is “dangerous
incrementalism” that legitimates an institution that has con-
sistently fallen short of its goals.

Over the last three decades of UNFCCC policy, a reliance
on markets and, more recently, voluntary cooperation have

been key approaches to addressing obstructionism. Yet, it is
clear that they are not accelerating decarbonization.

Markets have been a hallmark of the UNFCCC since the
Kyoto Protocol (Newell and Paterson 2010). The creation of
a global carbon-offset market, the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM), was the critical “glue” that cemented
the precarious political deal that became the Kyoto Protocol
(Werksman 1998). This market-based approach was a

political win-win in the negotiations. Developed countries
gained a cost-containment mechanism and developing
countries received much-needed investments to develop in
a climate-friendly way.

The problem was that the CDM did not work well in terms
of actually reducing emissions. Numerous challenges with
measuring “additionality”—or the extent to which projects

actually reduced emissions compared to “business as usual”—
meant an overestimation of the CDM’s contributions to mit-
igation (Schneider 2009).

The broader use of carbon pricing greatly expanded in the
Kyoto Protocol era. Currently, 25% of global emissions is
covered by a carbon price, which includes both taxes and
cap-and-trade systems (World Bank 2022). The evidence on
their effectiveness is mixed. Whereas some individual studies
indicate that carbon pricing reduces emissions (Bayer and
Aklin 2020; Dechezlêpretre, Nachtigall, and Venmans 2018),
other studies point to gaming behavior (Badgley et al. 2022)
and limited reductions (Green 2021b).

As the political infeasibility of the Kyoto Protocol became
clear, states began negotiating a successor, culminating in the
2015 Paris Agreement. The Paris Agreement has doubled down
onmarkets, creating a new offset market and a still-developing,
largely bilateral market for “mitigation outcomes.” In addition,
the European Union recently created a carbon border adjust-
ment mechanism, which will tax products from a subset of
carbon-intensive sectors (e.g., cement, iron, and steel) imported
from countries without an equivalent carbon price beginning in
late 2023.

The Paris Agreement has also institutionalized voluntary
cooperation with nonstate actors, including CFA owners. The
Global Climate Action Portal, administered by the UNFCCC,
reports 150 voluntary cooperative initiatives onmitigation and
adaptation including firms, NGOs, and subnational govern-
ments. States have appointed “high-level champions” to con-

vene nonstate actors to report annually on their progress. This
“all hands on deck” approach has been heralded as a necessary
step to promote rapid decarbonization (Hale 2016). However,
there are considerable challenges to quantifying the effects of
these efforts (Hsu et al. 2019).

The use of markets and voluntary nonstate efforts are two
strategies to paper over conflicts with CFA owners and perpet-
uate diplomatic progress in the Paris Agreement. Yet, the main

Over the last three decades of UNFCCC policy, a reliance on markets and, more
recently, voluntary cooperation have been key approaches to addressing obstruction-
ism. Yet, it is clear that they are not accelerating decarbonization.

This article is a brief history of the changing logics of cooperation in the global
climate regime and offers suggestions of avenues for future research.
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effect of theParisAgreement has been tomaintain the legitimacy
of the UNFCCC process rather than reduce emissions. Virtually
all of themajor emitters havemade pledges that are inconsistent
with the 1.5-degree Celsius target set in the Paris Agreement, and
they have failed—thus far—to implement policies to meet even
these insufficient goals. Current models estimate that the Paris
Agreement will result in 2.4 degrees Celsius of warming.1 The
Paris Agreement is failing by its own measures.

CLIMATE POLICY BEYOND THE UNFCCC

These arguments indicate a fundamental mismatch between
the political–economic challenges of decarbonization and the
policies created by the UNFCCC. This mismatch dictates that
global climate policy may produce limited emissions reduc-
tions but, thus far, demonstrates few signs of progress toward
true decarbonization. This is not because of the Paris Agree-
ment per se but rather because CFA owners are redoubling
their efforts to preserve the status quo and the value of their
assets for as long as possible, or they are buying time to
extract maximum profits before assets are devalued or
become worthless.

Climate policy beyond the UNFCCC, therefore, is fertile
research territory for scholars of international and compara-
tive political economy (IPE and CPE). In particular, tax and
trade institutions can be the locus for accelerating decarboni-
zation. As with all global cooperation, it will be fraught with
challenges. However, there are important reasons to broaden
the scope of climate policy to trade and taxation.

First, focusing on taxation and trade directly addresses the
fundamental challenge for decarbonization—that is, restructur-
ing the global economy—which is causally prior to reducing
emissions. Second, it tackles the problem of obstructionismhead
on instead of assuming that CFA owners will contribute mean-
ingfully to decarbonization in the absence of regulation. The
prevalence of hedging among oil and gas firms, the strategic
design of net-zero pledges, and the heavy reliance on offsets are
all evidence that most CFA owners will not decarbonize without
meaningful regulation—either carrots or sticks. Third, climate
policy beyond the UNFCCC potentially appeals to a variety of
interests, building a broad base of support for aggressive
action (Bergquist, Mildenberger, and Stokes 2020; Meckling
et al. 2015). Of course, all multilateral cooperation is vulner-
able to obstructionism, and this approach is no exception.
However, using trade and taxation institutions increases the

potential leverage on the global economic restructuring that
the climate crisis demands.

Regarding IPE, scholars can investigate the conditions
under which states cooperate on international tax policy.
Reforms potentially can constrain the material resources
available to CFA owners to obstruct progress on climate

(Green 2021a). Moreover, in CPE, understanding when and
how states can use trade policy to invest in and expand CPA
owners as an interest group to counter CFA owners is critical
to progress on decarbonization.

International tax policy can significantly impact CFA
owners’ bottom line. Currently, an estimated US $100 billion
to $240 billion is lost each year to “offshoring,” in which
multinational corporations book their profits in countries with
low tax rates. Oil and gas companies are among those firms
engaging in offshoring. Offshoring has been linked directly to
deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon (Galaz et al. 2018).
Furthermore, tax avoidance indirectly provides CFA owners
with additional profits that can be used to obstruct progress on
climate.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OECD) has been engaged in a multiyear effort to
tighten rules on tax avoidance. In 2021,more than 130 countries
signed on to an agreement to implement a 15% minimum
global corporate tax. However, as United Nations Conference
on Trade and Development (2022, 107) noted, “The structure
of Pillar II [part of the OECD agreement] is more complex
than the headline feature of establishing a minimum effective
rate of 15 percent may sound.” Once applied, “Pillar II” will
“top up” taxes not on overall profits but instead on profits in
excess of “the carve-out”—that is, a quantity determined by
tangible assets and payroll costs in the jurisdiction. In short,
the global minimum tax is not an across-the-board increase
but rather is limited to a yet-to-be-finalized smaller proportion
of firm profits.

Curtailing investment protections for CFA owners is
another important avenue through which international insti-
tutions can accelerate decarbonization. Currently, interna-
tional investment treaties are contributing to further carbon
lock-in by protecting fossil-fuel infrastructure. Since 1980,
states have signed more than 2,600 international investment
treaties—including bilateral investment treaties, trade agree-
ments with investment provisions, and the Energy Charter
Treaty. Conflicts over the agreements are adjudicated through
the Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS) system, inwhich
foreign investors can sue states for compensation if domestic
regulations impede their investments.

ISDS has twomain negative effects on climate policy. First,
it erodes sovereignty because it effectively circumscribes
states’ ability to regulate within their borders. For example,

Canada is seeking $15 billion in compensation for the United
States’ cancellation of the Keystone Pipeline. In turn, this can
create a “regulatory chill,” whereby states “fail to regulate in
the public interest in a timely and effective manner because of
concerns about ISDS” (Tienhaara 2018, 232). However, some
scholars have shown that this phenomenon is variable, with

[F]ocusing on taxation and trade directly addresses the fundamental challenge for
decarbonization—that is, restructuring the global economy—which is causally prior to
reducing emissions.

42 PS • January 2024

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Po l i t i c s Sympos ium : Po l i t i c s o f C l ima t e Chang e
..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096523000318 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096523000318


greater effects on developing countries (Moehlecke 2020) and
more complex effects on sovereignty than a simple regulatory
chill (Thompson, Broude, and Haftel 2019).

Second, protections afforded by the ISDS have resulted in
massive payouts to the fossil-fuel industry. At least 173 ISDS
cases (approximately 17%) are related to the fossil-fuel sector
(Tienhaara and Cotula 2020, 16). For example, only a few
lawsuits brought bymajor oil and gas companies have resulted
in state payouts of more than US $67 trillion since 2013
(Tienhaara and Cotula 2020, table 1). These payouts embolden
firms faced with asset revaluation, reinforce their power
through massive transfers of funds, and disempower states
from implementing aggressive climate policy for fear of legal
reprisals from firms whose investments are protected by
the ISDS.

There is a growing body of work inCPE on the role of trade,
industrial policy, and organized labor in decarbonization.
CPAs will be the foundation of a decarbonized society. Some
of these assets—including renewable-energy components,
expanded electricity grids, and electrified transport—must
be built from the ground up; others (e.g., buildings) must be
retrofitted. Both new and retrofitted assets will require exten-
sive investments by states through various policies such as
investment in R&D, production subsidies, procurement, effi-
ciency, and best available technology policies. These can all be
considered green industrial policy (GIP).

In addition to accelerating decarbonization, GIP can also
help build the political coalitions needed to counter the
influence and obstructionism of CFA owners—especially if
such policies precede others that may create greater costs
(Meckling et al. 2015). This coalition building can happen
through CPAs and the labor associated with their creation.

CPA owners are a relatively small group with limited
material resources and political influence. A recent study
found that trade associations typically opposed to climate
policies (i.e., the fossil-fuel industry) are outspending renew-
able trade associations by a factor of 14 to one (Brulle and
Downie 2022). Renewable energy has become much more cost
competitive during the past decade, thereby accelerating its
uptake. Yet, even the deployment of well-developed technol-
ogies such as zero-emissions electricity is not happening
quickly enough. Simply stated, governments must super-
charge this process with massive investments if they are to
meet the Paris Agreement goal of 1.5 degrees Celsius.

Government investments can also win over the support of
organized labor—a key interest group in climate politics.
Traditionally, labor has been divided over climate policy, with
labor from CFA industries generally siding with their
employers against more stringent decarbonization measures
(Mildenberger 2020). Their opposition stems from legitimate
concerns about the effects on climate policy on their liveli-
hood; this problem has given rise to a political discourse on a
“just transition” to ensure employment of labor in CFA
industries in a decarbonizing world.

Preferential treatment of domestic labor, such as through
local content provisions, can help to achieve a just transition.
Local content provisions are mandates from governments that
a certain proportion of manufactured goods be produced

domestically—at the federal, state, or provincial level. For
example, in 2009, Ontario passed a law creating feed-in tariffs
to support the expansion of renewable energy. The law also
required that renewable energy components be sourced from
within the province (Stokes 2013). The Ontario law received
support from organized labor and boosted production within
the province. However, it ran afoul of World Trade Organiza-
tion provisions, which prohibit preferential treatment of
domestic production. The global trade regime thus presents
a fundamental challenge for climate politics (Tucker 2019):
how to balance the need for building domestic support with-
out slowing the global diffusion of green technologies.

FUTURE RESEARCH

Climate change is a problem of political economy, and political
science has much to contribute to broader policy discussions
about paths forward. While there is an emerging literature on
the comparative domestic politics of climate change, there is
comparatively less work on the role of international institu-
tions outside of the UNFCCC. To date, this has been primarily
the province of economists and international lawyers.

Yet there is a clear research agenda in both IPE and CPE.
First, we need to knowmuch more about the conditions under
which reform of international trade and finance institutions
has been effective—both diplomatically and in terms of chang-
ing real-world outcomes. Second, we need a much better
understanding of the domestic conditions that facilitate
investments in CPAs—especially in the highest-emitting
developed countries. Third, and perhaps most important, we
need more research on reining in what Rodrik (2019) calls
“economic hyperglobalization,” which has sacrificed consider-
able state sovereignty in favor of free trade and open markets.
Political scientists are well positioned to investigate how
states can restore some of this sovereignty to empower CPAs
while still respecting and maintaining a rules-based order.
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NOTE

1. See https://climateactiontracker.org/publications/glasgows-2030-credibility-
gap-net-zeros-lip-service-to-climate-action.

REFERENCES

Aklin, Michaël, and Matto Mildenberger. 2020. “Prisoners of the Wrong
Dilemma: Why Distributive Conflict, Not Collective Action, Characterizes
the Politics of Climate Change.” Global Environmental Politics 20 (4): 4–27.

Allan, Jen Iris. 2019. “Dangerous Incrementalism of the Paris Agreement.”
Global Environmental Politics 19 (1): 4–11.

Badgley, Grayson, Jeremy Freeman, Joseph J. Hamman, Barbara Haya, Anna T.
Trugman, William R. L. Anderegg, and Danny Cullenward. 2022.

PS • January 2024 43

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096523000318 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://climateactiontracker.org/publications/glasgows-2030-credibility-gap-net-zeros-lip-service-to-climate-action
https://climateactiontracker.org/publications/glasgows-2030-credibility-gap-net-zeros-lip-service-to-climate-action
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096523000318


“Systematic Over-Crediting in California’s Forest Carbon Offsets Program.”
Global Change Biology 28 (4): 1433–45.

Bayer, Patrick, and Michaël Aklin. 2020. “The European Union Emissions
Trading System Reduced CO2 Emissions Despite Low Prices.” Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences 117 (16): 8804–12.

Bayer, Patrick, and Federica Genovese. 2020. “Beliefs About Consequences
from Climate Action Under Weak Climate Institutions: Sectors, Home
Bias, and International Embeddedness.” Global Environmental Politics 20
(4): 28–50.

Bergquist, Parrish, Matto Mildenberger, and Leah C. Stokes. 2020. “Combining
Climate, Economic, and Social Policy Builds Public Support for Climate
Action in the US.” Environmental Research Letters 15 (5): 054019.

Bernauer, Thomas. 2013. “Climate Change Politics.” Annual Review of Political
Science 16 (1): 421–48.

Brulle, Robert, and Christian Downie. 2022. “Following the Money: Trade
Associations, Political Activity, and Climate Change.” Climatic Change
175 (3): 11.

Colgan, Jeff D., Jessica F. Green, and Thomas N. Hale. 2021. “Asset Revaluation
and the Existential Politics of Climate Change.” International Organization
75 (2): 586–610.

Dechezlêpretre, Antoine, Daniel Nachtigall, and Frank Venmans. 2018.The Joint
Impact of the EU–ETS on Carbon Emissions and Economic Performance. Paris:
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. www.oecd.org/
officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ECO/WKP(2018)63&
docLanguage=En.

Delmas, Magali A., Dror Etzion, and Nicholas Nairn-Birch. 2013. “Triangulating
Environmental Performance: What Do Corporate Social Responsibility
Ratings Really Capture?” Academy of Management Perspectives 27 (3): 255–67.

Finnegan, Jared J. 2022. “Institutions, Climate Change, and the Foundations
of Long-Term Policymaking.” Comparative Political Studies 55 (7):
1198–235.

Galaz, Victor, Beatrice Crona, Alice Dauriach, et al. 2018. “Tax Havens and Global
Environmental Degradation.” Nature Ecology & Evolution 2 (9): 1352–57.

Green, Jessica F. 2021a. “Beyond Carbon Pricing: Tax Reform Is Climate Policy.”
Global Policy. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1758-5899.12920.

Green, Jessica F. 2021b. “Does Carbon Pricing Reduce Emissions? A Review of
Ex-Post Analyses.” Environmental Research Letters. https://
iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/abdae9.

Green, Jessica, Jennifer Hadden, Thomas Hale, and Paasha Mahdavi. 2021.
“Transition, Hedge, or Resist? Understanding Political and Economic
Behavior Toward Decarbonization in the Oil and Gas Industry.” Review of
International Political Economy 29 (6): 2036–63.

Green, Jessica F., and Thomas N. Hale. 2017. “Reversing the Marginalization of
Global Environmental Politics in International Relations: An Opportunity
for the Discipline.” PS: Political Science & Politics 50 (2): 473–79.

Hale, Thomas. 2016. “‘All Hands on Deck’: The Paris Agreement and Nonstate
Climate Action.” Global Environmental Politics 16 (3): 12–22.

Hale, Thomas. 2020. “Catalytic Cooperation.” Global Environmental Politics
20 (4): 73–98.

Hsu, Angel, Niklas Höhne, Takeshi Kuramochi, et al. 2019. “A Research
Roadmap for Quantifying Non-State and Subnational Climate Mitigation
Action.” Nature Climate Change 9 (1): 11–17.

International Renewable Energy Agency. 2017. “Stranded Assets and
Renewables: How the Energy Transition Affects the Value of Energy
Reserves, Buildings, and Capital Stock.” Abu Dhabi: International
Renewable Energy Agency. www.irena.org/-/media/Files/IRENA/Agency/

Publication/2017/Jul/IRENA_REmap_Stranded_assets_and_renewables_
2017.pdf?rev=169eb7d8d20e42baadf8a96a8dc91880.

Kelsey, Nina. 2018. “Industry Type and Environmental Policy: Industry
Characteristics Shape the Potential for Policymaking Success in Energy and
the Environment.” Business and Politics 20 (4): 615–42.

Keohane, Robert O., and Michael Oppenheimer. 2016. “Paris: Beyond the
Climate Dead End Through Pledge and Review?” Politics and Governance 4
(3): 142–51.

Meckling, Jonas, Nina Kelsey, Eric Biber, and John Zysman. 2015. “Winning
Coalitions for Climate Policy.” Science 349 (6253): 1170–71.

Mildenberger, Matto. 2020. Carbon Captured: How Business and Labor Control
Climate Politics. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Moehlecke, Carolina. 2020. “The Chilling Effect of International Investment
Disputes: Limited Challenges to State Sovereignty.” International Studies
Quarterly 64 (1): 1–12.

Neville, Kate J. 2020. “Shadows of Divestment: The Complications of Diverting
Fossil-Fuel Finance.” Global Environmental Politics 20 (2): 3–11.

Newell, Peter, andMatthew Paterson. 2010. Climate Capitalism: Global Warming
and the Transformation of the Global Economy. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Rodrik, Dani. 2019. “Globalization’s Wrong Turn and How It Hurt America.”
Foreign Affairs 98 (4): 26–33.

Schneider, Lambert. 2009. “Assessing the Additionality of CDM Projects:
Practical Experiences and Lessons Learned.” Climate Policy 9 (3): 242–54.

Stokes, Leah C. 2013. “The Politics of Renewable Energy Policies: The Case of
Feed-In Tariffs in Ontario, Canada.” Energy Policy 56 (C): 490–500.

Supran, Geoffrey, and Naomi Oreskes. 2017. “Assessing ExxonMobil’s Climate
Change Communications (1977–2014).” Environmental Research Letters
12 (8): 084019.

Thompson, Alexander, Tomer Broude, and Yoram Z. Haftel. 2019. “Once Bitten,
Twice Shy? Investment Disputes, State Sovereignty, and Change in Treaty
Design.” International Organization 73 (4): 859–80.

Tienhaara, Kyla. 2018. “Regulatory Chill in a Warming World: The Threat to
Climate Policy Posed by Investor-State Dispute Settlement.” Transnational
Environmental Law 7(2): 229–50.

Tienhaara, Kyla, and Lorenzo Cotula. 2020. “Raising the Cost of Climate Action?
Investor-State Dispute Settlement and Compensation for Stranded Fossil Fuel
Assets.” United Kingdom: International Institute for Environment and
Development. www.iied.org/17660iied.

Tucker, Todd. 2019. “Analysis: There’s a Big New Headache for the Green New
Deal.” Washington Post. www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/06/28/
theres-big-new-headache-green-new-deal.

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. 2022. “World
Investment Report 2022.” https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/
wir2022_en.pdf#page=120.

Victor, David. 2001. The Collapse of the Kyoto Protocol and the Struggle to Slow
Global Warming. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Vormedal, Irja, Lars H. Gulbrandsen, and Jon Birger Skjærseth. 2020. “Big Oil
and Climate Regulation: Business as Usual or a Changing Business?” Global
Environmental Politics 20 (4): 143–66.

Werksman, Jacob. 1998. “The Clean Development Mechanism: Unwrapping the
Kyoto Surprise.” Review of European Community and International
Environmental Law 7 (2): 147–58.

World Bank. 2022. State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2022. Washington, DC:
World Bank. https://hdl.handle.net/10986/37455.

44 PS • January 2024

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Po l i t i c s Sympos ium : Po l i t i c s o f C l ima t e Chang e
..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096523000318 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ECO/WKP(2018)63&docLanguage=En
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ECO/WKP(2018)63&docLanguage=En
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ECO/WKP(2018)63&docLanguage=En
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1758-5899.12920
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/abdae9
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/abdae9
http://www.irena.org/-/media/Files/IRENA/Agency/Publication/2017/Jul/IRENA_REmap_Stranded_assets_and_renewables_2017.pdf?rev=169eb7d8d20e42baadf8a96a8dc91880
http://www.irena.org/-/media/Files/IRENA/Agency/Publication/2017/Jul/IRENA_REmap_Stranded_assets_and_renewables_2017.pdf?rev=169eb7d8d20e42baadf8a96a8dc91880
http://www.irena.org/-/media/Files/IRENA/Agency/Publication/2017/Jul/IRENA_REmap_Stranded_assets_and_renewables_2017.pdf?rev=169eb7d8d20e42baadf8a96a8dc91880
http://www.iied.org/17660iied
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/06/28/theres-big-new-headache-green-new-deal
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/06/28/theres-big-new-headache-green-new-deal
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/wir2022_en.pdf#page=120
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/wir2022_en.pdf#page=120
https://hdl.handle.net/10986/37455
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096523000318

	Global Climate Policy Beyond the Paris Agreement
	A BRIEF HISTORY
	CLIMATE POLICY BEYOND THE UNFCCC
	FUTURE RESEARCH
	CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
	NOTE


