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The International Political Economy of Unilateral Climate Regulation: Taking the
US and the EU as Examples for the Fostering of Green Hegemony
Zhou Yamin (52)

[Abstract JGlobal climate change is a common threat to countries around the world,;
however collective action based on the principle of Common but Differentiated Re—
sponsibilities performs poorly. Unlike the prediction by international political theories
that countries will deal with common threats through cooperation countries or regions
tend to actively adopt domestic unilateral climate regulation. Moreover unlike the pre-
diction by international economic theories that countries will take free ride due to the
lack of public goods countries that firstly implement domestic unilateral climate regu—
lation tend to stimulate other countries to adopt unilateral regulation with high stand-
ards. This paper adopts the framework of structural power analysis in international po-—
litical economy to explain the emerging of unilateral climate regulations embedded un—
der the global multilateral climate governance framework. It finds that domestic unilat—
eral climate regulation helps to generate green structural power from four aspects: en—
ergy supply security low-earbon production structure green financial system and low-—
carbon technology knowledge. The green structural power enables the country to imple—
ment the cross-border unilateral climate regulation. Once the cross-border unilateral cli-
mate regulation dominated by a country’s government is implemented it means the
generation of green hegemony. This paper mainly discusses the process of transforming
green structural power into green hegemony through trade channels. As one of the most
controversial green hegemony tools carbon border adjustment mechanism ( CBAM)
which is based on both of the green structural power and import market power ex—
tracts “rents” from different carbon markets. CBAM not only liquidates the green
structural power but also widens the green strength gap between developed and devel-
oping countries. The domestic unilateral climate regulation initiated by developed coun—
tries has the attribute of global public goods but the cross-border unilateral climate
regulation has the hegemonic attribute. Developing countries must formulate coping
strategies on the premise of clarifying this logic and discreetly prevent the cross-bor—
der unilateral climate regulation from becoming a new institutional means of the ruling
power to confine rising powers.

[Key WordsJunilateral climate regulation green structural power trade channel mar-

ket power green hegemony
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tional Strategy Chinese Academy of Social Sciences.

Regroup or Perish: The Organizational Characteristics and the Resurgence of the
Former Regime Forces
Zhou Yiqi (85)

[Abstract]In August 2021 the Afghan Taliban regained control of Kabul. This inci—
dent not only shows the failure of the US-imposed regime change in Afghanistan but
also makes it an important academic issue to be understood namely why the Afghan
Taliban can achieve the resurgence in Afghanistan. In fact in the foreign-imposed re—
gime changes launched by the United States and some other Western countries in the
21st century the resurgence of the former regime forces are different which is the re-
search puzzle to answer. The author holds that the organizational mobilization model
and the organizational cohesion model of the former regime forces before the regime
change have an important impact on its resurgence after the regime change. When a
former regime has a more socially integrated organizational mobilization model and a
more cohesive organizational cohesion model the former regime forces may achieve a
higher degree of resurgence. Otherwise the former regime force may be in a state of
incomplete resurgence or marginalization. In order to demonstrate this theory this pa—
per takes the three foreign-imposed regime changes launched by the United States and
Western countries in Asia and Africa ( Afghanistan Iraq Libya) in the 21Ist century
as examples. The author makes a comprehensive and systematic test of the theory with
the method of case comparison. The author finds that whether the former regime forces
can achieve the resurgence is not only related to the poor governance and chaos of the
new regime after the foreign-imposed regime change but also the organizational model
of the former regime which is the key factor to determine the resurgence of the for—
mer regime forces.
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