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Environmental Regionalism and International Organizations: Implications for 
Post-Communism
Anastassia Obydenkova

Institute for Russian and Eurasian Studies (IRES), Faculty of Social Sciences, Uppsala University, Uppsala, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Regional international organizations (IOs) are considered to be among the most efficient platforms in 
promoting an environmental agenda at global, regional, and national levels. Yet, the dialogue between 
studies of global environmental politics and comparative regionalism is quite recent. The emergence of 
non-democratic regional organizations (NDROs) is among the most recent discoveries in comparative 
regionalism and their implications for environmental politics are to be considered. How do NDROs matter 
in promoting an environmental agenda? How do IOs advance the environmental agenda across the post- 
Communist region? This Special Issue aspires us to answer these questions through establishing a deeper 
dialogue between studies of environmental regionalism and authoritarian regionalism. This introduction 
lays out the theoretical ground for the collection of articles in this Special Issue. It proposes a definition 
and typology of environmental regionalism (ER) that distinguishes between democratic and autocratic ER. 
It then analyzes the contributions to the Special Issue within this new theoretical framework.

Introduction

International organizations such as the United Nations (UN), 
the World Bank, the European Union (EU), and others play an 
immensely important role in promoting sustainable develop-
ment and an environmental agenda (see Buntaine and Parks 
2013; Conca, Thwaites, and Lee 2017; Dalmer 2021; Kuyper 
and Bäckstrand 2016; Tosun 2011; Selin 2012; Zawahri and 
Weinthal 2014).1 Within this context, regional international 
organizations (IOs) have been acknowledged to be among the 
most efficient ones (e.g., Conca 2012). This is not surprising, as 
the EU is a world-recognized front-runner in advancing an 
environmental agenda and democratization within and beyond 
its neighborhood (Andonova 2003; Andonova and Tuta 2014; 
Di Ciommo, Thijssen, and Sayós Monràs 2018; Lankina, 
Libman, and Obydenkova 2016a; Mišić and Obydenkova 
2021; Selin and VanDeveer 2015). Therefore, it is to be 
expected that studies on comparative regionalism and on glo-
bal environmental politics are in intense dialogue. Yet, this 
dialogue is quite recent and some of the innovations in both 
sets of the literature are to be considered. The emergence of 
new types of regional IOs led by non-democratic states, known 
as authoritarian regionalism (AR) or non-democratic regional 
organizations (NDROs), such as the China-led Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization (SCO) or the Russia-led Eurasian 
Economic Union (EAEU) and the Eurasian Development Bank 
(EDB), may challenge the existing rules of the game, as pre-
vious studies have already demonstrated (Allison 2008; 
Ambrosio 2008; Cooley 2015; Libman and Obydenkova 
2018a; Obydenkova and Libman 2019).2 While these are the 
most prominent and better-studied examples of NDROs, they 
are certainly not the only ones. NDROs have become 

significant new actors in global politics and have been proven 
to be associated with democratic backsliding, falsification of 
electoral outcomes, declines in human rights, and corruption, 
but also with boosting regional economic cooperation depen-
dent on extractive industries (mainly oil and gas) (Allison 
2008; Collins 2009; Cooley 2015; Hobson 2012; Izotov and 
Obydenkova 2021; Kneuer and Demmelhuber 2016). With 
the emerging studies of NDROs, new questions are to be asked.

Analysis of the implications of NDROs and IOs composed 
of democracies is crucial to advance our understanding of the 
nexus of environmental regionalism and political regimes. 
How do NDROs matter in sustainable development and, spe-
cifically, in promoting the environmental agenda? How do 
autocracies matter in regional IOs in relation to the sustainable 
development goals? How does the EU, composed of democra-
cies, advance the environmental agenda across the post- 
Communist region? To answer these questions, this Special 
Issue aspires to establish a deeper dialogue among three sets 
of studies—on environmental regionalism, on authoritarian 
regionalism, and on post-Communist political regimes. The 
role of both democracy-led regional IOs (e.g., the EU) and 
autocracy-led regional IOs (e.g., the SCO, EAEU, EDB) must 
be considered while addressing these questions. This introduc-
tion aims to lay down a theoretical ground for the collection of 
articles in this Special Issue.

The Special Issue unfolds through two sections with four 
articles in each section. The first section looks into the little- 
studied phenomenon of non-democratic states and their impli-
cations for sustainable development within regional IOs. The 
first four articles analyze the role of autocracies in regard to 
different aspects of the environmental agenda within regional 
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organizations: the Russia-led EDB and EAEU, the China-led 
SCO, and Russia’s role in the Arctic Council (AC). The EDB, 
EAEU, and SCO are all examples of non-democratic regional 
organizations (NDROs) (Obydenkova and Libman 2019). In 
contrast, the AC is an example of an IO generally composed of 
democracies, where Russia Is the only non-democracy but 
plays an important role and influences the agenda setting of 
the AC.

The second half of this Special Issue switches the attention 
from regional IOs led by (or established by) large states (Russia 
and China) to embrace a bigger sample of post-Communist 
states (PCS)—a region of highly heterogenous political regimes 
(Frye 2010; Hadenius and Teorell 2007; Hale 2005; Kopstein and 
Reilly 2000). The first two contributions in this section look into 
the EU’s involvement in external environmental governance in 
former Soviet states. The final two contributions present a bird’s 
eye analysis of PCSs at an international level (their strategies as 
actors in global climate forums) and a national level from a large 
historical perspective (cutting down emissions over the 1970– 
2015 period). The issue pays special attention to the role of 
political regimes and regional organizations in the promotion 
of different aspects of the environmental agenda across national, 
regional, and global levels.

This article proceeds as follows. The next section looks at the 
recent studies of environmental regionalism (ER) emerging in 
global environmental politics literature. The third section looks 
into the importance of political regimes in studies of both 
environmental politics and comparative regionalism. Section 
four introduces a definition and typology of environmental 
regionalism with a split into democratic versus autocratic ER. 
Section five analyzes the articles in this Special Issue and their 
contributions to environmental regionalism and comparative 
regionalism. The conclusion outlines a new research agenda 
building on environmental and authoritarian regionalism stu-
dies and on the insights of the contributions to this Special Issue.

Environmental Regionalism

Recently, scholars have started paying more attention to the 
importance of regions and the “regional” in studies of envir-
onmentalism and have coined a number of new concepts, 
including regional environmental governance (REG) (Conca 
2012; Gruby 2017; Haas 2016; Klinke 2012; Schwindenhammer 
2018). “REG” has often been used interchangeably with “envir-
onmental cooperation” (e.g., Balsiger and VanDeveer 2012), 
“environmental regionalism,” “regionalization,” “the regional 
in environmental cooperation” (Schwindenhammer 2018, 86), 
and also “new environmental regionalism” (Balsiger 2012). 
Balsiger considers environmental regionalism in direct connec-
tion with sustainable development, defined as a “procedural 
norm for reconciling the tradeoffs between environmental, 
economic, and social dimensions of wellbeing” (2012, 58).

Scholars acknowledge that the regional dimension in envir-
onmental governance “has been a neglected topic in the scho-
larly literature on international relations and international 
environmental politics” (Balsiger and VanDeveer 2012, 1) as 
well as in the literature on comparative regionalism (Haas 
2016).3 According to Balsiger and Prys (2016), about two- 
thirds of all international (environmental) treaties can be 

defined as regional according to the UN Environment 
Programme. Despite this, regional environmentalism has 
“received scant attention or been conceptually and empirically 
lumped together with global treaties” (Balsiger and Prys 2016, 
239). Building on previous studies,4 Gruby stated that recently 
“REG has emerged as a distinct subdiscipline within the global 
environmental politics literature, signalling its recognition as 
a phenomenon” (2017, 10). REG was acknowledged to be more 
efficient in policy diffusion and implementation as compared 
to global-level governance (Conca 2012; Gruby 2017). 
Specifically, the studies argued that regional environmental 
governance has been more efficient in diffusion of norms, 
values, and scientific information, dissemination of technical 
know-how, participation of different societal actors at different 
levels of decision-making, polycentricity and decentralization, 
social awareness, and collective actions (Conca 2012; Klinke 
2012; Libman and Obydenkova 2014; Ostrom 1990; Selin 
2012). Norm diffusion is especially prominent in the discus-
sions of REG, as regions are arguably “more conducive to 
promoting norm diffusion than other regulatory entities” 
(Schwindenhammer 2018, 86). Regional cooperation is also 
associated with increases in both the legitimacy and the effec-
tiveness of policies (Schwindenhammer 2018, 86). To sum up, 
studies on environmental politics have argued and proved that 
REG is more successful in achieving its goals as compared to 
policies on either global or national scales.

However, the focus of environmental regionalism studies 
has been mainly on democratic regions, that is, democracy- 
composed regions and/or democracy-composed regional IOs 
such as the EU. Studies on REG are acknowledged to be 
Europe- and North America–centered (Gruby 2017, 11; see 
also Conca 2012). For example, Balsiger (2012) focuses on 
analysis of environmental regionalism and sustainable devel-
opment in the European Alps—a region composed of democ-
racies. Although a few studies have considered democracies 
outside of Europe and North America, these, too, have been 
democracy-centered (for example, studies of Micronesia by 
Gruby 2017). Only recently have scholars questioned various 
issues of environmental governance outside of democratic 
regions. Yet those studies are not stories of success when it 
comes to promoting sustainable development. For example, 
Elliott (2012, 38) brilliantly analyzed environmental govern-
ance in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
and concluded that “regional environmental structures under 
ASEAN [. . .] have generally failed to offer effective channels of 
communication for, or democratic representation of, a wider 
range of stakeholders, including civil society groups and local 
communities.”5 A lack of security, just like a lack of democracy, 
also damages the prospects for efficient policies of sustainable 
development (for example, in the Hindu Kush–Himalaya 
region and its implications for South Asia in general; see 
Matthew 2012). Therefore, dialogue with the scarce studies 
specifically on authoritarian regionalism (AR) seems to be 
timely and relevant for policymakers and scholars.

Through better understanding of AR in connection to envir-
onmental regional cooperation, we make an important step in 
preventing and solving global environmental challenges and 
potentially improving implementation of environmental policies 
across the world’s regions. It is no longer sufficient to refer to 
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REG as one monolithic concept. New distinctions must be 
introduced through the singling out of democratic environmen-
tal regionalism and autocratic environmental regionalism. The 
latter concept would contribute to a better and more nuanced 
understanding of ways to improve efficiency in REG.

The studies on AR have indeed been completely detached 
from the studies on environmental regionalism. In other 
words, REG does not consider the insights from AR and, vice 
versa, studies on AR have not yet engaged with the literature on 
REG. Amplifying the studies on environmental regionalism to 
include various non-democratic regions and regional IOs led or 
influenced by autocracies, thus, would seem to be the next 
important step in advancing the field and cross-disciplinary 
dialogue. This Special Issue aims to trigger deeper engagement 
across these highly related yet divided literatures. To establish 
such a dialogue, it is important to say a few words on the 
importance of political regimes in comparative regionalism 
and in environmental regionalism studies.

Political Regimes and Environmental Politics

How and why do political regimes and AR matter in the 
environmental agenda and politics? The effects of political 
regimes on different aspects of sustainable development— 
including but not limited to the fight against climate change, 
deforestation, water and air pollution, the nuclear supply 
chain, greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs), or poverty—are, at 
best, mixed (e.g., Ang and Fredriksson 2021; Bättig and 
Bernauer 2009; Fredriksson and Mohanty 2021; Obydenkova 
2022a; Burnell 2012; Fredriksson and Neumayer 2013). At 
a national level, the nexus of democracy and various aspects 
of environmentalism (from policies to outcomes) remains con-
tradictory. Bättig and Bernauer (2009),for example, examined 
a large sample of 185 nation-states over a fifteen-year period 
(1990–2004), tracing the effects of democracy on commitments 
to climate change policies and emissions. They find that 
democracy appears to trigger higher levels of political and 
legal commitments to fight climate change, but it does not 
seem to result in a decrease in emissions. In contrast, 
Winslow (2005) demonstrates that democracy is associated 
with better control over environmental quality, specifically 
with the decrease in the urban air concentration of various 
pollutants. A few studies directly connect political regimes to 
carbon emissions, GHG trading, international environmental 
commitments emphasizing the importance of hybrid political 
regimes, and multiple issues of political legitimacy and justice 
(e.g., Hall, Lenz, and Obydenkova 2021; Hobson 2012; Kneuer 
2012; Obydenkova and Salahodjaev 2017; Page 2012). 
Furthermore, Burnell (2012) linked international support for 
democracy to (international) climate change action. Indeed, 
some studies have demonstrated that both democratization 
and climate change policies are interlinked and share some of 
the same challenges—for example, the resource curse. With 
a resource curse, the economy is dependent on extraction of oil 
and/or gas, and this becomes an obstacle for both democratiza-
tion and the development of renewable energy (e.g., Fuhr and 
Wykes 2012). Therefore, to solve at least some environmental 
challenges, engaging with non-democracy is inevitable.

A few recent studies have argued that what actually matters 
for successful implementation of different policies is not democ-
racy per se but rather democratic capital stock (that is, histori-
cally accumulated experience under democracy), which is 
significant also for modern economic and social development 
(Ang and Fredriksson 2021; Fredriksson and Neumayer 2013; 
Iman, Nazarov, and Obydenkova 2022; Nazarov and 
Obydenkova 2021a, 2021b). Scholars further agree that historical 
legacies and the legacies of Communism in particular may affect 
modern economic development and social inequality, corrup-
tion and human rights, quality of mass media, transparency, civil 
society and social movements, political trust, and social capital 
(Arpino and Obydenkova 2020; Beissinger and Kotkin 2014; 
Lankina, Libman, and Obydenkova 2016b; Libman and 
Obydenkova 2021; Iman et al. 2022; Nazarov and Obydenkova 
2020; Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2017; Schalatek 2012). This vari-
ety of historical legacies in post-Communist Eurasia at all levels 
(from public trust to elite corruption, attitudes to international 
and national commitments of policymakers) matters for multi-
ple aspects in governance, including for advancing goals within 
regional (environmental) governance.

Despite the general positive effects of democracy for sus-
tainable development, the growing literature on authoritarian 
environmentalism (or environmental authoritarianism) poses 
further theoretical and empirical challenges to consider. 
Environmental degradation, overpopulation, poverty, and fos-
sil-fuel-based economic development are properties of many 
developing regions but also of economically strong autocracies 
(e.g., China). Recent studies have raised the question of 
whether these major issues of sustainable development requir-
ing radical and efficient solutions can be best handled within 
the framework of authoritarian governance and have chal-
lenged the role of liberal democracy in solving ecological issues 
(Ahlers and Shen 2018; Beeson 2010; Eckersley 2020; Gilley 
2012; Han 2015). Authoritarian environmentalism is under-
stood as total governmental control over all decision-making 
processes concerning environmental challenges (see Beeson 
2010; Eaton and Kostka 2014; Obrien 2020). Not surprisingly, 
some studies have argued for the incompatibility of authoritar-
ian environmentalism and democracies (Eaton and Kostka 
2014; Obrien 2020).

To complicate the matter further, it is important to under-
line how heterogeneous non-democracies are, from closed and 
isolated North Korea, Belarus, and Venezuela, on the one hand, 
to the rising global activities of China on the other.6 Given the 
variety of non-democratic states, it is safe to assume they 
behave differently in terms of dealing with environmental 
challenges within their borders but also globally and in their 
respective regions. On the other hand, democracies in both 
Europe and Americas have recently witnessed the wave of 
populism that was associated with downgrading the impor-
tance of sustainable development, environmental protection, 
climate change, and with prioritizing national economic ben-
efits (e.g., see Buzogány and Cotta 2021; Huber 2020; 
McCarthy 2019). Thus, it would be an oversimplification to 
believe “one size fits all,” that is, conveniently splitting the 
world into two presumably homogenous groups of “pro- 
environmental democracies” versus “environmentally hostile 
autocracies.”
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The varieties of non-democratic regimes refer not only to 
different governing styles within their own borders but also 
across their respective regions and globally. At a national level, 
a few studies have demonstrated radically different strategies 
for environmental conflict management in China and in Russia 
(Demchuk et al. 2021).7 At a global level, studies have pointed 
to a variety of international behaviors of autocracies. China and 
Russia, for example, exhibit very different strategies in terms of 
their participation in high-level forums on energy governance 
(Tosun and Shyrokykh 2021).

Autocracies have become more willing to devise environ-
mental policies because these are an easy way to increase their 
internal and external legitimacy (Hall, Lenz, and Obydenkova 
2021; Obydenkova 2022b). China has positioned itself as 
a “champion” in the fight against climate change, even though 
its record is “mixed” at best (Teese 2018; Losos et al. 2019). 
China is the most prominent case of rhetorical support for 
sustainable development but certainly not the only one. Its 
large neighbor, autocratic Kazakhstan, has also been generous 
in discussion of issues of sustainable development and prior-
itizing the environmental agenda. In 2016, Kazakhstan finally 
ratified the Paris Climate Agreement and followed up with 
a proposal for new environmental legislation aimed at sustain-
ing biodiversity and the introduction of tariffs to encourage 
renewable energy sources, among other issues (Cohen 2021; 
Poberezhskaya and Bychkova 2021). Yet some recent studies 
have questioned both the sincerity and the feasibility of the 
environmental promises made by Kazakhstan (e.g., 
Poberezhskaya and Bychkova 2021). Cohen (2021) indicates 
that the former Soviet Central Asian states could account for 
5 percent of global renewable energy (solar and wind energy). 
However, to this day, Central Asia relies heavily on the fossil- 
fuel economy and is dependent on extractive industries (e.g., 
Cohen 2021; Poberezhskaya and Bychkova 2021). This illus-
trates that even such economically strong states as China and 
Kazakhstan are willing to seek legitimacy through environ-
mental posturing, even if they do not live up to their own 
commitments. Consequently, autocracies may adopt and rhet-
orically support environmental policies, but in the absence of 
transparency may fail to actually implement them.

Finally, at a regional level, non-democracies launch their 
own regional IOs or participate in IOs launched by fellow 
autocracies, boosting legitimacy (Kneuer and Demmelhuber 
2016; Hall, Lenz, and Obydenkova 2021; Obydenkova 2022b; 
Cooley 2015). The best example is arguably the China-led Belt 
and Road Initiative (BRI), the largest regional infrastructure 
development project in the world. It is not a formal regional 
organization, yet the initiative is intended to boost economic 
cooperation and economic development in Eurasia. The large- 
scale negative environmental impacts of the BRI are becoming 
apparent. Multiple studies point to a certain hypocrisy in 
China’s stand on the BRI, as well as a general lack of clarity 
and transparency (Losos et al. 2019; Teese 2018). Despite 
promising to adjust the BRI project to match the goals of 
sustainable development, China seems to continue to invest 
intensively in fossil fuel industries and develop further the 
extraction of natural resources within the framework of the 
BRI, as well as in the SCO in Central Asia and in the Arctic 
region together with Russia using regional cooperation 

platforms (Losos et al. 2019; Teese 2018; see also Lavelle 
2021; Agostinis and Urdinez 2021 in this issue). The outcomes 
of this regional economic cooperation would cause unprece-
dented destruction of biodiversity, massive deforestation, 
a radical decrease in water quality, and an increase in GHGs, 
among multiple other environmental damages (e.g., Losos et al. 
2019; Teese 2018). Therefore, regional IOs may play a crucial 
role in either augmenting environmentally destructive regional 
economic development or, vice versa, sustaining, limiting, and 
controlling it.

The studies on AR are relatively recent and need to catch up 
with recent advances in the literature on REG described above. 
Similarly, studies on environmental regionalism can signifi-
cantly benefit from the insights of AR literature. Both litera-
tures need to establish a dialogue and to engage with each 
other’s findings. How and why do environmental challenges 
matter for AR? And how does AR matter in regard to the 
sustainable development agenda? To answer these questions, 
we need to consider the combination of political regimes, 
regional organizations, and environmental regionalism that 
unfolds throughout the contributions in this Special Issue out-
lined below.

Environmental and Authoritarian Regionalism

Environmental regionalism has multiple approaches and 
definitions (e.g., as described above, it is often used inter-
changeably with “environmental cooperation” or “regional 
environmentalism,” among other terms) and may or may 
not be associated directly with specific regional IOs.8 For 
example, Balsiger (2012, 58) defines “new” environmental 
regionalism as a “recent trend involving initiatives that seek 
to territorialise environmental governance at the level of 
transboundary ecoregions, such as mountain ranges or river 
basins.” In this Special Issue, however, our theoretical 
departure point is comparative regionalism, that is, studies 
of regional IOs. In these studies, environmental regionalism 
(here used interchangeably with REG) is inherently inter-
linked with regional IOs. Haas explicitly connects the ana-
lysis of REG to such IOs as the EU, the AC, and ASEAN, 
among other regional IOs (2016, 449). Thus, regional envir-
onmental governance (or, as referred here, environmental 
regionalism) is part of comparative regionalism studies. 
Hence, the implications of the latest innovations in studies 
of comparative regionalism, such as authoritarian regional-
ism (AR), must be considered for environmental regional-
ism (ER).

In this Special Issue, environmental regionalism (ER) is 
defined as a trend to introduce an environmental agenda 
within regional IOs (e.g., in legal documents or on social 
media) and as the environmental agenda (broadly interpreted) 
of regional IOs (that is, the way it is institutionalized and/or 
implemented by IOs). Furthermore, this Special Issue expands 
the focus of ER from traditional actors (so-called democratic 
regional IOs such as the EU or the AC) to consider relatively 
new actors (non-democratic regional IOs such as the SCO, the 
EDB, and the EAEU).9 Overall, we can single out three dimen-
sions within ER as defined above:
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● First, as an official part of the agenda of regional IOs, as 
a set of environmental norms, values, principles, and/or 
commitments outlined in legal documents (e.g., founding 
agreements, follow-up decrees, treaties) of regional IOs 
(that is, institutional ER);

● second, as rhetorical (or discursive) environmental com-
mitments expressed by the leaders of regional IOs and on 
behalf of IOs (e.g., on social media or in official state-
ments and mass media), representing reflections and 
consideration of environmental issues beyond legal docu-
ments (discursive or rhetorical ER)10;

● third, as environmental outcomes (consequences) asso-
ciated with the activities of regional IOs (e.g., conse-
quences of construction projects, trade, foreign direct 
investments) and follow-up strategies of regional IOs, 
ranging from (a) taking outcomes into account and 
adjusting strategies to prevent or repair damage, to (b) 
ignoring environmentally destructive outcomes and 
damage (consequential ER).11

The above definition of ER allows us to expand our under-
standing and analysis of ER beyond regional organizations 
with a pronounced environmental focus (such as, for exam-
ple, the Black Sea Commission, the Nile Basin Initiative, or 
the Mekong River Commission for Sustainable 
Development). It also goes beyond consideration of regio-
nal IOs with a strong environmental agenda (such as the 
EU and the AC) and allows us to study environmental 
agendas and politics across different regional IOs (especially 
those without clear environmental commitments). This 
definition allows us to amplify analysis of ER to encompass 
regional IOs led by autocracies where an environmental 
agenda may be almost non-existent, but the environmental 
damages associated with the activities of those IOs can be 
destructive at a global level. Therefore, connecting ER 
explicitly to all regional IOs (including the NDROs) is 
highly important as it sheds more light on the environ-
mental consequences of their activities. In other words, it 
puts NDROs on the spot in the academic debate. In the 
long run, this focus could become an excellent preventative 
step in avoiding or at least softening the environmental 
destruction that can be triggered by NDROs (see case 
studies in this Special Issue by Agostinis and Urdinez 
2021; Ambrosio, Hall, and Obydenkova 2021; Hartwell 
2021).

Following the split in the studies of regionalism into IOs 
composed of democracies and NDROs, the next step is to 
consider two types within ER. The first type of ER is democratic 
environmental regionalism (DER)—that is, environmental 
regionalism in regional IOs composed of democracies (e.g., 
the EU). The second type of ER is autocratic environmental 
regionalism (AER)—that is, environmental regionalism, as 
defined above, associated with NDROs. Splitting ER into 
these two types opens up a number of opportunities for advan-
cing studies on the role of regional IOs in global environmental 
politics—from successful implementation of an environmental 
agenda in some cases to devastating ecological consequences in 
other cases. This Special Issue follows this typology of ER and 
splits the contributions into two groups as detailed below.

Contributions

The first section consists of four articles and looks into the little- 
studied phenomenon of non-democratic states and their impli-
cations for the environment in regional IOs: the Russia-led EDB 
and EAEU, the China-led SCO, and the role of Russia in the 
AC. The EDB, EAEU, and SCO are all examples of NDROs. In 
contrast, the AC is an example of a democratic IO where Russia 
plays an important role and influences the agenda setting.

Autocratic Environmental Regionalism: The Role of Russia 
and China

The Eurasian Development Bank (EDB) vs. The European 
Bank of Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)
The article by Ambrosio, Hall, and Obydenkova compares the 
agenda of sustainable development in legal documents and social 
media of the EBRD and the Russia-led EDB. The authors build 
on the recent literature on banks (private and multilateral regio-
nal development banks) and the implications for different 
aspects of world politics and different aspects of the sustainable 
development agenda (e.g., Ben-Artzi 2016; Djalilov and Hartwell 
2021; Gutner 2002; Obydenkova and Rodrigues Vieira 2020; 
Obydenkova, Rodrigues Vieira, and Tosun 2021). The article 
uncovers a few similarities between statements on the environ-
mental agenda in the founding agreements and other legal 
documents of both banks. Is this a diffusion of environmental 
values from the EBRD to the EDB? Or is it just mimicry on the 
part of the EDB and an attempt to augment its international and 
national legitimacy? Further comparative analysis of the social 
media outputs of the EBRD and EDB during the COVID-19 
pandemic indicates imitation on the part of the EDB, and the 
absence of implementation of the environmental policy outlined 
in legal documents of the EDB.

The Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU)
The article by Christopher Hartwell continues the discussion of 
NDROs, focusing on the implications of the EAEU for sustain-
able development. Hartwell conducts analysis of the effects of 
membership of the EAEU for three indicators of pollution: CO2 
intensity, GHG total, and energy per capita. He demonstrates 
a significant positive association between membership and pol-
lution. Hartwell places his finding within the literature on trade 
liberalization in the absence of political liberalization. He shows 
how membership in the EAEU has been associated with envir-
onmental damages. As a solution for policymakers, Hartwell 
suggests considering the introduction of polycentricity and 
decentralization, empowering sub-national and local actors, 
and the search for alternatives to Soviet-era industries. The 
article contributes to studies on the nuclear supply chain as 
a Soviet legacy (see Hanaček and Martinez-Alier 2021). Those 
changes would be possible after breaking with illiberal region-
alism and introducing political liberalization and accountability 
of governments—aspects that are absent in non-democracies.

The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)
The third paper, by Giovanni Agostinis and Francisco Urdinez, 
continues the discussion of AR and sustainable development 
by focusing on the China-led SCO. The authors contrast 
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rhetorical (discursive) support for sustainable development 
versus real policymaking steps. In line with previous research 
on the topic, rhetorical support by China for the environmental 
agenda in the SCO seems quite ambitious. On the other hand, 
the authors point out that around 85 percent of funds coming 
from China to other member-states of the SCO are meant for 
the development of fossil-fuel projects, which are harmful for 
the environment. Only 15 percent of Chinese investments are 
delegated to projects on renewable energy within the member- 
states of the SCO. Another related finding is the predominance 
of bilateral projects within the SCO. Indeed, previous studies 
also pointed out that autocracies tend to be more efficient at 
a bilateral level and prefer this format even within multilateral 
platforms such as the SCO.12 Despite the ambiguous impact of 
Chinese policies on sustainable development within the SCO, 
China remains the only leader in environmental politics in 
Eurasia in terms of investments into renewable energy projects.

The Arctic Council (AC) and Russia
The fourth paper, by Kathryn Lavelle, looks into the role of 
Russia in the AC. The AC is an excellent addition to the discus-
sion of REG and the role of autocracies. On the one hand, the 
AC is an informal regional IO (forum) composed of democracies 
except for one member-state, namely Russia. Yet Lavelle points 
out that Russia’s role in both the founding and functioning of the 
AC has been a crucial component of its success.

The Arctic region itself has become an epicenter of global 
warming, melting ice, and changes in biodiversity. Despite 
being so environmentally fragile, the Arctic has also became 
a hot spot for geopolitical security issues as well as for the 
extraction of natural resources and economic benefits, trig-
gered by Russia. Lavelle finds that while Russia has made 
a few (modest) rhetorical statements about climate change in 
its Arctic policy, the main priority of its policy there has been 
reconstructing its military presence that declined after the end 
of the Cold War, extracting natural resources, and realizing the 
benefits of melting ice for new maritime routes. In 2017, Russia 
launched the construction of the Yamal liquefied natural gas 
plant with loans not only from Russia but also from China’s 
banks, which will increase carbon production.13 Nonetheless, 
the AC is one of the few remaining regional IOs that still serves 

as a platform for negotiations between the Western democra-
cies and Russia, particularly on environmental issues. 
Moreover, the AC demonstrates the importance of regional 
governance for engaging with non-democracies in combating 
challenges to sustainable development, such as climate change. 
The Russian Arctic will face many challenges associated with 
infrastructure and health as the permafrost melts.

It is safe to conclude, then, that similar to the EDB, the 
EAEU, the AC, and the SCO (first four papers), non- 
democratic polities within regional governance seem to 
diverge from their rhetorical statements. Table 1 demon-
strates a comparative approach to regional IOs as actors 
and their implications for environmental regional 
governance.

Democratic Environmental Regionalism: The EU and 
Post-Communist Eurasia

The second half of this Special Issue switches the focus of 
analysis from the large states (Russia and China) to 
embrace a bigger sample of PCSs. Indeed, post- 
Communist Eurasian states compose a unique region shar-
ing a number of important similarities and historical lega-
cies that marked their development in the twentieth and 
twenty-first centuries.14 Post-Communist Eurasia has 
passed through Communism; it experienced regime transi-
tion in the 1980s and 1990s (and in some cases democra-
tization) influenced by the EU but also by Russia, China, 
and historical legacies. To sum up, post-Communist 
Eurasia is unique in many ways. The second section of 
this Special Issue thus considers the nexus of PCS and 
environmental governance from different perspectives, 
examining the implications of IOs for post-Communist 
Eurasia. It unfolds through the following four papers.

The EU External Climate Governance and Former Soviet 
Republics (FSRs)
The article by Karina Shyrokykh (2021) analyzes the EU’s 
external climate governance across six FSRs and looks into 
the triggers for the EU initiative. The article considers three 
logics behind the EU actions: self-interest (engagement with 

Table 1. Environmental Regionalism and International Organizations: The Case of Post-Communist Eurasia

Tripod

Regional IOs Issues Contributions by:

Autocratic Environmental Regionalism: 
NDROs and the role of autocracies

The EDB 
(vs. EBRD)

Agenda setting in documents; Legal documents as commitments; 
Social media as implementation.

Thomas Ambrosio, Stephen Hall, Anastassia Obydenkova

The EAEU Effects of membership for air pollution (emissions) Christopher Hartwell
The SCO Rhetoric versus actions Giovanni Agostinis and Francisco Urdinez
The AC Image building; Search for Legitimacy; Rhetorical commitments Kathryn Lavelle

Democratic Environmental Regionalism: 
The EU and post-Communist Eurasia

The EU 1) EU climate governance in FSRs 
2) EU environmental CSOs in FSRs 
3) EU and emissions in PCSs

1) Karina Shyrokykh 
2) Aron Buzogany 
3) Zafar Nazarov and A. Obydenkova

Post-Communist 
Eurasia

Environmental behavior at: 
1) National level (emissions); and 
2) Global level (climate forums)

1) Zafar Nazarov and A. Obydenkova 
2) Jale Tosun and Mile Mišić
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states to secure EU energy—Ukraine and Azerbaijan); func-
tional logic (entails promotion of country- and sector-specific 
climate policies); and civilizing logic (promotion of climate 
policies equally across all the states involved—Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine). After 
a detailed analysis of EU climate initiatives toward FSRs, the 
author concludes on the importance of all three logics with 
some predominance of the functional approach in the external 
climate governance of the EU. The author points out that the 
EU is the major actor in climate governance in Eurasia. Russia 
has been suspicious of the EU’s initiatives in FSRs, including 
the environmental ones (as Lavelle’s analysis also demon-
strates). Russia attempts to impede those regional initiatives 
by offering competing economically beneficial projects (e.g., the 
EAEU; see Libman and Obydenkova 2018b). This argument 
echoes the findings of Hartwell on the consequences of mem-
bership in the EAEU and its implications for pollution.15

EU Environmental Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and 
FSRs
The article by Aron Buzogony continues zooming into EU 
external governance and environmental CSOs in two FSRs— 
Georgia and Ukraine. The article looks into the support pro-
vided by the EU for environmental reforms, social networks, 
and CSOs in former Soviet Eurasia. Buzogony singles out three 
perspectives of the EU influence on environmental CSOs in 
FSRs: resource mobilization aimed at funding; the opportunity 
perspective (e.g., provision of the EU association process, par-
ticipatory rights, coalitions between CSOs and pockets of 
administration); and discourse (called “frames”). This EU 
initiative, as argued, may contribute to the diffusion of envir-
onmental ideas influencing public opinion and the environ-
mental standing of civil society in the long run.

Global Forums on Climate Action and PCSs
The article by Jale Tosun and Mile Mišić (2021) places the post- 
Communist region, consisting of 28 PCSs, within the global 
context. It analyzes the participation of PCSs in global forums 
on climate action and investigates the reasons behind their 
participation. The analysis demonstrates that the most impor-
tant motivation of PCSs is to gain access to knowledge via 
participation in global forums on climate action. The authors 
argue that PCSs are under pressure to fulfill obligations regard-
ing the reduction of their GHGs. Participation in these forums 
is a tool for achieving this goal. The forums are viewed as 
sources of information on strategies, technologies, and policies 
to fulfill environmental obligations. They have become plat-
forms of diffusion of relevant knowledge and sharing success-
ful practices employed in member-states. Obviously, the next 
step on the agenda would be to ask whether participation in 
these global forums on climate action has had any influence on 
actually decreasing GHG emissions in PCSs. This will stay on 
the agenda for further studies.

Emissions and PCSs: Impact of History and the EU
The final article, by Zafar Nazarov and Anastassia 
Obydenkova, looks at one of the biggest challenges of climate 
change: the reduction of carbon emissions. The authors 
approach this issue by including the entire sample of all PCSs 

from a historical perspective covering the period 1970–2015. 
How have PCSs differed from the rest of the world in terms of 
carbon emissions during the period of Soviet rule and since the 
dissolution of the USSR in 1991? Answering this question 
sheds more light on modern trends and challenges in studies 
of carbon emissions and climate change, but also on the 
importance of political regimes. Analysis reveals that autocra-
tization (democratic backsliding) has been associated with an 
increase in emissions. In contrast, democratization and EU 
membership have been associated with a decline in carbon 
emissions (controlling for all key variables crucial in emissions 
studies).

Conclusion

As the discussion above demonstrates, studies on authoritar-
ian and environmental regionalisms share a few common 
aspects and can learn from each other’s insights. Their deeper 
engagement with each other’s findings could improve cross- 
disciplinary dialogue and push forward studies on sustainable 
development in general. The first aspect is the importance of 
the regional level. Scholars of REG have argued that 
a regional approach to sustainable development should open 
the path to more efficient global environmental governance 
(Conca 2012, 131), but it also opens the path to more efficient 
environmental policies at the national level, serving as 
a platform for diffusion of environmental norms, standards, 
and values, enhancing learning across states, and triggering 
spill-overs from regional to national levels. The AC demon-
strates this in this Special Issue (see Lavelle 2021). The AC is 
a regional IO composed of democracies—except for Russia. 
Yet Russia being a member of this regional democratic club 
with partners concerned about sustainability and climate 
change among other issues has important implications. It is 
safe to assume that membership in this organization con-
strains and adjusts, at least to some extent, Russia’s foreign 
policy in the Arctic. It is also a platform for diffusion of 
norms and ideas.

Another issue uniting the studies on authoritarian and 
environmental regionalisms is the importance of legitimacy. 
In fact, the entire emergence of REG “is embedded within 
struggles for resources, recognition, and legitimacy within 
interlinked political and policy processes at multiple levels” 
(Gruby 2017, 25; my emphasis). Legitimacy is also one of the 
main driving forces behind the launching of regional IOs by 
both Russia and China. Those regional IOs are meant to 
boost the image of the leading states and to demonstrate 
the existence of international partners, to augment national 
and international legitimacy (see Ambrosio, Hall, and 
Obydenkova 2021 in this Issue). Rhetorical imitation of the 
values of sustainable development within these regional IOs 
plays a pronounced role in augmenting self-legitimacy and 
their image-building (e.g., Hall, Lenz, and Obydenkova 
2021). A few studies have already discussed how these 
NDROs use the democratic vocabulary to imitate democra-
cies-composed IOs (see Libman and Obydenkova 2018a; 
Obydenkova and Libman 2019). However, researchers have 
yet to consider how NDROs employ the ideas of sustainable 
development to augment their reputation in the eyes of 
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national and international audiences. How can rhetorical 
statements and environmental commitments be further con-
verted into policy implementation? How can the multilateral 
platforms of regional IOs be used in more successful and 
efficient implementations of environmental commitments? 
Such questions are highly important yet difficult to answer 
within the context of a lack of transparency and increasing 
security concerns, and they will remain on the research 
agenda.

To conclude, the studies on authoritarian and environ-
mental regionalisms share a number of overlapping ideas 
and mutually important insights but have developed in 
parallel universes so far. These separate sets of literature 
need to engage with each other’s findings to advance our 
understanding of NDROs as actors for sustainable develop-
ment and their role in global environmental politics. 
NDROs are highly important actors in world politics and 
economic development as well as potentially destructive for 
the environment if they are left unnoticed, under-studied, or 
ignored. Engaging with these actors through different regio-
nal platforms can be a more efficient way to advance the 
global goals of sustainable development, among other issues. 
Establishing scientific dialogue across studies on authoritar-
ian and environmental regionalisms could be a crucial first 
step in this direction for both scholars and policymakers.

Notes

1. I thank all my fellow contributors to this Special Issue for their 
inspiration, multiple rounds of feedback, and mutual support 
through many months of working on this project. I am especially 
grateful to Kathryn Lavelle, Jale Tosun, Christopher Hartwell, 
Giovanni Agostinis, Francisco Urdinez, Mile Mišić, Karina 
Shyrokykh, Stephen Hall, Aron Buzogány, Zafar Nazarov, and 
Thomas Ambrosio.

2. NDROs are regional IOs founded by and led by autocracies or whose 
membership is predominantly composed of non-democratic states, as 
defined in Obydenkova and Libman (2019). NDRO as a concept was 
first introduced in Libman and Obydenkova (2013) and is synon-
ymous with the term “authoritarian regionalism” (Cooley 2015; 
Libman and Obydenkova 2018a; Obydenkova and Libman 2019).

3. The notions of “regionality” and of REG are still in development and 
scholars approach them differently (e.g., Debarbieux 2012). For exam-
ple, some studies focus on REG through the lenses of regional inter-
national treaties or agreements (e.g., Balsiger and Prys 2016; Conca 
2012; Gruby 2017). Conca (2012) defines progress in REG through 
“treaty-oriented grand strategy” (p. 127). It is not the purpose of this 
article to go into the detail of these theoretical debates and approaches. 
Here I follow the studies cited above and use REG, environmental 
regionalism, and regional environmentalism interchangeably.

4. Studies by (Balsiger and Prys 2016; Balsiger and VanDeveer 2012).
5. According to Freedom House, within the ASEAN at least a few 

states were defined as not-free (e.g., Myanmar, Thailand, and 
Vietnam) and the rest as partly free (https://freedomhouse.org/ 
countries/freedom-net/scores).

6. The variety of non-democracies is also discussed in Obydenkova 
and Libman (2019).

7. Demchuk et al. (2021) demonstrated that in China, local govern-
ment allies with people against the central government; in contrast, 
in Russia, people are ignored altogether; local government allies 
with business actors or with the central government.

8. “REG” was included in the wide set of studies of comparative 
regionalism (Börzel and Risse 2016 by Haas 2016). Thus, “regional 
governance” is part of regionalism studies.

9. For a detailed discussion of why non-democratic regional IOs are 
considered to be new actors of world politics, see Obydenkova and 
Libman (2019).

10. Rhetorical ER is obviously less binding than institutional ER 
but also interrelated with institutional ER (as it may build on 
existing legal commitments, if any). Yet, it is a highly impor-
tant reflection of how regional IOs may matter in solving or 
ignoring unexpected environmental challenges, or in a worse 
scenario, how a regional IO can be held accountable for the 
emergence of these challenges.

11. Three aspects of ER (institutional, discursive, and consequential) 
are overlapping and are not mutually exclusive.

12. Studies explain this through the lack of trust in institutions 
associated with multilateralism and increased trust in person-
alities over institutions (Obydenkova and Arpino 2018; 
Obydenkova and Libman 2019). The issue of trust in 
a personality (a feature of bilateral relations) over institutional 
trust (multilateralism) is a predominant feature of China´s but 
also Russia´s foreign policies. Chinese subsidies and the role of 
trust in foreign policy also explain Russia´s support for expan-
sion of the AC and possible backing of Chinese admission to 
the AC as an observer-state in 2013.

13. Yamal is the name of one of the Russia-owned regions in the 
Arctic.

14. On historical legacies, see Beissinger and Kotkin 2014; Libman and 
Obydenkova 2021; Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2017.

15. An example of competing offers on the part of Russia would be 
the membership in the EAEU, which does not entail any clear 
environmental conditionality, in contrast to the initiatives 
launched by the EU. On competition between the EAEU versus 
EU, see Libman and Obydenkova 2018b; on the EAEU see 
Hartwell 2021.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Anastassia Obydenkova http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5099-5294

References

Agostinis, Giovanni, and Francisco Urdinez. 2021. “The Nexus between 
Authoritarian and Environmental Regionalism: An Analysis of China’s 
Driving Role in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization.” Problems of 
Post-Communism 1–15. doi:10.1080/10758216.2021.1974887.

Ahlers, A., and Y. Shen. 2018. “Breathe Easy? Local Nuances of 
Authoritarian Environmentalism in China’s Battle against Air 
Pollution.” The China Quarterly 234:299–319. doi:10.1017/ 
S0305741017001370.

Allison, Roy. 2008. “Virtual Regionalism, Regional Structures and Regime 
Security in Central Asia.” Central Asian Survey 27 (2): 185–202. 
doi:10.1080/02634930802355121.

Ambrosio, T. 2008. “‘Catching the ‘Shanghai Spirit’: How the 
Shanghai Cooperation Organization Promotes Authoritarian 
Norms in Central Asia.” Europe-Asia Studies 60 (8): 1321–44. 
doi:10.1080/09668130802292143.

Ambrosio, T., A. Hall, and A. Obydenkova. 2021. “Sustainable 
Development Agendas of Regional International Organizations: The 
European Bank of Reconstruction and Development and the Eurasian 
Development Bank.” Problems of Post-Communism 1–13. doi:10.1080/ 
10758216.2021.1979412.

Andonova, L.B. 2003. Transnational Politics of the Environment: The 
European Union and Environmental Policy in Central and Eastern 
Europe. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

300 A. OBYDENKOVA

https://freedomhouse.org/countries/freedom-net/scores
https://freedomhouse.org/countries/freedom-net/scores
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1974887
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741017001370
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741017001370
https://doi.org/10.1080/02634930802355121
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130802292143
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1979412
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1979412


Andonova, L. B., and I. A. Tuta. 2014. “Transnational Networks and Paths to 
EU Environmental Compliance: Evidence from New Member States.” 
Journal of Common Market Studies 52 (4): 775–93. doi:10.1111/ 
jcms.12126.

Ang, James B., and Per G. Fredriksson. 2021. “Does an Early Start Help or 
Hurt? Statehood, Institutions and Modern Climate Change Policies.” 
Energy Economics 94:105075. doi:10.1016/j.eneco.2020.105075.

Arpino, B., and A. V. Obydenkova. 2020. “Democracy and Political Trust 
before and after the Great Recession 2008: The European Union and 
the United Nations.” Social Indicators Research 148 (2): 395–415. 
doi:10.1007/s11205-019-02204-x.

Balsiger, Jörg. 2012. “New Environmental Regionalism and Sustainable 
Development in the European Alps.” Global Environmental Politics 
12 (3): 58–78. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00123.

Balsiger, J., and M. Prys. 2016. “Regional Agreements in International 
Environmental Politics.” Int Environ Agreements 16:239–60. doi:  
10.1007/s10784-014-9256-3.

Balsiger, Jörg, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2012. “Navigating Regional 
Environmental Governance.” Global Environmental Politics 12 (3): 
1–17. doi:10.1162/GLEP_e_00120.

Bättig, M., and T. Bernauer. 2009. “National Institutions and Global 
Public Goods: Are Democracies More Cooperative in Climate 
Change Policy?” International Organization 63 (2): 281–308. 
doi:10.1017/S0020818309090092.

Beeson, M. 2010. “The Coming of Environmental Authoritarianism.” 
Environmental Politics 19 (2): 276–94. doi:10.1080/09644010903576918.

Beissinger, M., and S. Kotkin, Eds. 2014. Historical Legacies of 
Communism in Russia and Eastern Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

Ben-Artzi, R. 2016. Regional Development Banks in Comparison: Banking 
Strategies versus Development Goals. New York: Cambridge University 
Press.

Börzel, Tanja, and Thomas Risse, edited by. 2016. The Oxford Handbook of 
Comparative Regionalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Buntaine, Mark T., and Bradley C. Parks. 2013. “When Do Environmentally 
Focused Assistance Projects Achieve Their Objectives? Evidence from 
World Bank Post-Project Evaluations.” Global Environmental Politics 
13 (2): 65–88. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00167.

Burnell, Peter. 2012. “Democracy, Democratization and Climate Change: 
Complex Relationships.” Democratization 19 (5): 813–42. doi:10.1080/ 
13510347.2012.709684.

Buzogány, Aron, and Benedetta Cotta. 2021. “Post-accession Backsliding 
and European Union Environmental Policies.” Post-Communist 
Economies 1–19. doi:10.1080/14631377.2021.1965361.

Cohen, Ariel. 2021. “Central Asia to Green Its Economies.” Forbes. 
Accessed November, 22 2021. https://www.forbes.com/sites/arielco 
hen/2021/06/28/central-as ia-to-green-i ts-economies/?sh= 
3c6ad1d35ddc 

Collins, Kathleen. 2009. “Economic and Security Regionalism among 
Patrimonial Authoritarian Regimes: The Case of Central Asia.” Europe- 
Asia Studies 61 (2): 249–81. doi:10.1080/09668130802630854.

Conca, Ken. 2012. “The Rise of the Region in Global Environmental 
Politics.” Global Environmental Politics 12 (3): 127–33. doi:10.1162/ 
GLEP_a_00132.

Conca, Ken, Joe Thwaites, and Goueun Lee. 2017. “Climate Change and 
the UN Security Council: Bully Pulpit or Bull in a China Shop?” Global 
Environmental Politics 17 (2): 1–20. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00398.

Cooley, A. 2015. “Authoritarianism Goes Global: Countering Democratic 
Norms.” Journal of Democracy 26 (3): 56–58. doi:10.1353/jod.2015.0049.

Dalmer, Natalia. 2021. “Building Environmental Peace: The UN 
Environment Programme and Knowledge Creation for 
Environmental Peacebuilding.” Global Environmental Politics 21 (3): 
147–68. doi:10.1162/glep_a_00617.

Debarbieux, Bernard. 2012. “How Regional Is Regional Environmental 
Governance?” Global Environmental Politics 12 (3): 119–26. 
doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00126.

Demchuk, A. L., M. Mišić, A. Obydenkova, and J. Tosun. 2021. 
“Environmental Conflict Management: A Comparative Cross-cultural 
Perspective of China and Russia.” Post-Communist Economies 1–23. 
doi:10.1080/14631377.2021.1943915.

Di Ciommo, Mariella, Sanne Thijssen, and Meritxell Sayós Monràs. 2018. 
“The Ice Is Broken, What’s Next? How the EU and Middle-Income 
Countries Work Together on Climate Change.” ECDPM Making 
Policies Work: Discussion Paper no. 231.

Djalilov, Khurshid, and Christopher Hartwell. 2021. “Do Social and 
Environmental Capabilities Improve Bank Stability? Evidence from 
Transition Countries.” Post-Communist Economies 1–23. doi:10.1080/ 
14631377.2021.1965359.

Eaton, S., and G. Kostka. 2014. “Authoritarian Environmentalism 
Undermined? Local Leaders’ Time Horizons and Environmental 
Policy Implementation in China.” The China Quarterly 218:359–80. 
doi: 10.1017/S0305741014000356.

Eckersley, Robyn. 2020. “Ecological Democracy and the Rise and Decline of 
Liberal Democracy: Looking Back, Looking Forward.” Environmental 
Politics 29 (2): 214–34. doi:10.1080/09644016.2019.1594536.

Elliott, Lorraine. 2012. “ASEAN and Environmental Governance: 
Strategies of Regionalism in Southeast Asia.” Global Environmental 
Politics 12 (3): 38–57. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00122.

Fredriksson, P.G., and A. Mohanty. 2021. “COVID-19 Regulations, 
Political Institutions, and the Environment.” Environ Resource Econ. 
doi:10.1007/s10640-021-00628-z.

Fredriksson, Per G., and Eric Neumayer. 2013. “Democracy and Climate 
Change Policies: Is History Important?” Ecological Economics 95:11–19. 
doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.08.002.

Frye, Timothy. 2010. Building States and Markets after Communism: The 
Perils of Polarized Democracy. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Fuhr, Lili, and Sarah Wykes. 2012. “Perspectives on Resource Politics in 
a Climate Constrained World: How ‘Resource Curse’ Activists View 
Climate Change.” Democratization 19 (5): 1014–37. doi:10.1080/ 
13510347.2012.709693.

Gilley, Bruce. 2012. “Authoritarian Environmentalism and China’s 
Response to Climate Change.” Environmental Politics 21 (2): 
287–307. doi:10.1080/09644016.2012.651904.

Gruby, Rebecca L. 2017. “Macropolitics of Micronesia: Toward a Critical 
Theory of Regional Environmental Governance.” Global 
Environmental Politics 17 (4): 9–27. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00426.

Gutner, T. 2002. Banking on the Environment: Multilateral Development 
Banks and Their Environmental Performance in Central and Eastern 
Europe. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Haas, Peter. 2016. “Regional Environmental Governance.” In The Oxford 
Handbook of Comparative Regionalism, edited by Tanja Börzel and 
Thomas Risse, 430–56. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hadenius, A., and J. Teorell. 2007. “Pathways from Authoritarianism.” 
Journal of Democracy 18 (1): 143–57. doi:10.1353/jod.2007.0009.

Hale, Henry E. 2005. “Regime Cycles: Democracy, Autocracy, and 
Revolution in Post-Soviet Eurasia.” World Politics 58 (1): 133–65. 
doi:10.1353/wp.2006.0019.

Hall, Stephen G. F., Tobias Lenz, and Anastassia Obydenkova. 2021. 
“Environmental Commitments and Rhetoric over the Pandemic Crisis: 
Social Media and Legitimation of the AIIB, the EAEU, and the EU.” Post- 
Communist Economies 1–26. doi:10.1080/14631377.2021.1954824.

Han, Heejin. 2015 September. “Authoritarian Environmentalism under 
Democracy: Korea’s River Restoration Project.” Environmental Politics 
24 (5): 810–29. doi:10.1080/09644016.2015.1051324.

Hanaček, Ksenija, and Joan Martinez-Alier. 2021. “Nuclear Supply Chain 
and Environmental Justice Struggles in Soviet and Post-Soviet 
Countries.” Post-Communist Economies 1–29. doi:10.1080/ 
14631377.2021.1943917.

Hartwell, C. A. 2021. “Part of the Problem? The Eurasian Economic Union 
and Environmental Challenges in the Former Soviet Union.” Problems 
of Post-Communism. Advance online publication. doi:10.1080/ 
10758216.2021.1960173.

Hobson, Christopher. 2012. “Addressing Climate Change and Promoting 
Democracy Abroad: Compatible Agendas?” Democratization 19 (5): 
974–92. doi:10.1080/13510347.2012.709691.

Huber, Robert A. 2020. “The Role of Populist Attitudes in Explaining 
Climate Change Skepticism and Support for Environmental 
Protection.” Environmental Politics 29 (6): 959–82. doi:10.1080/ 
09644016.2019.1708186.

PROBLEMS OF POST-COMMUNISM 301

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12126
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2020.105075
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-019-02204-x
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00123
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-014-9256-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-014-9256-3
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_e_00120
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818309090092
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644010903576918
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00167
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709684
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709684
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1965361
https://www.forbes.com/sites/arielcohen/2021/06/28/central-asia-to-green-its-economies/?sh=3c6ad1d35ddc
https://www.forbes.com/sites/arielcohen/2021/06/28/central-asia-to-green-its-economies/?sh=3c6ad1d35ddc
https://www.forbes.com/sites/arielcohen/2021/06/28/central-asia-to-green-its-economies/?sh=3c6ad1d35ddc
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130802630854
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00132
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00132
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00398
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2015.0049
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00617
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00126
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943915
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1965359
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1965359
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741014000356
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2019.1594536
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00122
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-021-00628-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709693
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709693
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2012.651904
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00426
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2007.0009
https://doi.org/10.1353/wp.2006.0019
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954824
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1051324
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943917
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943917
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1960173
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1960173
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709691
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2019.1708186
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2019.1708186


Iman, Adrita, Zafar Nazarov, and Anastassia Obydenkova. 2022. “Female 
Leadership, Democratization, and Firm Innovation: Social Inequalities 
and Gender Issues in Post-Communist Economies.” Eastern European 
Economics 1–22. Advance online publication. doi:10.1080/ 
00128775.2021.2024440.

Izotov, V. S., and A. V. Obydenkova. 2021. “Geopolitical Games in 
Eurasian Regionalism: Ideational Interactions and Regional 
International Organisations.” Post-Communist Economies 33 (2–3): 
150–74. doi:10.1080/14631377.2020.1793584.

Klinke, Andreas. 2012. “Democratizing Regional Environmental 
Governance: Public Deliberation and Participation in Transboundary 
Ecoregions.” Global Environmental Politics 12 (3): 79–99. doi:10.1162/ 
GLEP_a_00124.

Kneuer, Marianne. 2012. “Who Is Greener? Climate Action and Political 
Regimes: Trade-offs for National and International Actors.” 
Democratization 19 (5): 865–88. doi:10.1080/13510347.2012.709686.

Kneuer, M., and T. Demmelhuber. 2016. “Gravity Centers of 
Authoritarian Rule: A Conceptual Approach.” Democratization 
23 (5): 775–96. doi:10.1080/13510347.2015.1018898.

Kopstein, Jeffrey, and David Reilly. 2000. “Geographic Diffusion and the 
Transformation of the Postcommunist World.” World Politics 53 (1): 
1–37. doi:10.1017/S0043887100009369.

Kuyper, Jonathan W., and Karin Bäckstrand. 2016. “Accountability and 
Representation: Nonstate Actors in UN Climate Diplomacy.” Global 
Environmental Politics 16 (2): 61–81. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00350.

Lankina, T., A. Libman, and A. Obydenkova. 2016a. “Authoritarian and 
Democratic Diffusion in Post-communist Regions.” Comparative 
Political Studies 49 (12): 1599–629. doi:10.1177/0010414016628270.

Lankina, T. V., A. Libman, and A. Obydenkova. 2016b. “Appropriation 
and Subversion.” World Politics 68 (2): 229–74. doi:10.1017/ 
S0043887115000428.

Lavelle, Kathryn C. 2021. “Regime, Climate, and Region in Transition: 
Russian Participation in the Arctic Council.” Problems of Post- 
Communism 1–13. doi:10.1080/10758216.2021.1994422.

Libman, A., and A. Obydenkova. 2013. “Informal Governance and 
Participation in Non-democratic International Organizations.” The 
Review of International Organizations 8 (2): 221–45. doi:10.1007/ 
s11558-012-9160-y.

Libman, A., and A. Obydenkova. 2014. “Governance of Commons in 
a Large Nondemocratic Country: The Case of Forestry in the Russian 
Federation.” Publius: The Journal of Federalism 44 (2): 298–323. 
doi:10.1093/publius/pjt065.

Libman, A., and A. V. Obydenkova. 2018a. “Understanding Authoritarian 
Regionalism.” Journal of Democracy 29 (4): 151–65. doi:10.1353/ 
jod.2018.0070.

Libman, A., and A. V. Obydenkova. 2018b. “Regional International 
Organizations as a Strategy of Autocracy: The Eurasian Economic 
Union and Russian Foreign Policy.” International Affairs 94 (5): 
1037–58. doi:10.1093/ia/iiy147.

Libman, A., and A. Obydenkova. 2021. Legacies of Communism: Modern 
Politics, Society, and Economic Development. Cambridge and 
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Losos, Elizabeth, Alexander Pfaff, Lydia Olander, Sara Mason, and 
Seth Morgan (2019) “Reducing Environmental Risks from Belt and 
Road Initiative Investments in Transportation Infrastructure” Duke 
Nicholas Institute for Environmental Policy Solutions. Accessed 
December 2, 2021. https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/publications/ 
reducing-environmental-risks-belt-and-road-initiative-investments- 
transportation-infrastructure 

Matthew, Richard. 2012. “Environmental Change, Human Security, and 
Regional Governance: The Case of the Hindu Kush/Himalaya Region.” 
Global Environmental Politics 12 (3): 100–18. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00125.

McCarthy, James. 2019. “Authoritarianism, Populism, and the 
Environment: Comparative Experiences, Insights, and Perspectives.” 
Annals of the American Association of Geographers 109 (2): 301–13. 
doi:10.1080/24694452.2018.1554393.

Mišić, Mile, and Anastassia Obydenkova. 2021. “Environmental Conflict, 
Renewable Energy, or Both? Public Opinion on Small Hydropower 
Plants in Serbia.” Post-Communist Economies 1–30. doi:10.1080/ 
14631377.2021.1943928.

Nazarov, Z., and A. Obydenkova. 2020. “Democratization and Firm 
Innovation: Evidence from the European and Central Asian 
post-Communist States.” Post-Communist Economies 32 (7): 833–59. 
doi:10.1080/14631377.2020.1745565.

Nazarov, Zafar, and Anastassia Obydenkova. 2021a. “Public Health, 
Democracy, and Transition: Global Evidence and Post-Communism.” 
Social Indicators Research. doi:10.1007/s11205-021-02770-z.

Nazarov, Zafar, and Anastassia Obydenkova. 2021b. “Environmental 
Challenges and Political Regime Transition: The Role of Historical 
Legacies and the European Union in Eurasia.” Problems of Post- 
Communism 1–14. doi:10.1080/10758216.2021.1995437.

Obrien, Mayson Glenne. 2020. “'Authoritarian Environmentalism, 
Democracy, and Political Legitimacy' in the Yale Review of 
International Studies.” Accessed November 25, 2021. http://yris.yira. 
org/essays/3772 

Obydenkova, A. 2022a. “Strategies and Challenges of Sustainable 
Development in Eurasia.” Post-Communist Economies. Advance online 
publication. doi:10.1080/14631377.2022.2028478.

Obydenkova, A. 2022b. “Global Environmental Politics and 
International Organizations: The Eurasian and European 
Experience.” Post-Communist Economies. doi:10.1080/14631377. 
2022.2028477.

Obydenkova, A. V., and B. Arpino. 2018. “Corruption and Trust in the 
European Union and National Institutions: Changes over the Great 
Recession across European States.” JCMS: Journal of Common Market 
Studies 56 (3): 594–611. doi:10.1111/jcms.12646.

Obydenkova, A. V., and A. Libman. 2019. Authoritarian Regionalism in 
the World of International Organizations: Global Perspective and 
Eurasian Enigma. Oxford (UK): Oxford University Press.

Obydenkova, A. V., and V. G. Rodrigues Vieira. 2020. “The Limits of 
Collective Financial Statecraft: Regional Development Banks and 
Voting Alignment with the United States at the United Nations 
General Assembly.” International Studies Quarterly 64(1):13–25. 
Article sqz080. doi:10.1093/isq/sqz080.

Obydenkova, A. V., and R. Salahodjaev. 2017. “Climate Change Policies: 
The Role of Democracy and Social Cognitive Capital.” Environmental 
Research 157:182–89. doi: 10.1016/j.envres.2017.05.009.

Obydenkova, Anastassia, Rodrigues Vieira, G. Vinícius, and Jale Tosun. 
2021. “The Impact of New Actors in Global Environmental Politics: 
The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development Meets 
China.” Post-Communist Economies 1–21. doi:10.1080/1463137 
7.2021.1954825.

Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of 
Institutions for Collective Action. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press.

Page, Edward A. 2012. “The Hidden Costs of Carbon 
Commodification: Emissions Trading, Political Legitimacy and 
Procedural Justice.” Democratization 19 (5): 932–50. doi:10.1080/ 
13510347.2012.709689.

Poberezhskaya, Marianna, and Alina Bychkova. 2021. “Kazakhstan’s 
Climate Change Policy: Reflecting National Strength, Green Economy 
Aspirations and International Agenda.” Post-Communist Economies 
1–22. doi:10.1080/14631377.2021.1943916.

Pop-Eleches, G., and J. A. Tucker. 2017. Communism’s Shadow: Historical 
Legacies and Contemporary Political Attitudes. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press.

Schalatek, Liane. 2012. “Democratizing Climate Finance Governance and 
the Public Funding of Climate Action.” Democratization 19 (5): 
951–73. doi:10.1080/13510347.2012.709690.

Schwindenhammer, Sandra. 2018. “The New Regionalism in Global 
Organic Agricultural Governance through Standards: A 
Cross-Regional Comparison.” Global Environmental Politics 18 (3): 
86–105. doi:10.1162/glep_a_00469.

Selin, Henrik. 2012. “Global Environmental Governance and Regional 
Centers.” Global Environmental Politics 12 (3): 18–37. doi:10.1162/ 
GLEP_a_00121.

Selin, Henrik, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2015. “Broader, Deeper and 
Greener: European Union Environmental Politics, Policies, and 
Outcomes.” Annual Review of Environment and Resources 40 (1): 
309–35. doi:10.1146/annurev-environ-102014-021210.

302 A. OBYDENKOVA

https://doi.org/10.1080/00128775.2021.2024440
https://doi.org/10.1080/00128775.2021.2024440
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2020.1793584
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00124
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00124
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709686
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2015.1018898
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887100009369
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00350
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414016628270
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887115000428
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887115000428
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1994422
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-012-9160-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-012-9160-y
https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/pjt065
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2018.0070
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2018.0070
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiy147
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/publications/reducing-environmental-risks-belt-and-road-initiative-investments-transportation-infrastructure
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/publications/reducing-environmental-risks-belt-and-road-initiative-investments-transportation-infrastructure
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/publications/reducing-environmental-risks-belt-and-road-initiative-investments-transportation-infrastructure
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00125
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1554393
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943928
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943928
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2020.1745565
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-021-02770-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1995437
http://yris.yira.org/essays/3772
http://yris.yira.org/essays/3772
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028478
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028477
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028477
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12646
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqz080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2017.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954825
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954825
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709689
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709689
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943916
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2012.709690
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00469
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00121
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00121
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-102014-021210


Shyrokykh, Karina. 2021. “Why Climate? The Drivers of the European 
Union’s Climate Governance in Its Post-Soviet East European 
Neighbors.” Problems of Post-Communism 1–11. doi:10.1080/ 
10758216.2021.1974888.

Teese, Patrick. 2018, October 30. “Exploring the Environmental 
Repercussions of China’s Belt and Road Initiative.” 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute (EESI). Accessed 
December 2, 2021. https://www.eesi.org/articles/view/exploring- 
the-environmental-repercussions-of-chinas-belt-and-road-initiativ 

Tosun, J. 2011. “When the Grace Period Is Over: Assessing the New Member 
States’ Compliance with EU Requirements for Oil Stockholding.” Energy 
Policy 39 (11): 7156–64. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2011.08.035.

Tosun, Jale, and Mile Mišić. 2021. “Post-Communist Countries’ 
Participation in Global Forums on Climate Action.” Problems of Post- 
Communism 1–16. doi:10.1080/10758216.2021.1994423.

Tosun, Jale, and Karina Shyrokykh. 2021. “Leadership in High-level Forums 
on Energy Governance: China and Russia Compared.” Post-Communist 
Economies 1–24. doi:10.1080/14631377.2021.1964742.

Winslow, Margrethe. 2005. “Is Democracy Good for the Environment?” 
Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 48 (5): 771–83. 
doi:10.1080/09640560500183074.

Zawahri, Neda, and Erika Weinthal. 2014. “The World Bank and 
Negotiating the Red Sea and Dead Sea Water Conveyance Project.” 
Global Environmental Politics 14 (4): 55–74. doi:10.1162/GLEP_a_00257.

PROBLEMS OF POST-COMMUNISM 303

https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1974888
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1974888
https://www.eesi.org/articles/view/exploring-the-environmental-repercussions-of-chinas-belt-and-road-initiativ
https://www.eesi.org/articles/view/exploring-the-environmental-repercussions-of-chinas-belt-and-road-initiativ
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2011.08.035
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1994423
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1964742
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640560500183074
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00257

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Environmental Regionalism
	Political Regimes and Environmental Politics
	Environmental and Authoritarian Regionalism
	Contributions
	Autocratic Environmental Regionalism: The Role of Russia and China
	The Eurasian Development Bank (EDB) vs. The European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)
	The Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU)
	The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)
	The Arctic Council (AC) and Russia

	Democratic Environmental Regionalism: The EU and Post-Communist Eurasia
	The EU External Climate Governance and Former Soviet Republics (FSRs)
	EU Environmental Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and FSRs
	Global Forums on Climate Action and PCSs
	Emissions and PCSs: Impact of History and the EU


	Conclusion
	Notes
	Disclosure Statement
	ORCID
	References

