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Chapter 1: Introduction 

On October 17, 2009, President Mohamed Nasheed and eleven of his cabinet 

ministers convened to conduct business on the issue of climate change.  The Maldives, of 

which Nasheed was president from 2008 to 2012, is a country threatened by the adverse 

effects of climate change, namely sea level rise.  With the island nation standing at only 

an average of 7 feet above sea level, the anticipated sea level rise due to man-made 

climate change of between 2 and 2.6 feet over the next century proves a serious risk to 

the Maldives (BBC 2009; Horton et al. 2008).  President Nasheed’s cabinet meeting was 

focused strongly on climate policy as they drafted an emissions reductions proposal for 

heavy greenhouse gas (GhG) emitters at the Copenhagen Conference later that year 

(CNN 2009).  The meeting suffered from usual miscommunication setbacks that most 

meetings of a political nature do, but these were not due to the usual divergence of 

political preferences – it was because the meeting was held underwater, with all members 

in full SCUBA gear. 

While the main purpose of holding an underwater cabinet meeting was symbolic 

in nature, there was actually business conducted: the crafting of policy to prevent or adapt 

to the consequences of anthropogenic climate change.  The policy resulting from this 

cabinet meeting is a recent reflection of new, yet significant, developments in the debate 

over climate change.  Scholarly work on climate policy has been developing, too, beyond 

some of the early works that focused on interest-based explanations to explain states’ 

positions on climate change (Rowlands 1995).  After the signing of the Kyoto Protocol in 

1997 and its subsequent ratification by 191 United Nations member states, much of the 
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scholarly conversation shifted to focus on how effective this international agreement will 

be in reducing emissions of GhGs (Bohringer 2002; Buonanno et al. 2003; Orr 2006; 

Zahran et al. 2007).  Though Kyoto was a significant achievement in international policy 

alone, some of the most innovative policy developments dealing with the issue of climate 

change are taking place at the domestic level. 

Climate policymaking differs from country to country and there have been a 

variety of policy solutions introduced to combat the issue.  Many states, including the 

United Kingdom and the member states of the European Union, have adopted emissions 

trading schemes – or cap-and-trade – to help reduce emissions (Smith and Swierzbinski 

2007; Egenhofer 2007).  The climate policy pioneering extends to other policy tools as 

well: taxes on emissions (Kasahara et al. 2007), tax incentives for eco-friendly 

technology (Metcalf 2009), fuel efficiency in the transportation sector (Turchetta 2010), 

and energy efficiency and renewable energy production targets (Lenard 2009).  As I 

demonstrate throughout this work and in the next chapter particularly, the scholarly 

conversation about climate policy at the domestic level has lacked cohesion, comparison, 

and organization as a whole.  I organize and discuss climate policies according to their 

cost structure and significance, which allows me empirically investigate the differences in 

climate policy adoption and outcomes between wealthy states in following chapters.  The 

remainder of this chapter discusses the ways in which climate policy is distinct from 

environmental policy and some of the theoretical and empirical gaps within this 

literature.  Following that, I introduce the veto players theoretical framework, which 

motivates a large portion of this research, and discuss some of the related literature.  
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Finally, I give a brief chapter-by-chapter overview of how the remainder of this research 

project will proceed. 

 

Separating Climate Policy from Environmental Policy 

Our discussion of climate policy must be disassociated from other environmental 

policy.  On a basic level, these issue areas are related but the problems they are 

attempting to solve are decidedly different.  Anthropogenic, or man-made, climate 

change is caused by the release of GhGs – carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane, to wit 

– into the atmosphere by human activity (IPCC 2007; National Research Council 2010).  

The release of these GhGs traps solar energy into the atmosphere, which warms average 

global temperatures thereby causing melting of polar and glacial ice, acidification of the 

ocean, abnormal weather patterns, and possible sea level rise.  The human causes of 

climate change are generally related to our activities since the Industrial Revolution, such 

as heavy industry and manufacturing, energy and electricity generation from fossil fuels 

like coal, and transportation of goods and people utilizing petroleum based products as 

fuel.  When discussing environmental policy, issues of preventing biodiversity loss, 

hazardous substance disposal, and water quality – among others – are the foci of these 

policy actions (Helm 2000). 

Climate change policy is necessarily environmental policy, but not all 

environmental policy is necessarily climate change policy.  There are three main ways in 

which climate policy differs from other environmental policy.  First, climate change as an 

issue is necessarily global in scope as it is a global phenomenon.  Second, climate change 

policy has a higher threshold for passage and implementation than other environmental 
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policy because the sources of global warming are deeply integrated into our existing 

economic systems.  Finally, the estimated amount of resources involved in climate 

change mitigation and adaptation tends to outweigh those of land, air, water, and 

biodiversity quality.   

 The issue of climate change is an all-encompassing problem, affecting individuals 

and countries alike.  The consequences are also appropriately global as I mentioned 

above, with warmer average global temperatures and erratic weather patterns, not to 

mention the consequences of climate change to humans – especially those in poorer or 

developing nations (Martinez-Zarzoso and Maruotti 2011).  Other environmental 

problems, like certain air and water pollutions, tend to be relatively localized.  Disasters 

like the Exxon Valdez oil spill or even the more recent and expansive Deepwater Horizon 

oil well blow-out still remain localized disasters in comparison to rising sea levels that 

would affect those equally in the South Pacific as in Louisiana or the Caribbean (Selin 

and VanDeveer 2013).   

 Because climate change is a problem whose causes are so deeply integrated into 

our daily lives, it differs from other environmental problems.  The degree to which the 

causes of climate change are commingled into our lives is substantial: almost 2/3
rds

 of 

GhG emissions come from energy use alone (Ackerman, Kozul-Wright, and Vos 2012).
1
   

Climate policy has a higher threshold for passage, as some states have good 

environmental policy records, excepting climate change.  Haq and Paul describe the 

United States as having “been less effective in addressing climate change compared with 

issues associated with clean air, water, wilderness, and wildlife,” (2012, p. 22).  Also, 

                                                 
1
 By energy use, this figure includes such mundane activities like transportation, manufacturing and 

construction, and energy generation. 
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non-climate change related environmental damage has more tangible consequences, 

which give even entrenched opposing interests a reason for policy change.  The 1952 

Deadly London Smog that killed over 4000 people prompted policy change in the UK 

despite the Conservative government’s stance that, “[T]here were no votes to be gained 

from scouring the atmosphere,” (Enloe 1975, p. 25).  The smog was caused by coal 

particulates in the air and regulation of their emission was needed.  The government 

eventually relented and passed the Clean Air Act of 1956.  This makes environmental 

problems different than climate change in a key way; when there is a demonstrated cause 

and effect, it is much easier to rally public and political support for a policy meant to 

correct the problem. 

 The final difference between climate policy and environmental policy has to do 

with the resources allocated and estimated to be spent for the respective policies.  

Comparable numbers for climate policy versus other environmental policies are hard to 

come by, but by looking at the United States we can arrive at some rough estimates for 

overall costs.  Costs for environmental protection are estimated to be around 2% of 

annual US gross domestic product (GDP) (Morgenstern, Pizer, and Shih 1998). While 

this figure is over a decade old, we can assume its stability as a proportion of GDP as no 

significant environmental policies have been passed in the interim.  A piece by Ackerman 

et al. (2009) estimates that simply adapting to the effects of climate change will consume 

upwards of 2.6% of GDP by 2100.  This figure is likely low because they do not figure in 

costs of climate change mitigation, which are mostly the policies discussed in this 

research.  As the US spends ever growing amounts of its economic output on major 

renewables and energy efficiency projects this figure will likely be higher. 
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Climate change policy needs separate analysis from environmental policy.  Due to 

climate policy’s global scope, higher threshold for passage, and resource intensity, the 

explanations used for other environmental policies are not adequate or appropriate and 

this is why I devote special attention to climate policy.  From this point of departure, our 

next question revolves around what exactly influences climate policy adoption and 

outcomes.  The answer to this question is taken on by several different approaches – 

economic, social/mass mobilization, political/ideological, and institutional.  Though these 

approaches have merit, I contest that these theoretical streams are unnecessarily separated 

as institutional explanations encapsulate the essence of the other approaches.   In Chapter 

3, I discuss in greater detail how institutions are a reflection of social, political, and 

economic preferences and how studying institutions allows me to tap into all of these 

factors without having to adopt several theoretical models.  In turn, political institutions 

used by a state shape society and policy and thus, have the broadest explanatory power in 

determining differences in policy.  Herein lays the puzzle that I seek to solve in the 

course of this research: how exactly do political institutions impact climate policy 

adoption? Do the policies adopted have an impact on outcomes, mediating the effect of 

institutions on outcomes?  Research regarding this question indicates some broad effects, 

but there are still theoretical and empirical gaps. 

 

A Brief Discussion of Climate Policy Research and Veto Players Theory 

The research on climate policy is instructive, yet it is pockmarked with theoretical 

and empirical lacunae.  Battig and Bernauer (2009) show that democracies are able to 

talk-the-talk by committing to emissions reductions but do not walk-the-walk in actually 
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reducing their GhG emissions.  A literature focuses on the regime dimension (i.e. 

autocracy vs. democracy), mostly finding that democracies are beneficial to the 

environment (Bernauer and Koubi 2009), but this misses the rich institutional diversity 

that exists within democracies themselves.  Other reviews of climate policy leave us with 

only a partial understanding of how a specific political institutional arrangement, like 

federalism, may or may not encourage climate policy adoption (Brown 2012).  This 

leaves questions about other institutions, though – what about presidents, legislatures, 

electoral rules, et cetera?   As the world’s highest democratic emitter of GhGs, the United 

States has been the subject of lamentations regarding its persistent performance as a 

climate policy laggard (Selin and VanDeveer 2007).  But this belies the fact that there are 

other countries, similar in social, political, and economic composition that are doing 

something about climate change.  Finally, finding citations drawing distinctions between 

the various types of climate policy has proven unrealizable as most authors tend to focus 

on one or a few climate policies without any substantial effort to organize climate policy 

in a meaningful way.  Much of the literature contains a smattering of inchoate theoretical 

postulations, without any serious attempts to apply an overarching theoretical framework 

to explain differences in climate policy adoption.  It is crucial that we understand the 

differences in climate policy adoption between countries as it has ramifications on the 

climate outcomes produced.  We also gain a better understanding of why some countries 

are reticent to pass more climate policies and to learn how climate policy advocates may 

be more successful in their efforts to get climate policy laggards to act more on the issue.  

One way of getting at this is to examine the institutional roadblocks these policies must 

overcome to pass into law. 
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I use the veto players (VP) theory as conceived by George Tsebelis in his efforts 

to explain policy adoption rates in legislatures (1995; 1999; 2002).  I take this approach 

because the central premise of the theory is both elegant and parsimonious: the more veto 

players there are, the more difficult it is to change the status quo (i.e. adopt policy).  This 

allows me to have one simple theoretical explanation to deal with the myriad institutional 

structures of the states in my sample, rather than having to theorize for each institution 

type.  The VP approach is used because it is the approach best suited for my conception 

of how institutions impede climate policy.  Institutions act as barriers to policy change, 

and when layered as such, each successive institution provides an opportunity to block 

policy.  Of the institutional approaches available to me, VP theory gives me the most 

purchase on explaining dissimilar climate policy in the way institutions are conceived of 

in my research. 

 My use of the veto players approach advantageous as it corrects for the 

theoretical issues mentioned above.  First, VP theory incorporates the broadest array of 

political institutions and is best at analyzing variation on this dimension within 

democracies.  It speaks to both rigid institutions like presidential or bicameral structures 

and flexible institutions such as party ideology and control of government.  Given the 

similar social, political, and economic composition of the states in my study, political 

institutions are the one systematic variant we can use to show that more layers of 

institutions limits policy change.  The use of VP theory in this study can help explain 

laggards like the US as well.  As I show in the empirics later on, states with more veto 

points will adopt less climate policy.  Countries adopting fewer climate policies will, in 

turn, have higher emissions; VP theory as used in this work gives me the ability to 
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examine each veto point to determine how combinations of institutions lead to lower 

adoption rates and thus, higher emissions.  VP theory also provides a compelling 

argument when distinguishing between climate policy types and significance.  It allows 

me to make and test generalizable hypotheses about institutional effects on specific 

policies without having to make adjustments or exceptions for certain institutional types 

and their effect on certain policies.  This allows for others to replicate my work, apply it 

to other policy areas, or extend it to a different set of countries to determine if my use of 

the theory is correct or not. 

While VP theory is not wholly new to the field of climate policy research (see 

Duffield and Hankla 2011; Fredricksson and Millimet 2004; 2007; Stadelmann-Steffan 

2011), I endeavor to improve upon the existing works.  The one major oversight in these 

works is that they commit the folly of using single or pairwise comparisons of institutions 

with no comprehensive inclusion of other institutions that could veto policy.  This is the 

main reason Tsebelis developed the VP approach in the first place.  This study adds to the 

existing VP framework by being as inclusive as possible, institutionally speaking.  I 

address oversights in the climate literature that uses VP theory by including elements of 

presidentialism, interest group structures, and the judiciary.  Another issue with some of 

the VP-framed research is that it directly links VPs to outcomes (Cao and Prakash 2012; 

Duffield and Hanlka 2011) without exploring what occurs between – policy adoption.  I 

frame adopted policy as the variable that intervenes between the effect of VPs and 

outcomes.  My research builds a stronger theoretical and empirical linkage between VPs 

and outcomes by investigating the effectiveness of adopted climate policy on outcomes.   
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 As I inveighed above, the literature does nothing to organize climate policy 

according to the basic similarities and distinctions they possess.  This has been 

detrimental to our understanding of climate policy.  In a practical sense, the lack of 

organization of climate policy has created a bias in the literature towards cap-and-trade 

and/or carbon taxation, while leaving us with little understanding of other climate policy 

tools like grants/subsidies, loans and guarantees, and tax expenditures.  In scholarly 

pursuits, the lack of a method for organizing climate policy only lets us know how 

institutions affect climate policy in general; climate policy encompasses many different 

tools and without any distinction between their types and significance we are unable to 

discern differences amongst climate policies, leaving us with a shallow understanding of 

the policy area. 

I redress this imbalance by categorizing climate policies according to their cost 

structure – are costs of the policies imposed on a small few or are they distributed over a 

wider population?  Related to the lack of distinction between types of climate policies is 

that no research to date explores differences between major and minor climate policies. In 

the context of my theory, this is a significant dichotomy to explore as VPs may be more 

willing to adopt minor policies than major policies.  I am then able to test the 

effectiveness of these differing policies, which would create a stronger causal link 

between institutions and outcomes: if institutions affect which policies are adopted, and 

some of these policies are more effective than others, then institutions can be indirectly 

implicated in affecting outcomes.  Advocates for reducing humanity’s impact on the 

climate will find this useful as it can give them a way to correct policy inactivity at the 
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source – institutions – and to more successfully pass policies that will have a real impact 

on reducing GhG emissions. 

Empirically, my research on political institutions and climate policy extends the 

field by utilizing new data.  The most significant oversight in climate policy research is 

the lack of a dataset focused specifically on climate policy adoption.  A hallmark of this 

research is my use of novel data where I compiled the climate policy record in 23 wealthy 

democracies between 1996 and 2010.  These data are essential to answering my first and 

second research question on how institutions influence climate policy adoption, and 

which policies are more effective at reducing emissions.  No climate change studies 

looking at climate policy outcomes apply adopted climate policy data to explore how the 

policies adopted may impact outcomes.  My work helps to clarify the linkages identified 

about VPs and outcomes in the scholarly literature as they tend to frame VPs as directly 

impacting outcomes, while I see adopted policy as the variable intervening between the 

effect of one on the other. 

 The notions introduced in this section of my research are more fully fleshed out in 

the subsequent chapters.  Chapter 2 is where I develop the concept of climate change 

policy further.  This chapter also provides a basic definitional understanding of climate 

policy.  Furthermore, I am able to categorize climate policy into seven basic policy tools 

that are used in public policy for all kinds of issues; from here I re-aggregate these policy 

tools into two categories of climate policy: concentrated and distributed cost policies.  I 

also delineate the differences between major and minor climate policy.  Chapter 2 

explores the data compiled in the Going Green dataset to give us a better idea as to which 

types and significance of climate policy countries adopt.  I show that states have widely 
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differing climate policy programs, with climate policy types and significance varying 

from country to country.  This serves to set up my research questions for empirical 

chapters later on in this work. 

 The third chapter of this research project focuses mainly on defining and 

describing the veto players theory as it pertains to climate policy adoption.  In this 

chapter, I discuss the basic tenants of the theory and previous applications of it in other 

areas of policy and climate policy as well.  After that, I discuss each of the political 

institutions that count as veto players and I expound on the mechanisms which makes 

them theoretically relevant for inclusion.  I wrap the chapter up by using two comparative 

case studies – one of the United States and United Kingdom, the other Canada and 

Germany – to exemplify how these institutions become veto points in actual practice. 

 Chapter 4 focuses primarily on providing empirical evidence that more veto 

players reduce the proportion of adopted policies related to climate change.  I apply the 

general principles laid out by VP theory to my climate policy data to determine if this 

notion has any factual merit.  The distinctions between concentrated and distributed cost 

climate policy, as well as major and minor policies are tested to determine how, if at all, 

VPs impact their rate of usage amongst countries in their climate policy portfolio.  To get 

evidence for these assumptions, I use longitudinal statistical modeling to determine how 

VPs affect climate policy adoption over time.  I find that, generally, states with more VPs 

adopt fewer climate policies and that the number of VPs also affects usage rates of major 

and minor policies, with more VPs leading to lower and higher rates, respectively. 

 The final empirical chapter deals with the relationship between the policies 

adopted and their effectiveness in climate policy outcomes.  Specifically, Chapter 5 
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focuses on providing evidence to support my hypothesis that states adopting more climate 

policy, as well as using concentrated cost and major policy at higher rates, will have 

lower per capita GhG emissions along three different indicators.  Testing the 

effectiveness of certain climate policies, and climate policy activity in general, helps me 

to draw a line of causality that VPs impact policy adoption which impacts outcomes.  I 

utilize commonly implemented time-series, cross-sectional statistical models and various 

robustness and sensitivity analyses to determine policy effectiveness.  I also test to see if 

climate policies have a greater effect on reducing emissions as time goes on from their 

adoption.  I find some evidence that states who adopt more climate policies will have 

lower emissions of carbon dioxide, on average, but find no empirical support related to 

concentrated cost and major climate policy adoption and outcomes, or for the effect of 

climate policies reducing GhGs more over time.  Following Chapter 5, I briefly 

summarize the contributions of my research as it pertains to climate policy and 

comparative research. I also summarize some of the policy and political implications 

from this research, and give some indication of where this vein of research can be 

extended in future studies. 
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Chapter 2 – So Much More than Kyoto: Defining, Categorizing, and 

Exploring Climate Policy in Advanced Industrial Democracies 

Climate change policy is increasingly at the center of political debates globally.  

With the concentration of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere approaching 400 parts 

per million (up from its 280 ppm concentration of pre-Industrial levels), the global 

average temperature has risen 1.4 degrees Fahrenheit since 1880.
2
  Because of the impact 

this may have on global weather patterns, polar ice retention, sea-levels, and the overall 

human population, governments have taken steps to adopt and execute policies meant to 

mitigate the impact of climate change.
3
   

The focus of this research is on domestic climate policy.  Climate policy research 

has suffered in a few ways because of a lack of cross-national comparison and too heavy 

a focus on the Kyoto Protocol, cap-and-trade schemes, and carbon taxes. This incorrectly 

intimates that these are the main courses of policy action for climate change.  The 

academic discussion around these climate policies has yet to engage in a coherent and in-

depth discourse on other climate policies.  I improve upon this by refocusing climate 

policy research on the specific tools commonly used in the public policies of the 

countries in this study.  Our understanding of what differentiates climate policies in the 

eyes of political actors is thusly limited.  The extant research is weak on discerning 

differences between climate policies which may be related on their ability to be passed.  

This oversight affects the empirical research around climate policy adoption and 

                                                 
2
 NASA Earth Observatory (http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Features/CarbonCycle/page5.php) 

3
 Though there is a veritable consensus that climate change is real and is caused by humans – Anderegg et 

al. (2010) show that between 97 and 98% of climate researchers agree to that statement – there is still a 

small contingent of scientists and policymakers who do not.  Because the scientific literature and analyses 

demonstrate climate change as a real phenomenon, this dissertation operates under that premise. 
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outcomes such that there is little research on how policy and institutions interact, which I 

investigate in subsequent chapters. 

 The purpose of this chapter is to build a greater depth of understanding of climate 

policy.  First, I give climate change policy a concise definition for the context of this 

research.  Second, I argue that the conversation around climate change policy has been 

unnecessarily constrained to the Kyoto Protocol (see Axelrod, VanDeveer, and Downie 

2011), carbon taxes, and/or cap-and-trade systems (Ekins and Barker 2001).  Third, 

conceptual depth and clarity is added by organizing climate policy through a policy tools 

approach (see Salamon 2002).  The policy tools approach allows us to detail the specific 

mechanisms within a policy that may affect its adoption and their impact on climate 

outcomes.  One mechanism this research elucidates on is the cost structure of the climate 

policy – the concentration on a few or distribution over the broader populace. 

Public policy that concentrates costs on a few actors tends to be less politically 

popular (Champney 1988), which adds more difficulty to its passage. This is especially 

true for policies dealing with the environment where costs are concentrated on the voices 

most readily heard (Loomis 2000).  In my coding of climate policies, using the cost 

structure of a policy is the strongest way to organize them.  Who bears the costs of a 

policy is easily identified when examining climate legislation, as statutes usually describe 

specifically who the law applies to.  Also, using cost structure as the key coding 

dimension allows for conceptual integrity.  Others try to organize their policies on a 

dimension of visibility (see Hacker 2002), but clearly defining the dividing line between 

low and high visibility policies is much less straightforward than it is with cost structure.  
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Below, I elaborate on how concentrated cost policies generate an active resistance to the 

policy’s passage, which occurs in the political institutions of a country. 

 Along with adding the notion of cost structure to climate policy, I code the 

climate policies in this study according to their ‘major’ or ‘minor’ status.  I advance the 

discussion on how political conflict may differ between the two, much in the ways that 

cost structure does as well.  In doing so, I set up the theoretical logic to test Lindblom’s 

(1959) assertion that policy change is more likely to be incremental than non-

incremental.  The data show that minor policies are used more than major policies, as 

minor climate policies are less disruptive to the status quo.   

 After discussing climate policy tools in the context of cost structures and their 

significant or incremental status, I explore the data for variation in climate policy.  

Differences are highlighted and discussed regarding overall climate policy passage rates, 

aggregate usage of policy tools in the total sample and over time, use of major versus 

minor policies, and policy tool utilization by country. Like Christopher Howard’s (2007) 

research on the American welfare state, I demonstrate that there are more policy tools 

used to mitigate climate change than the previous literature indicates.  This is essential 

for the statistical analyses of climate policy and political institutions in Chapters 4 and 5 

as I have theoretical reason to believe that concentrated cost and distributed cost policies 

are passed at different rates and impact different outcomes.  The same reasoning applies 

to major and minor policies too.  Finally, some concluding remarks are made before we 

move into the discussion of the theory that drives this research in Chapter 3. 
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II. Climate Change Policy: A Definition and the Policy Tools Approach  

 As stated in the introduction, climate policy is distinctive from environmental 

policy and is worthy of independent inquiry.  Climate policy in this research is focused 

on the domestic level of policymaking, something which has been neglected in much 

previous research.  Previous work defines climate change policy as, “any action taken by 

any region, nation, community or individual to tackle or manage environmental change, 

in anticipation of that change or after change has occurred,” (Tompkins and Adger 2005, 

p. 564).  My research focuses primarily on climate policy passed at the national level for 

ease of comparison and to alter the conventional wisdom that most climate policy action 

takes place at the international level.  For the purposes of this research, I define climate 

policy as any policy approved at the national level designed or intended to mitigate GhG 

emissions or adapt to the consequences of their release.
4
  This definition stems from the 

notion that a country’s stance on climate policy is based around domestic concerns 

(Rowlands 1995).  While my research does not neglect international agreements to 

prevent climate change, I seek to refocus the gaze of climate policy towards the domestic 

level, where most climate policy action is occurring. 

 Once the phenomenon climate change was evidenced by the scientific community 

in the 1980s, advanced industrialized democracies have been focusing political energy on 

reducing their contribution to climate change (Brunner 2001).  These countries have 

adopted and implemented a range of different climate change policies to improve climate 

                                                 
4
 There may be questions about whether or not to include climate change adaptation in the definition of 

climate policy.  First, veritably all policies in my dataset are focused on mitigation over adaptation.  There 

has not been a strong push from countries to start thinking about living in a climate changed world.  

Second, I want my definition to be as broad and inclusive of climate policies as possible.  As we see in the 

conclusion, climate policy scholars are beginning to emphasize adaptation.  Should a spate of adaptation 

policies be adopted in the near future, I want my definition to be flexible enough to include those into my 

dataset. 
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outcomes.  Existing climate studies neglect these domestic actions and overemphasize 

international agreements like the Kyoto Protocol or other policy schemes like cap-and-

trade or carbon taxes.  The Kyoto Protocol has spawned much research as it set the 

precedent for global cooperation on the issue of climate change.
5
 Much scholarly work 

has been done on Kyoto, identifying its major components and critiquing its 

shortcomings (Parson and Fisher-Vanden 1999; Barker and Ekins 2004; Boston 2008).  

As the implementation phase of Kyoto drew to a close in 2012, renegotiations are set to 

take place.  The sheen of Kyoto has worn off with time, and scholars have begun to shift 

their focus onto other climate change policies, namely cap-and-trade schemes and carbon 

taxes (Ekins and Barker 2001).  Authors have speculated that domestic policy action may 

prove the most effective way of addressing climate change beyond Kyoto (Bahn 2001).  

Though there is skepticism about the political feasibility and economic prudence of 

carbon taxes and cap-and-trade schemes (Hahn 2009), these policy options hold court in 

the majority of academic discussion.  While these policies are important, they present a 

misleading picture of climate policy in general. 

This research addresses policies designed for mitigating or adapting to climate 

change but have been overlooked by the prior literature.  Similarly, the omission of 

certain policies provided the basis for Christopher Howard’s research on welfare policy 

in The Welfare State Nobody Knows (2007).  He was frustrated that the focus of scholarly 

research was almost entirely about direct cash transfers from the government to 

individuals.  Howard argues that the welfare state is also comprised of other policy tools 

besides direct payments, such as tax expenditures, loan guarantees, and social regulation.  

                                                 
5
 Signed in December 1997 in Kyoto, Japan, 37 industrialized nations dedicated themselves to reducing 

their GhG emissions from 5% of 1990 levels between 2008 and 2012 (UNFCCC 1997). 



19 

 

Much as my study does for climate policy, he theorizes that institutions like federalism, 

lobbying, and aspects of partisanship influence the adoption of these tools.  He indicates 

that policy tools are largely hidden from the public view, like tax expenditures (i.e. the 

Earned Income Tax Credit in the U.S.), and once these policy tools are accounted for 

countries like the U.S. looks less like a welfare state laggard.  My reason for utilizing a 

policy tools approach is much the same in that the focus of climate policy scholars has 

tended towards regulation frameworks like cap-and-trade or revenue generation through 

carbon taxation. 

Cap-and-trade and carbon tax policies are large, complex public policies and the 

literature focuses almost exclusively on them.  When states have not adopted these 

policies – like the U.S. or Japan – the impression is that they are climate policy laggards.  

When using a policy tools approach, we have a more expansive view of climate policy 

and we see that some countries may not adopt policies like cap-and-trade or carbon taxes 

in favor of other tools like loan guarantees, grants and subsidies, and tax expenditures.  

Identifying all the policy tools used by countries corrects this erroneous conception of 

climate policy and creates a framework for more detailed investigation. 

 Another significant contribution of my research is to distinguish between the cost 

structures of the climate policy tools.  This allows us to test how political institutions 

affect their adoption, and how those adopted policies impact outcomes.  The climate 

change literature vigorously debates the merits and detriments of climate policies, but 

there is little in the way of a coherent discussion of why some policies are passed more 

often than others and how effective these policies are at affecting outcomes.  By dividing 

climate policy tools according to whether the cost is concentrated to specific entities in a 
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country or distributed amongst the whole, we gain purchase on answering these 

questions.  The cost structure dimension is borrowed from the literature on policy 

typologies and uses it as the causal mechanism to explain why some policies are adopted 

more than others, and how they impact outcomes. 

 It is important to make distinctions amongst policy tools because some types of 

tools distribute cost differently, which changes the nature of political conflict.  

Compartmentalizing and typologizing policy is common in policy scholarship, as with 

Lowi’s (1964; 1972) four types of policy: distributive, regulative, redistributive, and 

constituent.  Wilson (1973), however, criticizes Lowi’s typology because of policies that 

straddle multiple types, place too much emphasis on certain players in the policy process, 

and a lack of a cost structure dimension which determines conflict amongst groups (see 

pgs. 335-336).  Wilson’s concern about policy cost structures and political conflict is 

incorporated in this research as the concentration of costs of climate policy on the few or 

distribution amongst the many. 

 Cost structure is an important area to distinguish climate policy as it has a strong 

bearing on political activity.  Costs are felt more acutely by those affected than when 

benefits are realized.  Indeed, research shows that humans are more sensitive to costs than 

benefits in their decision-making (Kahneman and Tversky 1979).  Regarding the issue of 

climate change, the benefits are much more diffuse and are considered public goods 

(Milinsky et al. 2006) meaning tangible costs imposed often outweigh the intangible 

benefits gained.  Activism for and against environmental issues has a tradition of being 

rooted in cost – either ecological or economic – and group action is spurred by concerns 

over cost (Wilson 2000).  Coupling the policy tools approach of Howard and the cost 
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structure dimension from Wilson allows me to arrive at testable cause and effect 

hypotheses, namely that concentrated cost policies will be used less than distributed cost 

policies and that they will be more effective at reducing GhG emissions. 

I categorize domestic climate policy into seven specific policy tools commonly 

used by governments to achieve outcomes.  These tools – taxes/fees/charges, tradable 

permits, social regulation, grants/subsidies, loans & guarantees, tax expenditures, and 

public information policies – are used by governments to adapt to and mitigate the 

consequences of climate change.  I discuss in more detail how costs are concentrated or 

distributed on entities subject to the provisions of the law, and I provide reasoning on 

why some tools concentrate costs on a few heavy emitters and why some costs are 

distributed amongst the population at large.   

 

III. Climate Policy Tools and Cost Concentration-Distribution 

 The seven policy tools identified in this research range from direct government 

transfers of resources to the extraction of resources from certain groups.  The general 

definitions of policy tools are taken from various works in Lester M. Salamon’s edited 

volume The Tools of Government (2002). These policy tools can be further subdivided 

into how the costs they incur are distributed widely or concentrated on a few entities.   

The cost concentration-distribution dynamic can influence the usage of some policy tools 

over others.  This section describes in further detail the seven policy tools in this research 

and how those tools either concentrate or distribute costs and their possible effectiveness 

in reducing emissions. 
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Concentrated Cost Climate Policy Tools  

The first set of tools discussed is generally understood as concentrated cost 

climate policy tools.  They are taxes/fees/charges, tradable permits, and social 

regulation.  Climate taxes/fees/charges as policy tools are commonly known by the 

general term ‘green taxes’, which tax things like carbon emissions, electricity usage, and 

fuel.  These taxes are specifically tied to an activity that releases GhGs and may only 

apply to major emitters who will also pay substantially higher totals because of their 

larger impact on the environment, though carbon leakage may occur.
 6

 

In economic theory, green taxes force emitters to ‘internalize’ the cost of negative 

externalities (i.e. GhG emissions) resulting from daily economic activities (Endres 2011).  

Sinclair (2011), however, argues that green taxes would only reduce emissions if there 

were no transaction costs to their usage, but since any tax necessarily implies a 

transaction cost they will be ineffective.  The effectiveness of this policy tool on 

outcomes hinges on how many exemptions are made; Lin and Li (2011) find that the 

effectiveness of carbon taxes in Denmark, Sweden, and the Netherlands are reduced 

because of the significant exemptions they made.  An earlier work by Larsen and 

Nesbakken (1997) shows that carbon taxes on oil consumption reduced emissions in 

Norway between three and four percent between 1987 and 1994.  Green taxes may also 

be effective because of ‘revenue recycling’. This is when revenue from green taxes is 

used to finance renewable energy development, energy efficiency drives, and other eco-

                                                 
6
 Carbon leakage is when unequal climate policies of different countries cause heavy emitting businesses 

and industry to move to countries where climate policies cost less to comply to, thus negating any positive 

gains made by passing proactive climate change mitigation policy. 
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friendly activities.
7
  Indeed, Timilsina, Csodas, and Mevel (2011) find revenue recycling 

is effective at reducing emissions by increasing biofuel usage and production. 

 The second concentrated cost climate policy tool is tradable permits schemes.  

Tradable permit schemes (usually known as cap-and-trade) synthesize a market by setting 

limits on GhG emissions, creating an allocation and permit scheme for GhGs and their 

emitters, and allowing them to buy/sell/trade those permits as needed (Read 1994).  Cap-

and-trade schemes are a widely discussed method of dealing with climate change.  They 

benefit those who emit below their allocation and positively incentivize those who emit 

more than their allocation limit by giving them time to make adjustments for compliance 

(Cordes 2002).  Cap-and-trade schemes may be successful due to ease of monitoring and 

by providing some measureable amount of success or failure (Ekins and Barker 2001). 

Cap and trade policies have been used before and are currently expanding – 

especially in Europe.  Under the amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990 in the United 

States, an emissions trading scheme was created for sulfur emissions and has been 

successful in reducing them (Ackerman 2009).  For carbon emissions, the European 

Union devised the Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) in 2005 for member states.  The 

European Commission (2011) reports that the system has been successful thus far as 

carbon emissions have fallen an average of 8% since the ETS was established, though 

there have been difficulties with the program.
8
 

The final concentrated cost climate policy tool is social regulation.  These tools 

generally constrain actions that harm individual or social health, safety, and well-being 

                                                 
7
 This is a recent phenomenon, though and the effectiveness of these policies depends on whether revenue 

recycling occurs.  Ackerman et al. (2012) indicate that many green taxes – especially in OECD countries – 

are funneled directly into general revenue streams.   
8
 Firms involved in the ETS have reason to withhold long term investment in the program as prices of 

carbon under the ETS have been more volatile than stock market indices (Nell, Semmler, and Rezai 2009). 



24 

 

(May 2002).  Social regulation used in climate policy creates rules to influence outcomes, 

set standards or goals, and to sanction those in violation and is well-used among the states 

in my sample.  New Zealand’s Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act of 2000 gives 

power to the appropriate cabinet portfolio to set energy efficiency standards and levy 

fines to those in non-compliance of up to $10,000 NZD per instance of violation.  

Australia’s Mandatory Renewable Energy Target (MRET) falls into this definition.  The 

MRET was adopted in 2009 and sets a goal of 20% of end-use electricity to come from 

renewable sources by 2020 with violators subject to monetary sanctions for failing to 

meet the target (Jones 2010).  MRET’s are noted to be effective at increasing renewable 

energy production; adopted only at the sub-national level in the US, MRETs have helped 

increase renewable energy production in states that have this policy (Carley 2009), which 

reduce emissions by displacing GhG-intensive energy generation. 

Green taxes are cost concentrated as these charges focus primarily on heavy 

emitters like manufacturing, heavy industry, transportation, and electricity generation not 

the populace in general.  Permit trading schemes and social regulations levy much of the 

costs on the same producers, just by other means: cap-and-trade for specific sectors of the 

economy, renewable energy targets for utilities, and efficiency requirements for 

manufacturers.  The literature indicates that these tools concentrate cost by the response 

of those who bear the costs.  When these policies are in the political discourse, they 

generate high levels of conflict and resistance by businesses and interest groups 

(Ackerman et al. 2012; Mathys and de Melo 2011).  Indeed, Press and Mazmanian (2012) 

agree that new and expansive climate change regulations activate a vociferous response 
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from business and industry seeking to prevent policy passage or to roll back existing 

regulations. 

With organized pressure, I expect that political institutions would be sensitive to 

the passage of these policies.  More political institutions would more avenues for these 

interests to expand the scope of conflict in order to defeat the passage of the policy 

(Schattschneider 1960).  With costs concentrated on a few entities possessing significant 

resources and access to political channels, I expect green taxes, cap-and-trade schemes, 

and social climate regulations to be used less than policies where costs are distributed.  

The research cited about also indicates that these policies may be more effective at 

reducing emissions.  While I expect these policies to be adopted less than distributed cost 

policies, the literature indicates they will have a greater impact on emissions reduction, 

which I explore further in Chapter 5. 

 

Distributed Cost Climate Policy Tools  

Corresponding to concentrated cost policy tools are those where cost is dispersed 

amongst a wider group, usually the public in general.  These policy tools are comprised 

of grants/subsidies, loans & guarantees, tax expenditures, and public information 

policies. These policies simultaneously give some sort of benefit or service to groups of 

the population while not directly transferring resources from one group to another 

(Anderson 2006).  Grants and subsidies as pertains to climate policy are commonly used 

to provide incentives for engaging in eco-friendly behavior.  A subsidy known as a feed-

in tariff (FIT), which guarantees grid access and a price premium for all renewable 

energy, has been developed and met with a degree of success in countries like Denmark 
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and Germany (Lipp 2007).  Special subsidies also exist for specific types of renewable 

energy like wind and solar to help spur growth and investment (Metcalf and Weisbach 

2012). 

 Grants are also popular as a method to combat climate change, and are often used 

to increase the energy efficiency of consumers, which is crucial in “…reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions, enhancing economic performance, and improving the quality 

of our lives…” (Convery 2011, p. 172).  Research shows that more energy efficiency 

policies are related to increases in renewable energy production (Marques and Fuinhas 

2011).  Of the data I collected, there were numerous instances of state grants provided to 

qualifying individuals to incentivize the use of high-efficiency items like ground-source 

heat pumps, windows, or water heating units. 

The second major distributive policy tool is direct government loans and loan 

guarantees.  Loans and loan guarantees usually provide capital to invest in projects that 

are difficult to gather resources for either because of the large amount of the loan or 

guarantee needed or due to the high risk of the project.  These have been utilized to some 

degree in climate policy, though not extensively.  In the United States, the Department of 

Energy’s Clean Renewable Energy Bonds (CREBs) are an example of direct loans paid 

out to spur investment and development in renewable energy generation projects. 

The third distributed cost climate policy tool is tax expenditures.  A tax 

expenditure is when the government forgoes tax revenue that it is otherwise entitled to by 

giving a tax reduction, credit, or exemption to individuals or companies engaging in a 

specific and desired behavior (Howard 2007).  These are effectively a hidden transfer of 

benefits as no actual resources exchange hands; those benefitting from these expenditures 
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get to keep more money than they otherwise would have.  As early as 1997, Germany 

passed the Law Accounting for Pollution Taxation on Vehicles which taxed vehicles 

according to their pollution emissions, with the least polluting having lower taxation 

rates.  The Germans did this to modify consumer behavior towards energy efficient 

vehicles that emit fewer GhGs. 

Public information policies are the final distributed cost climate policy tool. 

Public information policies are used to disseminate information held by the state to the 

general public to impact an outcome (Weiss 2002). This tool focuses on providing open 

access to climate change date (i.e. emissions, non-compliance, etc.) for various levels of 

analysis, like firms, municipalities, provinces/states, and at the national level.  Signatories 

to the Aarhus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation, and Access to 

Justice in Environmental Matters have passed laws to ensure access to those data. 

Another way public information policy tools are used to combat climate change is 

through product labeling.  For example, the Energy Star label in the U.S. is placed on 

products and appliances to indicate their energy efficiency.  The European Union and 

other states have adopted a similar program as well.  The purpose of these policies is to 

provide the consumer with information on the product’s efficiency to push them towards 

energy efficient and eco-friendly products.  These programs are not expensive to adopt 

and what little cost incurred is distributed widely amongst the public. 

 Grants/subsidies, loans and guarantees, tax expenditures, and public information 

policy tools all have a distributed cost structure when compared to green taxes, permit 

trading schemes, and social regulations.  Funds for grants, subsidies, loans and guarantees 

tend to be dispersed from the general budget of the national government, or from 
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government-funded agencies/ministries.  Tax expenditures are a way to let the citizens to 

keep more of their own money and the cost is borne by the government, though in an 

indirect way.  Public information policies have a low cost to begin with and funding for 

these programs also comes from the central government.  Generally, these policy tools 

represent the ‘goodies’ that elected officials can secure to benefit their constituency.   

Distributed cost climate policy tools align with elected officials’ main impulse for 

reelection; in the tradition of Mayhew (1974), politicians are incentivized to claim credit 

for benefits they have brought to their district or a prominent constituency.  Elected 

officials have to point to tangible results for their constituents, and what better way than 

to point to direct resource allocations?  In the way that cost concentrated tools have 

strong voices in their opposition, distributed cost tools have strong voices advocating 

their adoption.  In the United Kingdom energy efficiency interest groups have firmly 

ensconced themselves into the policy process (Toke 2000).  Their advocacy has largely 

been for the distributed cost climate policy tools discussed above.  I contend that these 

policy tools have less resistance and more public and political support for their passage, 

though they will be less effective at reducing emissions than concentrated cost policies. 

Figure 2.1 summarizes the policy tools as categorized above. 

     Figure 2.1: 
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Major and Minor Climate Policy 

 This work also distinguishes between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ policies.  Political 

scientists have been concerned with the dynamics of incremental and substantial policy 

change.  Charles Lindblom (1959) theorized that most policy change is ‘disjointed 

incrementalism’: trial and error, minor adjustments, and few major disruptions to the 

status quo.  Distinguishing between major and minor policies is important for several 

reasons, some pertaining to the incremental policy change literature and some directly 

related to the study at hand. 

 Demarcating between major and minor policies is an important addition to the 

body of literature on policy change, especially considering the debate on the issue.  

Empirical findings from scholars support Lindblom’s assertion with empirical evidence 

in the context of the U.S. federal budget (Wildavsky 1964).  Miller (2006) also finds that 

incremental and non-incremental policy change on Medicaid reimbursement depends on 

state-level factors and the federal government, respectively.  Anderson and Harbridge 

(2010) disagree with the conventional wisdom on incrementalism and argue that most 

changes to the U.S. federal budget are non-incremental. By differentiating between major 

and minor climate policy, I add to the scholarly debate by helping to identify what factors 

explicitly affect major or minor policy adoption.  Whether a policy is major or minor will 

determine the political conflict around it and the rates at which it is adopted.  The second 

reason this distinction is important is that it allows me to test the influence of major and 

minor climate policy on climate policy outcomes.  This adds to the larger debate on 

incrementalism by addressing whether major or minor policies are more or less effective 

for outcomes relative to one another. 
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 Coding the policy tools in my sample into major and minor categories comes with 

some difficulty, though not insurmountable.  My coding scheme involves two areas of 

questions to help determine whether or not a policy is major or minor.  First, is to ask if 

the law is a new scheme and/or a significant addition or departure from an existing law.  

Walker argued that a policy adopted in the U.S. states was major if it was a “program or 

policy which is new to the states adopting it,” (1969, p. 881).  A previously unused policy 

tool or a large expansion of an existing tool is likely to be major because mechanisms 

designed to change outcomes are broad-based and are oftentimes untested.  Sometimes, 

expansions to an existing policy are more significant than the framework already in 

place; the amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990 expanded the air pollution 

framework in the US to a significant degree by creating a cap-and-trade permits scheme 

for sulfur dioxide emissions and included provisions allowing civil suits for violators of 

the law.   

The second question I ask is related to what Baumgartner and Jones (1993) 

identify when there are periods of punctuation in policy where policies change on a rapid 

and large scale.  They show that increased media coverage and attention by 

Congressional committees usually precedes a period of punctuation, which generates my 

question: is there media coverage on the policy and what activity was occurring on the 

political level?
9
  An answer in the affirmative for both of these lines of questioning 

means that I code a policy as ‘major’.  A no for one or both of the questions indicates that 

the policy is likely incremental and is coded as ‘minor’. 

                                                 
9
 For the second question, I placed extra certainty on my coding if there was an article or any sort of 

discussion of conflict arising in the political and public sphere.  This indicates how deeply engrained the 

status quo bias is regarding the policy change, thus how significant the policy’s adoption was.  Please see 

the Appendix for the exact coding scheme between major and minor climate policies. 
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 There is sound logic to anticipate that major and minor policies will have different 

passage rates.  Minor policies may be utilized for the various reasons Lindblom 

addresses: few acceptable policy alternatives, satisficing, and moving goals for 

acceptability.  Lawmakers may also have a predilection for more minor climate policies 

because of the issue’s relative newness.  Each additional institutional feature in a state 

adds another layer of actors whose agreement is necessary for policy change.  Testing the 

waters, so to speak, with a less substantial policy, may be the path of least resistance for 

new policy area like climate change.  Major policies that disrupt the status quo may be 

politically untenable, especially with countries that have more institutional avenues for 

objectors of the policy to seek its demise. Minor policies are a way to curtail probable 

political losses due to policy overreach. 

 When considering concentrated-distributed cost and major-minor climate policies, 

some questions may arise as to their relationship.  Are concentrated cost policies 

predominately major, and distributed cost policies mostly minor?  Could the relationship 

be the other way around?  Some may imply, based on the descriptions of the policy tools 

above, that one type may be strongly related to major policy and vice-versa. These 

questions possess a good deal of merit and are worth my time in addressing. 

  On the surface, there is some logic to thinking that concentrated cost policies are 

mostly major, while distributed cost policies tend to be minor.  After all, concentrated 

cost policies involve some of the more expansive and significant actions to combat 

climate change.  Regulatory frameworks, permits schemes, and taxation all tend to be 

policies most visibly opposed when brought up in the political discourse, and have been 

especially divisive when applied to climate change. Contrast this to distributive cost 
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policies which involve fewer resources and government involvement.  These assumptions 

are worth addressing, but I demonstrate with my data and examples that this is not the 

case. 

 The policies within these data show that the significance and type of a policy are 

independent of one another.  The correlation between major and concentrated cost 

policies is just under 0.28 and the same coefficient applies to minor policies.  In a 

statistical sense, this gives us little reason to believe that policy types and significance 

coincide directly with one another.  Some examples of specific climate policies and why 

they do not meet the conditions for major policy help to give context to these correlation 

statistics.   

 It is common for concentrated cost policies to be minor in nature.  Often, these 

policies are minor because they do not meet both of the criteria laid out above to be a 

major policy.  Take the 1998 Dutch regulatory law, the Amendment to the Housing Law 

for Energy Saving Devices.  First, the policy is not a new framework altogether or a 

significant departure from an existing one.  The law updates housing code to require 

thermal insulation and water boilers to be more efficient than the code previously set, and 

the law is not retroactive to existing houses.  The policy fails to meet the second criterion 

of any sort of media coverage or governmental advertisement indicating a large policy 

shift.  At times, even permits schemes and taxes may be minor if they make small 

adjustments to parts on the periphery of the policy, which usually draw little public 

attention. 

 In the same way that concentrated cost policies are not always major, so 

distributed cost policies are not always minor.  Even laws not explicitly about climate 
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change can be major in nature.  The U.S. offers some evidence to this end; the American 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 is considered a significant climate policy 

because it was a significant departure from the status quo. The law allocated $16.8 billion 

on a mixture of energy efficiency and renewable energy grants/subsidies, loans and loan 

guarantees, and tax expenditures, which was the largest outlay ever in the US for these 

projects (EERE 2009).  Secondly, a search for the law produces numerous results, with 

many focusing on this part of the law.  Solyndra – a solar energy development company – 

received over $500 million in loan guarantees funded by the ARRA (FactCheck.org 

2011), and when it failed in 2011 much scrutiny came from political opponents and the 

media towards the Obama administration.  Though this was after the policy’s passage, we 

can still infer that it was a significant law because of high visibility in various outlets. 

 

IV. Surveying Climate Change Policy Tools 

This research project investigates the differences in climate change policy 

adoption and outcomes in wealthy democracies.  I use a dataset compiled by myself on 

these policies in 23 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 

countries over the time period 1996 to 2010.
10

 
11

  I chose a sample of OECD states as the 

baseline for four reasons.  First, all of the states in my data are strong democracies with a 

receding tradition of authoritarianism in a few (Portugal and Greece) but not of any 

concern for these data.  Autocratic influence evaporated by the start of the sample.  Even 

peculiar cases like the reintegration of East and West Germany are not so problematic; 

                                                 
10

 Countries in the sample include: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, 

Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, UK, and the US. 
11

 Due to lack of data and/or uncertainty of data provided, the time period for policy adoption in Canada 

and Turkey is truncated to 2001 and 1999, respectively. 
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East Germany had to comport to all West German law by 1994. Therefore, democracy is 

inherently controlled for. 

The second reason relates to the level of development of these countries.  Relative 

to their global counterparts, these states enjoy higher levels of per capita income, 

educational attainment, and industrialization.  Granted, there is variation within the 

sample on these variables, but on the whole, these states retain significant developmental 

advantages that most do not.  Variables like wealth, while still needing to be accounted 

for, become denatured as a possible reason to call my findings into question. 

 The third shared characteristic is that these countries comprise the largest 

polluters.  These 23 countries – comprising only 14% of the world population and 12% of 

UN state membership – represent almost 40% of all CO2 emissions in the world (UN 

Statistics Division 2012).  With such a heavy footprint ecologically speaking, these 

countries are most responsible for creating the problem, and thus, have been taking the 

most policy action on the issue as well.  Many of these states are Annex I countries to the 

Kyoto Protocol which means they committed to do much of the heavy lifting to reduce 

GhG emissions.  Since these states have been the largest contributors to climate change 

and are also the leaders on climate policy, it makes examining the political differences 

between states – of which there are many – an excellent point of departure for empirical 

research. 

 Finally, these countries differ in the key area of political institutions.  With their 

well-defined and understood institutional structures, policy in these countries is much 

more sensitive to institutional differences and perturbations.  By examining political 

institutions we get traction on the broader question of how exactly institutions influence 
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policy.  Differences in institutions, like having a president with veto power or a strong 

bicameral legislature, may reduce policy adoption rates.  Given the rich amount of 

institutional variety in the sample states, investigating them in a comprehensive manner 

will shed light on their relationship with climate policy.   Ultimately, political institutions 

are the most important characteristic when researching issues of policy; public policy is 

created in the public sphere and is inherently influenced by political institutions and the 

actors involved in its formulation.  

Having usefully defined and categorized climate change policy on the domestic 

level, I explore climate policies in the data.  Organizing policies in this fashion allows me 

to address some questions related to climate policy tools.  What policy tools do wealthy 

countries use for climate change mitigation?  Between distributed and concentrated cost 

policies, is there a specific relationship over time?  Are there differences in climate policy 

adoption rates amongst these countries?  What might influence these differences?  The 

remainder of this chapter is set to explore these questions and provide a basis to answer 

them.   

These data represent a wholly new addition to climate change policy research, as I 

specialize on climate policy in particular and have more detailed data.  Christoph Knill’s 

ENVIPOLCON dataset is the only dataset available on policy adoption, and it focuses on 

environmental policy broadly, and it cannot adequately address my research questions 

focused on climate policy.  Furthermore, his data are aggregated by decade which may 

miss out on crucial variation year-to-year.  Therefore, I set out to gather my own data to 

better answer my research questions. 
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I gathered the data by accessing the legislative databases for each country in the 

sample and look at all policies passed into law in a given year.
12

  When I came across a 

policy that met my above definition of a climate policy, I would analyze the language of 

the law.  The law was studied for the specific policy tool used in the law.
13

  Laws that had 

multiple policy tools were coded according to the focus of the policy – if one tool was 

emphasized more than another or other tools were supplemental, then I coded the law 

according to the primary tool used.  I then compiled brief summaries on each climate 

policy passed, providing me with a database of policies for specific referential examples.  

These data are essential for my empirical investigations on climate policy adoption and 

outcomes in the following chapters.  

 The countries in my dataset utilize some policy tools more frequently than others.  

In Graph 2.1, we see the number of policies by type in the aggregate of the sample.  

Overall, there is a clear reliance on grants/subsidies and regulative climate policy tools 

over the others identified in this chapter.  Of the 462 adopted climate policies in the 

sample, 156 are regulations, or 33.7% of all policies passed. The second most used tool is 

grants and subsidies with 111 (24%).  Grants and subsidies and regulations are the most 

widely used distributed and concentrated cost policy tools, respectively.  The remainder 

of distributed cost policies – loans and guarantees, tax expenditures, and public 

information – all comprise less than 10% of total policy tools.
14

  The concentrated cost 

policy tools of permit trading and taxes/fees/charges number at 27 and 46 and are about 

                                                 
12

 I accessed the legislative databases on the internet, mostly through each state’s legislative branch 

website.  Web addresses for these websites are available upon request. 
13

 As you can imagine, many of the countries in the sample are non-English speaking countries, which 

added a layer of difficulty to the process.  However, Google Chrome has an instant translate feature which 

was effective in translating virtually every website and .pdf document posted. 
14

 Their statistics are as follows: Loans/Guarantees – 10 (2.2%); Tax Expenditures – 39 (8.4%); Public 

Information – 45 (9.7%). 
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5.8% and 9.9% of all climate policies in the sample, respectively.  Finally, the last policy 

we see is international agreements.  These are not included in the concentrated-

distributed cost distinction, but are included in the overall analysis.
15

 

When countries take policy action on climate change, they are more in favor of 

utilizing traditional methods of regulation and grants/subsidies.  This may be because of 

the existing environmental-administrative infrastructure which uses regulation and 

resource allocation more.  Other policy tools may lag behind because of their relative 

newness and difficulty in getting passed, for example cap-and-trade and green taxation. 

Between concentrated and distributed cost policy tools, there is some rough parity.  

Concentrated cost policies comprise the plurality in the sample with 49.6% of all climate 

policies passed.  Distributed cost policies are roughly equal at 44.4% and international 

agreements representing the remaining 7% of the policies in my sample.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
15

 While these are counted as climate policies, they pose a problem when trying to define their cost 

structure.  Many of these international agreements do not really impose a cost on anyone, and are largely 

symbolic.  The only cost imposed may be political, as with the Canadian Liberals’ push for signing the 

Kyoto Protocol followed by their political defeat and Canada’s eventual withdrawal from the Protocol.  
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Graph 2.1: 

 

With a portion of my analysis centered upon the distinction of concentrated or 

distributed costs, we must examine how these relate to each other over time. Graph 2.2 

illustrates the trends between the two (and international agreements as well) in the 15-

year span of my sample.  

Graph 2.2 illustrates a couple notable trends for distributed and concentrated cost 

policies.  Easiest to see is the lack of parity between the two types of policy tools in most 

of the sample years.  They tend to have an inverse relationship; when distributed cost 

policies are adopted, concentrated costs tend to lose favor, and vice-versa.  We see parity 

in 2002 when there is a spike in international agreements (many states ratified Kyoto in 

this year), and there is also rough parity in the last two years of the sample – 2009 and 

2010.  Presumably, states are simply taking more action to curb climate change as 

scientific consensus consolidates and the effects of climate change become more 
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pronounced.  In the aggregate of the sample, it is rather interesting to note that countries 

have been waffling back and forth between the two types of policy tools. 

Graph 2.2: 
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The breakdown of major and minor policies in the sample shows a preference for 

minor policies.  Graph 2.3 shows this clearly: 

Graph 2.3: 

 

The sample data shows that minor policies are used more than major policies by almost a 

two-to-one margin.  State adoption of minor policies keeps with Charles Lindblom’s 

assertion that policymaking is more incremental than substantial.
16

  Further down in this 

chapter, we will examine major and minor policies by each state in the sample which will 

allow us to see which countries comport to this observation in the aggregate. 

  

V. Policy Adoption Rates by Policy Tool and Country 

 After discussing the trends and patterns by policy tools in the aggregate, I now 

turn to examining the state-by-state differences for the adoption of policy tools.  In this 

                                                 
16

 Influential policy scholars like Baumgartner and Jones (1993) argue that incremental policy changes can 

eventually lead to periods of rapid and significant policy changes in their theory of punctuated equilibrium.  

While these have serious theoretical implications, I leave the discussion of these until Chapter 4 where I 

discuss how minor climate policy fits in the context of punctuated equilibrium theory. 

Major v. Minor Policies 
 1996-2010 

Major

Minor

36.6% 

36.663.44%63 

63.4% 
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section of the chapter I provide graphical evidence of patterns between countries 

regarding their propensity for passing each policy tool.  I look at each country in terms of 

its reliance on a given type of policy by displaying the proportion of a given policy tool 

out of all climate policies passed.  Here, we are trying to articulate differences between 

countries in terms of their use of certain policy types in order to understand larger trends 

in climate policy adoption. 

Concentrated cost climate policy tools vary when examining them at the state 

level as indicated by Graph 2.4.  When looking at the three tools separately, regulation 

has the highest rate of usage.  In one extreme there is New Zealand, where fully 100% of 

all their adopted climate policies are regulative in nature.  Other states like Canada, 

Greece, Italy, and Turkey have only used regulation while not using taxes/fees/charges or 

permit schemes.  Some countries like Norway and Switzerland have eschewed other 

concentrated cost climate policy tools, excepting permit trading and green taxation, 

respectively.  The Netherlands and Spain appear to offer the most balanced approach with 

all three policy tools in this category.  However, sixteen states use only one or two of the 

three concentrated cost policy tools, which indicates that there may be some obstacles to 

passage for certain policy tools or a general preference for others. 

Taking concentrated cost policy tools as a whole, we see that many states favor 

them for at least half or more of all their climate policies.  The horizontal line at the 50% 

mark shows that eleven states use concentrated cost policy tools anywhere from all to 

half of their climate policy regime. Conspicuously absent from Graph 4 is the United 

States, where none of its climate change policies register as concentrated cost.  Overall, 

there is a general preference towards concentrated cost policy in the sample set. 
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Graph 2.4: 

 

 The other type of policy tools are distributed cost climate policies.  The tools of 

public information, tax expenditures, loans/guarantees, and grants/subsidies comprise this 

grouping.  Looking at Graph 2.5, we get a visualization of the distribution of each of 

these policy tools as a percentage of each state’s climate policy package.  Distributed cost 

policy tools vary in their usage, but grants and subsidies appear to be the most common 

as every country, save New Zealand, uses them.  In countries like the United States and 

Switzerland, grants and subsidies comprise the majority of all climate policies they 

passed in the sample at 83.3% and 66.7%, respectively.  Greece also utilizes these 

policies to a large degree with a rate approaching 44%.  Unlike concentrated cost tools, 

states in the sample are varied more so in distributed cost policies, as only 10 states use 

two or fewer distributed cost tools.  These graphs demonstrate that the countries in my 

data vary considerably in the climate policy tools they use.  This variation reflects 
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preferences countries have for some tools or possibly the tools that they are limited to use 

because of institutional design. 

Looking at the three other policy tools we notice several other degrees of 

difference between states in the sample.  Tax expenditures are only used in 12 of the 23 

countries and are a policy alternative to countries that rely heavily on grants and 

subsidies.  Loans and guarantees are used by many fewer countries – only 7 – which is 

unexpected given their widespread usage in other policy areas.  Finally, public 

information policies are used much more sporadically than others; they comprise 4.6% of 

climate policies in Denmark versus 25% of their neighbor Norway’s policies.  Despite the 

high usage rates of distributed cost climate policies by states like the U.S., Switzerland, 

Norway, and Greece, they remain at lower utilization rates than concentrated cost 

policies, with only seven of the 23 countries using distributed cost policies for 50% or 

more of their total climate policy package. 

Graph 2.5: 
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What becomes clear when looking at Graphs 2.4 and 2.5 is that most countries 

prefer balance in their policy approaches overall, with some tendencies to one policy tool 

category over another.  We have a few extreme examples in New Zealand, the U.S., and 

Switzerland, where all or a vast majority come from one policy type and even one climate 

policy tool.  However, most states use a variety of the tools to accomplish their goals.  

Even though balance appears to be the order of the day, many states seem to prefer 

concentrated cost policy tools over distributed cost. Why is this?  The above discussion 

about the differences between distributed and concentrated cost policy tools indicates that 

countries might be more apt to rely on distributed cost policies as they may be easier to 

pass.  Concentrated cost policies may be adopted because they are more effective at 

reducing the effects of global climate change.  These questions are explored in the data in 

the upcoming chapters on climate policy tool adoption rates and climate policy outcomes. 

 The countries in this sample also vary based upon their propitiousness towards 

major and minor climate policy tools.  Some countries appear to take more policy action 

disruptive to the status quo than others do.  Graph 2.6 helps to illustrate this point.  There 

are nine states in sample where half or more of the climate legislation passed was coded 

as major.  On the extreme end, at or around 80% of Portugal’s and the United Kingdom’s 

climate policy was a major policy.  Despite the high rates of major policy passage in 

some countries, most states pass much more incremental types of legislation.  Indeed, 

five countries – Canada, Switzerland, Belgium, Australia, and Greece – fall below the 

20% mark for major climate policies.  One aspect that sets these major policy 

underperformers apart is that they have more political institutions – four of the five are 

federal states, for example.  This political institution and others may hold the key for 
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explaining varying major and minor climate policy rates. The healthy amount of variation 

demonstrated in Graph 2.6 means we could fruitfully apply these data on institutional 

variables in a statistical model to determine the nature of their relationship.   

Graph 2.6: 

 

Now that we have identified differences between major and minor climate policy 

adoption from state to state we move on to a broader question: What about overall 

climate change policy passage rates in each state?  Overall passage rates give us the 

ability to infer as to what political factors influence climate change policy in general. 

When looking at aggregate policy passage rates averaged by country over the time 

period 1996 to 2010, we see some stark differences between the rates of climate policy 

passage when comparing countries.  In Graph 2.7, I present the mean of the percentage of 
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graph, we see some significant differences amongst countries regarding the percentage of 

their policies that are climate change related.   

 

Graph 2.7: 

 

The United States has the lowest climate policy passage rate at about 0.2% per 

year on average, whereas Denmark and Sweden maintain rates of over 2.5% per year.  In 

absolute terms, these are still small percentages of total policy passed.  However, when 

comparing by relative terms, the order of magnitude is over 13 to 1, which is quite 

significant.  The data show a distinct variation in the cross-section and much like the 

dissimilarity in major and minor policy adoption creates an opportunity to examine 

overall climate policy passage rates and their relationship to political institutions. 
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VI. Conclusion 

 As the effects of climate change become more pronounced and manifest 

themselves in various ways, we can expect states to have higher rates of climate policy 

adoption.  This chapter has touched on several areas relating to climate policy.  First has 

been to better define just what climate policy is.  I argued specifically that the only 

substantial actions to reduce climate change come from the domestic sphere.  With loose 

international agreements like the Kyoto Protocol, many laypeople and scholars alike may 

unintentionally understand climate policy to be derived from those treaties, when that is 

far from actuality. 

 This chapter also organizes domestic climate policy according to the specific 

policy tools used and aggregates these into two distinct categories: concentrated and 

distributed cost climate policy tools.  Generally, the climate policy literature has been too 

focused on cap-and-trade, Kyoto, and carbon taxes, which gives us only a limited view 

on climate policy.  Using Howard’s (2007) logic, I expand our understanding of climate 

policy by including other policy tools, like grants and subsidies and tax expenditures.  

The climate policy literature has done little in the way of typifying climate policy in order 

to more systematically understand it.  A much needed distinction is also drawn regarding 

major and minor climate policy.  Leverage is gained from using the policy tool approach 

and organizing climate policy as this chapter does allows us to grasp the underlying 

mechanisms of each policy tool to better answer the question: Why do states have 

variation in their climate policy programs? 

 The final aspect to this chapter was to delve into the differences between policy 

tools in the whole of the sample and amongst the states.  For concentrated cost policy 
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tools, regulation proved the most frequently used while distributed cost tools were mostly 

mixed, though grants and subsidies are common.  When looking at the differences 

amongst states, we noticed that some states are heavily reliant on a few policy tools, 

while other states tend to adopt a more well-rounded approach.  We also see in the 

aggregate that more minor policies are adopted relative to major policies and that states in 

the sample vary widely on their proportion of major and minor policy.  Near the end of 

the chapter, I illustrate the wide ranging climate policy adoption rates amongst states.  

Having expanded our understanding of climate policy, this chapter allows for me to 

springboard into the empirical sections that investigate how political institutions affect 

policy adoption rates, and how the policies adopted affect climate policy outcomes.  
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Chapter 3 – Obstacles in Your Path: Veto Players Theory and Climate 

Policy 
 

The climate policy data we explored in the previous chapter showed a rich variety 

of policies used as well as extensive differences between the 23 countries in this study.  

This, however, spawns several questions: what is causing the differences in climate 

policy adoption and the usage of different types of climate policies?  Why do some states 

use more major policies than minor ones and vice-versa?  What is the best theoretical 

explanation for explaining these disparities?  In this chapter, I provide theoretical 

justification and real-world context on how to best answer those questions in the 

following empirical chapters. 

 There is a body of literature that explores variation in climate policy adoption and 

outcomes.  Some find that environmental interest groups keep the policy issue salient and 

mobilize constituencies for support (Bernauer and Caduff 2004).  Ideologically speaking, 

holding left-leaning viewpoints means you are likely to support climate change policy 

(Ivanova and Tranter 2008).  Others attribute a larger presence of Green parties in the 

legislature to more environmental policy passage (Knill et al. 2010).  On climate policy 

outcomes, Greens are also evidenced for producing lower emissions of greenhouse gasses 

(GhGs) (Neumayer 2003), while some argue that trade openness is the key factor in 

reducing emissions (Sigman 2002).  Though this literature helps explain the various 

influences on climate policy, these approaches have some deficiencies in their analysis. 

 The insufficiencies of previous climate policy research are that they do not 

adequately address an important aspect of domestic politics: political institutions. 

Political institutions have not been examined in enough detail to rule them out as 
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influential.  The veto players (VP) theory, as devised by George Tsebelis (1995; 1999; 

2002), offers a way to resolve this issue.  The basic premise of the VP approach is that 

with more institutional and partisan ‘veto players’, changing policy will be harder to do.  

Veto players range from presidential systems, to federalism and bicameralism, as well as 

the party or parties in legislature that may be against the policy.  The more VPs there are, 

the more actors who have veto power over a policy, thus making the threshold for 

passage higher.  As VP theory applies to my research on climate policy adoption and 

outcomes, I expect more VPs to cause states to have lower rates of policy adoption, 

which cause higher emissions of GhGs.  I also expect the number of VPs to influence the 

types and significance of climate policy adopted. 

The existing approaches, even those institutional in nature, lack a comprehensive 

and cohesive means to explain differences in climate policy adoption.  My research 

mollifies this problem in two ways.  First, institutional approaches, like veto players 

theory, better explain climate policy variation as political institutions shape the behavior 

of political groups to a large degree.  Second, VP theory operates with the notion that 

political institutions are the refined political outcome of social preferences.  The 

aforementioned explanations of climate policy lack the ability to tap into the social and 

political undercurrents simultaneously and utilizing the VP approach helps to correct for 

this and other issues with the extant research. 

Finally, my use of the VP perspective corrects for two problems that exist in the 

present VP literature. First, I correct the ‘pairwise problem’ that authors who use the VP 

approach incur. Though scholars like Fredriksson and Millimet (2007) use VP theory to 

explain pollution taxation levels, they only look at pairwise comparisons, in their case 
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bicameralism v. unicameralism.  Tsebelis overtly says that this is primarily what is wrong 

with existing institutional studies (1995).  My theory is inclusive of many layers of 

political institutions to resolve this problem.  Second, my usage of the theory expands 

upon studies already utilizing VP theory by including a broader array of institutions.  

Some crucially important political institutions are absent from previous analyses and my 

incorporation of them helps to expand our conception of which institutions may have 

veto power over policy. 

Through the course of this chapter, I will be giving an extensive overview of the 

theory that drives my research on climate change policy adoption.  First, I give an 

overview of the existing veins of research that explain climate change policy and I go 

into detail about what these approaches are lacking.  In the next section I introduce basic 

definitions and theoretical mechanisms undergirding the veto players argument.  I discuss 

the basic tenants of the theory as laid out by Tsebelis, and give a brief synopsis of prior 

research using the theory and examine its usage in the field of climate policy.  I spend the 

third section of this chapter focusing intently on VP theory and climate policy.  I address 

the shortcomings of the existing veto players research.  Following this, I detail the 

specific mechanisms of institutional and partisan veto players and how they may impact 

climate policy adoption.  Finally, using two comparative case studies, I illustrate how 

institutional and partisan VPs influence climate policy adoption in a more in-depth 

fashion.  Some general observations are drawn from these cases before I move onto 

empirically testing the premises of VP theory in subsequent chapters. 

 

 



52 

 

II. Competing Explanations for Climate Policy 

 The issue of climate change and the policy surrounding it is still new to political 

science, but it has spawned several rival explanations about policy.  There are 

interrelated, yet distinct, areas upon which the literature is built.  Some explanations rely 

on the economic well-being of countries, others societal characteristics.  Still others 

incorporate politics/ideology as a broad determinant of climate policy, while others 

utilize institutional approaches. 

 

Economics  

The divide between developed and developing countries is a strong driver of 

differences in climate policy.  Wealthier states burn fossil fuels like oil and coal at higher 

rates than poorer states which is the leading driver of anthropogenic climate change 

(Spash 2007).  The divide between developed and developing states was a major reason 

the US did not sign Kyoto, citing no emissions-reduction obligations for India or China.  

Ultimately, though, wealth means that there are resources to invest in combating climate 

change and many developing states are displeased with the fact that developed states are 

asking them to grow without increasing emissions, while industrialized countries got to 

where they are through carbon-intensive development. 

  Open economic systems are theorized to have better emissions, too.  Sigman 

(2002) finds that trade openness of countries has a modest but negative effect on GhG 

emissions.  The efficiencies gained from free-trade are supposed to drive down 

emissions.  However, this research fails to consider that trade openness may decrease 

emissions in some countries because they are exporting them – through outsourced 
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industry – to other countries.  This phenomenon, known as carbon leakage, calls into 

question the causal validity of studies indicating free trade as an emissions reducer.  

Economic openness is also hypothesized to cause climate policy convergence between 

countries.  Logic would indicate that countries with similar open economic systems 

would craft similar environmental policies so as to avoid constrictions on open trade; 

Vogel and Kagan (2002) fail to support this hypothesis.  Others argue that openness may 

have an opposite effect by causing an environmental race-to-the bottom, whereby states 

whittle away environmental regulations to gain an economic advantage (Jaffe et al.1995).  

They also find no evidence to support this notion.  In fact, in instances of economic and 

political integration, as with the European Union, regulatory competition will be limited 

amongst member states (Holzinger and Knill 2004).  These studies indicate that trade 

openness is difficult to disentangle as a causal driver of differences in climate policy 

cross-nationally.  Trade between countries is very multi-dimensional, with climate and 

environmental policies only part and parcel of what states take into account when 

engaging in an economic relationship with other states. 

 

Ideology 

 Ideological identification is an important indicator of an individual’s stance on 

support or opposition to climate policy.  As Ivanova and Tranter (2008) discover, when 

survey respondents are asked if they would take slower economic growth and higher 

taxes in order to protect the environment, those answering in the affirmative are more 

likely to support left-leaning parties.  This strengthens the link of the economics and 

climate change research by demonstrating evidence on the individual level.  When 
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looking at opponents of climate change, scholars note that they tend to be conservative 

ideologically and believe it is a conspiracy perpetrated by a liberal media and political 

environment (Hoffman 2011).  A key aspect of ideology is that it produces group 

behavior.   

At the individual level, citizens need to form into groups to affect policy.  To be 

sure, environmental groups ‘globalize’ environmental issues to accrue more political 

support and thus impact policy (Pralle 2003).  The strongest aspect of this vein of 

literature is that it speaks both to how individuals behave in relation to economic choices 

and how they consolidate into groups to have more political influence.  Individual 

ideology towards climate change shapes the policy choices those are willing to accept, 

and even advocate for policy change.  However, this is where the literature stops short; a 

strong theory about how beliefs shape policy and policy advocacy, but with little 

empirical evidence on actual instances where this shaped climate policy.   

 

Social Movements 

 Early on in climate change policy research, there was recognition that social 

forces impact policy.  Kellogg and Schware (1982) note that uses of climate change 

policy are dependent upon social forces and public perception in domestic and 

international spheres.  Also, with science as an inherently social institution, Litfin (2000) 

argues that the scientific community is influential as to which policies are best to mitigate 

climate change.  Climate change is archetypal of issues where scientific reason and 

evidence have a strong bearing on policy.  When thinking of the issue as a whole, 

scientists have framed veritably every aspect of climate change – what is causing it, what 
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the consequences may be, and what some of the best solutions may be.  However, once 

climate change is debated as a policy issue, it becomes subject to other social forces, 

usually interest groups in favor or against policy action. 

 Lobbying and mass mobilization are the key elements in turning scientific 

observation into public policy.  Pro-environment organizations serve as a means to 

inform the public on a technically complex issue like climate change.  They link 

scientific findings to policy recommendations and are pivotal in advocating for policy 

actions to combat climate change (Gough and Shackley 2001).  Another key aspect of 

interest representation is making an issue publicly salient.  Information campaigns and 

lobbying of pro-climate interest groups on the issue generally raise the public awareness, 

and make policy debates on climate change politically relevant (Bernauer and Caduff 

2004).  One of the few ways to get political actors to pay attention to an issue is through 

mass mobilization which indicates to politicians that there may be something to gain 

politically by taking action on the issue.     

 

Political Parties 

 Recently, climate policy research has focused more on political parties.  This has 

proven a positive development in the research area as parties are the formal 

representation of ideological beliefs and culmination of social movements.  On a basic 

level, we see that the more environmentally-friendly a party is the more environmental 

policies will be passed (Knill et al. 2010).  Similarly, Jensen and Spoon (2011) show that 

governments with ideological congruity and eco-friendly stances perform better on 

meeting their Kyoto Protocol emissions reduction targets.  These studies show that the 
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‘party matters’ hypothesis is relevant and evident for climate policy.  Passing 

environmental policies is a necessary first step in order to affect real policy outcomes, 

and the research demonstrates this as well. 

 Amongst wealthy industrial states, Green parties are drivers of better 

environmental outcomes.  Detlef Jahn (1998) attributes better pollution and 

environmental outcomes to Green party presence in the legislature, sustained by a strong 

public environmental movement.  Environmental outcomes may be tied to where eco-

consciousness is stratified through society – both in the general populace and in the 

formal arenas of government.  Neumayer (2003) generally affirms Jahn’s findings, but he 

adds lobbying regime – specifically corporatism – as another contributing factor to 

beneficial outcomes.  Essentially, these studies root their analysis in interest 

representation at the formal levels of government; identifying political parties as a the 

main driver of environmental policy is a refinement of the individual ideology and social 

movement theories, but still it fails to take into consideration other overarching aspects 

on individual, group, and party behavior. 

 

Issues with these Approaches 

I find these veins of research essential for the basis of my research, but they have 

some deficiencies I intend to correct. First, I think these approaches do well in informing 

aspects of one another, but they still contain unnecessary constraints.  Take the economic 

literature – it is useful in explaining differences between developed and developing or 

economically open and closed states, but there seems to be no interest in addressing 

differences amongst wealthy countries in climate policy.  In the case of individual 
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political beliefs, the research insinuates that individuals affect policy, but it fails to take 

into account the degrees of separation between ideological beliefs and turning them into 

policy, of which there are several.  These studies could ameliorate some of these issues 

by expanding their scope and incorporating both systematic and individual-level 

attributes in their analyses, but have failed to do so. 

Related to the first problem is the fact that these studies may have misattributed 

causal effect in their constrained scope.  While I generally agree that mass mobilization 

can create policy change, I am skeptical that it is solely responsible for inciting such 

change.  These interests, while powerful, are not formalized in the political sphere and 

their effect on climate change and policy is overestimated.  The research on ideology 

misses a crucial point regarding political institutions, namely, that ideological viewpoints 

are filtered through institutions before action on policy happens.  Some would argue that 

the research on political parties takes this into account; I disagree.  Political parties are 

only one aspect of the wide array of formalized institutional influences on policy, and 

that research is largely unconcerned with how they interact with one another.   

 

III. Veto Players Theory 

In order to correct the issues with the existing frames of research, I utilize an 

institutional approach.  The specific lens through which my research is designed is the 

veto players theory.  Relative to the modes of research discussed above, veto players 

theory addresses the critiques I made.  VP theory is a more expansive theoretical 

approach as it deals expressly with the political institutions endemic to each state.  

Institutions are the rules by which the game of politics is played, and has the ability to tap 
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into the components of the aforementioned theories.  Essentially, political institutions 

reflect the society and its preferences under which they are created (Roland 2004).  

Institutions, in effect, regulate issue representation and how policy is made.  And 

institutional choice is no accident; they are created purposefully by those whom want to 

maintain influence over policy (Bawn 1993).  Under these assumptions, political 

institutions are of paramount importance.  What, then, are the defining features of VP 

theory? 

A veto player is defined as “an individual or collective actors whose agreement 

(by majority rule for collective actors) is required for the change of the status quo,” 

(Tsebelis 1995, p. 289).  The crux of VP theory is that each political institution creates 

another barrier to overcome in order to change policy.  A country with more political 

institutions has more formalized avenues for opponents of a policy to challenge and 

defeat it, meaning there will be less policy change.  Without the assent of all veto players 

relevant in the policy process, less policy will be adopted and desired policy outcomes 

are harder to achieve.  Veto players are not unidimensional, and comprise an array of 

state institutions.  

 Veto players are generally disaggregated into two categories: institutional VPs 

and partisan VPs. Institutional veto players are mostly inflexible and constitutionally 

defined, such as a bicameral legislative structure (Tsebelis 1995).  Scholars have 

expanded the scope of institutional VPs to include interest group pluralism (Crepaz 

2002), federalism, and direct democracy (Obinger 1998).  Though these VPs are mostly 

constant over time, they do tend to vary across countries making VP theory useful in 

explaining cross-national variation. 
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 The second type is a partisan VP.  These VPs are directly related to the partisan 

composition of government and tend to vary more temporally. This aspect of VP theory 

takes into account which parties are operating in which type of government.  

Governments can range in types from a single-party minority, coalition of several parties, 

or single-party majority.  In parliamentary systems they are especially important 

considering the chief executive comes from the legislature. Sometimes, despite their 

differences, governments resemble each other; single-party minority governments are 

much like single-party majority governments in that there is only one partisan VP – the 

one in power – to accept or reject policy agendas (Tsebelis 1995).  For coalition 

governments, VP theory accounts for its ideological congruence or lack thereof; when 

two coalition partners differ ideologically, there will be more difficulty in altering policy.  

Before detailing how institutional and partisan VPs influence climate policy adoption, I 

briefly review the considerable impact VP theory has had on research since its inception. 

 Veto players theory has been utilized in many studies, a sample of which I briefly 

review.  Veto players theory has seen successful application in political economy.  

Hallerberg (2002) finds evidence that multi-party federal states will have more 

autonomous central banks.  Corroborating Hallerberg’s research, Keefer and Stasavage 

(2002; 2003) demonstrate that central banks have more monetary policy autonomy in 

countries with more VPs.  Veto players help insulate the central banks from having to 

make policy changes to reflect government wishes.  VPs can also tamp down corruption 

by raising the cost of rents on special interests who desire economic policy change, as 

Gehlbach and Malesky (2010) find in post-Communist states.  Jahn and Mueller-Rommel 
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(2010), however, find that more institutional VPs increase adoption rates of market 

reform policies, contrary to the predictions of VP theory. 

 Some scholars focus particularly on institutional VPs and their effect on policy.  

Finding evidence to support VP theory, O’Reilly (2005) finds that states with more 

institutional VPs change their tariff rates at smaller increments than do ones with fewer 

VPs.  McLean and Nou (2006) also find that big land tax policy changes in Britain circa 

1910 were stifled by Parliament, the bureaucracy, and even the monarchy. More 

institutional VPs have also been attributed to reduced probabilities of a country signing a 

preferential trading agreement (Mansfield et al 2007).  The research centered on 

institutional VPs emphasizes the number of institutions as the key factor in explaining the 

failure to change policy.  Simply put, the more institutions there are, the less policy will 

be altered. 

 Research on partisan VPs demonstrates that they are also influential in the policy 

process.  In government coalitions, junior partners can act as partisan veto players if they 

threaten to leave the coalition if they do not get concessions on policy.  In the case of 

Germany, Kathleen Bawn (1999) shows that smaller coalition parties were able to thwart 

fiscal policy in such a way.  Tsebelis shows that more partisan VPs with a greater 

ideological rift between them will pass fewer labor policies (1999).  Corroborating these 

findings, Daubler (2008) shows that social policy adoption will stall in government 

coalitions with a greater ideological divide between parties.  Some argue that coalitions 

have an opposite effect in that they promote logrolling.  Vatter and Freitag (2007) find 

that government coalitions overcome the veto players effect thus increasing state 

spending and revenues.  The two aspects of partisan VPs exerting the most influence on 
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policy are government type and then the ideological composition of that government.  If 

it is a single-party minority/majority government opposed to a policy, it will see little 

chance of passing.  In coalitions, a policy’s fate depends on the ideological strain of the 

members; when parties are ideologically dissimilar on an issue, a veto point is created. 

 

IV. Applying Veto Players Theory to Climate Policy Adoption 

 Clearly, veto players impact policy in a variety of issue areas.  Because of the 

evidence provided on the effects of VPs in other kinds of policy, I have cause to believe 

that we will observe the same effects regarding climate policy adoption.  My research 

involves two aspects of the policy process – policies adopted into law and the outcomes 

thereof.  In this section, I articulate just how I expect both institutional and partisan VPs 

to impact climate policy adoption and then briefly illustrate how they indirectly impact 

outcomes.  Following that, I review the extant literature utilizing VP theory to explain 

climate policy, discussing how it relates to my research, where it is problematic, and how 

I improve upon it. 

 

Veto Players and Climate Policy Adoption 

 When climate policy is considered for adoption, there is reason to believe that 

veto players will have bearing on whether it is assented to or not.  Despite the research 

cited earlier in this work showing climate change has a strong consensus in the scientific 

community (see Anderegg et al. 2010), climate policy remains a controversial issue when 

being considered for adoption.  Groups in the US, like the Heartland Institute and 

Americans for Prosperity, as well as abroad, like the Global Warming Policy Foundation, 
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have spent considerable sums of resources to defeat policies addressing the issue (Ward 

2013).  I also suspect that climate policy adoption is subject to influence from VPs 

because climate skeptics are formally represented in elected positions, even in countries 

like the Netherlands where support for climate policy is high (Radio Netherlands 

Worldwide 2009).  These officials are likely to use their institutional powers to derail 

climate policy adoption. 

 Veto players are likely to have an impact on climate policy adoption.  The central 

premise of the theory holds for climate policy: a state with more institutions creates more 

obstacles for policy passage and opportunities for opponents to defeat the policy.  When a 

party in power is ideologically opposed to climate policies, this adds yet another layer of 

difficulty in passing policy.  More institutions and ideologically disagreeable parties will 

make it increasingly harder to get institutional actors to assent to policy change.  How 

each VP might obstruct the policy process varies depending on whether they are 

institutional or partisan in nature. 

 Institutional VPs add another checkpoint through which policy must pass in order 

to become law.  Below, I detail each institutional VPs effect on adoption in turn, but the 

general point remains: a president can veto legislation; in bicameral systems, the policy 

must pass through another legislative house.  Federalism creates a, “…large number of 

protagonists…[which] simultaneously increases the transactions costs necessary to 

implement a policy change,” (Obinger 1998, p. 245-46).  Pluralistic lobbying structures 

may exclude or devalue the influence of important actors in the policy process, causing a 

rift between policy and the public interests (Crepaz 1995).  Each of these institutions 
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represents an avenue where climate policy opponents seek to stop the policy, and more 

institutions give them more opportunities to do so. 

 Partisan VPs can also stand in the way of policy, usually because of ideological 

conflicts. In a most basic sense, a party opposed to climate policy will not allow it to 

pass: Matthew Sinclair’s (2011) ‘First Law of Climate Change Politics’ is that “[n]ational 

climate change legislation will not pass in countries where a mainstream political party 

opposes it,” (p. 276).  Evidencing this point, Sussman (2004) discusses how Republican 

control of government led to veritably no climate policy adoption in the US.  Partisan 

control and composition of government is important to consider.  With party control of 

government divided in bicameral or presidential systems, the competing political parties 

are likely to balk at passing policy they disagree upon.  Single-party minority/majority 

governments will likely not pass climate policy if they disagree with it.  Bawn’s work I 

cited earlier also shows that coalitions may contain an extra VP if one party necessary for 

the survival of the government threatens to exit if their policy preferences are not met.  

Each of these partisan VPs can add yet higher thresholds to climate policy passage on top 

of the institutional VPs. 

 

Climate Policy Adoption and Policy Outcomes 

 Before continuing on with my explanation of how VPs affect climate policy 

adoption, I need to briefly discuss and illustrate how VPs indirectly impact outcomes 

through policy adoption.  In my overarching theoretical framework, VPs only impact 

policy outcomes to the extent that they alter the climate policies adopted.  The 

relationship between adopted policies and VPs and outcomes is essentially a mediating 
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one; VPs impact the amount, types and significance of climate policy adopted, then these 

policies will affect climate outcomes.  The greatest reason policies are adopted is to alter 

policy outcomes in that issue area (Henry, Rubenstein, and Bulger 2004).  That is the 

nature of public policymaking. During the previous chapter, I made mention that 

concentrated cost and major policies may be more effective at reducing emissions, 

though I perceive that these policies’ adoption rates will be affected by the number of 

VPs.  If these policies are theoretically more effective at reducing emissions, and higher 

numbers of VPs cause lower adoption rates, then they impact outcomes.  Figure 3.1 

illustrates the mediating relationship adopted climate policies have between the effect of 

VPs and outcomes. 

 

Figure 3.1 – The Mediating Effect of Adopted Policies on Veto Players and 

Outcomes 
  

 

 

  

 

 The link between VPs and their impact on outcomes is affected by the policies 

allowed to pass.  Since VPs will allow fewer climate policies to pass, this weaker 

statutory record will lead to worse outcomes.  Therefore, VPs impact climate policies vis 

a vis the policies they adopt.  Just below you will see that I critique some of the existing 

VP literature because they do not adequately specify this relationship and may not be 

testing their theory correctly.  I expand upon and test how adopted policy influences 

policy outcomes in Chapter 5. 

 

Institutional Veto Players 

Partisan Veto Players 

Climate Policies – 

Types and Significance 

Policy Outcomes - 

Emissions 



65 

 

Previous Works on Veto Players and Climate Policy 

The use of VP theory as a tool to explain differences between countries on topics 

germane to climate change is not entirely new.  The body of research varies in its foci: 

Duffield and Hankla (2011) use VP theory to show that states with more VPs have higher 

intensities of oil consumption.  In a recent piece by Cao and Prakash (2012), they also 

find that more VPs impact policy outcomes for sulfur dioxide (SO2), one of the indicators 

used in this research.  The majority of the other literature divides the research between 

institutional and partisan VPs and their effects.  In this section, I briefly review the 

literature and followed by a critique of these works and how my research differs and 

improves upon the existing body of work. 

Institutional VPs are observed to impact climate policy adoption and outcomes.  

Looking at direct democracy, Stadelmann-Steffen (2011) shows that when more stringent 

climate change referenda or initiatives are on the ballot, the less likely voters are to adopt 

the measure.  Some work with institutional VPs frames their research through indirect or 

combined effects on policy related to the climate change.  Fredriksson and Millimet 

(2004) argue that majoritarian electoral rules act as a veto player by keeping out 

ecologically based parties.  In later works, Fredriksson and several colleagues examine 

environmental policy outcomes in conjunction with corruption.  Fredriksson and Millimet 

(2007) find that more institutional VPs, in their case bicameral governments, reduce the 

corrupting influences that cause pollution taxes to be unnecessarily high.  Cole and 

Fredriksson (2009) also attribute weak environmental regulations to unicameral systems 

as they are more susceptible to corruption. Similarly, Fredriksson and Vollerbergh (2009) 
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find that federalism reduces the effect of corruption on making energy efficiency policies 

more lax.  

 Partisan VPs are also given credence in predicting differences in climate policy.  

Countries with conservative governments in power will act as veto players by resisting 

policy actions negotiated and agreed upon at the international level (Ward et al. 2001).  

Focusing on the United States in particular, Sussman (2004) frames the Republican 

controlled Senate in the US as a veto player for US climate policy adoption.  He also cites 

opposition from U.S. manufacturing and energy sectors as influential against the adoption 

and implementation of climate policies.  Though these studies give context to my 

research regarding the expectation of VPs as a whole and for institutional and partisan 

VPs in particular, I argue that their research differs in ways related to VP theory and the 

scope of its effects on climate policy, such that we have an incomplete understanding. 

 

A Critique of the Veto Players Research on Climate Change  

 There are three main issues with the existing VP-climate change research 

paradigm.  First, many of the studies are based solely around one institutional 

characteristic, and not the entire universe of VPs.  This is especially prevalent in the 

works with Per G. Fredricksson.  They tend to focus on one set of institutional attributes: 

bicameralism, majoritarian electoral rules, federalism.  This is a problem that was 

originally supposed to be corrected for by VP theory and was Tsebelis’ main reason for 

innovating it in the first place.  He argues that the dichotomization of institutions is a 

problem because we are left, “unable to assess the effects of combinations and hybrids,” 

and that it “may be misleading to examine these factors [institutions] in isolation (1995, 
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p. 292).  My treatment of political institutions is in a holistic and comprehensive manner 

as I examine a wider array of veto points.  My theory rests on the notion that with more 

political institutions possessing formal or informal veto powers policy becomes harder to 

adopt and outcomes harder to achieve. 

 The second issue I have with the existing VPs research has to do with the 

connection of VPs and outcomes.  A sizeable amount of recent research directly attributes 

VPs to climate policy outcomes (Duffield and Hankla 2011; Cao and Prakash 2012).  The 

problem with these studies is that the authors only build a theoretical connection between 

VPs and outcomes, without addressing the intervening variable – adopted climate policy - 

empirically.  The overarching framework for this research is that VPs impact policy 

adoption, which impacts outcomes. Duffield and Hankla’s and Cao and Prakash’s studies 

do not examine the effectiveness of adopted policies on outcomes, which would 

strengthen the causal connection between VPs and outcomes.  Without testing the 

effectiveness of adopted policies on outcomes, we are left with only an abstract 

theoretical argument about how VPs impact outcomes.  By looking at policy 

effectiveness in Chapter 5, I can help to provide concrete evidence to strengthen the 

connection of VPs to outcomes these authors highlight in their research.   

 The final issue I have with the VP-climate change literature is though some 

studies imply that they use holistic approach to investigate institutions they still leave out 

some key veto players!  Of the research that only focuses on a single dimension of VPs, 

there are none that examine presidential systems explicitly.  The Duffield and Hanka as 

well as Cao and Prakash studies use data from Henisz (2002), which includes the 

executive dimension, but fails to incorporate an independent judiciary and federalism into 
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its data without giving any specification as to why.  My treatment of VP data incorporates 

these key missing veto players into my analysis, which renders my analysis the most 

comprehensive in institutions and outcomes examined of the studies using the VP 

framework. 

 In expanding the scope of VPs we will have a broader understanding of VP theory 

as it applies to climate change policy.  By including more institutions in my analyses, we 

lessen the risk of misattributing the causal effect of one or a few VPs on climate policy 

adoption.  My study investigates the institutional universe in a state which will give us an 

idea of how institutions cumulatively work against policy adoption.  Building a stronger 

theoretical model of VPs and its impact on outcomes by including the crucial intervening 

variable of policy adoption benefits the use of VP theory in climate policy research.  Not 

only does it clarify the exact process by which VPs impact outcomes, but it also gives me 

an opportunity to test the effectiveness of climate policies on outcomes.  Ultimately, my 

conceptualization of VP theory and climate policy will set us up to answer the question, 

‘Do institutions matter in climate policy?’ 

 

V. Political Institutions and their Functions as Veto Players 

 In the previous sections, I defined veto players theory and how it applies to 

climate change policy adoption.  This conversation has been more about the general 

notions of VP theory and its impact on climate policy.  Discussing VP theory in this way 

has framed my research for the subsequent empirical analyses, but the general arguments 

I made about institutions having an effect on climate policy needs more detail.  Below, I 

discuss the institutions included in my conceptualization of a veto player.  I define both 
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institutional and partisan VPs and describe the mechanisms by which they act as a barrier 

to climate policy adoption, which is necessary for a full understanding of my findings in 

the following chapters. 

 

Institutional Veto Players and the Mechanisms by which they Impact Climate Policy 

 Of the two categories of veto players identified by Tsebelis, institutional veto 

players represent rigid and durable political institutions.  My conceptualization of 

institutional VPs includes seven different institutional configurations.  The institutions I 

argue as having veto power over climate policy adoption are: presidentialism, 

bicameralism, federalism, majoritarian electoral rules, citizen initiative/referendum, a 

pluralistic lobbying environment, and judicial review.  In this section, I define each 

institution (and its counterpart) and discuss how exactly each may have the ability to act 

as a veto player in the policy process. 

 First, presidentialism is an important aspect to consider when examining how 

political institutions shape climate policy.  Beginning with Shugart and Carey’s (1992) 

classic work delineating differences between presidential and parliamentary systems, a 

large body of literature has developed attributing presidentialism to democratic regime 

survival (Cheibub 2006) to voter turnout (Dettrey and Schwindt-Bayer 2009).  Not only 

have presidents been influential on these factors, but in the policy making process as 

well. 

 A major feature of presidential systems is that the chief executive of the country is 

elected separately from the legislature.  In parliamentary systems, the executor of policy 

is derived from the legislature, which fuses executive and legislative powers into one 
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position (Shugart and Carey 1992).  Presidents are the essence of a political institution 

with veto power; in the American context, legislation passed in both houses of Congress 

can be vetoed by a president, whereas this is not a possibility in parliamentary systems. 

 Presidents use veto power to explicitly influence policy.  In presidential systems, 

presidents have two types of powers: statutory and executive prerogative (Amorim Neto 

2006).  Statutorily, they can influence policy by filling their executive cabinet with 

members from opposing parties to entice them to agree with the president’s agenda.  

Presidents also use their executive prerogative powers – such as the power to decree law 

without legislative consent – to create policy directly or force the hand of the legislature 

(Negretto 2004).  If the legislative branch passed a climate policy that the president even 

mildly disagreed with, it is likely that it will be vetoed. 

 Bicameral legislative structures are a strong institutional veto player.  Simply put, 

a bicameral legislature means that there are two houses in the legislative branch of 

government, usually an upper and lower house.  In bicameral systems, the two houses 

have roughly equal power though they serve to represent different segments of the 

political structure; Switzerland’s National Council is the lower house and represents the 

Swiss people at large, while the upper house – the Council of States – represents each of 

the 26 cantons (Lijphart 1999).  Unicameral systems are single house systems that 

represent the country at large, much like lower houses in bicameral systems. 

 Having an extra legislative chamber can act as an institutional veto player.  

Intercameral disagreement can lead to differences in policy adoption as an extra house 

generally raises the agreement threshold necessary to alter the status quo (Tsebelis and 

Money 1997).  Because of the extra house, passing spending reduction or revenue 
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generating policies is more difficult, leading to higher government deficits (Heller 1997).  

Despite the added layer of difficulty in bicameral systems, there are mechanisms to 

facilitate policy passage, such as committees.  These committees, however, are often 

biased toward their chamber of origin and often fail to resolve differences in preferences 

between houses (Gailmard and Hammond 2011).   

 With climate change policy, we can expect an extra chamber to have the same 

effect.  For climate policy adoption, any discord between the two chambers will likely 

allow the status quo to remain unchanged.  I discuss and demonstrate an instance of this 

in my case study of the US and UK below.  This effect is exacerbated by supermajority 

rules that set a threshold higher than 51% in order for the policy to be considered for 

passage, as with the US Senate.  Another factor making bicameral systems a VP is related 

to the different constituencies each house represents, as mentioned above; the upper 

house usually represents a geographic region of a country and spme of these regions may 

be against climate policy passage. 

 The third theoretically important institutional veto player results from federalist 

systems.  Federalism is best defined as a division of political powers between one central 

government and a number of sub-national governments on different levels.  Lijphart 

(1999) defines the counterpoint to federalism – unitary government – as one where sub-

national levels of government are beholden to the national level and their powers are not 

guaranteed constitutionally.  Many advanced industrial democracies vary on the 

dimension of federalism. Canada, the United States, and Germany are all strong federal 

states while the United Kingdom, Denmark, and the Netherlands exemplify unitary states. 
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 Federalism acts as a veto player in several distinct ways.  First, and most basic, 

federalism fragments power and adds another institutional avenue where dissensus can be 

sown. This has a pernicious effect on the ability to make policy reforms.  Scholars know 

this as the “ratchet effect” which slows down new policy passage as well as reforms to 

existing policies (Obinger, Castles, and Leibfried 2005).  Second, these dispersed nuclei 

of power can be ideologically distinct from each other, which add another layer of 

difficulty in achieving consensus necessary for policy change (Obinger 1998).  Finally, 

the sub-national units may take odds with a policy passed at the national level and are 

inclined to challenge the policy in the judicial sphere, which may impede implementation 

of the policy or have the policy struck down altogether.  Some scholars see federalism as 

a way for sub-national units to take action on climate policy when the national 

government will not (Rabe 2008).  However, there are few instances of sub-national 

policy action causing systematic change at the national level in climate policy.   

Using the veto players model, Soderlund (2005) finds Russian sub-national 

executives to have substantial veto power because of their abilities to influence the 

national legislature.  Jordan (2009) distinguishes between types of federalism and finds 

that power-sharing federalism, as found in Germany, hinders health care reforms as it 

brings in too many other institutional veto players into the policy debate.  Representatives 

at the national government for the sub-national units may vehemently oppose a policy if 

it does not suit their region’s best interests.  Ideological differences may lead states to 

adopt stronger or weaker climate policies, which may cause a disparity in outcomes.
17

 

                                                 
17

 Take Texas and California, for instance.  The ideological traditions of these states are well known, 

especially in the realm of climate change, with California taking the lead in many energy efficiency and 

renewable energy policies and Texas focused heavily on maintaining its strong fossil fuels sector.  
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Electoral rules, specifically those majoritarian in structure, also act as an 

institutional veto player.  Within the context of electoral rules, a general dichotomy exists 

between majoritarian and proportional ways of allocating seats in the legislature.  

Majoritarian systems tend to award electoral spoils based on a winner-take-all method 

while proportional systems allocate seats relative to the proportion of votes won (Lijphart 

1999).  This dichotomy produces different numbers of parties in the legislature, the types 

of policies they pursue, and how interest groups influence these elected officials. 

There are three ways in which majoritarian electoral rules can act as an 

institutional veto player.  First, scholars suggest that majoritarian electoral rules produce 

different types of party systems than proportional rules; majoritarian systems tend toward 

two-party systems while proportional rules produce multiparty systems (Duverger 1954).  

This may exclude parties – namely ecological parties – from the formal political process.  

Though these parties are usually small, their ideological distinctiveness can have a 

‘contagion effect’ on the entire party system, as van Spanje (2010) finds with right-wing 

anti-immigration parties in Western Europe.  Second, majoritarian electoral rules may 

incentivize politicians to endorse locally beneficial policies (Carey and Shugart 1995) 

over public goods.  Climate policies, by their very nature, are expansive public goods 

policies.  When a system produces politicians focused on policies antithetical to the 

provision of public goods, it will be more difficult to pass climate policies.  Third, 

majoritarian electoral systems allow interest groups more access to lobby politicians.  

Conversely, proportional systems better insulate politicians from influence by lobbyists 

because there are fewer electoral districts and parties are well disciplined (Rogowski 

                                                                                                                                                 
Likewise, the states have different outcomes on CO2 emissions per capita:  Texas’ emissions levels are 

almost 260% higher than California (Energy Information Agency 2010). 
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1987).  In majoritarian systems, well-funded interests are better able to influence 

politicians to block climate policy adoption. 

Citizen initiatives/referenda are also considered institutional veto players. These 

efforts at direct democracy are designed to provide citizens with a straightforward way to 

affect public policymaking at the national level.  Initiatives are proposals put to a 

nationwide (though not always) vote for adoption/rejection and referenda are used as a 

public check on existing policies.  In some instances, especially with federal countries, 

these only apply to the sub-national units, but in the conception of this work I focus on 

national direct democratic institutions. 

Scholars theorize that citizen initiatives/referenda act as veto players in a few key 

ways.  In the context of government spending, initiatives allow citizens to express their 

preferences for lower spending, while elected representatives are incentivized to provide 

more goods and thus spend more (Wagschal 1997).  Many climate policies necessitate 

higher spending and citizens in countries with direct democratic means of shaping policy 

may veto climate initiatives.  Second, referenda prevent changes to the status quo by 

slowing down how much policy innovation is made at the national level (Obinger 1998).  

The performance of direct democracy as a veto player is pronounced for climate policy.  

Stadelmann-Steffan (2011) argues that initiatives/referenda on climate change will force 

a choice between environmental protection and economic well-being and that “economic 

theory suggests that the majority of voters will choose short-term gains” in the economy 

over protecting the environment (p. 488).   

Pluralistic interest group and lobbying structures also carry extensive weight as 

an institutional veto player.  A pluralistic interest group system is characterized by 
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“competition and conflict” amongst the various interest groups seeking to influence 

government policy (Lijphart 1999, p. 16).  Contrast this with corporatist systems where 

interests are represented by regularized contact and cooperation by business interests, 

trade unions, and the government (Siaroff 1999).  Pluralist interest group systems, as seen 

in the US, UK, and Canada, have a wide diversity of interests represented while at the 

same time seeing great disparities amongst these groups in terms of influence on policy. 

Having a pluralist interest group structure creates powerful veto players 

originating outside of government, yet which have immense influence over policy.  

Generally, the lack of coordination and cooperation in pluralist systems degrades the 

chances of developing long-term bargaining structures (Siaroff 1999).  This instills an air 

of competition amongst interest groups.  In countries with more institutional avenues for 

interest group penetration, like a president or bicameral legislature, they will have more 

corrupting influence on the politicians that inhabit these veto points (Ueng 1999).  On the 

issue of climate change, pluralist interest group structures have more veto power because 

of the disparity of resources and influence between pro- and anti-climate interests.  Anti-

climate policy groups are run or largely funded by business interests while pro-climate 

groups rely on funding from a diffuse environmental movement that has few resources 

(Press and Mazmanian 2013, see p. 247).  Indeed, the anti-climate policy lobby has been 

successful in stopping energy consumption taxes (Vig 2013) and has done much to fuel 

climate skepticism in the past decade (Adam 2006). 

The final institutional veto player identified in this research is judicial review.  

Judicial review is the ability for a body independent of the legislature – usually the 

judicial branch of government – to review the policies passed by the legislature to 
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determine if they comport with constitutional provisions (Lijphart 1999).  These powers 

do not stop at the ability to review the policy, but also the power to modify elements of or 

nullify a policy completely if the body finds that the law is not in alignment with the 

principles laid out in the primary governing document. 

A judiciary with formal review powers can act as a veto player in two broad ways.  

Foremost is the ability to dismiss the policy altogether if the court finds it 

unconstitutional, as is common with the German Federal Constitutional Court 

(Zohlnhofer 2003).  The second, less direct means is by preventing policy innovations 

that are feared to be ruled as unconstitutional by the courts (Landfried 1994; Rogers 

2001).  Judicial review has the unique ability to prevent policy from even reaching the 

proposal stage as well as by nullifying after it has long since passed.  Judicial review 

affects climate policy as legislation may be weakened over concerns about 

constitutionality or the policy is gutted or scrapped altogether after it has been passed. 

Some may argue that these institutions have differences in importance as VPs.  

That is a valid point to make, but in the context of this research I am looking at the effects 

of institutions as a whole on climate policy.  Since laws originate in the legislature and 

are executed by the president, it is obvious that they have considerable power over policy.  

I think that the differences between institutions and their influence on policy is important 

to investigate, but is beyond the scope of this research project. 

 

Partisan Veto Players and the Mechanisms by which they Impact Climate Policy 

 Partisan veto players have a diversity of mechanisms by which they affect climate 

policy.  This second category of veto player varies over time and is related to the 
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composition of government itself.  Tsebelis focuses on explaining the various ways 

partisan veto players can impede policy passage and desired outcomes.  In his seminal 

works, Tsebelis (1995; 2002) outlines how the type of governing arrangement – minority 

government, single-party majority, or coalition – and the attendant ideological differences 

of parties can discourage the passage of laws.  In the context of this research, I look at 

three elements specifically.  First is the type of government; whether the government is a 

single-party minority/majority or coalition has different effects on policy.  Second is 

divided government, which is a strong veto player.
18

 The third partisan veto player I 

layout is specific to the issue of climate change. I focus on the parties in government and 

whether they have an ideological opposition to climate change policy or not. I detail how 

each of these functions as a veto player for climate policy adoption and outcomes below 

 The configuration of the elected government in the legislature is an important 

determinant of policy.  Governments come in three basic forms: single-party minority, 

coalition, and single-party majority.  A single-party minority government usually forms 

when a party controls a plurality of seats but is unable to bring together a coalition that 

occupies a majority of seats.  A coalition results when a grouping of parties controlling a 

majority of seats agrees to govern together.  Single-party majority governments result 

when one party receives enough votes to win a majority of seats in the legislature.  

According to Tsebelis, single-party minority and majority governments are functionally 

the same, while coalition governments operate differently. 

 Single-party minority and majority governments are similar in their policymaking 

abilities.  As Tsebelis states, “…from a policy-making point of view, a single-party 

                                                 
18

 Though it is inherently related to other institutional veto players (i.e. presidentialism and/or 

bicameralism), divided government is identified as such solely based on the partisan composition of each 

institutional veto player, making it appropriate to identify as a partisan VP. 
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minority government…resembles a single-party majority government,” (1995, p. 303).  

He argues that this is because they are centrally located in terms of ideological space and 

the governing party has considerable agenda-setting powers.  Because of these 

characteristics, I argue that single-party minority and majority governments act as veto 

players, while coalition governments do not (unless they are inhabited by an anti-climate 

change party).  Though in terms of policymaking these single-party minority and 

majority configurations are similar, the rationale behind their consideration as veto 

players is different. 

 Minority governments occupy a precarious position as the government in power.  

Since they do not occupy a majority of seats, they are susceptible to influence from the 

opposition which reduces the chances of long term government survival (Strom 1989; 

King et al 1990).  Along with occupying a central ideological space (Tsebelis 1995), 

minority governments are wary when proposing and attempting to adopt new policies for 

fear that their government will be toppled.  Therefore, they will not want to pass 

controversial or substantial policies or instruct their ministers to act too aggressively 

when implementing policy.  Since climate policy occupies a distinctly left-leaning 

ideological position (Ivanova and Tranter 2008), single-party minority governments will 

be reticent to pass or aggressively implement these policies for fear of alienating their 

center- or far-right counterparts.  Their desire for preservation of power makes them more 

likely to veto policy. 

 Majority governments are more secure in their position of power. They do, 

however, act as veto players when they take their future electoral performance into 

consideration when crafting policy.  Anthony Downs theorized that political parties 
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formulate policies closest to the preferences of the median voter in order to get elected 

(1957).  Winning a majority government is evidence that voters agree with these policies 

and are rewarding the party with power.  Parties are very willing to commit to these 

policy promises (Mansbergh and Thomson 2007) as they fear being voted out of office.  

This makes a majority government acutely aware of the policies they pass while in 

power, and they seek to avoid passing policies that burden the state or are politically 

unpopular.  Climate policy is an extremely controversial area of policy, even in more 

accepting political environs like the European Union (Klepper and Peterson 2004).  This 

makes majority governments likely to pass either smaller, watered-down climate policies 

or none at all. 

 Divided government forms a resistant barrier to most kinds of policy adoption, 

climate policy not excepted.  Divided government refers to a scenario in presidential 

and/or bicameral systems where these institutions are controlled by opposing political 

parties.  In countries like the United States, this phenomenon has become commonplace, 

especially in the latter part of the 20
th

 century and the contemporary time period as well.  

Divided government is an impediment to cooperation between competing parties, such 

that policy suffers in terms of passage (Fiorina 1992; Thorson 1998; Coleman 1999).  In a 

scenario where the president or one or both houses of a legislature are controlled by 

differing parties, it is likely that they will come to loggerheads when negotiating and 

adopting climate policies.  If one party disagrees on any of the opposing party’s 

principles on climate change, they will simply walk away and policy will fail to get the 

consensus needed to alter the status quo (Tsebelis 1995).  Divided governments cause 

parties to become competitive, using policy as a battleground. As Elgie states, “each 
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institution may calculate that the best way to maximize influence over government is to 

work against the other institution,” (p. 33, 2011). 

 Parties opposed to climate initiatives are one of the most forceful veto players 

and can block efforts to pass climate legislation.  Partisan VPs, to the extent that they 

favor or oppose certain policy actions, are a large part of Tsebelis’ theoretical construct 

(1995; 1999).  Tsebelis identifies partisan VPs by looking at which parties meaningfully 

affect policy – mainly what is their policy position and role in government.  For example, 

in coalition governments we count parties as a VP if they oppose the policy at hand; if 

their ideological position on an issue is close to that of its coalition partners, that party is 

dropped out of the counting as a VP due to the absorption rule (see Tsebelis 2002, pgs. 

12 and 80).  Essentially, we can distill a partisan VP out from other partisan players by 

what their stance on an issue is. 

 Because parties oppose climate change policy means we can identify them as VPs 

in this policy area.  Simply put, when a party opposes climate change legislation, there 

will be difficulty in adopting the law.  Parties oriented towards a classical-liberal or free-

market political ideology are especially likely to oppose these policies.  Many of the 

more extensive climate policies, and even smaller ones like subsidies, are believed by 

these parties to impose heavy costs and cause market perversions, harming the economy.  

These ideological stances produce the view from free-market environmentalists that, 

“[p]lanning the ‘production’ of air quality or other ecological ‘goods’ is orders of 

magnitude more complex than planning the production of shoes or wheat – and yet the 

latter was too complex for Soviet planners,” (Adler 2009 p. 300).  The view that climate 

change policy usually violates private property rights makes these parties unequivocally 
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opposed to most climate policy.  Indeed, the market-oriented Conservatives are why 

much legislation to complement Canada’s Kyoto Protocol commitments was unable to 

pass (Smith 2009).   

 

VI. Case Studies: Examples of Veto Players and their Effect on Climate Policy  

 Now that I have been able to define what each of the institutional and partisan 

VPs are and discuss the mechanisms which make them VPs, I seek to illustrate how 

climate policy adoption and outcomes differ using in depth examples.  My case studies 

are divided into two comparative studies highlighting the influence of institutional and 

partisan VPs on climate policy, respectively.  To exemplify how institutional VPs can 

impede climate policy, I compare the United Kingdom’s and the United States’ recent 

experiences with climate legislation. For partisan VPs I delve into Canada and Germany, 

specifically two different periods of government in recent years.  After justifying the case 

selections at the beginning of each study based on similarities with key differences in 

institutional and partisan VPs, I trace a how VPs contributed to problems in passing a 

climate policy and outcomes thereof.  I outline the political context surrounding climate 

policy in these studies to show how VPs were instrumental in blocking climate policy.   

 These case studies, while illustrative, are not intended for the drawing of general 

inference or assigning causal determinacy to the variables of interest.  The use of these 

cases is purely for inductive reasoning and not for generalizable findings – these come 

after my empirics in Chapters 4 and 5.  Using these specific examples of institutional and 

partisan VPs helps give the reader familiarity with my theoretical premises and how VPs 

work in reality.  These case studies complement the empirics of the next two chapters that 
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allow us the opportunity to draw causal inference.  While unable to directly answer my 

research question, these case studies are still essential in allowing us to connect the 

abstract with the concrete and to give us a more comprehensive understanding of VPs as 

they function in these particular circumstances. 

 

Institutional Veto Players and Climate Policy in the United States and United Kingdom 

 The United States (US) and United Kingdom (UK) present an appropriate point of 

comparison to illustrate how institutional VPs impact climate policy.  I base the selection 

of these two cases on a number of criteria, namely, that they share much in common 

socially, economically, and culturally but they differ in the crucial area of institutional 

VPs.  Because the US is a federal, bicameral, and presidential system while the UK is 

not, there are some indications that institutions made the difference in climate policy 

adoption and outcomes in the time period starting around 2007. 

 The similarity between the two countries is across a myriad of criteria and helps 

to emphasize the importance of their differences institutionally.  Economically, the US 

and UK have much the same structure centered heavily on service oriented economies, 

with 81% and 79% of the workforce employed in the service sector, respectively.
19

  Their 

GDP per capita (current US dollars) are also relatively similar with the US GDP per 

capita at $48,400 and the UK at $38,800.  Though this is almost a $10,000 difference, 

these figures still put them both in the upper quintile of GDP per capita in the world.  The 

British and Americans also have a strong trading partnership with the UK the sixth 

largest trading partner of the US (US Census Bureau 2011).  Such close economic, 

                                                 
19

 Unless otherwise specified, these data come from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators from 

the most recent data points available. 
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cultural, and diplomatic relations lead Prime Minister Winston Churchill to state that the 

two countries enjoyed a “special relationship”, a phrase which has stuck since its coinage. 

 Politically, the US and UK have fewer dissimilarities than at first blush.  Looking 

at the parties inhabiting the legislature of each respective country, we see that they fall 

under a similar dispersion ideologically.  Both states have mainstream parties that 

represent a center-left and center-right ideological pedigree, with the British 

Conservatives and US Republicans occupying the right and the British Labour and US 

Democrats taking the left.  The only difference in the party systems of each nation is that 

the UK has a nascent third party – the Liberal Democrats – that the US does not have, 

though it occupies a largely centrist position ideologically.
20

  The party system of both 

countries, up until the 2010 British Parliamentary elections, was essentially a two-party 

system.  Given that both countries use a single-member district, plurality (SMDP) 

electoral formula this confirms what Duverger (1954) hypothesized a party system would 

look like under SMDP rules.  Sharing the same electoral system has produced a similar 

party system both ideologically and competitively in the US and UK.  The citizens of the 

US and UK also share similar views on climate change.  Leiserowitz et al. (2011) find 

that 65% of Americans responded ‘Yes’ to a survey questions about whether they thought 

global warming was real; a poll conducted in the UK in 2010 showed that 75% of 

respondents agree with a similar question (BBC 2010).  Despite the broad similarities 

shared by these two nations, these countries are dissimilar in a few key institutional 

aspects. 

                                                 
20

 According to a YouGov.org poll in 2012, most voters place themselves and the party at a -1 and -5, 

respectively, on an ideological spectrum with -100 meaning ‘very left-wing’ and 100 meaning ‘very right 

wing’ (Kellner 2012). 
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 The US and UK differ along three institutional dimensions: bicameralism, 

presidentialism, and federalism.  The US has a bicameral legislative structure, a president 

elected separately from the legislature, and a strong system of federalism while the UK 

has a unicameral legislature
21

, their chief executive is derived from parliament, and their 

government structure is unitary.  Above, I explained in greater detail about how each of 

these institutions may act as a veto player.  Using an example of climate policy that 

passed in the UK and one that did not in the US, I document how these three extra 

institutional barriers may have led to the passage of policy in one context, but not the 

other. 

 On the 26
th

 of November, 2008, lawmakers in the British House of Commons 

voted overwhelmingly – 463 in favor and 3 against – to adopt the Climate Change Act of 

2008.  This law became the landmark climate legislation in Britain and is expansive in its 

goals for carbon emissions reduction.  In Part I of the Act, the Secretary of State is 

charged with reducing carbon emissions levels significantly; using 1990 as the baseline 

year, emissions are set to be reduced 26% by 2020 and 80% by 2050 (Parliament of the 

UK, Climate Change Act 2008).  The law sets standards and practices regarding carbon 

budgeting and for an annual emissions report.  Part II of the Act, however, lays out 

provisions for one of the most controversial elements of the Act: the creation of the 

Committee on Climate Change, which is an independent body wielding substantial power 

over future policy recommendations on climate change.  The committee is in charge of 

coming up with carbon budgets in five-year increments, issuing progress reports on 
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 The legislature is effectively unicameral after reforms of the House of Lords in 1914 stripped them of 

much power, though they can still delay the approval of legislation. 



85 

 

climate change, and for other advisory reports such as recommendations for reducing 

emissions in the aviation industry and Scotland. 

 Looking at the political landscape in the UK as the bill worked its way through 

parliament shows broad support for the law.  The British Conservative party proved to be 

a staunch advocate for the bill, going so far as to call for annual emissions budgets 

instead of in five year increments (Churcher 2007).  The Liberal Democrats had similar 

issues with the legislation as proposed, but ultimately were in support of some form of 

climate legislation.  The interest group landscape was also one of almost unanimous 

support.  The legislation was, in fact, driven by a campaign from the Friends of Earth in 

the two years preceding the bill (BBC 2006).  Interest groups, like the Trades Union 

Congress and Confederation of British Industry, thought to be likely opponents of the 

bill, actually came out wholeheartedly in favor of its passage.  Overall, there was little 

opposition willing to challenge this bill in institutions with veto power over policy. 

 The US experience with climate change policy was markedly different from that 

of the UK’s.  With an extremely tight margin of 219 ‘ayes’ and 212 ‘nays’, the American 

Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009 (aka Waxman-Markey) passed the US House of 

Representatives on June 26, 2009.  This was the first bill passed in either house of 

Congress that was explicitly oriented towards reducing GhGs in the United States 

(Broder 2009).  There were several significant provisions in the bill which would have 

altered US energy and climate policy to a large degree.  The marquee requirement of the 

bill was the establishment of a cap-and-trade system for carbon dioxide, much like that of 

the EU.  Also, it set a renewable electricity standard for large electricity suppliers to 
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produce 20% of its electricity from renewable sources by 2020, or face non-compliance 

penalties of $25/MWh.   

 With the bill only passing the House, the other half of the US Congress – the 

Senate – needed to weigh in to determine the fate of the bill.  After remaining in 

legislative limbo and awaiting action by the Senate for over a year, the bill was not given 

consideration by the upper house.  Considering the upcoming mid-term elections (which 

would prove disastrous for Democrats), Senate Majority Leader, Harry Reid (D-NV) 

demurred after announcing that the bill would die, “We know where we are… [W]e 

know that we don’t have the votes,” (Hulse and Herszenhorn 2010).  Considering the 

election outcomes from 2008, this is a somewhat perplexing statement; the Democrats 

had a sizable majority of 57 seats to the Republicans’ 41.
22

  However, with the Senate’s 

60 vote minimum to invoke cloture on debate of legislation, this was simply not enough 

to even bring the bill to the floor for debate. 

 There were forces both supporting and opposing this bill.  First of all, the partisan 

support for the bill was almost exclusively from the Democratic party while opposition 

was vehement from Republicans and even a few Democrats (Hulse and Herszenhorn 

2010).  Some conservative Democrats, especially from jurisdictions reliant on coal or 

heavy industry, were simply too constrained by those interests to vote for the bill.  

Interest group support from the main US environmental groups
23

 was veritably 

unanimous and some major corporations like General Electric, Dow Chemical, Ford, and 

DuPont also supported the legislation.  However, opposition was staunch with influential 
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 The Democratic party technically counted 59 seats among its ranks as the independent senators from 

Vermont (Bernie Sanders) and Connecticut (Joe Liebermann) both caucused with the Democrats. 
23

 The League of Conservation Voters, Environmental Defense Fund, National Wildlife Federation, 

National Resources Defense Council, and the Sierra Club, to name a few. 
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trade organizations and business lobbying groups like the National Association of 

Manufacturers and the Chamber of Commerce, along with other groups, strongly 

opposed. 

 Based on these two countries’ experiences about climate policy, how did 

institutional VPs prevent the policy from being adopted in the US, but not in the UK?  

First and foremost, we notice in the United States that the American Clean Energy and 

Security Act died in the upper house of the legislature – the Senate.  In the case of the 

UK, this is simply not possible as consent from the House of Lords is not needed for a 

bill to pass.  Both bills actually passed the lower houses in both countries; however, in 

order to become law in the US, the bill also had to pass the Senate and be signed by the 

president – two extra steps not required in the UK.  The President’s approval may not 

have really been much of an obstacle, either.  Upon his election to the presidency, Barack 

Obama promised “a new chapter in America’s leadership on climate change,” (Broder 

2008) and had campaigned before his election on reducing America’s impact on the 

climate.  It is likely that if the bill would have passed the Senate, President Obama would 

have signed the bill into law.  Though it appears the extra house in the US legislature was 

the culprit in the bill’s failure, other institutional VPs may have affected the bills fate, ex 

ante and ex post facto. 

 Before either bill was seriously considered in both countries’ legislatures, the 

interest groups weighed in.  Though the UK and US both have pluralistic interest group 

structures (Lijphart 1999), we notice some differences in reactions in each country.  From 

the research I have done, the interest groups in the UK – even for those most affected by 

the law – were in relative consensus upon agreeing to the terms of the law.  Contrasted 
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with the US, we see dissensus amongst industry and business groups with some in favor 

and some in support.  This may have tipped the balance toward maintenance of the status 

quo in the US as opposing interest groups mobilized constituents to express displeasure 

with the bill.  This is likely a contributing factor to why some conservative Democrats 

were unwilling to support the bill as well. 

 The federal structure of the US may have played a role if the bill had passed the 

Senate and been signed by the President.  While many states in the US were strongly in 

support of Waxman-Markey, there were states that would have likely objected strongly.  

Essentially, states like Texas, Wyoming, and now North Dakota may have argued that 

complying with Waxman-Markey would have imposed disproportionate costs to their 

state because of their fossil fuel oriented economies.
24

 They would most likely have 

challenged the law in the judicial system.  In a unitary state like the UK, the sub-national 

jurisdictions would have had no choice but to comply with the law, especially 

considering how the UK has no formal judicial review over national law (Lijphart 1999). 

 From these case studies, we are able to identify how extra institutional VPs in the 

US may have stymied the passage of climate policy.  Concomitantly, having fewer 

institutional VPs may have made it easier for climate legislation to pass, as in the case of 

the UK.  This difficulty in passage of climate policy may have led to worse outcomes.  

Looking at climate policy adoption, only 0.2% of US policies, in an average year, dealt 

with climate change, while this figure is 2.3% for the UK.  Related to the types and 
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 The United States provides two notable examples of states challenging federal environmental law. In 

Massachusetts v. EPA (2007), twelve states challenged a 2003 EPA determination that it lacked the 

statutory authority to regulate GhGs.  In a 5-4 holding, the Supreme Court ruled that the EPA did have the 

authority to regulate GhGs and is required to do so under the Clean Air Act.  Conversely, the recent US 

Supreme Court case American Electric Power Company v. Connecticut (2011) held that public entities 

cannot sue energy corporations to cap their emissions of GhGs. 
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significance of policy, we see similar disparities: none of the US’ climate policies were 

concentrated cost while 64% of the UK’s policies were and the UK also adopted more 

major policies – 78.6% compared to the US’ 33%.  Comparing these numbers to the most 

recent data from 2009, we see that the US emits roughly 17 tons of CO2 per capita while 

the UK emits less than half of that at 8 tons per capita (World Development Indicators).  

The institutional VPs in these cases highlight just how much harder it is to pass climate 

policy with extra avenues to challenge its adoption, and how those adoption rates may 

have affected policy outcomes. 

 

Partisan Veto Players and Climate Policy in Germany and Canada 

 Germany and Canada are well-suited as comparative case studies to elucidate how 

partisan VPs can prevent and even reverse climate policy passage, thus influencing 

outcomes.  The selection of these cases is based on variation between the two on the 

dimension of partisan VPs.  Though there is variation in some of the other institutional 

VPs, like electoral rules and interest group structures, much of the political activity 

around climate change has been emphasized by the parties.  The main differences 

between the partisan VPs are highlighted in two separate periods of government in each 

country.  In Germany between the years 1998 and 2005, a ‘Red-Green’ coalition formed 

by the center-left Social Democratic Party and the Greens.  Canada, however, saw a 

center-right Conservative minority government turned majority government between 

2006 and the present. It is differences within these experiences with partisan VPs that I 

seek to highlight in this case study. 



90 

 

 Although these countries do have some significant institutional differences, they 

do share much in common.  Canada and Germany both have a strong service sector, with 

77% and 70% of their total workforce employed in these jobs, respectively.  Their GDP 

per capita is also similar and data from 2009 show that Germany had only a slightly 

higher personal wealth than Canada with just over $40,000 in current US dollars, 

compared to Canada’s $39,600.  The two countries have diplomatic ties through their 

mutual membership in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.  As one of the founding 

members of the EU and arguably the one with the most wherewithal in the organization, 

Germany has helped to lead negotiations since 2007 for a comprehensive free-trade 

agreement between the EU and Canada (European Commission 2013). 

 Along institutional lines, the two countries share many similarities.  First, Canada 

and Germany are both strong federal systems, with the provinces and landers enjoying 

extensive political autonomy.  Second, both countries have a strong record of judicial 

review, especially with Germany (Landfried 1995; Lijphart 1999).  Both countries are 

parliamentary systems with no national ability for direct democratic adoption of policies.  

While Canada’s legislative structure is effectively unicameral, Germany does have a 

weak bicameral system as the upper house – the Bundesrat – is needed for approval of 

laws that affect the concurrent powers and administrative authority of the landers 

(Tsebelis 1995).   

 Where these countries differ most significantly on the dimension of institutional 

VPs is their electoral systems and interest group structures.  First, Germany has a strong 

corporatist lobbying structure, while Canada’s resembles a pluralistic type (Siaroff 1999).  

Second, Canada has a SMDP electoral system, whilst Germany uses a mixed-member 
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proportional representation system whereby some seats are allocated by proportional 

representation, and others with an SMDP method (Lijphart 1999).  This may affect the 

party system in general, but not necessarily – Canada and Germany both have multiparty 

systems, though Canada’s is incipient while Germany’s is well established.
25

  Also, in 

terms of advocacy for environmental issues, both states have active Green parties, though 

German Greens are more influential in the legislature.  The Green Party of Canada has 

been achieving some success and has averaged almost 5% of the national vote since 

2004; the German Greens (Die Grunen) have received better vote proportions in the same 

period averaging 9.4% of the popular vote.
26

 

 The key differences, however, are related to the partisan VPs in each government.  

In recent years, Germany and Canada have seen wide differences in their structure of 

government.  Between 1998 and 2005, Germany had a coalition government – the Red-

Green coalition – comprised of the Social Democratic party (SDP) and the Greens, which 

may have had a significant impact on climate policy.  Canada, on the other hand, has 

been run by the Conservatives since their electoral success in 2006 when they won a 

plurality of seats and then in 2011 when they secured a majority.  In these two time 

periods, partisan VPs were inherently different in terms of their views on climate change, 

with the Conservatives strongly supporting a free market agenda, while the Red-Green 

coalition was dominated by a pro-climate stance.  It is along these lines that I compare 

the two countries to show how partisan VPs operate regarding climate policy. 
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 In terms of the effective number of parliamentary parties, Canada scores a 2.5 while Germany a 3.3.  

This qualifies Canada as a ‘two-and-a-half’ party system and Germany just shy of the next type of party 

system – multiparty system with a dominant party (Blondel 1968). 
26

 The electoral fates of each Green party has differed, though, with German Greens having occupied seats 

in the Bundestag since the early 1980s and the Canadian Greens not winning their first seat until the 2011 

elections. 
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 The German Federal election on September 27, 1998 produced some historic 

results.  Not only did it generate one of the few center-left governments since World War 

II, it also saw the German Green party in a coalition with the SPD, the first federal Red-

Green coalition in German history.  Expectations were lofty for this alliance – increased 

eco-tax levies on polluters, modernization of the economy on a sustainable basis, and 

reducing global climate change (Weidner 2002).  Immediately, the government set to 

work on adopting climate policies.  First was an increase of the eco-tax on fossil fuels.  

Though heavily opposed by business and even large segments of the public, the eco-tax 

reforms were adopted and helped offset pension contributions of employers and 

employees and increase fossil fuel energy efficiency (Weidner 2002).  Next on the 

agenda was the “100,000 Roofs” program, which provided government-backed, low-

interest loans for small-scale solar panel installations on homeowners’ rooftops (Weidner 

and Mez 2008).  Finally, the government passed policies promoting cogeneration, which 

is a process of capturing the otherwise wasted energy given off during electricity 

generation to heat water (Watanabe and Mez 2004). This government also formally 

ratified the Kyoto Protocol for German participation in 2002.  Overall, the Red-Green 

government had an aggressive climate policy agenda and made a strong impact in that 

area. 

 Comparing the Red-Green coalition to the Canadian conservative government 

between 2006 and the present shows some stark differences in the area of climate policy.   

With the conclusion of the Canadian federal elections of 2006, no majority winner was 

produced.  However, the Conservative Party – led by Stephen Harper – was able to win 

the most seats in Parliament and form a minority government.  In the beginning, it 
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appeared that the Harper government would be amenable to climate policy.  In October 

of 2006, a Clean Air Act was introduced which would have set emissions reductions 

goals of between 45-65% from 2003 levels by the year 2050. The proposal, however, was 

tabled under heavy criticism from opposition parties and environmental groups (Canadian 

Broadcasting Corporation [CBC] 2006). 

As time progressed, the anti-climate policy tendencies of the Conservatives 

emerged.  In 2007, the government imposed a prohibition on government-funded 

scientists speaking to the press; internal government documents indicated that coverage 

of climate change in the media “has been reduced by over 80 percent,” (Leahy 2010).  

The government did adopt some measures to benefit the climate, like grants and subsidies 

for clean energy projects and energy efficiency, however.  But Scott Vaughn – a 

commissioner on the Canadian Environment and Sustainable Development Commission 

– criticized the government’s climate change plan as lacking the “tools and management 

needed to achieve, measure, and report emissions reductions,” and that the 35 different 

government climate change programs were “disjointed, confused, non-transparent,” 

(Fitzpatrick 2011).   

When Conservatives won the majority in parliament following the 2011 elections, 

Canadian climate policy deteriorated further.  Conservatives intimated their lack of 

interest in meeting their commitments to the Kyoto Protocol early on; even the Canadian 

Environment Minister called their own Kyoto targets “unreachable” (Palmer 2007).  Just 

months after the elections of 2011, Canada became the first Kyoto Protocol signatory to 

withdraw from the agreement (CBC 2011).  Upon securing a majority government, the 
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Conservatives have embraced an anti-climate change agenda much more openly, as 

recent evidence suggests. 

In the current state of Canadian climate policy, we have begun to see backsliding.  

Recently, the opposition leader – Thomas Mulclair of the New Democratic Party – 

criticized the Conservative government for their strong support to build the Keystone XL 

pipeline through the US in order to bring oil extracted from the carbon-intensive tar sands 

of Alberta (Goldenberg 2013).  The tar sands are viewed as one of the most 

environmentally harmful fossil fuels as they not only produce more GhGs from their 

production and extraction (Gardner 2009), but also because of their intense water 

requirements and open-pit mining.  This represents a large step backward for Canadian 

climate policy. 

It is clear that these two countries have had different experiences with climate 

policy in recent years.  How do these cases help illustrate how partisan VPs can affect 

climate policy?  In Germany, we saw a coalition government composed of parties with 

similar views on the environment.  As van Spanje (2010) notes, some smaller, more 

ideologically distinct parties can drag the entire party system towards their standpoint; if 

this can happen to a party system entire, it may likely happen to coalition partners as 

well.  The Greens became something of an anti-veto player for climate policy by having a 

lot of success in policy through their advocacy.  Die Grunen was able have a strong 

impact on ‘greening’ various sectors of the German economy, especially the renewable 

energy industry, which increased production (Evrard 2012).  In the German case, we see 

few, if any, partisan VPs in the way of climate policy. 
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The Canadian case, though, gives us a much different picture of partisan VPs.  As 

a minority and majority government, there were very few differences – except for a little 

less boldness as a minority government – in Conservative policy towards climate change.  

The trend-line overall was to take little action on climate policy then to rescind previous 

agreements.  With their free-market ideological orientation, the Conservatives are 

focused on economic growth – damn the environmental costs.  Once a majority was 

secured, the Conservatives have been able to establish a firm anti-climate change agenda 

and realize these ideals through policy, especially with the exploitation of the 

controversial tar sands. 

In sum, the policy differences between the two countries may likely be tied to 

extra partisan VPs in government.  Though we were unable to see how divided 

government would intervene as a partisan VP, one could easily speculate that it would 

only have added more difficulty in passing climate policy, especially in the case of 

Canada.  These two countries have a diverging record on climate policy outcomes as 

well, possibly due to their action on climate policy – Germany adopted more climate 

policies on average per year, as well as more major policies than Canada.  Canada has 

been emitting higher amounts of CO2 into the atmosphere on a per capita basis at about 

15 tons per person, while Germany emits only around 9 tons.  Though Canada gets a 

significant portion of its energy from hydroelectric dams (56%), it has seen fewer 

investitures in renewable energy than Germany.  For example, German wind power 

supplies 10.6% of its total electricity needs while the proportion in Canada is only 2.3% 

(EWEA 2012; Blackwell 2012). This example suggests that extra partisan VPs, with an 

anti-climate change ideological disposition, make it harder for climate policy adoption to 
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occur.  Both case studies show that one or a few extra institutions may be liable for a 

weaker climate policy agenda.   

 

VII. Conclusion 

 The purpose of this chapter was to introduce the reader to veto players theory in 

general and to develop the theory to apply the theory to climate policy specifically.  I was 

able to discuss how VP theory rectifies issues with previous theoretical standpoints in 

climate policy.  The existing literature using VP theory was shown to be important, but 

lacking in its holistic treatment of institutions and how it conceptualizes the effect of VPs 

on outcomes.  I clarify this by discussing how the policies adopted mediate the impact of 

VPs on outcomes. 

 I detailed the mechanisms by which institutional and partisan VPs can influence 

climate policy adoption.  The discussion of the mechanisms by which each institution 

acts as a VP is essential for the empirical portion of this research.  Finally, I was able to 

provide comparative case studies for both institutional and partisan VPs separately to 

help in our later analysis.  The provision of two contrasting real world examples aid in 

the two chapters following this one by demonstrating how elements of the theory work in 

practice.  Combined with these case studies and the data from the chapters following this, 

we will be more confident in our findings to infer that more institutional and partisan VPs 

reduce climate policy adoption which prevents achieving beneficial outcomes. 
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Chapter 4 – Green Means Stop: How Veto Players Impact the Adoption 

of Climate Change Policy 
 

As we saw in the previous chapter, the United Kingdom had success in adopting 

the Climate Change Act of 2008 whereas attempts to adopt the American Clean Energy 

and Security Act of 2009 in the United States ended in failure.  Though both countries 

share many cultural, social, and political ties and were controlled by center-left political 

parties at the time, there were divergent legislative outcomes on climate policy.  We also 

saw that the US bill died in the upper house of the legislature which is not possible in the 

UK.  This stimulates a couple general questions: does the number of political institutions 

affect the amount of climate legislation adopted in a country?  Does this apply to the 

varying types and significance of climate legislation that I discussed in Chapter 2? 

 The study of policy adoption is an increasingly important research topic in 

political science.  Policy adoption, especially in the context of the United States, has been 

a vibrant research area when observing policy diffusion (Rogers 1962; Karch 2007; 

Nicholson-Crotty 2009).  Cross-national policy adoption studies are also a dynamic field 

of political science research (Schneider and Ingraham 1984; Weyland 2005; Caul-

Kittilson 2008).  There is some precedent for investigating environmental policy 

adoption, but that literature is small.  Knill, Debus, and Heichel (2010) investigate how 

parties influence environmental policy outputs, and Tosun and Knill (2009) find more 

environmental regulations where there is deeper economic integration, as with the 

European Union.  These studies, while useful, lack a direct focus on climate policy 

adoption and how it is affected by political institutions. Other research on climate change 

policy adoption tends to constrain itself to specific countries and policies, like renewable 

energy policy in the United States (Weiner and Koontz 2010).  
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The gap in the literature on this subject is especially perplexing given the 

immense policy activity on climate change.  On the international level, the UN 

Framework on Climate Change has conducted 18 Conferences of Parties of member 

states to negotiate solutions for mitigating and adapting to climate change.  At the 

domestic level, countries have been taking legislative action on climate change, with the 

states in my sample adopting an average of over 20 climate change-related policies 

between 1996 and 2010.  The forces resisting climate policy adoption have devoted 

significant resources to prevent climate change policy from passing; anti-climate change 

political contributions and lobbying expenditures from 28 selected multi-national 

corporations added up into the hundreds of millions of dollars over the past decade 

(Union of Concerned Scientists 2012). 

 I use the veto players approach to help explain differences in climate policy 

adoption in wealthy states, which I detailed at length in the previous chapter.  The central 

premise of VP theory is that more political institutions in a state create more obstacles to 

policy passage.  Using the climate policy data from Chapter 2, I examine if states with 

more veto players have lower rates of climate policy adoption.  Also drawing upon those 

same data, I examine how VPs affect climate policy adoption rates in relation to policy 

types – whether its cost is concentrated or distributed – and according to whether the 

policy is major or minor.  I utilize a statistical model to appraise how the number of VPs 

a state has will influence its rate of climate policy adoption.  The findings generally 

support the expectations that more VPs negatively affect rates of climate policy adoption 

and how much major and minor climate policy is passed.   
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II. Policy Adoption and Institutions  

 The literature on policy adoption is an expansive one such that it would be 

impossible to discuss all worthwhile studies in this chapter.  A brief examination of the 

literature reveals that there are various impacts on policy adoption.  Jackson (1992) 

demonstrates that U.S. state political system attributes have effects on state policy, but to 

a limited extent.  The classic text by Baumgartner and Jones (1993) attributes new policy 

adoption to ‘policy entrepreneurs’ whom take advantage of public opinion and issue 

saliency to create policy change.   

In a cross-national comparative context, policy adoption studies range a broad 

spectrum of policy areas.  Neoliberal economic policy adoption may result from the 

support of intraparty coalitions and interest groups, as well as international pressure 

(Wilson 1994).  For the case of gender equality statute adoption, Olga Avdeyeva shows 

that there is a need for a robust women’s rights movement coupled with female 

representation in parliament (2010).  Finally, other comparative research finds that South 

Korean social policy adoption is tied to political elites’ need to enhance their reputation 

and chances of retaining office (Joo 1999). 

 Scholars have investigated the ways in which a variety of institutional contexts 

influence policy adoption.  Castles and McKinlay (1979), for example, show that certain 

political institutions – like party control, political structure, and leadership – are major 

influences on OECD welfare policy adoption.  Schneider and Ingraham (1984) focus on 

public participation and a strong central bureaucracy and find that these factors benefit 

social policy adoption in Western Europe.  More recent research emphasizes political 

competition and ideological polarization as having impacts on policy adoption (Murillo 
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and Martinez-Gallardo 2007).  Finally, other research indicates electoral institutions to be 

of importance as Thames and Edwards (2006) provide evidence that mixed-member 

proportional systems adopt policies that lead to higher government expenditures.  

  

III. Veto Players and Climate Policy Adoption 

 In Chapter 3, I linked the number of veto players to the rates of climate policy 

passage.  According to the veto players framework, states with more institutional and 

partisan VPs have more obstacles to be overcome for a climate policy to pass, giving 

more opportunities for opponents to defeat it.  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 H1: States with more institutional and partisan veto players will adopt less climate 

 change policy relative to states with fewer veto players. 

This hypothesis, though, only refers to the general impact that VPs have on the adoption 

of climate policy as theory predicted in the last chapter.  Below, I provide the logic 

behind how VPs will impact the different types and significance of climate policy, which 

tests the theory against my conceptual innovations on climate policy. 

 

Climate Policy Adoption: Concentrated Cost Tools and Major Policies 

 There are a rich variety of policy tools that countries have at their disposal to 

combat climate change.  I have also discussed the misleading conventional wisdom that 

policy action taken on climate change revolves around international frameworks and/or 

large policies like cap-and-trade or carbon taxes (see Axelrod, VanDeveer, and Downie 

2011; Ekins and Barker 2001).  One of the contributions of this research has been to 

provide conceptual clarity to climate policy by categorizing them according to their cost 
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structure and significance.  I show that climate policy tools either concentrate costs on a 

few or distribute costs through many.  Concentrated costs may make it easier for 

opponents of certain climate policies to gain traction with the various VPs to thwart the 

policy’s adoption. 

The concentrated cost policy tools I identified are comprised of regulation, 

taxation, and tradable permits schemes.  The defining feature of these policies is that they 

incur costs primarily a few actors – heavy emitters like manufacturing, transportation, 

and energy generation.  Because of this, climate policy scholars agree that these policies 

generate substantial political conflict and activate business and industry to oppose these 

policies (Ackerman et al. 2012; Mathys and de Melo 2011; Press and Mazmanian 2012).  

In states with more VPs, this makes a higher threshold for the policy to pass.  Also, with 

more VPs there are more opportunities for business, public, and political opponents to 

derail policy by expanding the scope of conflict (Schattschneider 1960).   

Opposite to concentrated cost climate policy tools are those where cost is 

distributed over a larger section of the population.  Recall that these policy tools include: 

grants/subsidies, loans & guarantees, tax expenditures, and public information policies.  

Generally, these policies incur costs that are spread out over the entire population, or a 

broad cross-section thereof.  Because of this aspect, they will induce less conflict over 

their passage that concentrated cost climate policies would.  There is a strong a priori 

reason to believe that distributed cost policies will adopted at higher rates than 

concentrated cost policies.  In the type of politics described by Mayhew (1974), elected 

officials need to claim credit to build their case for reelection. Distributed cost policies 

provide them with that opportunity.  In the context of veto players, distributed cost 
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climate policies may denature the tendency for them to obstruct the passage of policy.  

The broad cost displacement of distributed cost climate policies means fewer interest 

groups have the disposition to oppose these policies. Groups may be lobbying for their 

passage as with the EU and wind energy policy (Svendsen 2011), which may increase the 

rate at which they are adopted relative to concentrated cost policies. This leads to my 

second set of hypotheses: 

H2A: States with more institutional and partisan veto players will pass fewer 

concentrated cost climate policies as a proportion of all climate policies than 

those with fewer veto players.   

H2B: States with more institutional and partisan veto players will pass more 

distributed cost climate policies as a proportion of all climate policies than those 

with fewer veto players. 

Not only does the type of policy matter for the rate of legislative action on climate 

change, but also the degree to which the policy changes the status quo.  I discussed how 

policy theorists like Lindblom (1959) have argued that policy change is most likely to 

occur in an incremental fashion.  This is not to say, however, that major policy adoption 

never occurs as incremental policy change may eventually lead to a major policy shift.  

Baumgartner and Jones (1993; 2002) maintain this with their theory of punctuated 

equilibrium.  While punctuated equilibrium is found to perform well as an explanatory 

model for U.S. state health care policy adoption, Gray et al. (2010) find that without 

certain factors like favorable partisan control and interest group support, states may be 

‘incrementing to nowhere.’   



103 

 

Others view policy incrementalism more sharply. Empirical evidence 

demonstrates that incremental policy adoption is detrimental to larger policy shifts in the 

future; indeed, Berkman and Reenock (2004) do not find evidence to support the 

punctuated equilibrium model, and that incrementalism may actually reduce the 

likelihood of wholesale policy reforms later on.  With the mixed theoretical standpoints 

and empirical findings in this vein of literature, my expectations are informed by how 

veto players operate in the context of policy adoption. 

With the case of climate policy, whether punctuated equilibrium holds or not 

depends on the configuration of VPs for two reasons.  First, considering the findings of 

Gray et al. (2010), partisan and interest group VPs must be roughly aligned for a major 

policy shift to occur.  This alignment becomes more complicated and unlikely when 

thinking of systems with more VPs.  Therefore, the general notion that more VPs hinder 

policy adoption holds, especially with controversial policy areas like climate change.   

Secondly, if a major climate policy is proposed, it may disincentivize VPs to act boldly 

and adopt the policy.  When considering the adoption of a major climate policy, a bias 

toward the existing status quo will predominate as the outcome of the new policy is 

uncertain, making it harder to adopt (Gowda 1999).  Therefore, VPs may be more willing 

to assent to a more minor climate policy package in order to appease those advocating for 

larger changes. 

VPs may have apprehension about passing major policies, making passage that 

much more difficult.  On the other hand, minor policy changes may be easier for the VPs 

to acquiesce to because there is a smaller deviation from the status quo.  Theoretically, it 
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stands to reason that minor policies are less likely to exacerbate institutional discord and 

will be passed at higher rates than major policies.  Therefore, I hypothesize:   

H3A: States with more institutional and partisan veto players will pass fewer 

major climate change policies than those with fewer veto players. 

H3B: States with more institutional and partisan veto players will pass more minor 

climate policies than those with fewer veto players.  

 

IV. The Veto Players Data and an Explanation of Methods 

 This chapter elaborates on the data used in this study.  In Chapter 2 I explored 

variation within the data that comprise my dependent variables on adopted climate 

policies, and I link those data to veto players to see if there are any common and 

observable relationships.  I will describe some of the combinations of veto players that 

countries have and look at the correlations between institutions to see if some VPs are 

codependent upon one another.  Before we delve into that, Table 4.1 shows in descending 

order the mean number of VPs per country in relation to the mean percentage of policies 

passed dealing with climate change. 
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Table 4.1: Mean Veto Players, Climate Policy %, Type, and 

Significance By Country, 1996-2010 

 

Country 
Veto 

Players 

Climate 

Policy (%) 

Concentrated Cost 

(%) 
Major (%) 

United States 11.3 0.21 0 33.3 

Australia 8.7 1.93 78.2 26.4 

Switzerland 7.7 1.67 20 20 

Canada 7.3 2.25 60 16.7 

Portugal 5.7 0.61 37.5 75 

Japan 5.6 2.01 46.3 60 

Italy 5.5 0.7 40 35 

Germany 5.2 2.37 54.9 21.8 

France 5.1 0.9 56.3 16.7 

Belgium 4.3 1.22 59.7 13.5 

Spain 4.2 1.67 62.5 43.8 

United 

Kingdom 
4.1 2.29 

54.5 72.7 

Turkey 3.5 0.43 40 90 

Greece 3.3 2.13 27.5 7.5 

Denmark 2.7 2.67 61.7 43.3 

Ireland 2.6 1.71 50 50 

Austria 2.5 2.31 52.3 26.5 

Sweden 2 2.63 48.9 47.9 

New Zealand 1.9 0.96 100 75 

Norway 1.9 1.12 25 50 

Iceland 1.7 1.2 26.9 26.9 

Finland 1.5 1.72 48.1 44.4 

Netherlands 1.3 0.81 55.4 41.8 

 

As you can see, the United States has the most number of veto players on average 

and the lowest percentage of climate policy adoption.  The following states of Australia, 

Switzerland, and Canada are also high VP states but their climate policy passage record is 

higher than the US, by an order of magnitude of 8 in the case of Switzerland.  Looking at 

other states in the table, We see higher rates by countries like Germany (2.37%), the UK 

(2.29%), Denmark (2.67%) and Sweden (2.63%), and relative to the top five countries 

with the highest number of VPs, we notice these states with the highest rates of climate 
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policy also have fewer VPs.  But these observations only imply a relationship, and I use 

statistical estimations below to give us more solid evidence. 

To better understand the combinations of institutions that countries share, I divide 

the states up into three groups of high, medium, and low numbers of VPs.  The eight 

states in the high VPs category do have some institutional similarities, which is likely the 

reason for them having more VPs.  First, we notice that the US, Australia, Switzerland, 

Canada, and Germany are all federal states and in all these states except Canada, we see a 

tendency toward bicameral legislative structures.  I was curious to see if these two were 

correlated as Tsebelis and Money (1997) indicate.  The correlation coefficient was 

moderately high at 0.55, but not over the 0.7 threshold commonly used to denote high 

correlation.
27

  Another commonality between these states is the presence of both judicial 

review and pluralistic interest group structures.  Of the top eight highest VP states, only 

Switzerland and Germany (has judicial review) lack these VPs, while all others have both 

of these institutional VPs.  On the partisan VPs side, there are fewer distinctly noticeable 

trends, but some nonetheless.  Because of the electoral and party system in the US, there 

are always single-party majorities in the legislature, and increasing instances of divided 

government.  Switzerland operates in a divided government through the entirety of the 

data. 

 The middle seven countries by VP count indicate few patterns with the VPs.  Six 

of the seven states are parliamentary systems, excluding France which is semi-

presidential.  Other than Belgium, all these countries are unitary states.  Otherwise, these 

                                                 
27

 After looking at a correlation matrix, I find that there are no veto players variables that are 

overwhelmingly correlated with one another.  There is a modestly high correlation between presidential 

systems and initiative/referenda-holding states, but it is only 0.59.  Otherwise, there is little evidence to 

demonstrate that some of these institutions are so highly interrelated as to create multicollinearity issues in 

my statistical estimations. 
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states appear to be institutionally heterogeneous to one another in many ways, with much 

variation between countries on other institutional and partisan VPs.  One statistic that 

stands out from this group, however, is that they have the highest average adoption of 

climate policy – 1.62% – when compared to the high (1.47%) and low (1.57%) VP 

groupings.   

 In the eight states comprising the low VP group, we again see some more clear 

patterns of veto players.  First, there is only one federal state, Austria, while all the rest 

are unitary.  Excepting Finland, these countries are all parliamentary systems as well; 

including Finland, every country in the group uses some form of proportional method for 

allocating legislative seats in elections.  Only the Netherlands has a bicameral legislative 

system, and it is relatively weak.  Because there are few presidential or bicameral 

systems, divided government is usually not found in these states.  None of these states 

have initiatives/referenda, while countries with this institution are only found in the high 

VP group (Switzerland and Portugal).  Finally, only in the case of Ireland does a state in 

this group possess both a pluralism and judicial review, while the rest only have one or 

the other.  Finally, it seems that these states have propitiousness towards coalition 

governments, as only Norway and Sweden had brief periods of minority government rule 

before returning to coalitions.   

 Looking at the policy types and significance, we find some basic relationship 

between high, medium, and low VP countries.  Looking at Table 4.1, it is hard to discern 

a pattern between the three groupings of countries, but taking the mean of each for policy 

type and significance shows some differences.  With concentrated cost policies, I find 

that high VP states have the lowest percentage of use at 42.1%, whereas medium and low 
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VP states have rates at 51.7% and 50.8%, respectively.  This shows some basic evidence 

that states with fewer VPs are able to pass more concentrated cost policies.  When 

looking at major policies, there is a much clearer trend: going from high, medium, and 

low VP country groups, we see that there are increasing rates of use of major policy at 

36%, 41.1%, and 45.3%, respectively.  This gives some preliminary evidence in favor of 

Hypotheses 3A and B. 

 

 In Table 4.2, we see the summary statistics for the other variables used in this 

study and I detail each variable and its coding below.  These data all come from the 

dataset I compiled and surveyed in Chapter 2. There are three dependent variables used 

for this study.  The first of these variables corresponds with the first hypothesis about 

overall climate policy passage rates.  This variable is coded as the ratio of policies 

dealing directly with climate change out of all passed policies in a year, and the unit of 

Table 4.2: Summary Statistics of Climate Policies, Veto Players, and Controls 

 

Variable 

 

Observations Mean SD Min Max 

% Climate 

Policies 

337 1.56 1.79 0 7.7 

% Concentrated 

Cost 

198 49.71 41.91 0 100 

% Distributed 

Cost  

198 50.29 41.91 0 100 

% Major Policies 211 38.5 41.04 0 100 

% Minor Policies 211 61.5 41.04 0 100 

Veto Players 713 4.44 2.57 1 12 

GDP Per Capita  

(2012 US$) 

713 23,549 14,119 1240 95,190 

% Services 669 64.6 9.17 31 81 

% Industry 669 27.34 4.77 7 40 

Consumption 713 7.19 0.64 5.36 8.49 

EU 713 0.53 0.49 0 1 

Greens 713 2.86 3.77 0 22.2 
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analysis is the state-year, as is for all models.  My second dependent variable tests 

Hypotheses 2A and B which deal with the type of climate policy tools used – 

concentrated or distributed cost policies.  This variable is measured as the percent of all 

climate policies adopted that were concentrated cost policy tools.
28

  Since the distributed 

cost policy measure is the inverse of the measure used, we can interpret results for it by 

simply inversing the coefficient sign of the concentrated costs measure. 

 The third dependent variable used measures major vs. minor climate policy.  The 

coding for this variable is the percentage of climate policies adopted in a given year that 

were major in nature.  Just like the previous measure for concentrated and distributed cost 

policies, the major/minor measure is a mirror-image of one another; therefore I will only 

be using the percentage of major policies as the dependent variable tested in the model.  

Results for minor policies can be interpreted the same as they are for distributed cost 

policies.  For these measures, we are only looking at country-years where policy is 

adopted, and for country-years where no policy was adopted these instances are treated as 

missing values and are not included in the analysis. 

 The main explanatory variable in this study is an additive index of veto players in 

a state.  VPs can be broken down into two categories: institutional and partisan.  The 

count of institutional veto players is measured along seven dimensions: federalism, 

presidential system, single-member district electoral formula, bicameralism, citizen 

initiative/referendum, judicial review, and pluralism.  The coding of these variables 

comes from O’Reilly (2005) which is adapted from Huber et al. (1993).  The coding for 

federalism, electoral formula, and bicameralism ranges from 0 (unitary state; proportional 

                                                 
28

 The coding of policy tools in this study comes from Lester M. Salamon’s edited volume, The Tools of 

Government (2002).  
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representation [PR]; unicameral legislature), 1 (medium federalism; mixed PR; and weak 

bicameral), and 2 (strong federal state; single member district; strong bicameral 

legislature).  The other elements of institutional veto players (presidential system, citizen 

initiative/referenda, judicial review, and pluralism) are all counted as a 0 if they do not 

have the institution/it has no veto power and a 1 if they do have the institution/does have 

veto power.  The institutional VPs of judicial review and pluralism are original additions 

to the data, and all data have been updated to 2010.
29

 

 The partisan VP side of the index includes three main elements: divided 

government, minority government/single-party majority, and anti-climate change party in 

power.  The coding for divided government is straightforward – with a unicameral, 

parliamentary system this score will always be a 0; a bicameral (both weak and strong), 

parliamentary system with different parties controlling each house the score is a 1; 

bicameral, presidential systems, if any house or the presidency is controlled by a different 

party also score a 1.  For single-party minority/majority governments the coding is a 1, 

but a coalition government scores a 0.  Minority governments and single-party majorities 

behave in much the same way according to Tsebelis (1995), making this an appropriate 

coding decision.  Finally, anti-climate change parties are defined as any party in control 

of government or in a coalition with a free-market orthodoxy or classic liberal bent, and 

they are scored a 1.  Parties that have an active climate change agenda are scored a 0.  

Coding these was done by looking at party stances on the environment and determining 

                                                 
29

 Coding for judicial review and pluralism were fairly simple.  For judicial review, each state’s constitution 

was reviewed to determine the jurisdiction of the highest court in each country.  If they were able to 

unequivocally overturn or modify legislation, they were given a 1.  For pluralism, I utilized Alan Siaroff’s 

(1999) piece on corporatism.  I coded states a ‘1’, or pluralist, if they scored lower than a 4.00 on his scale, 

with states above the cut point being considered corporatist and receiving a ‘0’.  States whose score was not 

in this piece were cross-referenced with their constitution to determine if trilateral negotiations were the 

norm. 
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their approach to economics and the environment, often by looking at public statements 

and voting records of parties to determine stances on climate change policy. 

 Added together, these elements comprise my veto players variable. Some may 

argue that an additive index inflates the veto power of some institutions, while 

simultaneously discounting the veto power of others.  To overcome this, one might 

suggest a weighted measure of institutions to account for the greater veto power of some 

institutions.  This critique is legitimate, but I argue that additive indexes are common in 

the comparative institutional literature and they help to avoid arbitrary weights assigned 

to certain institutions.  First, many scholars have utilized additive indexes for the 

practical measurement of political institutions in a comparative context.  Shugart and 

Carey (1992) provide the first theoretical foothold on presidential institutions which 

heavily influences Siaroff’s (2003) additive index to differentiate between weak and 

strong presidential powers.  In the VP literature, Huber, Ragin, Stephens (1993) is the 

most influential index, and as mentioned before, spawned the extension by O’Reilly 

(2005).  Using an additive index has been common in the institutional literature, and has 

been especially instructive when measuring VPs. 

 The other problem with a weighted measure of institutions is that there is some 

arbitrariness in assigning weights to various institutions.  Assigning weights to 

institutions can be problematic: does a presidential system have twice the veto power of a 

parliamentary system? What about three or four times the veto power?  Do pluralist states 

only have one-tenth the veto power of a strong bicameral system, or is it more?  These 

questions are methodologically and theoretically confounding and could damage the 
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findings of this research.  While rough-hewn, the additive index does not carry this grave 

potential for error. 

 Despite the fact that the countries in this study share many similarities, there are 

also other variables that need to be controlled for in the statistical analysis.  The sample 

set contains some of the world’s wealthiest countries; however, there is considerable 

variation across states and time.  Therefore, one of the central controls in this study is the 

gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in 2012 U.S. dollars.  Wealthier states may have 

more resources to take action on climate change.  The next two controls are also tied to 

the economy, specifically the workforce composition.  The percentage of the workforce 

employed in the service sector
30

 and industry are used to measure this.  Using the 

proportion of workforce in industry doubles as an interest group control as well – states 

with a higher percentage of their workforce in industry may have industry groups that 

would be resistant to climate change policy because it would interfere with business 

activities.  My next control is an overall consumption variable and I use the logged 

population of each state.  The reason I log the population numbers is to smooth out the 

large discrepancies in the raw population figures between states like Iceland and the 

U.S.
31

  Because of the European Union’s (EU) strong record on inducing its member 

states to adopt environmental policy – as with the EU Emissions Trading Scheme – a 

binary control for EU membership is necessary.  Finally, I utilize a control for the impact 

of Green/ecological parties in the legislative process, which measures the percentage of 

                                                 
30

 Typically those industries not contained within agriculture, mining, fishing, and manufacturing.  Some 

examples include: government, health care/public health, banking/finance, retail sales, education, etc. 
31

 The data for GDP per capita, percentage of workforce in industry and services, and consumption 

(population) come from the U.N. World Development Indicators database. 
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Green/ecological parties in the lower house of a state’s legislature.
32

  Neumayer (2003) 

uses these data and finds that more Greens in the lower house of the legislature improve 

environmental policy outcomes; this effect could be similarly noticed for the passage of 

climate change legislation as well.  

 In order to match the time-series, cross-sectional (TSCS) array of these data, I 

must use an appropriate statistical model.  Since the panels in the dataset are states, I 

generally employ a fixed effects estimator, to control for error endemic to each separate 

state. Furthermore, the nature of my data necessitates the use of a specific type of fixed 

effects estimation – fixed effects vector decomposition (FEVD).  This modeling 

technique is applied to give better error parameter estimations to the main explanatory 

variable – veto players – which varies slowly or by small degrees over time (Plumper and 

Troeger 2007).
33

  While Greene (2011) contests the accuracy of the estimation technique, 

Plumper and Troeger (2011) demonstrate that FEVD outperforms other estimators to 

correct for unobserved correlation with specific unit effects and time-invariant variables.  

The strength of FEVD is that it distills the error that accumulates in the error parameter 

estimations of time-invariant variables and incorporates it back into the model; 

essentially, these accumulated errors due to time invariancy become a control variable in 

the model. 

Diagnostic tests were run to ensure greater confidence in the results of the 

statistical analysis.  To determine if any of the three dependent variables suffered from 

                                                 
32

 These data come from Duane Swank’s Comparative Parties dataset.  The data only go to 2006, but I was 

able to update the data through 2010. Data can be accessed through his website: 

http://www.marquette.edu/polisci/faculty_swank.shtml 
33

 For instance, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Greece, and others only vary once or twice in the 15 

year span.  This has serious consequences for statistical modeling as the very root of its name implies, a 

variable must vary. 
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autocorrelation between the error terms of t and t-1, I ran the Wooldridge serial 

correlation
34

 test and determined that there was none.  Second, I tested for a unit root 

process whereby the current value equals the last value plus a weakly dependent 

disturbance and found there was none in all of the dependent variables.
35

  The final 

diagnostic I ran was for outliers, specifically the United States; it has the highest VP 

count along with the lowest average adoption rate.  The US could be driving results in the 

analysis, so I ran a baseline model with no control for the US and one without the US 

included in the estimation entirely and find that results are largely unaffected.
36

 

 

V. Results 

 Table 4.3 on the next page shows the results for the three models run.  When 

looking at the percentage of climate policies passed annually out of all laws passed in a 

country, there is strong statistical significance (p<0.01) to support my hypothesis that 

states with more veto players adopt fewer climate policies in a given country-year, on 

average.  The findings also suggest a moderate substantive impact.  The model shows that 

for an increase in one veto player, a given country will use 0.19% fewer climate policies 

as a proportion of all policy passed.  Considering the range of the dependent variable is 

from zero to 7.7%, this is a modest but not infinitesimal finding.  The results for the 

concentrated cost model show that veto players do not have a statistically significant 

impact on their usage. The model shows that there is little significance of the other 

                                                 
34

 The statistical software package used for this research is STATA 12. The Wooldridge test used the 

xtserial command.  
35

 To test for a unit root process, I used the Fisher’s Augmented Dickey-Fuller test (xtfisher). 
36

 As you see in Table 3 below, the exclusion of the US from the estimations usually does have an effect, 

though not to the point where my results are affected.  Generally, we see that once the US is left out of the 

estimations, the results turn up slightly weaker substantively, but remain statistically significant to a large 

degree. 
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variables in the model as well.  There is no large difference between the models with or 

without the US. These models demonstrate a lack of support for Hypotheses 2A and B. 

 For the major and minor climate policy models, there is statistical evidence to 

support my hypotheses.  In Hypotheses 3A and B, I predicted that major policies will be 

adopted less, on average, in countries with more VPs, and the inverse for minor policies.  

The model shows support for my hypotheses.  The VPs measure gains statistical 

significance at the .01 level and is in the expected negative direction.  Substantively, 

states with more VPs will adopt 7.25% fewer major climate policies per a one unit 

increase in VPs, per country-year on average.  The regression of veto players on the 

percentage of minor climate policies performs as predicted, with more veto players 

increasing the percentage of minor policies used.  The substantive impact is the same as 

major policies, but in the opposite direction. 
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Table 4.3: FEVD Estimations of Overall Climate Policy, Policy Type, and Major Policies, 1996-

2010 

 

 

Variable % Climate 

Policies 

% Climate 

Policies 

(non-US) 

% 

Concentrated 

Cost 

% 

Concentrated 

Cost (non-

US) 

% Major 

Policies 

% Major 

Policies 

(non-US) 

Veto Players -0.19*** 

  (0.05) 

  -0.33*** 

(0.69) 

      -0.14 

      (1.74) 

1.12 

(1.84) 

 -7.26*** 

   (1.59) 

  -7.35*** 

  (1.64) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

   0.06 

  (0.09) 

     0.03 

(0.09) 

     -7.33** 

     (2.87) 

      -7.26** 

(2.93) 

   -6.33** 

   (2.81) 

  -6.98** 

  (2.81) 

% Services    0.14*** 

  (0.02) 

    0.14***                 

(0.02) 

     -0.05 

     (0.79) 

      -0.07 

(0.87) 

  1.63*** 

   (0.66) 

   1.77*** 

  (0.66) 

% Industry   -0.02 

  (0.03) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

      0.52 

     (0.93) 

0.53 

(0.95) 

    0.33 

   (0.82) 

   0.09 

  (0.82) 

Consumption    0.68*** 

  (0.2) 

   2.76*** 

(0.39) 

     -4.11 

     (6.31) 

      -2.44 

(6.75) 

 16.36*** 

   (5.74) 

  16.64*** 

  (5.82) 

EU    0.01 

  (0.23) 

0.01 

(0.24) 

      5.79 

     (7.77) 

3.48 

(7.98) 

-22.26*** 

   (7.14) 

  -22.25*** 

   (7.10) 

Greens    0.04 

  (0.03) 

0.03 

(0.03) 

     -0.31 

     (0.82) 

      -0.29 

(0.84) 

   -0.88 

   (0.74) 

   -0.99 

   (0.74) 

eta_bh    1*** 

 (0.12) 

      1*** 

(0.14) 

    0.99*** 

     (0.18) 

   1*** 

0.23 

    1*** 

(0.14) 

 1*** 

   (0.14) 

Constant -11.76*** 

  (2.4) 

 -26.15*** 

(3.82) 

   92.83*** 

    (77.17) 

 79.19*** 

   (85.4) 

-128.36** 

  (63.72) 

 -130.96* 

   (63.89) 

       

N 334 319 197 191 210 204 

R
2 

0.22 0.21 0.19 0.15 0.26 0.26 

Rho 0 0 0 0 0 0 

p>χ
2 

    93.27***   80.22***      44.11***      32.82***    68.87***      70.01*** 

 
Note: Indications for significance are: *** p<0.01; **p<0.05; * p<0.1, on two-tailed tests.  All DVs are expressed as a 

percentage between 0 and 100.  GDP per capita has been divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size. 
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Table 4.4 recapitulates the hypotheses laid out in this chapter.  Overall, I find 

strong support for two out of three general hypotheses with a strong amount of 

substantive impact as well.  These estimations explain a modest amount of variance in the 

data as the R
2
 statistic shows that 22%, 19%, and 26% were explained for overall climate 

policy, concentrated cost, and major climate policies, respectively.
37

  I also graphically 

display the linear estimations from each of the primary models, which includes the US, to 

better depict how veto players impact policy along each of my indicators.  Graph 4.1 

shows the linear prediction of how veto players impact the percentage of climate policy.  

The shaded area represents the 95% confidence intervals.  We see the confidence 

intervals at their smallest range between three and five veto players in the count, with a 

significant downward trend between the two.  The fitted value ranges from about 1.75% 

                                                 
37

 Models run without the eta_bh term, which is the accumulated error from time invariancy, turn up 

insignificant results for the Veto Players variable.  This provides further evidence that the FEVD modeling 

technique is appropriate for these data.  The eta_bh term from the accumulated invariance of veto players 

over time was significant in all models.  This indicates that the error removed from the model because of 

time invariancy was an important factor in the analysis.After email communication with A. Cooper Drury, 

the coefficient of ‘1’ for the eta_bh term is common and does not indicate a problem with the estimation. 

Table 4.4: Hypothesis Recap 

 

Hypothesis 
Predicted Effect 

of Veto Players 
Analysis Results Evidence 

H1: Percentage of 

Climate Policy 
Negative 

Significant 

 

Hypothesis 

Supported 

H2A: Concentrated 

Cost Policy 
Negative  Not Significant 

Hypothesis 

Unsupported 

H2B: Distributed 

Cost Policy 
Positive Not Significant 

Hypothesis  

Unsupported 

H3A: Major 

Climate Policy 
Negative 

Significant 

 

Hypothesis 

Supported 

H3B: Minor 

Climate Policy 
Positive 

Significant 

 

Hypothesis 

Supported 
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with one VP to about 1.0% with twelve VPs, indicating a moderately significant 

downward slope. 

Graph 4.2 provides a visual of a similar pattern for the passage of major climate 

policies.  There is a downward trajectory in the relationship between the number of veto 

players and the percentage of major climate policies adopted.  The graphical 

representation of the line of best fit shows that as the veto players measure goes from its 

minimum on up to its maximum, there is over a twenty percentage point drop in the 

number of major climate policies passed over minor policies, from 45% down to around 

23%.  This graph shows a much stronger impact of veto players on major policy 

adoption, than for concentrated cost policy adoption. 

 

Graph 4.1: 
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Graph 4.2:  

 

 
 

VI. Discussion and Conclusion 

Of the hypothesized relationships between veto players and climate policy 

adoption, I found strong empirical support to back my hypotheses, excepting the effect of 

VPs on policy type.  Some further discussion on the statistical evidence put forth is 

necessary to help contextualize these findings. I also discuss the policy implications 

resulting from the findings in order to more clearly understand the impact of political 

institutions on climate change policy adoption. 

The overall passage rate for climate change policy was significantly and 

negatively affected by the presence of more political institutions.  While arguably some 

political institutions may impede the climate policy adoption process more than others, 
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these findings express that, in a general sense, the veto players theory holds on climate 

policy adoption rates.  With more institutions, there are more avenues for policy battles to 

occur and all the more reason for politicians, policy entrepreneurs, and/or bureaucrats to 

default to business-as-usual on the issue of climate change.  Though I did not find any 

empirical support for the proposed relationship between veto players and they type of 

policy, these policies are still important to consider as they may shape the climate 

outcomes in a country. 

 For major and minor climate policies, the evidence found in the statistical models 

comports with the hypotheses.  With many elected and other officials less willing to ‘rock 

the boat’ with a large change from the status quo, major policy adoption suffers as more 

layers of political institutions are added.  Consequently, the usage of minor policies 

increases concomitant to the number of veto players.  Minor climate policies may be used 

to appease or quell advocates of broad and expansive climate change policy regimes, or 

simply because public policy tends toward incrementalism. 

 There are two implications to be considered from this study regarding climate 

policy.  First, while political institutions rarely change aside from party systems, this does 

help us understand why some states have a more robust climate policy agenda than 

others.  When many of these countries were forming their democracy, they inadvertently 

set themselves up to be more responsive to problems, like climate change, unforeseen in 

the future.  It may be that countries with fewer political institutions are better able to 

address policy problems that revolve around public goods, like a healthier global 

environment (Persson and Tabellini 1999).  Second, this study lends an idea for how to 

strategize climate policy campaigns in different institutional settings.  In countries with 
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high numbers of VPs, like the US, Switzerland, or Canada, climate policy activists may 

need to adjust their goals and expectations.  Advocates in these countries may need to 

focus on passing more minor policies, and eventually public opinion may shift to the 

point that some significant policy change can happen.   This study could also serve as a 

base-point for future empirical investigations to advise policymakers on.  One avenue 

would be to examine how climate policy adoption is affected by specific veto players, 

like presidential or federal systems.  This would go a long way in helping to determine a 

weighted VPs measure that was accurate and reliable to re-test the general propositions 

put forth here.   

Chapter 5 takes the investigation from exploring how VPs affect climate policy 

adoption to how effective adopted policies are at producing intended outcomes.  In this 

chapter we find that states with more VPs will have fewer climate policies adopted in 

general and major ones specifically; in the next chapter I test how these policies are at 

reducing GhG emissions.  I expand on how adopted policy intervenes between VPs and 

outcomes in the causal chain.  Also, I expand on how differences in climate policy 

activity as a whole and for policy types and significance may have different impacts on 

outcomes.  Specifically, I have reason to believe that concentrated cost policies will 

reduce GhGs since they focus on reducing emissions at the source from the biggest 

polluters and that major policies will reduce emissions because they generally have a 

broader impact.  The next chapter rounds out more fully our understanding of climate 

policy by exploring the effectiveness of policies allowed to pass in varying VP environs. 
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Chapter 5 – We Like our Air Dirty! Climate Policies and Policy 

Outcomes 
 

The previous chapter provided evidence that veto players (VPs) affect the rates at 

which countries adopt climate policy in general, and the significance specifically.  The 

evidence generally supports my theory in Chapter 3.  In this chapter I bring in how the 

policies affected by VPs will impact a state’s outcomes.  I have argued that climate 

policies are the intervening variable between VPs and outcomes.  More climate policy 

activity in general and heavier usage of concentrated cost and major climate policies will 

produce better outcomes. I suspect this because concentrated cost policies deal most 

directly with the leading causes of climate change and major policies are significant 

changes from the status quo designed to have a bigger impact on outcomes. 

Despite sharing many institutional similarities
38

, the Westminster-style 

parliamentary systems of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom have 

a differing record on climate policy outcomes.  According to 2009 data, Canada and 

Australia emit 15 and 18 tons of carbon dioxide per capita, respectively, while the 

average citizen in the UK emits eight tons and the average New Zealander seven (World 

Development Indicators 2013).  We have already seen evidence that institutions condition 

the climate policies adopted in a state, but this leads to more questions.  Does more policy 

activity on climate change produce better outcomes?  Are climate outcomes in a state 

affected by the types of climate policies adopted?  What about the significance of the 

policies adopted?  

                                                 
38

 These states are all parliamentary systems, but other political institutions vary widely between the four.  

Australia is bicameral, and the rest are not.  Looking at Australia and Canada, they are both strong federal 

systems.  Finally, New Zealand uses some form of proportionality in their electoral rules, while the other 

three use majoritarian electoral rules. 
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 Based on the evidence of the previous chapter, we are coming to understand that 

political institutions affect climate policy adoption, but we do not understand how 

effective adopted policies themselves are at altering outcomes.  Some of literature 

directly links political institutions as a determinant of climate policy outcomes (Jensen 

and Spoon 2011; Neumayer 2003; Scruggs 1999). Furthermore, studies using the VP 

approach show that more VPs are generally not beneficial to climate policy outcomes 

(Cao and Prakash 2012; Fredriksson and Millimet 2007).  However, these studies have 

not attempted to draw a clear causal connection of VPs to outcomes by examining the 

policies adopted.  This represents a crucial link to veto players – if veto players affect the 

adoption of climate policies, then the policies adopted (or lack of adoption) may affect 

outcomes.  I make the argument that policy matters for outcomes.  Generally, I anticipate 

that countries adopting more climate policy to do better on outcomes as they are taking 

more action to stop climate change.  There is also reason to suspect that the types and 

significance of climate policy adopted will impact outcomes.  Concentrated cost climate 

policies are generally accepted to be more effective at reducing emissions than are 

distributed cost policies.  Major policies also represent a significant shift in the status 

quo, with these policies designed to affect outcomes in a significant manner.  Therefore, 

states using more major climate policies should perform better on emissions than those 

using less.  The final aspect of this chapter is to investigate the impact of climate policy 

over time.  Since it takes time for a climate policy to be implemented, we should see 

these policies having a greater impact as time goes on. 

In this chapter, I setup and test my general hypothesis that more climate policy 

adoption will lead to better climate policy outcomes.  Following that, I delve into the 
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relationship between concentrated and distributed cost climate policies and policy 

outcomes.  I extend this discussion to major and minor policies as well.  This chapter 

investigates the next aspect of the climate policy causal chain: climate policy adoption 

affects policy outcomes.  Using the data compiled for this research, I test whether 

adopted climate policies mediate the effect of VPs on outcomes.  I find that more climate 

policy activity in general benefits climate policy outcomes in the case of CO2, but find no 

evidence to support the notion that more utilization of concentrated cost or major climate 

policy is more effective at reducing emissions.  Also, I find no evidence to support my 

intuition that climate policies will have a greater reductive impact on emissions as time 

goes on.  The limited evidence I do find gives us an indication that adopted climate 

policy acts as an intervening variable between VPs and climate outcomes in the case of 

CO2. 

 

II. Climate Policy Adoption and Policy Effectiveness on Outcomes 

The body of research on policy outcomes is a substantial and well-established 

field of inquiry both in the United States and other political contexts.  In the US, policy 

outcomes are theorized and evidenced to be affected by legislative competition (Shotts 

2002), advocacy or interest groups (Rubezner 2011), and partisan control of institutions 

(Hibbs and Dennis 1988). Cross-national research on policy outcomes demonstrates 

differences in institutional composition as one of the leading causes for economic 

outcomes (Stepan and Skach 1993) and government fiscal policy (Fumagalli and Narciso 

2012; McDonald and Budge 2005; Volkerink and de Haan 2001).  While this research is 

instructive, it focuses primarily on how institutions condition outcomes with the 
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effectiveness of policies adopted deemphasized in theory and empirics.  It is likely that 

between institutions and their effect on outcomes, policy intervenes. 

The underlying question is directed at how effective policies are at impacting the 

outcomes they are intended to upon passage.  Policies are adopted in an effort to affect 

outcomes in the issue area where policy is adopted (Henry, Rubenstein, and Bulger 

2004).  The increase in youth smoking rates in the US led to the adoption of tobacco-free 

college campus policies to reduce these rates (Lee et al. 2010).  Though policies are 

adopted, they may not always affect outcomes.  Research by Green et al. (1996) shows 

that local economic development policies adopted in the 1980s in the US had a limited 

effect on employment growth in comparison to market factors, infrastructure investment, 

and education.  Even if policy adoption does not always cause a desired impact on 

outcomes, altering policy performance is the ultimate reason why public policy is 

adopted.  This is especially true for climate policy. 

In the US context, states adopt policies in order to reduce their environmental 

impact.  This is largely why Potoski and Woods (2002) find that states adopt 

environmental laws: it reflects the nature of the state’s ecological problems as they adopt 

policies to improve their environment. Weiner and Koontz (2010) show that the 

ideological bent of states and policy diffusion impact renewable energy policy adoption.  

The more amenable a state is in putting themselves in a position of environmental 

leadership, the more policies they will adopt toward that end.  As policies are adopted, 

they will likely affect the outcomes of a state.  When states adopt environmental policies 

to reduce toxic materials release, they tend to have lower rates of pollution, lowering the 

release of hazardous materials in the environment (Harrington 2013).  The adoption of 
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climate policies represent a commitment to change environmental outcomes for the 

better, and the more climate policy there is, the better the outcomes.   

If a country is more proactive on climate policy, then, we may anticipate them to 

have better outcomes.  Adopting a policy creates a statutory framework for states to 

improve their outcomes, and if a country adopts more climate policies they will have a 

greater breadth of authority to improve their climate performance.  Therefore, if a country 

takes more legislative action on climate policy, we should observe better climate 

outcomes. This generates my first hypothesis: 

H1: Countries more proactive on climate policy, i.e. adopting more policies 

relative to others, will have better climate outcomes than those who take less 

action on climate policy. 

 

Climate Policy Types and Significance and Outcomes 

In a general sense, we anticipate countries with more climate policy activity to 

achieve better policy outcomes.  This expectation does not adequately address the 

differences between adopted climate law, namely the type and significance of the policy.  

Concentrated cost policies may have a stronger effect on reducing GhG emission because 

they are designed to tackle the problem at the source – heavy emitters like energy 

generation, industry, and transportation.  Major policies might well have a more 

significant impact on outcomes than minor policies because they are designed with the 

intent for transformational change.  The distinctions made between climate policy cost 

structure and significance in Chapter 2 help to frame how these differences may affect 

outcomes.  
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 The types of policy adopted can have an impact on outcomes.  Different types of 

policies are theorized to create different environments for executing the policy, which 

impacts the success of the policy in achieving outcomes (Ripley and Franklin 1982).  

Some research buttresses this argument with empirical evidence. Groeneveld and 

Verbeek (2012) show that policies designed to manage a diverse workforce are more 

effective at achieving desired outcomes than diversity policies focused on bringing in 

more minorities into the workplace.  In the area of climate policy, we should see the basis 

for a similar pattern of policy effectiveness. 

The type of climate policy adopted will most likely impact the climate policy 

outcomes in a country.  Specifically, policies that concentrate costs on the large 

producers of GhGs may provide more directly beneficial outcomes. The reason for this is 

that concentrated cost policies are viewed as more effective at reducing GhGs than 

distributed cost policies.  Scholars in the field maintain that concentrated cost policies are 

the most effective at improving climate policy performance.  Mathys and de Melo 

contend green taxes are an effective climate policy tool that “corrects the problem at its 

source,” (2011 p. 1940) by altering consumption patterns towards low-emissions goods 

and combating carbon leakage.  Rabe (2011) notes that a cap-and-trade scheme of using 

permit auctions which generate revenue are what economists view as the most effective 

way to run the scheme to reduce emissions.  Some literature even finds that concentrated 

cost policies produce better outcomes.  In the US, Ringquist (1993) finds that states with 

stricter air pollution regulations have lower levels of some air pollutants.  This is easily 

adapted to GhGs as they are generally focused on the same producers.  Carbon taxation 

and a cap-and-trade program are estimated by Karplus et al. (2013) to be more cost-
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effective at reducing GhG emissions than are fuel economy standards.  This leads to more 

public and political buy-in to the policy, generating better outcomes. 

This scholarly literature contesting that concentrated cost climate policies are 

better for outcomes indicates their importance in this research.  Because of their focus on 

getting the source causes of climate change to reduce emissions, concentrated cost 

policies will be more effective at reducing GhG emissions, therefore: 

H2: Countries using more concentrated cost climate policies relative to others will 

have lower GhG emissions.  Conversely, states using more distributed cost 

climate policies relative to others with have higher GhG emissions. 

Major climate policies may also be more successful at producing better climate 

outcomes as well.  The literature indicates that significant policy change infers a 

significant change in outcomes, presumably for the better.  This may create lofty 

expectations which are difficult to meet.  The US No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 

represented a transformational shift in education policy, with the public expecting to see 

dramatic improvement in educational outcomes (McGuinn 2006).  With major policies, 

however, there can be difficulty in adoption and initial execution.  Major policies are 

often new, with untested elements comprising them.   This lack of clear outcomes from a 

large deviation from the status quo may make politicians leery of adopting it (Gowda 

1999).   Despite some of the drawbacks, like dissatisfaction by those most proximally 

affected, policy mistakes, and a lack of public involvement, Weissert and Goggin (2002) 

also indicate that large policy shifts can cause beneficial changes.  Even though mistakes 

are made with big changes, these frameworks can adapt to become more efficient.  The 

adoption of a major policy can lead to a smattering of smaller policy adjustments to 
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correct errors in the existing regime without having to reengage in wholesale policy 

change (Weaver 2010).  Essentially, when a major policy is adopted, it gives lawmakers 

and those executing the policy a wider range of options to ensure that the policy can 

effectively produce outcomes. 

 Even considering these difficulties with major policies, climate policy scholars 

see significant climate policy adoption as the best way to improve a problem as pressing 

as climate change.  Some argue that major climate policies are used because they are the 

most efficacious at reducing carbon emissions while fostering cooperation amongst those 

under the policy’s jurisdiction (Chamiedes and Oppenheimer 2007).   Jensen and Spoon’s 

(2011) research argues that parties matter for climate policy outcomes; their theory 

operates under the assumption that parties closer to each other ideologically will adopt 

significant climate policies to generate better outcomes.  I also argue that major policy 

passage creates the circumstances necessary for improve climate policy performance. 

My general point of contention is that major climate policies take into account 

more sectors with which emissions can be reduced.  Minor policies may be focused on a 

specific element of transportation or energy generation, while major policies will be 

geared towards complete sectoral emissions reductions.  For example, a major climate 

policy providing grants or subsidies to the entire renewable energy sector will have larger 

impact on emissions reductions than a minor policy that only provides resources to small 

renewable energy producers.  Simply put, major policies will take into account more 

areas for emissions reduction, whereas minor policies will not. 

Major policies may also produce better climate outcomes because of two other 

aspects. First, major climate policies will most likely be expansive in scope and resource 
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allocation.  With more resources – specifically money and personnel – this enhances the 

capacity of a state to execute its policy more effectively, which is especially pertinent in 

environmental policy (Bacot and Dawes 1997).  This is inherently related to the second 

way by which major policies may have a greater impact on reducing emissions of GhGs – 

the severity of the problem. 

Major climate policies may be adopted because pollution is a serious in a country.  

The resources allocated to solve environmental issues are likely tied to the severity of the 

problem.  If there is a severe problem ecologically, there is more incentive to allocate 

more resources to correct the problem (Newmark and Witko 2007).  Also, in countries 

where the pollution problem is severe, they will adopt major policies – VPs permitting – 

to attempt to have a greater impact on reducing emissions as soon as possible.  With 

higher emissions rates, these countries are going to see their emissions rates drop more 

than countries with more modest pollution records as they simply have more progress to 

make relative to others.  Additionally, the inertia of a policy (Hyshka 2009) may sustain 

its support for an extended time until outcomes can be properly evaluated which gives 

more incentives to provide resources to a significant policy change to ensure outcomes 

reflecting policy intent.  Therefore, I hypothesize that: 

H3: Countries using more major climate policies relative to others will have lower 

GhG emissions.  Conversely, states using more minor climate policies relative to 

others will have higher GhG emissions. 

 When climate policy is passed, there is a certain period of time before it comes 

into full effect.  The hypotheses above reflect the overall effect of climate policies, types, 

and significance on the performance of GhG emissions, but I have reason to suspect that 
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climate policies have a stronger impact on emissions as time goes on and the policy is 

implemented.  In environmental policy implementation research, scholars clearly 

recognize that once a policy is passed, we will not see instantaneous effects.  This is 

known as an ‘implementation lag’.  Heyes (1996) characterizes the implementation lag as 

being possibly beneficial for regulated entities to conduct research and development to 

more effectively comply with the regulations, but can become sub-optimal if it is too 

long.  Others find that emissions of sulfur dioxide increased in the US during the 

emissions lag period from the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments adoption and 

implementation (Di Maria et al. 2012).  I agree with both of the authors to an extent.  In 

the short term, it is likely that there will be little impact on emissions and they may even 

go up; however, as time proceeds and the problems with the policy are worked out, we 

should see the climate policy begin to work.  Therefore, I expect: 

H4: In the short term, climate policies, types, and significance will have a smaller 

effect on emissions reduction.  In the long term, though, climate policies will 

generally have an increasingly reductive effect on emissions. 

  

IV. Brief Review of the Data 

 To test the above hypotheses, I use the data I compiled for the previous chapters, 

with the addition of three indicators of GhG emissions as my main dependent variables.  

All data range from 1996-2010, though there are some gaps.
39

  The first variable is metric 

tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions per capita are derived from the World 

                                                 
39

 Data gaps for SO2 are: Australia – 2005-06, 2008, 2010; Japan, New Zealand, and Turkey – 2005-2010.  

Data gaps for NOx are: Australia – 2005-06, 2008, 2010; Japan and New Zealand – 2005-08; Turkey – 

2005-08. 
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Development Indicators.  CO2 is the most common GhG released around the globe, and is 

the primary focus for most emissions reductions policy.  The second indicator used in this 

study is sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions and is measured as kilograms per capita.  SO2 is 

an emissions indicator that serves various functions.  Effects of concentrations from SO2 

are usually acid rain and the pollutant comes largely from anthropogenic sources, like 

heavy industry and coal-fired power plants.  It is not normally considered a GhG, but it is 

highly correlated with CO2 emissions and when concentrations of SO2 reach a certain 

point it does have a warming effect on the planet (Ward 2009).  This makes it a dual 

measure for general air pollution and for climate change.  The third indicator is nitrous 

oxide (NOx) and is also measured as kilograms per capita.  NOx is listed as one of the 

major GhGs by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and when 

compared to CO2, NOx has 310 times the global warming potential (IPCC 2007).  The 

data for both SO2 and NOx come from the Centre on Emissions Inventories and 

Projections.  As I explain in further detail below, I use a transformed value of these 

variables which is the current value subtracted by the most recent value.  I have to do this 

for reasons of issues with the data in relation to model estimation, therefore my analysis  

examines the change in the change of emissions from year to year, not simply the raw 

values. 

 The main independent variables for this chapter are the dependent variables used 

in the previous chapter.  This is the most effective way for me to link VPs to policy 

adoption to outcomes.  The main explanatory variables I use are the percentage of 

policies passed related to climate change, percentage of climate policies that are 

concentrated cost, and percentage of climate policies that are major.  Also, as a check on 
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robustness, I use the raw number of climate policies, concentrated cost, and major 

policies passed in a given country-year.
40

  These data are used to provide evidence to 

Hypotheses 1 through 3.  I lag both of these terms by two, four, and six years, 

respectively, to confirm or reject Hypothesis 4. 

 The control variables in this section of the study mirror those in the previous 

chapter.  I use a battery of political, economic, and social controls to reflect the findings 

of previous literature and to provide continuity between the policy adoption study and 

this research on outcomes.  Briefly recapitulating these controls, I use a control for gross 

domestic product (GDP) per capita in 2012 U.S. dollars, the percentage of workforce in 

the services and industrial sectors, the logged population of a country to control for 

resource consumption, a binary control for EU membership, and the percentage of seats 

held by Green/eco-party members in the lower house of the legislature.  Because others 

find VPs to impact climate policy outcomes (Cao and Prakash 2012; Fredricksson and 

Millimet 2004; 2007) and I have no overall institutional control variable, I include the 

VPs measure as a control variable for these models as well.  Also, I ran the data without 

the US to control for outlier effects and the results remained the same.  As we have not 

seen the basic statistics for emissions and numbers of policies data, I provide them in 

Table 5.1 below. 

 

                                                 
40

 Because some countries have orders of magnitude more policies passed in a year, I also log this term as a 

further check on the validity of my results.  In the tables, however, I only report the raw number of policies 

passed, for ease of substantive interpretation.  In country-years where the value is zero, I am unable to log 

that value so I code it as 0.1 after the other values are logged. 
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V. Methodology 

The methods used in this chapter reflect the TSCS orientation of the data.  What 

estimators I use specifically are related to the nature of the data, and possible problems 

that exist within.  Emissions data have a notorious reputation for being problematic, 

specifically with autocorrelation, where the error estimations for the current and previous 

observations are highly correlated with one another.  There may also be differences 

between the unit we are examining and the group or panel across which these units are 

compared, which can lead to inefficient estimations across different time series models.  

Because of these issues, I run two diagnostic tests on my data in order to determine which 

time-series estimation technique will provide me with the most confidence in my results. 

The first diagnostic test I run on my data is for autocorrelation.  As I said before, 

this is the correlation between errors in the current and previous time periods.  This has 

the effect of biasing results towards the positive or negative correlation of the error 

estimations, which calls into question the accuracy of statistical results.  I tested the three 

different indicators I use for autocorrelation, and I find that CO2, SO2, and NOx all have 

Table 5.1: Summary Statistics of Emissions and Policy Data 

 

Variable 

 

Observations Mean SD Min Max 

ΔCO2 Per Capita 298 -0.08 0.55 -2.4 2.1 

ΔSO2 Per Capita 298 -0.03 0.78 -1.65 10.24 

ΔNOx Per Capita  260 -0.09 0.18 -0.91 0.51 

Number of 

Climate Policies 

337 1.39 1.81 0 13 

Number of 

Concentrated 

Cost Policies 

337 0.68 1.13 0 9 

Number of Major 

Policies 

337 0.50 0.85 0 6 
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strong autocorrelation.
41

   There are various ways to account for autocorrelation in time-

series modeling, and I address this below. 

The second diagnostic I run is to test for systematic differences in the estimation 

of a pooled-time series model assuming random distribution of unobserved differences 

(random effects) and for an estimation assuming fixed differences (fixed effects).  As 

Green et al. (2001) argue, not all error in models is random, as some is fixed.  They point 

to certain elements that create unobserved error but are fixed in their effect (geographic, 

cultural, or social differences), and argue that assuming these are random lead to over-

estimations in a random effects model.  While the countries in my dataset have many 

things in common, they do have characteristics that imply fixed effects may be 

influencing error parameter estimations.  I run a diagnostic test that determines if there 

are systematic differences between the estimations of random effects (RE) and fixed 

effects (FE) models.  The Hausman Specification test analyzes the differences in 

coefficients between the two modeling techniques to prevent omitted variable bias that 

may come from using RE.  I find that in most of my estimations I have a systematic 

difference in my coefficients which requires that I use a FE estimator for the best results. 

Herein lays the conundrum for choosing the best method of estimation.  In order 

to correct for my autocorrelation, some authors suggest I should use a lagged dependent 

variable which has a strong effect in breaking up the correlation between time points 

(Achen 2000).  However, the Hausman test that I ran above indicates that I must use FE 

to account for the fixed effects that exist within countries, but the use of a LDV in a FE 

model may skew results by reintroducing autocorrelation as the error parameter estimates 

                                                 
41

 To test for autocorrelation, I use the Wooldridge Serial Correlation test in STATA 12 (xtserial).  I find 

that all indicators have strong autocorrelation to the degree of p<0.0001. 
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from the FE model and the LDV are likely highly correlated.  By not using an FE in favor 

of an RE estimation, I could possibly introduce omitted variable bias unwittingly.  

Therefore, I cannot use either of these modeling techniques with full confidence in their 

results.   

Fortunately, there are other estimation techniques that allow me to get around 

these problems.  As I mentioned above regarding the data, if I transform the dependent 

variable from its original form by subtracting the current value from the most recent 

value, then I correct for issues with autocorrelation as well as mitigate the impact from 

country fixed effects.  Therefore, I first difference the dependent variable in order to give 

me the most confidence in my model estimation results, though the substantive 

interpretation of the effect of climate policies on emissions becomes more abstract. 

 To test Hypothesis 4, I use some slightly different modeling.  In order to test how 

adopted climate policies affect emissions over time, I have to lag the policies variable.  I 

use a lag of two, four, and six years to capture a short, medium, and long-range effect of 

policies.  Because the data still suffer from problems from autocorrelation and unit 

specific error, I have to use the same transformed dependent variable to correct for them.   

  

VI. Results 

 Table 5.2 shows the results for the models of the effect of the overall percentage 

and number of policies passed related to climate change in a country-year.  From here, 

we see there is statistical significance of both policies measures for CO2, though the 

percentage measure is only significant at the p<0.1 level while the raw count is 

significant at the p<0.05 level.  Only the count variable of climate policies was significant 
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on the effect of NOx (p<0.1) and neither of the variables had any demonstrated impact on 

SO2.  As the count variable is the only significant variable for CO2 at the common 95% 

confidence interval I interpret its substantive impact only.  Essentially, for each extra 

climate policy passed, there is a negative change of -0.05 in the transformed variable, 

which is somewhat impactful as the measure ranges from -2.4 to 2.1. 

 

Table 5.2: First Differenced (Random Effects) Estimations for Percentage and 

Number of Climate Policies Passed on Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 1996-2010 

Variable 
CO2 

Percentage   Number 

SO2 

Percentage    Number 

NOx 

   Percentage      Number 

Climate 

Policies 

 -0.03* 

   (0.02) 

  -0.05** 

   (0.02) 

 -0.01 

 (0.02) 

 -0.00 

 (0.02) 

    -0.01 

    (0.01) 

   -0.01* 

   (0.01) 

Veto 

Players
42

 

   -0.01 

   (0.01) 

    0.00 

   (0.02) 

  0.01 

 (0.03) 

  0.00 

 (0.03) 

     0.00 

    (0.01) 

    0.01 

   (0.01) 

% Services 
   -0.01 

   (0.01) 

   -0.00 

   (0.01) 

 -0.01 

 (0.01) 

 -0.01 

 (0.01) 

    -0.00 

    (0.00) 

   -0.00 

   (0.00) 

% Industry 
    0.01* 

   (0.00) 

0.01 

   (0.00) 

  0.01 

 (0.01) 

  0.01 

 (0.01) 

    -0.00 

    (0.00) 

   -0.00 

   (0.00) 

Consumption 
   -0.05 

   (0.04) 

-0.06 

    (0.05) 

 -0.31** 

 (0.13) 

 -0.32** 

 (0.13) 

     0.02 

    (0.04) 

    0.02 

   (0.04) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

   -0.03 

   (0.03) 

    -0.02 

    (0.03) 

   0.09** 

  (0.05) 

  0.09** 

 (0.05) 

    -0.02* 

    (0.01) 

   -0.02* 

   (0.01) 

EU 
   -0.08 

   (0.06) 

    -0.04 

    (0.08) 

  -0.24 

  (0.15) 

  -0.24 

  (0.16) 

     0.02 

    (0.05) 

   -0.03 

   (0.05) 

Greens 
   -0.01 

   (0.01) 

    -0.01 

    (0.01) 

  -0.01 

  (0.02) 

  -0.01 

  (0.01) 

      0.00 

     (0.00) 

    0.00 

   (0.00) 

Constant 
    0.41 

   (0.4) 

    0.51 

   (0.75) 

   2.48 

  (1.34) 

   2.51* 

  (1.35) 

0.15 

     (0.41) 

    0.18 

   (0.41) 

N 291 291 290 290 254 254 

R
2
 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.11 

Rho 0 0 0.07 0.07 0.18 0 

p>χ
2
 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

 

Note: Indications for significance are: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, on two tailed tests.  Standard errors 

are in parentheses.  The dependent variables are first differenced by subtracting the current value of 

emissions by its most recent value.  GDP Per Capita divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size.   

 

                                                 
42

 I also ran these models without the veto players measure as a check on robustness.  My findings hold and 

slightly improve with the removal of the veto players measure and the other coefficient signs and sizes 

remain stable.  I keep the measure in the final reported models to reduce the possibility of an omitted 

variable bias. 
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Table 5.3 shows the results pertaining to my second hypothesis where I predict 

that the types of climate policy used will impact emissions.  Specifically, I maintain that 

countries using more concentrated cost policy tools will have lower emissions than 

countries using fewer of these policies.  The results from this table show little evidence to 

support my second hypothesis.  In my variables of interest, only two have any statistical 

Table 5.3: First Differenced (Random Effects) Estimations for Percentage and 

Number of Concentrated Cost Policy Tools on Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 1996-

2010 

Variable 
CO2 

Percentage   Number 

SO2 

Percentage    Number 

NOx 

Percentage      Number 

Concentrated 

Cost Policy 

 -0.01 

 (0.00) 

-0.05* 

(0.05) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.04 

(0.04) 

   0.00 

  (0.00) 

  -0.01 

  (0.02) 

Veto Players 
  0.01 

 (0.04) 

 0.01 

(0.04) 

 0.03 

(0.04) 

 0.04 

(0.04) 

   0.01 

  (0.01) 

   0.02* 

  (0.00) 

% Services 
 -0.01 

 (0.02) 

-0.00 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

  -0.01* 

  (0.00) 

  -0.01 

  (0.00) 

% Industry 
 -0.01 

 (0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

  -0.01* 

  (0.00) 

  -0.01 

  (0.00) 

Consumption 
 -0.04 

 (0.14) 

-0.02 

(0.14) 

-0.15 

(0.13) 

-0.16 

(0.13) 

   0.09** 

  (0.04) 

   0.09** 

  (0.01) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

 -0.03 

 (0.06) 

-0.02 

(0.06) 

 0.15** 

(0.06) 

 0.16*** 

(0.06) 

  -0.01 

  (0.02) 

  -0.03 

  (0.01) 

EU 
 -0.05 

 (0.17) 

-0.07 

(0.17) 

-0.37** 

(0.16) 

-0.36** 

(0.16) 

  -0.07 

  (0.02) 

  -0.06 

  (0.02) 

Greens 
 -0.01 

 (0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

   0.01* 

  (0.00) 

   0.01** 

  (0.00) 

Constant 
   0.3 

 (1.58) 

 0.65 

(1.58) 

 1.61 

(1.53) 

 1.59 

(1.00) 

   0.07 

  (0.51) 

   0.04 

  (0.48) 

N    291   291   290   290    254    254 

R
2
   0.08   0.08   0.16   0.17    0.16    0.22 

Rho     0     0     0      0       0       0 

p>χ
2
    0.3   0.3 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000** 0.000** 

 

Note: Indications for significance are: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, on two tailed tests.   The dependent 

variables are first differenced by subtracting the current value of emissions by its most recent value.  GDP 

Per Capita divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size.   
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significance and they are for CO2.   The coefficient direction for the percentage of CO2 

indicator is in the direction anticipated and the count measure shows weak statistical 

significance at the p<0.1 level, but with a modest substantive impact.  The substantive 

impact is for each extra concentrated cost policy there is a corresponding negative change 

of 0.05 metric tons of CO2 per capita.   

My third expected relationship is that when countries use more major climate 

policies, their rates of GhG emissions will be lower.  Table 5.4 shows the results for the 

effect of major climate policies on emissions levels.  I find that only in the instance of the 

count of major policies on CO2 is there statistical significance and that is at the 

acceptable p<0.05 level.  Substantively, we see that for each extra major policy passed, 

we see a change in the CO2 variable of 0.08 metric tons.  This provides some indication 

that major policies are more effective at reducing emissions, particularly with carbon 

dioxide. 

My fourth hypothesis for this chapter was that the effect of climate policies 

adopted will have little effect until they have had time to be put into effect.  Essentially, 

there is a time lag between when a policy is adopted and when you can observe 

outcomes.  While the previous models all test the general relationship between climate 

policy, types, and significance and GhG emissions, these models will be looking 

specifically at the effect of these climate policies over time.  Tables 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7 

below show the results of the lagged variable analysis for percentage of climate 

policies.
43

  For climate policies in general, and the types and significance specifically, 

show that there is little evidence to support Hypothesis 4 across the three indicators used 

                                                 
43

 I only show results for the percentage term to cut down on the number of tables.  I run the raw number of 

climate policies, types, and significance as a robustness check, but none of them turned in any significant 

results to support the hypothesis. 
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in this chapter.  There was one model estimate that turned up some significance – major 

policies and SO2 at the 6-year lag – but further analyses showed that that was likely a 

statistical artifact and not a meaningful finding. 

Table 5.4: First Differenced (Random Effects) Estimations for Percentage and 

Number of Major Climate Policies on Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 1996-2010 

Variable 
CO2 

Percentage   Number 

SO2 

Percentage    Number 

NOx 

   Percentage   Number 

Major Policy 
 -0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.08** 

(0.04) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

 0.00 

(0.05) 

   0.00 

  (0.00) 

  -0.01 

  (0.03) 

Veto Players 
 -0.00 

 (0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

   0.01 

  (0.00) 

   0.01 

  (0.00) 

% Services 
  0.00 

 (0.01) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

  -0.00 

  (0.00) 

  -0.00 

  (0.00) 

% Industry 
  0.01 

 (0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.00) 

 0.02 

(0.02) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

  -0.00 

  (0.00) 

   0.00 

  (0.00) 

Consumption 
 -0.03 

 (0.06) 

-0.05 

(0.07) 

-0.32** 

(0.13) 

-0.22* 

(0.13) 

   0.01 

  (0.02) 

  -0.01 

  (0.01) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

 -0.08 

 (0.03) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

 0.15 

(0.16) 

 0.11 

(0.12) 

  -0.03** 

  (0.01) 

  -0.03*** 

  (0.01) 

EU 
 -0.11 

 (0.08) 

-0.09 

(0.06) 

-0.24 

(0.16) 

-0.16 

 (0.1) 

   0.01 

  (0.02) 

   0.01 

  (0.02) 

Greens 
 -0.01 

 (0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

   0.00 

  (0.00) 

  -0.00 

  (0.00) 

Constant 
  0.35 

 (0.74) 

 0.32 

(0.73) 

 2.68** 

(1.34) 

 2.54* 

(1.35) 

   0.19 

  (0.18) 

   0.34 

  (0.38) 

N    291   291   290   290    254    254 

R
2
    0.03   0.04    0.1   0.09     0.1    0.09 

Rho     0     0     0   0.04     0.08    0.17 

P<χ
2
    0.3   0.3 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

 

Note: Indications for significance are: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, on two tailed tests.  The dependent 

variables are first differenced by subtracting the current value of emissions by its most recent value.  GDP 

Per Capita divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size.   

 

VII. Discussion and Conclusion 

The results from this chapter show a modest amount of evidence in support of 

three of the four hypotheses.  I found that countries more active on climate change policy 

will generally have lower levels of CO2 emissions, providing support for Hypothesis 1.  

Finding significance with the CO2 measure is of note as it is the most common of all the 
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GhGs: it is the most pedestrian, pervasive, and the central focus for most climate policies.  

I did not find any evidence in this chapter for SO2 and little-to-no support for NOx.  

Hypotheses 2 and 3 – which speculated that countries using more concentrated cost and 

major climate policies will have lower emissions – turned up some evidence to support 

my postulations.  For concentrated cost policies, we see a modest reductive impact on the 

change of CO2 emissions as more of these policies are adopted, though the significance is 

not as strong as is desired.  With major policies, we find strong statistical evidence that 

more of these policies will impact negative changes in CO2, which helps corroborate my 

postulations in Hypothesis 3.  Finally, across indicators, climate policies, types, and 

significance, I found no evidence to lend empirical credence to Hypothesis 4, which 

expected a time lag to occur in policy implementation, leading to more effective climate 

policy over time. 

In the broader context of this research project, I do have some basic results which 

indicate policy to be an intervening variable between veto players and their impact on 

outcomes.  My finding demonstrating that when a country passes more climate policies in 

general they will have lower CO2 emissions is important.  As I mentioned previously, 

CO2 is the GhG that most policy is concerned with reducing as it is the most pervasive in 

its emission.  Veritably any activity engaged in by humans uses a hydrocarbon based fuel 

which emits CO2.  The findings from this chapter gives us preliminary evidence, at the 

least, that policy action on controlling emissions of CO2 does have some effect.  When 

we couple these findings with those from Chapter 4, we see that VPs have an indirect 

effect on climate outcomes vis a vis the climate policies they adopt. 
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Table 5.5: First Differenced (Random Effects) Estimations for Percentage of Climate Policies on 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions with 2, 4, and 6 Year Time Lags, 1996-2010 

Variable CO2 

2 Years      4 Years       6 Years 

SO2 

2 Years   4 Years     6 Years 

NOx 

2 Years      4 Years      6 Years 

Climate 

Policies (2 

yrs.) 

-0.00 

(0.02) - - 

 0.00 

(0.02) - - 

 0.00 

(0.01) - - 

Climate 

Policies (4 

yrs.) 

- 

 0.01 

(0.01) - - 

-0.02 

(0.02) - - 

 0.01 

(0.00) - 

Climate 

Policies (6 

yrs.) 

- - 

-0.02 

(0.02) - - 

 0.01 

(0.02) - - 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

Veto Players 
 0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.00 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

-0.01** 

(0.01) 

% Services 
 0.00 

(0.02) 

0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

% Industry 
 0.01** 

(0.01) 

 0.01* 

(0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

 0.02 

(0.02) 

 0.02 

(0.02) 

 0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Consumption 
-0.05 

(0.05) 

-0.01 

(0.06) 

-0.04 

(0.08) 

-0.28 

(0.18) 

-0.35 

(0.26) 

-0.49 

(0.37) 

-0.02 

(0.01) 

-0.03 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.02) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

-0.04 

(0.03) 

-0.05 

(0.04) 

-0.03 

(0.05) 

 0.09 

(0.12) 

 0.08 

(0.12) 

 0.08 

(0.13) 

-0.03*** 

(0.01) 

-0.03*** 

(0.01) 

0.04*** 

(0.01) 

EU 
-0.12 

(0.08) 

-0.11* 

(0.07) 

-0.11 

(0.07) 

-0.21 

(0.14) 

-0.25 

(0.18) 

-0.33 

(0.25) 

-0.05*** 

(0.02) 

-0.05*** 

(0.02) 

0.08** 

(0.03) 

Greens 
-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.04) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Constant 
 0.16 

(0.39) 

 0.05 

(0.45) 

 0.27 

(0.59) 

 1.59 

(1.29) 

1.68 

(1.84) 

 2.36 

(2.55) 

 0.46*** 

(0.16) 

0.46*** 

(0.2) 

0.63*** 

(0.2) 

N   266   220   174   265  219   173   229   183   137 

R
2
  0.98   0.98   0.97   0.95  0.95   0.95   0.99   0.99 0.99 

Rho    0     0     0   0.03  0.02   0.04     0     0     0 

P<χ
2
 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 

 

Note: Indications for significance are: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, on two tailed tests.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  CO2 is 

expressed as metric tons and SO2 and NOx are metric tons and are multiplied by 100 to increase coefficient size.  Divide by 100 to 

arrive at kilograms value.  GDP Per Capita divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size.   
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Table 5.6:  First Differenced (Random Effects) Estimations for Percentage of Concentrated Cost Policy 

Tools on Greenhouse Gas Emissions with 2, 4, and 6 Year Time Lags, 1996-2010 

Variable CO2 

2 Years      4 Years       6 Years 

SO2 

2 Years   4 Years     6 Years 

NOx 

2 Years      4 Years      6 Years 

Climate 

Policies (2 

yrs.) 

-0.00 

(0.02) - - 

 0.00 

(0.02) - - 

 0.00 

(0.01) - - 

Climate 

Policies (4 

yrs.) 

- 

 0.01 

(0.01) - - 

-0.02 

(0.02) - - 

 0.01 

(0.00) - 

Climate 

Policies (6 

yrs.) 

- - 

-0.02 

(0.02) - - 

 0.01 

(0.02) - - 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

Veto Players 
 0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.00 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

-0.01** 

(0.01) 

% Services 
 0.00 

(0.02) 

0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

% Industry 
 0.01** 

(0.01) 

 0.01* 

(0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

 0.02 

(0.02) 

 0.02 

(0.02) 

 0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Consumption 
-0.05 

(0.05) 

-0.01 

(0.06) 

-0.04 

(0.08) 

-0.28 

(0.18) 

-0.35 

(0.26) 

-0.49 

(0.37) 

-0.02 

(0.01) 

-0.03 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.02) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

-0.04 

(0.03) 

-0.05 

(0.04) 

-0.03 

(0.05) 

 0.09 

(0.12) 

 0.08 

(0.12) 

 0.08 

(0.13) 

-0.03*** 

(0.01) 

-0.03*** 

(0.01) 

0.04*** 

(0.01) 

EU 
-0.12 

(0.08) 

-0.11* 

(0.07) 

-0.11 

(0.07) 

-0.21 

(0.14) 

-0.25 

(0.18) 

-0.33 

(0.25) 

-0.05*** 

(0.02) 

-0.05*** 

(0.02) 

0.08** 

(0.03) 

Greens 
-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.04) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Constant 
 0.16 

(0.39) 

 0.05 

(0.45) 

 0.27 

(0.59) 

 1.59 

(1.29) 

1.68 

(1.84) 

 2.36 

(2.55) 

 0.46*** 

(0.16) 

0.46*** 

(0.2) 

0.63*** 

(0.2) 

N   266   220   174   265  219   173   229   183   137 

R
2
  0.98   0.98   0.97   0.95  0.95   0.95   0.99   0.99 0.99 

Rho    0     0     0   0.03  0.02   0.04     0     0     0 

P<χ
2
 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 

 

Note: Indications for significance are: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, on two tailed tests.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  CO2 is 

expressed as metric tons and SO2 and NOx are metric tons and are multiplied by 100 to increase coefficient size.  Divide by 100 to 

arrive at kilograms value.  GDP Per Capita divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size. 
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Table 5.7: First Differenced (Random Effects)Estimations for Percentage of Major Climate Policies on 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions with 2, 4, and 6 Year Time Lags, 1996-2010 

Variable CO2 

2 Years      4 Years       6 Years 

SO2 

2 Years   4 Years     6 Years 

NOx 

2 Years      4 Years      6 Years 

Climate 

Policies (2 

yrs.) 

-0.00 

(0.00) - - 

-0.00 

(0.02) - - 

 0.00 

(0.00) - - 

Climate 

Policies (4 

yrs.) 

- 

-0.00 

(0.00) - - 

-0.00 

(0.00) - - 

 0.00 

(0.00) - 

Climate 

Policies (6 

yrs.) 

- - 

 0.00 

(0.00) - - 

 -0.00* 

 (0.00) - - 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Veto Players 
 0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

 0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.05* 

(0.03) 

-0.05 

(0.06) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

 0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

% Services 
 0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.02) 

 0.00 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

% Industry 
 0.02 

(0.01) 

 0.02** 

(0.01) 

 0.01 

(0.01) 

 0.03 

(0.03) 

 0.04 

(0.03) 

 0.04 

(0.03) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Consumption 
-0.08 

(0.09) 

-0.08 

(0.08) 

-0.07 

(0.08) 

-0.41* 

(0.23) 

-0.48 

 (0.3) 

-0.78 

(0.49) 

 0.01 

(0.02) 

 0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.05** 

(0.02) 

GDP Per 

Capita 

-0.06 

(0.05) 

-0.02 

(0.05) 

-0.1 

(0.07) 

 0.17 

(0.19) 

 0.14 

(0.18) 

 0.13 

(0.21) 

-0.02*** 

(0.01) 

-0.02* 

(0.01) 

-0.05*** 

(0.02) 

EU 
-0.19* 

(0.11) 

-0.11 

(0.08) 

-0.07 

(0.07) 

-0.44** 

(0.22) 

-0.59* 

(0.31) 

-0.92 

(0.56) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.01 

(0.03) 

-0.04 

(0.02) 

Greens 
-0.09 

(0.01) 

-0.02** 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.02 

(0.04) 

-0.02 

(0.03) 

-0.03 

(0.04) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

 0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Constant 
 -0.09 

 (0.75) 

 0.62 

(0.67) 

-0.13 

(0.98) 

 2.40 

(1.93) 

 2.69 

(2.43) 

 6.66 

(4.87) 

 0.36 

(0.28) 

 0.44 

(0.33) 

 0.93** 

(0.35) 

N   158   127   100   159  131   100   135   106   78 

R
2
  0.98   0.97   0.97   0.95  0.95   0.95   0.99   0.99 0.99 

Rho  0.06     0     0     0    0     0     0     0     0 

P<χ
2
 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 

 

Note: Indications for significance are: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, on two tailed tests.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  CO2 is 

expressed as metric tons and SO2 and NOx are metric tons and are multiplied by 100 to increase coefficient size.  Divide by 100 to 

arrive at kilograms value.  GDP Per Capita divided by 10,000 to reduce coefficient size. 
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 Despite the lack of findings across most of the models, there are some 

implications from the findings I do have.  Most importantly, if there is more policy 

adoption on an issue, we may see the policies working towards their intended effects.  

Though it would be more satisfying to know that specifically directed policies have a 

greater impact on outcomes, this may not be exactly how adopted policy affects 

outcomes.  It is likely that the more policies adopted on an issue, like climate change, 

helps to broaden and deepen the statutory framework for policies to produce their 

intended outcomes.  New policy areas like climate change may simply need more policies 

passed in order for their effects to be seen.  Over time, we may find that once the broad 

legal framework has been created more specific and directed policies, like concentrated 

cost tools, may have more of a disproportionate impact on outcomes.  Also, with major 

policies affecting a reduction in the change of emissions, we see that spending political 

capital on significant policies may have some extra payoffs.  However, if minor policies 

also have a reductive impact, then engaging in heavy political conflict may not be worth 

the time of advocates and policymakers. 

 Another implication, and one that I will discuss in more depth in the conclusion 

chapter, is that policies act generally as an intervening variable between institutions and 

outcomes.  The premise for this research is that higher numbers of VPs reduce climate 

policy adoption, thus producing worse outcomes for countries with more VPs adopting 

less climate policy.  It is untenable to advocate that countries reduce the number of 

institutional and partisan veto players in their political processes.  However, climate 

policy advocates should learn to work around their institutions to pass more legislation to 

that end.  Federal systems could turn a normally difficult institutional VP into one that 
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works to their advantage by accruing support at the subnational levels by having a strong 

policy advocate or ‘entrepreneur’ (see Mintrom 1997).  Policy advocates for climate 

change will need to modify strategies based on the institutional universe they reside in. 

 This study demonstrates the effect of adopted climate policy when trying to affect 

policy outcomes – especially CO2.  However, the lack of findings for policy types and 

significance do not mean that they are not worth investigating further.  The measures 

used for this part of the research may not accurately capture the effect of the policy tools 

that comprise them.  Perhaps disaggregating the climate policy types into their 

component parts will show that some tools are more effective than others.   

 In the broader context of this entire research project, this study adds to the ideas I 

have developed regarding climate policy.  I have provided some basic evidence 

suggesting that more climate policy activity can reduce GhG emissions in the context of 

CO2.  Chapter 4 addresses how VPs affect the adoption of climate policy, with chapter 

showing that that is how they may indirectly affect outcomes. While the evidence is not 

broad-based, what we did find pertains to the most common GhG released into the 

atmosphere, providing us with an encouraging starting point for more research in this 

area. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

Throughout the course of this research, I have aimed to expand our understanding 

of climate change policy.  There are a couple ways in which I have moved the scholarly 

examination of the subject.  First is my connection of VPs to policy adoption, which then 

impact outcomes. I used the veto players theoretical framework to explain why there will 

be less climate policy adopted.  In the previous chapter, I provide some basic evidence as 

to how policy adoption may affect outcomes, which builds a stronger link between VPs 

and outcomes. The previous studies directly linking VPs to worse outcomes have a good 

theoretical foundation explaining why that may be, but the evidence from the last chapter 

helps to strengthen that assertion with some empirical evidence.   

Second, our understanding of climate policy has advanced by incorporating policy 

tools into my analysis, which gives climate scholars a more detailed understanding of the 

multitude of climate policies used.  I have also helped to outline a research framework 

that focuses specifically on comparative public policy in the area of climate change.  

Over these last few pages, I want to recapitulate the research questions posed in this study 

and what evidence I have to support them.  Along with the findings of this research, I 

want to discuss directly the theoretical, empirical, and practical policy implications from 

this study in greater depth.  Finally, I want to depart by discussing where this research 

could be usefully expanded regarding the effects of certain VPs and climate policy. 

 One of the significant contributions of this research was to delve directly into 

what climate policy actually is.  In Chapter 2 this was my primary goal.  While the efforts 

of previous scholars are to be lauded, their overemphasis on international climate 

agreements like Kyoto, and climate policies like cap-and-trade or carbon taxes left our 
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understanding of climate policy constrained.  Similar to the motivations for Christopher 

Howard’s research on welfare policies, I was unsatisfied with the literature which seemed 

to portray some states as climate change policy laggards.  Using policy tools helped 

delineate the fact that many countries are adopting climate policies, just in ways different 

than what the scholarly literature had previously indicated. 

Along with defining exactly what climate policy is, I helped to usefully organize 

climate policies according to the costs that they impose.  I aggregated the seven common 

climate policy tools into two different categories: concentrated and distributed costs.  

Here I put forth the notion that the difference in cost structures of climate policy tools 

there will be different kinds of resistance and policy outcomes.  This is similar to the 

distinction I made concerning major and minor climate policies.  I made this 

differentiation because not all climate policies are massive undertakings requiring large 

resource outlays and new governmental structures to carry them out.  Upon fleshing out 

these differences in climate policies, I depicted the large differences in climate policy 

usage in the 23 countries in my sample.  From the various illustrations of the data, we 

learned that countries vary widely in the climate policies they adopt.  It is this variation 

which drives the research later in this work. 

Chapter 3 develops the theoretical mechanisms that explain my findings regarding 

political institutions and climate change policy adoption.  After reviewing previous 

theories for climate policy, I contend that an institutional approach is best to explain 

adoption and I specifically use the veto players model developed by George Tsebelis.  

The VP approach is applied in other climate policy studies, but these studies often suffer 

from problems of inclusivity and lack of ability to examine simultaneous institutional 
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effects on policy.  My interpretation of VP theory corrects this oversight in the literature 

and I also expand upon it by including political institutions that other scholars neglect, 

namely presidential systems, judicial, direct democracy, and interest group organization.   

Along with providing the background of how VP theory operates in general, I do 

the same for climate policy specifically.  I address each institution consequential to policy 

and how differences for each institution may affect policy adoption.  I do this for both 

kinds of veto players – the rigid institutional VPs and varying partisan VPs.  In order to 

better grasp how these VPs work in reality, I conduct two case studies on institutional and 

partisan VPs.  The case study on the US and UK focused on institutional VPs indicates 

that differences in climate policy may be driven by institutional differences.  It gave us an 

inductive understanding that extra political institutions like bicameralism, federalism, and 

presidentialism – as found in the US – may cause climate policy to falter in adoption.  

The case study involving the partisan VPs in Canada and Germany shows how much 

influence the parties and types of government could have on climate policy.  The type of 

government and the ideology of the Canadian Conservative party may have allowed them 

to block climate policy adoption, and even to retrench it.  These case studies provide the 

real-world context which drives my research questions on climate policy adoption. 

 In Chapter 4, I test the proposition that more VPs will reduce the proportion of 

adopted policy that pertains to climate change.  States with higher numbers of VPs allow 

more opportunities for opponents of climate policy to challenge and defeat them.  I take 

the development of policy types and significance done in Chapter 2 and test them 

empirically.  Though I have reason to believe that concentrated cost policy adoption 

would be negatively affected by more VPs, I found no empirical evidence to support that 
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notion.  When looking at major and minor climate policies, however, I find that VPs do 

affect their adoption.  Major climate policies are adopted at lower rates in states with 

more VPs as the opposition to large policy shifts will be well motivated to defeat them.  

Minor climate policies are adopted at higher rates in states with more VPs because minor 

policies are used to appease pro-climate constituencies and for elected officials to 

demonstrate statutory accomplishment.  The results from this chapter provide us with 

generalizable findings, and comport to the expectations of the theory and case studies 

provided in Chapter 3. 

 In the final chapter, I endeavor to connect climate policy passage to outcomes 

produced.  I argue that the policies adopted by states are the intervening variable between 

VPs and outcomes.  As we saw from evidence in Chapter 4, higher numbers of VPs 

reduce the overall proportion and significance of climate policies adopted.  As VPs affect 

the policies adopted, these policies affect outcomes in turn.  As more policies are 

adopted, and more concentrated cost tools and major policies used, there should be more 

reductions in emissions.  I find evidence to support the supposition that more climate 

policy activity will reduce outcomes, but only for one indicator, carbon dioxide.  I did not 

find any evidence in any of the indicators to support my hypotheses that more reliance on 

concentrated cost and major climate policies will reduce emissions.  My final expectation 

that there will be a lag between policy adoption and outcomes also produced no evidence.  

Though I have weaker evidence to support my claims that policy passage will affect 

climate outcomes, I still have enough to highlight some implications from my research as 

a whole. 
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 There are several implications from this research which affect the application of 

VP theory to climate policy and beyond, as well as empirical and practical implications.  

In terms of VP theory, this study has helped to add to the understanding of how 

institutions can act as firewalls against policy change.  In the pairwise comparisons that I 

have critiqued, we only see a unidimensional picture of how one type of political 

institution can block policy.  My study sets a new understanding that if policy change is 

allowed to occur in one institutional setting, there is always another avenue to challenge 

this change.  Higher numbers of veto players/points give opponents to policy more areas 

by which to expand the scope of conflict, thereby stopping policy change.  Also, framing 

the VP theory in this way allows us to test the effect of institutional and partisan VPs in 

an interdependent manner, which has not necessarily been the case even with Tsebelis’ 

own work (1999).  Another theoretical implication is that scholars investigating the 

impact of VPs on outcomes will need to incorporate adopted policies into their 

frameworks as an intervening variable.  This benefits those using VP theory in policy 

performance research as it ultimately strengthens their assertions of causality. 

 The empirics of this work also have some implications for policy research in 

general.  First, the original data I collected helped to provide evidence that political 

institutions affect policy adoption, specifically that more institutional obstacles reduce 

policy adoption.  Not only is this important in climate policy research, but also for the 

study of public policy in general.  This allows policy researchers to take a brief glance at 

the institutional structures of a country and make suppositions about their policy record.  

States with more avenues to challenge and defeat policy will likely have fewer policies 

adopted and may explain a states’ policy laggardness. My findings also lend a good 
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starting point for policy adoption research as well; there is a need for more research on 

federal systems and policy adoption at the national level.  My findings indicate the 

possibility to generate fruitful evidence in support of my framework. 

 Finally, there are some practical implications from my findings.  As I mentioned 

in Chapter 4, knowing that more VPs can harm climate policy adoption in general and 

major policy adoption specifically may be cause for advocacy groups to modify their 

strategies.  First off, groups in states with more institutional avenues to defeat policies 

may need to build a broader base of support to realize any success in policy passage.  

Specifically, climate change groups have done poorly of coming together in a unified 

manner to affect policy. Strong advocacy coalitions are needed to generate policy change 

(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999).  Climate policy proponents need to strengthen their 

advocacy coalition through stratification and ubiquity of presence in all levels of 

government and society.  With more political institutions, it is more difficult and resource 

intensive to have an effective advocacy coalition to promote the passage of climate 

policy.  Therefore, it behooves the climate change movements in high institutional states 

to pool resources to overcome this problem.  For policy outcomes, this is even more 

apparent.  The lack of a concerted and consistent effort by the climate policy coalition to 

pressure the various institutions and agencies of government to implement climate policy 

is likely detrimental to outcomes.  Climate change interests have to gain economies of 

scale by sharing resources, expertise, and strategies to deepen their institutional 

penetration. 

 My finding that higher numbers of veto players reduce major climate policy 

adoption is also practically instructive.  In high-VP countries, like the US, Canada, and 
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Australia, it may be more effective to adopt a multitude of minor climate policies than 

spending political capital and other resources going for bigger policies.  Chapter 5 

highlights why this is important: adopting more climate policies in general may help 

reduce emissions of CO2.  The urgency and desire of climate policy advocates to adopt a 

national carbon tax or cap-and-trade scheme might be misguided.  The climate policy 

subsystem would have a greater impact pushing for any and all climate policies to be 

adopted, rather than going for one set of policies they believe to be a ‘silver bullet’ 

solution to the problem.  I also think that showing greater success in getting more policies 

passed – irrespective of what they are – would benefit climate advocates by displaying 

their effectiveness at changing law, which could broaden their base of support, leading to 

further success and influence on climate law. 

The findings in this study give us an excellent point of departure for future 

research.  First, I would like to strengthen the analysis of climate policy adoption and 

outcomes.  Studying how these policies are implemented is essential to this.  Gathering 

data and running analyses on the implementation of climate policies would immensely 

strengthen the connection between how adopted policies influence outcomes.  There are 

many theoretical reasons to surmise how presidents, legislatures, courts, etc. put pressure 

on implementing agencies to administer policy to a greater or lesser extent.  The problem 

is that we do not know how these institutional actors can manipulate agency behavior in 

actuality and we lack the data to test whether more veto players will hinder robust 

implementation of climate policy.  Findings in the affirmative would deepen the meaning 

of this study.  We could then be able to link VPs to each part of the policy process instead 

of how they may only indirectly affect outcomes by dint of the policies they pass.  
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Instead of seeing climate policy as a mediator between VPs and outcomes, we would be 

able to directly link VPs to outcomes. 

 A second area worthy of expanded investigation in climate policy is policy 

effectiveness.  My last chapter only investigates policy tools aggregated by their cost 

structure, but it would be useful for climate scholars to examine each policy tool 

individually to determine which are best at reducing emissions.  The conventional 

wisdom is that policies like cap-and-trade or carbon taxes are the most effective, but what 

if they are merely red herrings?  It is certainly conceivable that policies adopted and 

implemented on a wider scale may be more effective at reducing emissions than bigger 

changes.  The effectiveness of some tools that are distributive cost – grants and subsidies 

and tax expenditures – may be hidden by possibly less effective tools, like public 

information and loan guarantee policies.  Also, it would be useful to know if distributive 

cost policy effectiveness is dependent on resource allocation and expansiveness.  It is not 

unreasonable to surmise that grant or subsidy policies with more money allocated and 

more recipients of these resources would produce better outcomes.  While there are no 

data on the size of program funding for these policies, distinguishing between larger and 

smaller resource allocation could indicate to policymakers if the ‘more is better’ axiom 

holds for distributive cost programs.  Knowing which policies work best would have real 

world consequences on climate policy adoption.  Lawmakers would be better informed as 

to which policies are the least controversial but most effective at reducing emissions. This 

would be beneficial to the climate policy literature as a whole since questions of policy 

effectiveness rarely examine tools other than carbon taxation or cap-and-trade. 



155 

 

 We live in a world already affected by climate change.  A recent symposium issue 

on climate change in PS: Political Science & Politics expressed concern over the 

dominant focus of politicians and scholars on climate change mitigation policy over 

adaptation policy (see Schlosberg 2013; Brooks 2013).  While the definition to climate 

change policy in my research is inclusive of adaptation policies, veritably all policies in 

my dataset were mitigation-oriented.  Large emitters of GhGs, like the United States, 

have statements on adaptation but there is no formal policy adopted to deal with the issue.  

Considering that the consequences of climate change may lead to massive droughts, 

famines, and large numbers of climate refugees, this is a startling realization.   

Seeing the lack of policy action on this part of the climate change problem leads 

me to wonder if veto players are drawing our gaze to mitigation, not adaptation.  If more 

VPs increase policy stability, I think it is just as likely that they may increase issue 

stability as well.  Since high-VP countries may still be fighting battles over mitigation 

policy, they could also be falling further behind on switching the focus to adaptation 

policy.  One thing is certain: there is a general unwillingness amongst parties, 

governments, and citizens to admit that we live in a climate-changed world.  For climate 

policy to remain relevant in scholarly, societal, and political circles, we need to widen our 

view of policy not only to include what we are doing to reduce the negative consequences 

of climate change, but also how we are going to live in this new and unpredictable world. 
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Appendix: Coding for Major and Minor Climate Policies 
 

Primary Coding Considerations: 

 

A. Is this a new scheme/significant departure from the status quo? 

B. Was there media and/or other coverage of the policy in question? (News 

articles, commercials, interest groups/any other active resistance, government 

website made for policy, etc.) 

*If “Yes” to both, the policy is coded as ‘Major’, if not (on either of the 

questions) then it is coded as ‘Minor’ 

 

Secondary Coding Considerations (to be used if unable to answer one or both of the 

questions above): 

 

A. The ‘size’ of the policy (money allocated, numbers of people/businesses affected, 

government mobilization) 

B. New government agency created?  If so, likely a major policy. 

C. Proportion of the law that the policy occupies. 

-Some of these policies are buried within bigger bills dealing with other issues 

(housing, transportation, finance, etc.), and if the climate change aspect of the law 

takes up at least one-third of the law’s language, it is likely major. 

 

On International Agreements 

I assign ‘Major’ designations to policies like the Kyoto Protocol, as international 

treaties/agreements can be difficult to pass and because of the other internal policy 

adoption that it spurs.  The remaining policies in the ‘Other’ category are designated 

‘Minor’.  These tend to be amendments to the Montreal protocol or bi-lateral agreements 

between countries regarding climate change, which usually pass with little conflict. 
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