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CLIMATE IMPERATIVE AS A LEGITIMIZING FRAMEWORK
OF STRUCTURAL DOMINATION: GREEN REGULATORY
FRAMEWORKS OF COERCIVE MODERNIZATION

Abstract. The aim of this article is to substantiate an analytical framework for the critical reading of the
climate imperative as the institutional form of a contemporary wave of coercive modernization, implemented
through the mechanisms of green neoprotectionism. Green neoprotectionism is interpreted as the fourth successive
wave of coercive modernization following import-substituting industrialization, the Washington Consensus
reforms, and the harmonization of regulatory standards within regional trade agreements; the distinctive feature of
the current phase lies in the systemic fusion of trade, financial, and technological policy into a single regulatory
architecture. The hypothesis is that climate regulation, in its present supranational form, centered on the European
Green Deal, CBAM, the sustainable finance taxonomy, CSRD, and CSDDD, constitutes an integrated green
neoprotectionist architecture whose functional coherence renders it a comprehensive instrument of coercive
modernization directed at third countries. The research establishes that green neoprotectionism constitutes a
systemic feature of the emerging regulatory architecture rather than a by-product of an unconsolidated climate
consensus. The functional inseparability of its trade, financial and technological components generates an
integrated gatekeeping regime in which regulatory costs borne by countries subject to such regulation do not
accumulate linearly but reinforce one another, forming a systemic burden that cannot be effectively mitigated
through internal adjustment alone. Five operational levers of this regime are identified (resource, regulatory,
territorial, technological, and discursive); a three-contour model of green gatekeeping is set out, operating across
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market (CBAM), capital (taxonomy, CSRD, CSDDD), and technology (Net-Zero Industry Act, Critical Raw
Materials Act) access contours. It is substantiated that the systemic operation of these mechanisms generates a new
green division of labour: the upper segments of value chains (regulatory development, technological innovation,
sustainability verification) concentrate in lead jurisdictions, while the lower segments (extraction of critical
minerals, primary processing, ecosystem services) fall disproportionately on the Global South and transition
economies, with technological gatekeeping blocking the industrial upgrade trajectory followed in the past by newly
industrialized economies. The analysis demonstrates that the revenue distribution formula of CBAM is structurally
equivalent to a classical neoprotectionist barrier, albeit under a fundamentally different normative framing; the
architecture of green fintech serves as the infrastructural foundation of gatekeeping, generating technological
asymmetry between standard-setting jurisdictions and countries subject to ESG screening.

Keywords: regulation; imperative; modernization; fragmentation; decoupling; regulatory policy; regulatory
competition; regulatory coordination; green neoprotectionism; green gatekeeping; green fintech; competitive
advantages; multilateralism; cooperation; climate policy; climate neutrality; green division of labor; green value chains;
ecological crisis; European Green Deal; CBAM; ESG; EU; USA.

INTRODUCTION

The concept of forced modernization has a long history in the political economy literature
and describes waves of economic restructuring, differing in content but similar in institutional
logic, in which externally imposed modernization parameters shape the internal trajectory of
national economies. Import-substitution industrialization in the 1950s—60s, structural
restructuring under the mandate of the Washington Consensus in the 1980s—90s, requirements
for harmonization of regulatory standards in the context of the spread of regional trade
agreements in the 2000s—2010s — each of these waves was accompanied by a regulatory
framework that legitimized its own set of external requirements: economic efficiency, financial
stability, liberalization imperative. The current wave of forced modernization is built on the
climate imperative and implemented through the mechanisms of green neoprotectionism. The
defining institutional feature of this phase is the systemic fusion of trade, financial, and
technological policies into a common regulatory architecture, in which greenness criteria
function as gatekeepers, i.e., filters for access to markets, capital, and technologies. The
specificity of the moral framework of legitimation significantly complicates the articulation of
resistance: it becomes difficult to challenge a specific regulatory instrument without risking
being interpreted as questioning the scientific validity of climate processes.

Analytically, it is worth noting that the tools of this wave are concentrated in a few
supranational centers. The trade component is represented by the Carbon Border Adjustment
Mechanism (CBAM), which will enter a defining phase with the full application of payments
for certificates from 2026. The financial component includes the EU Sustainable Investment
Taxonomy, the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), and the Sustainable
Development Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD). The technological component comprises the
Net-Zero Industry Act (NZIA) and the Critical Raw Materials Act. The functional unity ofthese
components turns them into a complex regulatory circuit through which the parameters of the
internal development trajectories of third countries are increasingly set by external regulatory
centers. The central analytical problem that arises in this regard concerns the mechanisms
through which the climate imperative, in its contemporary supranational institutional form, is
transformed into an instrument of green neoprotectionism, as well as the distributional
consequences of this transformation for countries subject to such regulation. This article's
analytical work focuses on this issue.

Statement of the problem. Despite the extensive literature on environmental
modernization and the green economy, the analytical gap between the technocratic-regulatory
reading of it and the political economy understanding of its distributional consequences remains
significant. Most academic work, including methodological works on measuring the stringency
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of environmental regulation [1] and conceptual approaches to the development of the green
economy [2], [3], views climate policy as a neutral technical process of improving regulatory
instruments. In this reading, the main issue is the effectiveness of regulatory instruments rather
than the redistribution of adaptation costs across jurisdictions with different levels of regulatory
capacity. At the same time, the current architecture of green regulation generates consequences
that cannot be adequately considered outside the categories of international cost-sharing,
regulatory asymmetry, and the neoprotectionist use of climate standards. An institutional
configuration is emerging in which countries that develop standards capture regulatory rents from
their dissemination, countries that supply critical minerals for the green transition face a new type
of resource dependency, and countries with high-carbon-intensity exports experience direct
impacts on their competitiveness. These consequences are not side effects, but structural features
of the architecture being built.

The problem is not only an empirical deficit, but also a conceptual one. Existing
theoretical models of ecological modernization, developed mainly within the experience of
developed economies, lack adequate tools for analyzing how the climate imperative serves as
a legitimizing framework for green neoprotectionism. The classical theory of neoprotectionism,
focused on non-tariff barriers in the trade sphere, also needs significant modification, since
modern green neoprotectionism operates simultaneously in trade, financial, and technological
circuits, and its analysis requires an integrated consideration of all three components. The
analytical gap that needs to be overcome is the lack of an integrated framework capable of
combining three elements: the systematization of green neoprotectionism as a tool for forced
modernization; the construction of a three-circuit model of green gatekeeping; and the
conceptualization of the role of green fintech as the infrastructural basis of such gatekeeping.

ANALYSIS OF THE LATEST RESEARCH AND PUBLICATIONS

The methodological tools for quantifying the stringency of environmental regulation are
laid out in the works of C. Brunel and A. Levinson [1]. These studies provide a conceptual basis
but focus mainly on the internal mechanisms of the green economy, without undertaking a
systematic analysis of its international distributional consequences. Significant contribution to the
conceptualization of the green economy belongs to K. Burkart [2], V. Chala and Yu. Orlovska
[3], as well as Yu. V. Orlovska in co-authorship with V. Chala and A. Glushchenko [8] and with
K. Drygola and D. Baltaksa [9]. The analysis of environmental loads in value chains was initiated
by R. Clift and L. Wright [4] and received in-depth development in the Ukrainian academic
tradition in the works of A. Tsybulyak [12], [13]. Particularly important for the subject of this
article is the recent work of A. Tsybuliak [14], which deals with the tension between the
ecological imperative of the sustainability paradigm and the right to development and considers
the search for institutional mechanisms of systemic compromise. The work of A. Tsybuliak [6]
traces the evolution of theories of ecological modernization in relation to the growth of risks in
the international economy and the actualization of sustainable business practices in the context of
the digital transition. These works' approach to the problems of ecological modernization is
interesting, but they focus on institutional mechanisms for conflict reconciliation, while a
systematic analysis of this conflict as a manifestation of regulatory asymmetry remains
underdeveloped.

The problems of institutionalization of climate change mitigation in the EU and the socio-
economic effects of industrial decarbonization are examined by Ukrainian researchers [5].
M. Grod analyzes the financial and regulatory dimensions of the green transition in the context
of greening the financial system and developing policy instruments for the circular economy [7].
The multidimensional nature of socio-economic development challenges and the institutional
framework of modernization policy are addressed by Ukrainian scholars [10]. O. Ptashchenko
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and D. Arkhipova [11] explore global challenges, including their environmental dimension. The
prevailing tendency in the literature is to interpret climate policy primarily as a technical and
regulatory domain, without integrating analysis of neoprotectionist mechanisms operating within
the climate framework. This conceptual gap determines the analytical relevance of the present
study.

The purpose of this article is to substantiate a critical analytical framework for
interpreting the climate imperative as an institutional form of the current wave of forced
modernization, which is implemented through the mechanisms of green neoprotectionism. Such
a framework should overcome the limitations of the technocratic-regulatory reading of
environmental modernization and the classical model of neoprotectionism, focused mainly on
non-tariff barriers in the trade sphere. The implementation of this goal involves four analytical
tasks: the deployment of environmental modernization as a policy, strategy, process and result;
conceptualization of green neoprotectionism as a tool of forced modernization with the
identification of five operational levers of its implementation; construction of a three-circuit
model of green gatekeeping; systematization of green regulatory competition, regulatory races
and regulatory sandbox with the integration of the role of green fintech as the infrastructural
basis of gatekeeping.

RESEARCH RESULTS

Analytical differentiation of the four dimensions of ecological modernization is a
methodological prerequisite for its adequate deployment. Ecological modernization is a policy
framework comprising regulatory decisions enshrined in international agreements, supranational
legal acts, and national legislation that establish mandatory parameters for reducing emissions,
decarbonizing production processes, and reorienting energy systems. As a strategy, it involves
the purposeful creation of institutional and technological prerequisites for implementing these
regulatory parameters, including green investments, industrial policies supporting renewable
energy, and the development of innovative ecosystems around climate technologies. As a process,
ecological modernization unfolds through the dynamics of interaction among regulatory, market,
and social actors, generating unintended consequences, in particular green regulatory competition
and green regulatory races. As a result, it is fixed within a reformulated structure of production,
trade, and investment, in a new hierarchy of industries according to their green value, and in
reformulated conditions of market access. It is worth noting that most of the academic work
considers ecological modernization mainly in its political-strategic dimension, while its effects in
the process and outcome dimensions receive much less analytical attention. It is in the dimensions
of process and outcome that the distributional consequences and regulatory asymmetries that are
the subject of this article are most clearly manifested.

The concept of neoprotectionism, in contrast to classical protectionism, refers to the use of
non-tariff instruments (standards, certifications, regulatory barriers, anti-dumping procedures) to
selectively restrict import competition. Green neoprotectionism is a modern phase of this
tradition, in which non-tariff barriers are erected around ecological and climate parameters and
legitimized by an appeal to the imperative of sustainable development. A characteristic feature of
green neoprotectionism is the indissoluble unity of its trade, financial and technological
components. CBAM, as a trade policy instrument, is complemented by a taxonomy of sustainable
investments as a financial filter, and both are complemented by the Net Zero Emissions Industry
Act as an industrial policy instrument to support domestic producers. It is this systemic integration
that makes green neoprotectionism a tool that goes beyond classical trade protectionism and
becomes a complex mechanism of forced modernization.
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Forced modernization, implemented through green neo-protectionism, has three main
operational features. The first is the external setting of modernization parameters: the green
criteria are formulated by regulatory centers (EU, USA) and are not agreed multilaterally. The
second is the asymmetric distribution of adaptation costs: the recipient countries bear the main
burden of re-equipping production, while the benefits from regulatory rent and technological
advantage are concentrated in the standard-setting jurisdictions. The third is the moral
imbalance of'the articulation of resistance: the argument against specific instruments risks being
interpreted as environmentally irresponsible, regardless of its actual content.

It is analytically appropriate to distinguish five main mechanisms through which the
climate imperative is operationalized as an instrument of structural dominance. Differentiating
these mechanisms shows that green neoprotectionism is not reduced to separate regulatory
instruments but constitutes a system of operational levers that mutually reinforce one another
and together form a regime for the external setting of development parameters. The resource
lever is implemented through the reformatting of global supply chains of critical minerals
necessary for the green transition: lithium, cobalt, nickel, and rare earth elements. The strategic
autonomy proclaimed by the EU and the US in the relevant acts involves establishing control
over the sources of these resources through long-term contracts, investments in mining capacity
in supplier countries, and the formation of alliances of critical minerals. The peculiarity of this
lever lies in the reproduction of the classical structure of resource asymmetry within a
fundamentally new regulatory framework, where the driving force is no longer the needs of
industrial development as such but climate necessity. The regulatory lever is implemented
through the export of regulatory standards. The Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism
provides the most illustrative example, as countries exporting energy-intensive products to the
European Union face a choice between paying a border carbon charge and introducing internal
emission pricing mechanisms comparable to those applied in Europe. In this way, the European
regulatory architecture becomes a de facto standard for a wide range of jurisdictions that did
not participate in its formation. A similar effect is observed in the taxonomy of sustainable
investments, which establishes greenness criteria for global investment decisions.

Territorial leverage is manifested through the reformatting of land use for emissions
reduction, carbon offsetting, and renewable energy projects. Large-scale reforestation projects
in countries that receive international climate finance entail long-term restrictions on traditional
land-use practices. «<REDD+» mechanisms (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation) n their practical implementation have repeatedly been the subject of criticism,
precisely because of the territorial conflicts they generate. This leverage operates through a
direct impact on the disposal of the territorial assets of the countries subject to climate
regulation. Technological leverage is implemented through the patent and regulatory
architecture of green technologies. Critical technologies for the green transition, particularly in
solar and wind energy, energy storage systems, electromobility, and hydrogen technologies, are
concentrated in a few developing jurisdictions. Regulatory standards imposed on countries that
import these technologies often involve transferring control over technological parameters to
developing countries. This lever reproduces the hierarchical structure of the technological
division of labor in the green regulatory field.

The discursive lever is the most subtle and at the same time the most powerful of the five.
It is implemented through the formation of a normative framework in which specific regulatory
structures are associated with scientifically legitimate concern for the planet, and any resistance
is interpreted as a manifestation of climate skepticism or irresponsibility. It is this lever that
explains why challenging specific instruments of green neoprotectionism is a politically costly
position, even for countries with objective grounds for criticism. The normative protectionism
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of green neoprotectionism, in its discursive dimension, makes it extremely difficult to articulate
resistance in terms of development interests. The five levers do not function in isolation, but in
synthesis: resource control reinforces technological control, regulatory control is reinforced by
discursive control, and territorial control receives legitimacy through climate consensus. It is
this systemic interaction that transforms green neoprotectionism into a complex instrument of
forced modernization, within which countries subject to such regulation encounter not isolated
barriers but an integrated regime that externally determines the parameters of their development
trajectories.

The concept of gatekeeping in the context of green neoprotectionism denotes regulatory
mechanisms that function as selective access filters. Traditional gatekeeping in the international
economy was implemented through tariff barriers, quotas, and licensing regimes; its hallmark
was a direct, formally articulated restriction on access. Green gatekeeping takes a
fundamentally different form: it operates through technical standards, sustainability parameters,
and verification protocols that do not formally exclude any participant but create a cost
asymmetry in access, in which compliance with the requirements costs different participants a
different share of their available resource base. It is this cost asymmetry, and not a formal
prohibition, that constitutes the functional content of modern green gatekeeping.

It is analytically appropriate to distinguish three parallel circuits in which green
gatekeeping unfolds. The first circuit is access to markets. CBAM establishes the conditions
for access to the EU internal market by imposing a carbon cost on exports. Importers of energy-
intensive products (cement, steel, aluminum, fertilizers, electricity, and hydrogen) will be
required to purchase CBAM certificates from 2026 at a price linked to the average weekly price
of allowances in the EU ETS. This price fluctuated between €55 and €75 per tonne of CO: in
2024. For exporting countries without their own carbon pricing mechanism (many EU suppliers
from the Global South), this represents a direct financial barrier to access without the possibility
of offsetting their own climate efforts.

The second loop is access to capital. The EU Sustainable Investment Taxonomy defines the
criteria for qualifying an economic activity as sustainable. The CSRD and CSDDD Directives
establish corporate sustainability reporting obligations and supply chain due diligence. Taken
together, these instruments shape the conditions for access to European capital, as investors with
an increasing share of their portfolios tied to the taxonomy are effectively obliged to direct
investments to assets that meet European green criteria. For companies from third countries, this
means compliance with the EU taxonomy criteria is a de facto condition for access to European
financing, regardless of whether the country concerned participated in developing these criteria.
The third loop is access to technology. The Net Zero Emissions Industry Act provides for the
establishment of target shares of domestic production of strategic green technologies in the EU.
The Critical Raw Materials Act establishes rules for access to critical minerals through strategic
partnerships, formalized based on EU jurisdiction. These instruments create a regulatory
framework in which third countries' access to green technologies is governed through
mechanisms that involve reciprocal commitments from partner countries.

The combined effect of the three gatekeeping circuits lies in the ability of regulatory
centers to reshape the internal development trajectories of countries subject to such regulation
by selectively defining conditions of access. This constitutes the institutional core of forced
modernization, as development parameters are established externally through gatekeeping
mechanisms, while internal adaptation takes the form of a compelled response to externally
imposed constraints. The operationalization of green gatekeeping across these three circuits
depends on a developed infrastructure of financial technologies oriented toward the green
economy. Green fintech comprises digital platforms, algorithms and protocols that enable
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automated ESG screening of assets, carbon accounting of operations, trading in offset
certificates and verification of climate-relevant data. Within the architecture of green
neoprotectionism, this infrastructure performs a dual function.

On the one hand, green fintech reduces regulatory compliance costs for large corporate
players, enabling them to integrate automated screening into their investment processes. The
business models of platforms such as MSCI ESG Ratings, Sustainalytics, and ISS ESG are built
on selling screening services to large institutional investors. On the other hand, green fintech
creates a technological asymmetry: jurisdictions with developed fintech infrastructure can
verify the compliance of assets with regulatory criteria cheaply and quickly, while countries
subject to such screening incur higher costs in generating and verifying the relevant data.
Indicative in this sense is the growing role of carbon registries and platforms for trading in
offset certificates. The Verified Carbon Standard (Verra), Gold Standard, and other platforms
are building a market infrastructure that converts climate parameters into tradable assets. The
participation of countries that provide natural services in these platforms objectively transfers
a significant share of the generated value to platform operators and regulators that approve the
assessment methodology. Taken together, green fintech serves as a technological infrastructure
that enables green gatekeeping at the scale of the global economy. Without this infrastructure,
several regulatory initiatives, including the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism, could not
be implemented within a reasonable timeframe, since the verification burden would constitute
a high fixed cost for countries subject to such regulation. Accordingly, control over the
development and standardization of green fintech is emerging as an independent field of
strategic competition between jurisdictions.

The dynamics of the formation of a green regulatory architecture give rise to the
phenomenon of green regulatory competition — a competition between jurisdictions for the
role of standard-setter in key segments of climate regulation. The winner of such a competition
receives regulatory rent from the export of standards, an advantage for its own manufacturers,
who already work according to domestic requirements, which automatically become
international, and the discursive power to determine the parameters of the climate consensus.
The EU currently occupies a leading position in this competition due to the complexity and
early institutionalization of its architecture. The USA, through the Inflation Reduction Act,
adopted an alternative model based on tax incentives and subsidies rather than direct regulatory
prohibitions.

The green regulatory race refers to a dynamic in which jurisdictions, seeking to keep up
with leaders in standard-setting, introduce similar regulatory requirements without adequate
consideration of local institutional prerequisites. The result is formal compliance with global
standards in the absence of real regulatory capacity. A typical risk of such dynamics is the
formation of fictitious regulation — formally valid norms that have no real operational effect but
create the appearance of compliance to external observers. The concept of a green regulatory
sandbox is borrowed from financial regulatory practice, where it originated with the United
Kingdom's Financial Conduct Authority in 2016. It concerns pilot regimes of limited application
of new regulatory instruments. In the climate sphere, regulatory sandboxes are used to test
innovative, sustainable financial products, digital emission-monitoring systems, and regulatory
green verification technologies. The dual nature of this tool is that it reduces regulatory costs for
imnovators while also serving as an experimental platform for testing future standards for wider
application. Countries that participate in sandboxes at early stages gain an advantage in shaping
the regulatory architecture, which is subsequently extended to third parties. A systematization of
the above three-loop model of green gatekeeping is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Tools of green neo-protectionism in three gatekeeping circuits
Gatekeeping Key Tools Functional Content Cost Asymmetry
Contour
Market access | CBAM, Environmental | Carbon pricing of imports, | Burden of certification and verification
Import Standards, Rules | verification of production on exporters from the Global South;
of Origin parameters revenues to the EU budget
Access to Sustainable Investment Determining asset Costs of reporting and due diligence on
capital Taxonomy, CSRD, qualification as sustainable; third-country companies; regulatory

CSDDD, ESG Screening | verification of supply chains | rent on standard-setters
Access to Net-Zero Industry Act, Setting domestic production | Structural limitations on upgrading for

technology Critical Raw Materials targets; limiting access to third countries; concentration of
Act, Export Controls green technologies technological rent in developing
jurisdictions

Source: developed by the authors

The presented matrix reveals a dimension that remains largely implicit in the climate
policy discourse. The three gatekeeping circuits should not be interpreted as separate regulatory
episodes; they represent interrelated vectors of a single integrated regime in which trade,
financial, and technological pressures converge to produce a unified structure of cost
asymmetry. An exporter subject to certification requirements under the Carbon Border
Adjustment Mechanism simultaneously operates within supply chains exposed to due diligence
procedures and functions under conditions where access to green technologies is shaped by
regulatory frameworks governing industrial policy and critical resources. The costs arising
within each circuit do not accumulate linearly but reinforce one another, generating a systemic
regulatory burden that cannot be effectively mitigated solely through internal adjustments. At
the same time, the revenue distribution mechanism of the Carbon Border Adjustment
Mechanism directs payments from exporters in third countries to the European Union budget,
without institutional linkage to decarbonization financing in supplier economies or to the
transfer of relevant technologies.

Within the logic of classical neoprotectionism, such an arrangement would be interpreted
as a concealed trade barrier. Within the logic of green neoprotectionism, it is legitimized by the
normative authority of the climate imperative, thereby raising the political cost of public
critique. This duality, namely functional equivalence to classical neoprotectionist instruments
combined with a distinct normative justification, defines the specificity of the current phase of
forced modernization. Countries operating under conditions of green gatekeeping face not a
binary choice between environmental responsibility and economic development, but a more
complex strategic problem: either accepting externally defined modernization parameters or
articulating autonomous development priorities consistent with the prevailing climate
consensus. This problem delineates a strategic field within which the autonomy of development
must be negotiated under the conditions of an evolving regulatory architecture.

CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The conducted research substantiates the interpretation of the climate imperative as an
institutional framework within which the current wave of forced modernization is being formed,
implemented through the mechanisms of green neoprotectionism. The central analytical conclusion
is that green neoprotectionism is not a by-product of a lack of climate consensus, but a systemic
feature of the regulatory architecture being built. The functional indivisibility of the trade, financial,
and technological components of this architecture makes it a complex gatekeeping tool that operates
in three parallel access circuits — market, capital, and technological. The critical nature of this
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conclusion lies not in denying the climate problem, but in the distinction between two disparate
spheres: the scientific justification of climate processes and the political-economic justification of
specific regulatory structures that appeal to this justification for their legitimacy. Distinguishing
between these levels of criticism is a prerequisite for an adequate analytical reading of green
neoprotectionism as an independent phenomenon rather than dissolving it into the broader climate
discourse.

The proposed conceptual apparatus (four-dimensional reading of ecological modernization,
typology of five operational levers of green neoprotectionism, three-circuit model of green
gatekeeping, analysis of green fintech as an infrastructural basis of gatekeeping, concepts of green
regulatory competition, regulatory race and regulatory sandbox) forms a toolkit that allows to
systematize the disparate manifestations of green neoprotectionism into a coherent analytical
framework and to isolate them from the broader field of climate policy as such. Prospects for further
research cover several areas. The first is the empirical measurement of the distributional
consequences of specific instruments of green neoprotectionism, CBAM, taxonomy of sustainable
investments, and CSDDD, in the context of different groups of recipient countries. The second is
the institutional typology of green regulatory competition, with the separation of roles across
different jurisdictions: standard-setters, adapters, and the objects of standard-setting. The third is
the analysis of the architecture of green fintech as an independent field of strategic competition,
including regulatory asymmetries in carbon registries and ESG screening methodologies. The
fourth is the delineation of counterstrategies for countries that find themselves in the position of
objects of green regulatory architecture — from active participation in standard-setting through
alternative multilateral platforms to selective regulatory autonomy in key segments. For Ukraine,
which is both an object of the European green regulatory architecture and a potential participant in
its formation through the European integration process, a systematic analysis of such
counterstrategies has not only academic, but also strategic and applied significance.
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KJIIMATUYHWHA IMIEPATAB CTPYKTYPHOI'O IOMIHYBAHHS:
3EJIEHI PET'YJIATOPHI PAMKHA ITPUMYCOBOI MOJEPHI3AIIIL

AHoTanisi. Meroro cTarTi € OOIPYyHTYBaHHS aHATITUYHOI PaMKH KPHTHYHOTO OCMUCIEHHS KIIIMAaTHYHOTO
iMITepaTHBY SIK THCTUTYIIHHOI (JOpMH CydacHOI XBIIII MPHMYCOBOI MOJIEpHI3allil, 1110 pealli3yeThCs Yepe3 MeXaHi3MU
3€JIEHOT0 HEOIPOTEKIIIOHI3MY. Y HIMPIIOMY ICTOPHYHOMY KOHTEKCTI 3€JIEHHH HEOIIPOTEKIIIOHI3M IHTEPIIPETYETHCS SIK
YeTBepTa OCIIIZI0BHA XBIJISI IPHUMYCOBOT MOJIEPHI3ALIT MICIIs IMITOPTO3aMIlyBabHOT 1HaAYyCTpiamzargi 1950-60-x pp.,
pedopm Bammnrroncekoro koHcencycy 1980-90-x pp. Ta rapMmoHizailii peryiisiTOpHHX CTaHJapTiB y paMKax
perioHanpHNX ToproBenbHUX yrom 2000-2010-x pp. BcraHoBieHO, 10 BHU3HAYAIBHOK PHUCOKD CydacHOi (aszu €
CHCTEMHE IIO€JIHAHHS TOProBEJIbHOI, (DIHAHCOBOI TA TEXHOJIOITYHOI MOJITHKU B €JJUHY PErYJSTOPHY apXiTEKTypy.
lnoTe3a mocnipKeHHS TIOBITaE B TOMY, IO KIIMaTHYHE PETYIIOBaHHS B MOTO CydYacHIW HaJHAI[IOHANBHIA dopwMi,
30Cepe/PKeHe HABKOJIO E€BPOMEHCHKOro 3elIeHOro Kypcey, MexaHi3My BYIVICLICBOIO KOPUI'YBAaHHsS HAa KOPJIOHI,
TakcoHoMmii cranmx iHBecTHIIH, JJMPEKTHBY PO KOPIIOPATHBHY 3BITHICTH 31 CTAJIOr0 PO3BUTKY Ta JIMpEKTUBH Npo
HANIeXHY TIepeBipKy y cdepi cTaoro po3BUTKy, (JOpMye iHTErpoBaHy apXiTeKTypy 3eJIeHOro HEONpoTeKIionizMy. Ii
(byHKIIIOHAJIBHA Y3TOJDKEHICTh Yy TOPrOBEIBbHOMY, (DiHAHCOBOMY 1 TEXHOJIONYHOMY BHMMIpax TIEPETBOPIOE IO
apXiTEeKTypy Ha KOMIUIEKCHUH IHCTPYMEHT IPUMYCOBOI MOJIEpHi3allii, CIIpsMOBaHMiA Ha Tpeti kpainu. [loBesieHo, 110
3€JICHUI HEOIPOTEKIIIOHI3M € He T00IYHMM edeKToM Hec(hOPMOBAHOCTI KIIIMAaTUYHOIO KOHCEHCYCY, & CUCTEMHOIO
BJIACTHBICTIO HOBOI peryisiTopHoi koHgirypaii. @yHKIiOHa IbHa HEPO3PUBHICTh i1 TOProBelibHOI, (PIHAHCOBOI Ta
TEXHOJIONTYHOI CKIIAJIOBUX TIOPO/DKYE KOMIUIEKCHUH PEKUM KOHTPOJNIKO JIOCTYIlY, Y MeXax SIKOr0 BHUTpATH, L0
TIOKJIQJIAIOThCS Ha aJipecaTta PEeryjloBaHHs, He MJCYMOBYIOThCS MEXaHIYHO, a B3a€EMHO TOCHIIOIOTHCS, (hopMytouu
PETYIIITOPHE HaBaHTAKCHHS, SKE HE MOke OyTH HEHTpaii3oBaHe BHKIIOYHO BHYTPIIIHIMU 3aCO0aMH aJarlTallil.
BuokpemsieHO IT'SITh OINEpamifHMX BaXKETIB peami3amii IHOro pPEeKHMY, a CaME pPECypCHHH, PpETYIATOpHHUH,
TEPUTOPIIBHIM, TEXHOJIOTIYHUI 1 JUCKYPCHUBHHMM, Y3TO/DKEHA B3a€MOIIS SIKMX 3a0e3leuye IUTICHUHA BIUIMB HA
TPa€eKTOpii PO3BUTKY KpaiH, 10 epe0yBatoTh y Mol Ail peryIsaTOPHOI apXiTeKTypH. 3arporoHOBaHO TPHOXKOHTYPHY
MOJIENTb 3€JICHOT0 TEHTKIMHTY, B MEXKax SKOI PEryasTOpHi IHCTPYMEHTH OJTHOYAaCHO BH3HAYAIOTH JIOCTYM 10 PUHKIB
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yepe3s MexaHi3M BYIJIELIEBOIO KOPHI'YBaHHSI Ha KOPJIOHI Ta IMIIOPTHI CTaHHAPTH, JIOCTYI O KalliTally 4depe3
TAKCOHOMIIO CTaJIMX 1HBECTHULH, JJUpEeKTUBY NpO KOPIOPATHBHY 3BITHICTB 31 CTAIOrO PO3BUTKY Ta [IMPEKTHBY IPO
HAJIOKHY TIEPEBIPKY Yy cepi CTalioro po3BUTKY, a TAKOXK JIOCTYII JI0 TEXHOJOrH Yepe3 AKT Ipo HMPOMHUCIIOBICTh 3
HYJIBOBMMH BUKHIAMHU 1 AKT PO KPUTHYHO BaXJIMBI CHPOBHHHI pecypcr. OOIpyHTOBAHO, 110 CHCTEMHA peasti3arlis
3a3HAYCHUX MEXaHI3MIB (popMye HOBHMI 3€TICHUI TOALT TIPALli: BEPXHI CETMEHTH 3€JICHUX JIAHIIOTIB JIOIAaHOi BApTOCTI
(perynsaTopHa po3poOKa, TEXHOIOTYHA IHHOBALIS, BepH(IKaLlisl CTATOCTI) KOHIEHTPYIOTHCS Y IOPUCAMKIISIX-TTiIepax,
TOJIi SIK HIDKHI CeTMEHTH (OOYBaHHS KPUTHIHMX MiHEpalliB, IEPBUHHA TiepepoOKa, HaTaHHS €KOCHCTEMHHX TTOCITYT)
NPHUIIAIAIOTH TTepeBaskHO Ha [ 100aisHwii [TiBaeHs 1 Tpancdopmariiiiii eKOHOMIKH, 8 TEXHOJIOTTYHHI FeHTKIMIHT OJI0KyE
NPUPOIIHY TPAEKTOPIFO 1HIYCTPIaIbHOrO PO3BUTKY, SKY B MHHYJIOMY MpPOXOJIIIM HUHI KpalHH 3 PO3BHMHCHUMH
ckoHoMikamu. [TokazaHo, 1o dopmyna posmoauty aoxomiB Bix CBAM € CTpYKTypHO CKBIBaJICHTHOIO KJIACUYHOMY
HEOTPOTEKIIIOHICTCHKOMY 0ap’epy 3a MPHUHIIMITOBO 1HIIIOrO0 HOPMaTHBHOTO oOpamMiieHHs. BusiBiieHo, 1110 apXiTekTypa
3eJIeHOro (hiHTeXy BUKOHYE (DYHKIIiIO iHPPACTPyKTYpHOI OCHOBH TEHTKIIMHIY Ta (OpMYE TEXHOJOTIUHY aCUMETPiIo
MK IOPUC/IUKIIISIMU-CTaH/IapTOYTBOPIOBAYaMHU 1 KpaiHaMmu, 1110 Mi/ra [atoTh mij npoueaypu ESG-ckpuHinry.
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