
“An extraordinary work that ties the climate emergency squarely to the

neoliberal world model in ways many may have suspected but no one had

yet spelled out in such clarity and depth. I opened this book and found that I

could not close it until reading through to the end. It’s deeply impressive,

rich, lucid, moving, and makes me wonder—how does it happen that one

person comes to know so much?”

— James K. Galbraith, The University of Texas at Austin and author,

Inequality: What Everyone Needs to Know

“This book serves as wake-up call: for US Political Science and its inat-

tention to the climate crisis; for defenders of Europe as a progressive leader

on the environment; and, for those who doubt the extent to which organized

interests undercut democratic governance. Ambitious in scope, sharply

written and drawing on a range of key thinkers, the book offers important

ideas on the relationship between democracy and climate change.”

— Justin Robertson, City University of Hong Kong

“We live in a moment of bubbles, and this book reminds us just how crucial

it is for us to understand and to deflate them. Fast.”

— Bill McKibben, co-founder 350.org
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democracy became neoliberalized and the role that neoliberalized democ-

racy plays in our dealings with—causing, understanding, denying, and

hopefully, mitigating—climate change.

Defining neoliberalism as the art of exclusion through inclusion, Chien-

Yi Lu treats climate change as collateral damage of the neoliberal order

established to ensure upward power and wealth redistribution. High-

lighting the role that money played in the “free” competition of ideas

between John Maynard Keynes and Friedrich Hayek, she investigates the

resulting global structure, wherein the wealthy and powerful sit above the

market and democracy, and the way that this structure fundamentally

contradicts honest climate mitigation. Central to the structure is neoliberal
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Foreword

In 1988 the American climate modeler James Hansen testified in the U.S.

Congress that anthropogenic climate change was under way. In the same year,

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was assembled to

advise governments what to do about this existential challenge. The fact that

the IPCCwas created as a joint venture between a scientific organization—the

World Meteorological Organization (WMO)—and a political one—the

United Nations (UN)—tells us that Hansen was not out on a limb; scientists

had for some time recognized the potential severity of this challenge.

Post-war advances in theory and data gathering had made it clear in the

1950s that an increased concentration in atmospheric greenhouse gases

(GHG) in the atmosphere, from burning fossil fuels, had the potential to

change the planetary climate dramatically. Although scientists at that time

did not necessarily know that the changes would all be adverse, they thought

that many would be, particularly sea-level rise, which could drown coastal

ports and cities around the globe. In the 1960s scientists began to try to alert

governments and stimulate attention to the question. When the Clean Air

Act was debated in the United States Congress in late 1969/early 1970, the

subject of the “greenhouse effect,” and its potential to cause global environ-

ment damage was one point of discussion. The private sector was also aware

of the issue: historical documents show that various oil and gas companies,

the American Petroleum Institute, and the Electric Power Research Institute

already knew in the 1950s that GHG, from burning fossil fuels, could change

the global climate.1 In 1958 Frank Capra, one of Hollywood’s most cele-

brated film-makers, produced an episode for an American television series

about how human activities, including pollution, could change the weather.2

These activities and concerns were not limited to the United States. In 1972,

when world leaders gathered in Stockholm for the United Nations Conference

on the Human Environment—the first UN conference to address what we now

call sustainability, climate change was a topic of conversation and a subject in

the conference report.3 Seven years later, climate was the focus when 350 spe-

cialists from 53 countries, 24 international organizations, and a wide range of

disciplines including agriculture, water resources, fisheries, energy, environ-

ment, ecology, biology, medicine, sociology, and economics, gathered in



Geneva for the world’s first international conference on “climate and man-

kind”.4The conference report called on the nations of the world to “foresee and

prevent potential man-made changes in climate that might be adverse to the

well-being of humanity.” Following this meeting, the WMO established the

World Climate Programme, an umbrella for a diverse set of scientific and edu-

cational activities. And in 1985 the WMO, together with the UN Environment

Programme and the International Council of Scientific Unions, convened in

Villoch, Austria, for what in retrospect could be considered the first scientific

assessment of the impact on the climate of GHG. The report of this meeting

predicted that, unless steps were taken to control GHG emissions, global tem-

peratures would rise dramatically, yielding awide range of social, political, and

economic impacts. Villoch paved the way for the creation of the IPCC and for

the 1992 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

(UNFCCC), which committed its nearly 200 signatories to global action to

prevent “dangerous anthropogenic interference” with the climate system.

Since that time, there have been hundreds of scientific reports and assess-

ments and tens of thousands of peer-reviewed scientific papers on the issue.

Laws have been passed, statements of commitment made, and resolutions

galore. There have been countless conferences, reports, and opinion pieces. In

2019 parties to the UNFCCC met for the 25th time. Furthermore, in the last

few years, universities, foundations, churches, and individuals have divested

from fossil fuels, and citizens across the globe have taken to the streets.

However, despite all this work by scientists, political leaders, activists,

and citizens, climate change has not been stopped. It has not even been

slowed. At the start of the industrial revolution atmospheric carbon dioxide

(CO2) is estimated to have stood at about 280 parts per million (ppm); it has

now passed 400 ppm, just as scientists predicted that it would. The last time

that CO2 concentrations were this high was more than 3 million years ago.

Scientific data suggest that the global temperature at that time was 3°–4°C

higher than it is today. The sea level was 15–25 meters higher, meaning that

all of today’s coastal cities, had they existed then, would have been under

water.5 Moreover, of course, when the other GHG that we have added to

the atmosphere are taken into account, such as methane and certain short-

lived fluorinated gases, the problem is even worse.6 No matter how you

interrogate the pronoun, we have failed to stop disruptive climate change.

Scientists have failed, politicians have failed, activists have failed.

Chien-Yi Lu wants us to take this situation seriously and answer the

question: Why? Why have we failed to act on climate change? Why have we

failed to take steps to protect ourselves from this titanic threat? How could

we have been so stupid?

Various authors, including me, have addressed the issue in some way.

Some have focused on political ideology. Some have focused on human

psychology or the ways in which evolution has led our brain to prioritize

short-term rather than long-term threats. Others have called attention to

the role of fossil fuel-funded disinformation in undermining public support
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for action, while others have claimed that climate change is the inevitable

consequence of capitalism.

Chien-Yi Lu wants us to step back from the detail and specificity of these

claims and confront the larger structure under which these patterns have

unfolded and expressed themselves. Drawing most on the last of these sugges-

tions, she focuses our attention on the character of neoliberal capitalism,

particularly the development in the last few decades of what she calls

SCAMD—states and corporations sitting above market and democracy. Her

emphasis is on the way that governments and corporations have worked toge-

ther, yielding a set of practices, habits, treaties, and laws that place corporate

activity above and out of the reach of democracy, thereby making it in effect

impossible to enact the changes necessary to stop disruptive climate change.

Her thesis is that it is neither coincidence nor psychological failing, that,

despite 30 years of scientific information and warnings, we have failed to

address climate change. Rather it is the predictable consequence of neoli-

beralism, which, as a global ideology, has undermined democracy in ways

that have made it impossible for us to address climate change. She does not

argue that the advocates of neo-liberalism intended to destroy our futures,

but she does believe that they intended to undermine democracy, and this

has made it impossible for scientists and citizens, and erven those political

leaders who wanted to, to enact meaningful responses to climate change. In

the introduction to this volume, Chien-Yi Lu writes:

The original goal of undermining democracy was merely to tilt the

economic and political systems in such a way that wealth and power

would concentrate towards the top. By the time scientists became

alarmed by the threat of climate change, however, democracy was

crippled enough to keep society from receiving critical information

and taking necessary action. (xxi)

Thus, neoliberals, whether intentionally or not, have led us to our present

crisis, and neoliberalism stands in the way of its solution. It is not that we

have been stupid, but that we have been systematically disempowered.

This is a strong book. Some readers will no doubt take issue with the

use of “enemies” as an analytical category. Others might argue with her

definition of neoliberalism as “the art—as in 'con artist' of exclusion

through inclusion, with upward power and wealth-distribution as its goal.”

Neoliberalism, like any global movement or ideology, is complex and

protean. Any simple definition will no doubt provoke critique, and this

particular definition will probably be viewed by many as at worst con-

spiratorial and at best at least a bit unfair. As Lu herself notes, most neo-

liberals did not intend to create deadly climate change. What they

intended was a set of policies intended to support, expand, and extend

markets. At least that is what they would generally claim.
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My own view is that at least some of the early neoliberals—Hayek in

particular—authentically believed that keeping governments out of markets

would increase prosperity while protecting individual liberty. That they paid

inadequate attention to matters of equity and were generally dismissive of

external costs and market failure does not prove that their intent was other

than they expressed. However, it is indisputably the case that, whatever the

original intent, the neoliberal regime that has prevailed in the United States

and Europe over the past 40 years has had the effect—obvious for some

time now—of greatly increasing inequities. It has also had the effect of

driving disruptive climate change and other serious environmental and

public health harms. It has been obvious for some time that deregulated

markets do not and cannot be expected to account for external costs, of

which climate change is the most egregious.

A century has passed since the British economist Arthur Pigou pointed

out the problem of “incidental uncharged disservices,” or what we now call

external costs. Pigou suggested that the solution was to tax the offending

activity. If the social cost of that activity could be calculated, then one could

set the level of the tax to match the level of the social cost. It is from this

that we derive the concept of the “social cost of carbon.” (Conversely,

industries that produced incidental uncharged services, or external benefits,

could and should be subsidized. In that sense we could, and should, talk

about the “social benefit of education,” or “the social benefit of public

health.”) Since the early 20th century, economists have discussed this issue

extensively. They of course argue about the details, yet there appears to be

broad agreement among economists that putting a price on carbon—either

through direct taxation or emissions trading—could be an important step

towards reducing GHG emissions and therefore stopping further climate

change. It was this argument that led future U.S. Vice-President Al Gore to

propose a B.T.U. (British thermal unit) tax back in the 1980s.

Avariation on the theme of carbon pricing is an emissions trading system

(ETS). Emissions trading was used successfully in United States in the

1990s to control acid rain in the American mid-west and air pollution in

southern California. This success offered a model for how GHG could be

controlled and was the basis of the American Clean Energy and Security

Act, also known as the Waxman-Markey bill, which was introduced but

ultimately failed in the U.S. Congress in the late 2000s.

Carbon pricing, either in the form of emissions trading or taxation, has now

been introduced in a number of countries, states, and provinces around the

globe. The Canadian province of British Columbia has one of the most well-

known systems: its carbon tax, together with a number of other regulatory

mechanisms, has been in place since 2008, and it has resulted in a measurable

decline in fossil fuel use in that province compared with the rest of Canada.

However, the reduction in British Colombia—about 17%—is not nearly

enough. Globally, emissions continue to rise. In many places, the price

that has been set on carbon has been so low as to have little effect. As Lu
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notes, when the European Union (EU) established its ETS, the allowances

(or caps) were set too high, so there was little demand for them, and the

price fell to almost nothing; the first phase of the system failed. Worse, the

ETS gave permits for free to polluters, in effect locking in their right to

emissions when what was needed was a system to remove that “right.”

The EU continues to work on its system and argues that a planned

future decrease in allowances will lead to bigger reductions in the future.

But the rate at which those allowances fall is very small: In the period

2013–20 the cap on emissions from power stations and other fixed installations

is being reduced by 1.74% every year. For comparison, the IPCC says that we

need to cut emissions by 50% by 2030 and phase them out more or less entirely

by 2050. Moreover, the EU ETS covers only about 45% of total EU member

emissions. In this context, any local “success story” can be viewed as at best a

partial measure and at worst giving us a false sense of progress.

Lu insists that we cannot just reassure ourselves that we are making

progress, when that progress is insufficient to get us where we need to go. We

need to look at the political considerations that led the EU to create a

system that was woefully inadequate and the U.S. to do virtually nothing at

all. We need to look at the ways in which corporations “sit above democ-

racy,” and the ways in which they control markets rather than being subject

to them. Readers may not agree with all the answers offered here, but I

think that anyone who reads this bold and courageous book will come away

agreeing that these are urgent questions.

Dr. Naomi Oreskes

October 2019
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Introduction

Chien-Yi Lu

A key component of climate action involves identifying, understanding,

exposing, and weakening its enemies—those who have a vested interest in

denying climate change and downplaying its threat. At every opportunity,

these enemies smear, stall, block, neutralize, divert, crowd out, and sabo-

tage honest and effective mitigation policies. The most easily identified

enemy of climate action is the fossil fuel industry. Politicians and financial

institutions benefiting from the protection of the fossil fuel industry are

also well-known enemies of the planet. Oreskes and Conway use the term

“carbon-combustion complex” (CCC) to denote:

a network of powerful industries comprising fossil fuel producers,

industries that served energy companies (such as drilling and oil field

service companies and large construction firms), manufacturers whose

products relied on inexpensive energy (especially automobiles and

aviation, but also aluminum and other forms of smelting and mineral

processing), financial institutions that serviced their capital demands,

and advertising, public relations, and marketing firms who promoted

their products. (2014: 36–7)

Such a complex, however, was not able simply to form into a powerful

alliance one day and become capable of defending the destabilization of

the climate on the next. Some preconditions must exist for this alliance to

dominate other forces in society. Among such preconditions include the

malfunctioning of democracy, because it is incompatible for the CCC to

thrive alongside a well-functioning democracy.

To add to our understanding of the enemies of honest and effective miti-

gation measures, this book investigates the organized efforts which, by

undercutting, bypassing, and overriding democracy, have a direct impact on

climate change. If the organized efforts undermining democracy worked as

a larger force behind the CCC, safeguarding a favorable environment for

anti-mitigation operations while shielding it from public scrutiny, then these

organized efforts must be treated as the fundamental enemy of climate

action. The organization of such efforts started long before scientists noticed



that the planet was warming. The original goal of undermining democracy

was merely to tilt the economic and political systems in such a way that

wealth and power would concentrate towards the top. By the time that sci-

entists became alarmed by the threat of climate change, however, democracy

was crippled enough to keep society from receiving critical information and

taking necessary action. In this sense, the stable climate is just one collateral

damage of these organized efforts among many, including the environment at

large and the health of the public.

The organized efforts of undercutting, bypassing, and overriding

democracy owed much of their success to the magic tool of neoliberalism.

Neoliberalism has many definitions. The most common is the marketization

and commodification of everything under capitalism. In this book, I define

neoliberalism as the art—as in “con artist”—of exclusion through inclusion,

with upward power- and wealth-redistribution as its goal. The discrepancy

between what neoliberals claim to believe, e.g., “we are all in it together,”

and what they actually believe, i.e., the dispensability of large portions of

society, makes it dangerous to treat neoliberalism as a genuine economic

theory, school of thought, or ideology. Immeasurable amounts of time,

energy, and talent have already been wasted on engaging sincere (on the

part of non-neoliberals, that is) debate with neoliberals as if they were

honest theorists, thinkers, scholars, think tank experts, or statesmen, when

actually, the core feature of neoliberalism is deceit. In fact, this phenom-

enon pleases neoliberals very much. By elevating neoliberalism to such an

undeserved rarefied level, these debates obscure the true nature of neoli-

beralism and help to prolong its incumbency as the dominant order.1 A

simple principle of the art of exclusion through inclusion was to emphasize

individual freedom of choice at the tangible and concrete level—be it

McDonald's or KFC; iPhone or Android. Individual choices at this level,

however, come at the very serious price of losing meaningful participation

at the abstract and higher level, where decisions regarding distributional

rules are concerned. The false perception of being included has lulled the

global democratic citizenry and kept it from detecting the hollowing-out of

democracy. Zombie democracy, functioning as lip-service, catch-phrases,

and rubber stamps, is the best friend of neoliberalism, reinforcing its legiti-

macy. It is hardly surprising, then, that alongside planetary warming has

come social and economic misery at a mind-boggling level in the world’s

most advanced democracies, for reasons that are independent of climate

disruption. According to the World Bank, in 2015 some 3.7 million Amer-

icans and 100,000 British people lived in extreme poverty, defined as living

on less than US$1.90 a day (The World Bank, 2018: 45). In 2016 about 40.6

million (or 12.7% of the total population) Americans and 13.9 million

(22%) British people lived in poverty (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017: 12; Joseph

Rowntree Foundation, 2017: 10).

The art of exclusion through inclusion has its roots in modern economics.

The birth of modern economics dates back to at least the turn of the 18th
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and 19th centuries, when economists such as David Ricardo and Thomas

Malthus began formulating economic theories to justify the exclusive dis-

tribution of finite resources. The clash between these exclusionary dynamics

and its counter-movement—the inevitable consequence of the social pain

caused by exclusion—culminated in two World Wars in the 20th century.

The catastrophic experiences of these wars led some commentators (most

notably, in the context of this study, Karl Polanyi) to believe that societies

had learned their lesson and that aggression in the guise of economic theory

no longer had a place in the modern world. Such optimism, however, turned

out to be misguided. The renewed alliance between those eager to exclude

and those with the talent to package such exclusion in polite economic

niceties began to form as soon as Europe emerged from the Second World

War. The unholy alliance between the thinking of Austrian economist

Friedrich Hayek and his sympathetic business funders plays a decisive role

in the climate challenge that we now face. With this alliance as a starting

point, the organized efforts for undermining democracy have snowballed,

perpetuating and entrenching the power asymmetry between the very rich

and the rest of society. Today, it is precisely this deeply entrenched power

asymmetry that is at the core of the continued stalling of effective climate

mitigation. The business-funded victory of Hayek's art of exclusion over

Keynes' economic theories, which were inclusive in nature and thus incom-

patible with neoliberal ambitions, is therefore one of the most important

and unfortunate developments in human history. Far from being a “free

competition of ideas,” the great “debate” between Hayek and Keynes needs

to be seen in the same light as the “debate” between climate deniers and

genuine climate scientists.

Business-funded economic theories aimed at justifying exclusion would

soon have run into obstacles from neighboring social science disciplines, if a

“corrective” mechanism had not been erected. Political science—the dis-

cipline that specializes in the study of democracy, for instance—might have

kept at bay the erosion of democracy by neoliberal economic policies. To

eliminate this possibility, business funders and neoliberal economists went

to work reshaping and redefining disciplines, from law to political science.

The scant attention that political scientists have directed toward climate

change, despite it being essentially a political problem, can easily be

explained by the neoliberalization of the discipline. Far from being just

passively indifferent to the climate emergency, political science, having

been neoliberalized, has been an active promoter of the neoliberal way of

thinking and thus an active contributor to impediments of mitigation.

As business funders and neoliberal social scientists were busy construct-

ing and selling theories that aimed at steering the dominant discourse clear

of actual reality, John Kenneth Galbraith, in The New Industrial State, recor-

ded the truth and explained the way that this discourse worked to hide truth.

Based on his analysis and insights, this book uses the acronym, SCAMD—

States and Corporations sitting Above Market and Democracy—to denote the
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global neoliberal structure. In the SCAMD structure, the state and large cor-

porations are often merged into one actor, wielding power not from within the

market and democracy but from above them, overlooking the rest of society.

The existence of the SCAMD structure explains the remarkably effective

disembedding of markets from society.

A quintessential example of the state being interwoven with corporations

in masterminding an artificial market which facilitated and extended the

upward redistribution of power and money from ordinary citizens to

SCAMD elites is the cap and trade system of the European Union (EU),

known by its acronym, ETS (emissions trading system). Although the EU

has long been portrayed as the poster child of climate mitigation, the fasci-

nating story of SCAMD elites sabotaging an EU-wide carbon tax and put-

ting in its place the lucrative ETS reveals the neoliberal—and hence

mitigation-impeding—nature of the EU. As Perry Anderson notes, “the self-

satisfaction of Europe’s elites, and their publicists,” is such that the Union is

“widely presented as a paragon for the rest of the world, even as it becomes

steadily less capable of winning the confidence of its citizens, and more and

more openly flouts the popular will.” To curb the degradation of democracy,

it is imperative to abandon the illusion that “within the Atlantic ecumene

Europe embodies a higher set of values than the United States, and plays a

more inspiring role in the world.” The construction of the EU, notwith-

standing its peace-promoting founding principles, was a crucial step in

building the global SCAMD structure. Many of the key players in the

Transatlantic elite network who had crucial roles in discrediting Keynes’

inclusive economic theories were the very figures who initiated and designed

the structures and institutions of the EU. This explains the striking simila-

rities between the Maastricht Treaty and the Chilean constitution, which

SCAMD elites helped to draft. Instead of being the poster child of climate

mitigation, the EU is in fact taking the lead, through deliberately structured

investment and trade agreements, in outlawing government regulations

(which demonstrably are by far the most effective mitigation tool) that dis-

please multinational corporations through investment and trade agreements.

This “Investor–State Dispute Settlement” (ISDS) mechanism is inserted not

only in bilateral investment agreements, but also in multilateral treaties such

as the Energy Charter Treaty, which the EU is actively seeking to expand.

Given the enormous power and manipulative capability of the SCAMD

elites, climate actions that fail to address the fundamental problem, namely,

the existence of the SCAMD structure, are bound to fail. Initiatives and

movements such as the Green New Deal and the Extinction Rebellion are

crucial for the survival of the planet precisely because implicit in their

action plans is the undermining of the anti-democratic SCAMD structure.

Beyond such actions in the political and civic realms, groups such as the

Fossil Fuel Divestment Movement are critical flanking forces, owing to

their ability to engage with individuals whom political and civic initiatives

are less capable of reaching. Countering the force of the SCAMD structure
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requires strategies to address the way in which the state and large corpora-

tions merge, the central feature of the structure and a key cause of the abject

state of democracy today. In the same way that SCAMD elites leveraged

the fluid relationship between the market and the state, nurtured by corpo-

rate–government alliances, SCAMD-countering strategies such as Fossil

Fuel Divestment merge citizen power with consumer and investor powers.

While recognizing the importance of the market, the movement is far from

being an endorsement of neoliberalism. Markets are perfectly serviceable

human institutions when embedded in society. This kind of market—the

only kind that is sustainable, according to Polanyi—can be made real; and

rebellion aligning citizen, consumer, and investor positions is a step in that

direction. Rather than engaging in blind market-bashing and voluntarily

forsaking the battleground of the market in the struggle for survival, there-

fore, climate activists should double down on catalyzing change through

synchronized citizen-consumer-investor attacks on the SCAMD structure.

Overwhelming scientific evidence on the astonishing contribution of the

livestock industry on climate change makes expediting the bursting of the

meat bubble a perfect candidate for doubling down on synchronized citizen-

consumer-investor attacks on the SCAMD structure. Diet adjustment is a

powerful tool for tackling climate change because neither public infra-

structure nor mass mobilization is required for individuals to switch to a

climate-friendly diet. A utilitarian adjustment calculated to toe the line of

animal exploitation at the “1.5oC consistent” fine line, however, is merely a

technical fix rather than a systemic overhaul of neoliberalism-compelled

climate emergency. It is as reasonable as robotically calculating the amount

of fossil fuels having been burned and that can still be burned before

destroying the planet, without investigating the fundamental question of

why and how the world came to depend so heavily on fossil fuels, which

nurtured the situation and which continue to block transition. Like the

human–climate relationship, the human–animal relationship today is

shaped by organized efforts aimed at undermining, bypassing, and super-

seding democracy. It is not an isolated issue separated from climate change,

but rather an integral part of the neoliberalism-compelled phenomenon. A

core message of the book is that climate change is a problem that has ema-

nated not from burning fossil fuels, but from the success of the neoliberal art

of exclusion. As a corollary, mitigation strategies that tackle not the symp-

toms but the root cause of climate change involve a wholesale and funda-

mental rejection of neoliberalism, including its exclusionary and utilitarian

way of treating not only people of different economic status, race, and

nationality, but also nature, the climate, and non-human species. Such a

new perspective makes it instantly clear that the role of non-human sentient

beings is not to satisfy neoliberalism-enhanced human cravings any more

than the function of the 99% is to serve the insatiable desire of the 1%.

Mass-scale unspeakable animal suffering is a form of collateral damage of

the neoliberal exclusionary scheme, just as the disrupted climate is. The
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neoliberal business-as-usual treatment of animals is profoundly contra-

dictory to root-cause-tackling of mitigation strategies. Neoliberalism has

been extraordinarily successful in stigmatizing the animal-respecting vegan

diet. It is high time that the vegan diet is de-stigmatized while efforts are

made to stigmatize carnism instead.2

The book is organized as follows: Chapter One examines the relationship

between climate change and democracy. The academic work on this rela-

tionship has swung like a pendulum between seeing democracy as an

obstacle to environmental conservation and viewing more democracy,

rather than less, as the key to survival. After reviewing the literature, which

seems to conclude on a pessimistic note regarding the compatibility of

democracy with mitigation, I point out that the problem is not democracy

per se, but the state of democracy, particularly in advanced democratic

countries. The decadence of democracy, rather than being the sum of

mindlessness and sloppiness scattered here and there, was in fact the inten-

ded consequence of organized efforts that have painstakingly plotted to

undercut, bypass, and override democracy.

Chapter Two takes the discrediting of Keynes’ inclusive economic theories,

which treat all members of society as indispensable, as the starting point of

the organization of efforts aimed at undercutting, bypassing, and overriding

democracy. It highlights the critical role that money played in the “free”

competition of ideas between Keynes and Hayek. The very reason that busi-

ness funders lined up behind Hayek's theories and ensured his eventual vic-

tory over Keynesian economic theories in the policy world was the

exclusionary nature of Hayekian economic thought. It was precisely to hide

this exclusionary nature that the remarkably sophisticated tool of neoliberal-

ism, which sugar-coated exclusionary policies in self-regulating market dis-

course, was invented with business money. Neoliberalism tricked the public

into endorsing a socioeconomic order arranged according to an exclusionary

logic, guaranteeing a widening power asymmetry between the wealthy and

influential and the rest of society, just as its designers intended. This power

asymmetry goes a long way to explain many of the intractable problems of

our time, most devastatingly, climate change. As a result, it is as dangerous—

if not more—to treat neoliberalism as a legitimate and honest economic

theory as it is to treat climate denial as true science.

Chapter Three delves into the conquering of political science by neoliberal

economists. The indifference of political science as a whole to the climate

emergency can easily be explained by the neoliberalization of the discipline.

Beyond this passivity, by unquestioningly embracing the neoliberal “meth-

odological individualism,” political science has played an active role in

conforming the world to the neoliberal ideal. The Chapter examines in detail

the critical role played by neoliberal economist James Buchanan in revolu-

tionizing political science in order to stop the study of democracy from imped-

ing the neoliberal project to undercut democracy. In time, political science went

through a “scientific revolution” and embraced the “rational” (utilitarian,
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calculating, self-interest maximization) approach that always took the indivi-

dual, as opposed to the community, society, or the commons, as the starting

point of inquiry. Like a toothpaste advertisement, the claim of being scientific in

academia has the effect of donning a lab coat, enhancing the authority and

credibility of the scholar conveying his view. As Jon Elster alluded to, public

choice or rational choice theories were above all normative theories. They work

as dog whistles, shaping human behavior into conformity with neoliberal ideals,

as the inventors of such theories had intended.

The reality behind the reality constructed by neoliberals is the topic of

Chapter Four. I rely on John Kenneth Galbraith’s The New Industrial State

for the analysis of the extraordinary state–corporate symbiotic relationship

that blossomed in the post-war period in the U.S. As a high-level civil ser-

vant in the U.S. government, Galbraith had the chance to see first-hand

how the market really worked and concluded that it was not self-regulating.

Quite to the contrary: by the 1960s the accurate name for the economic

system operative in the most advanced free-market society would be the

“planning system.” Galbraith explained that the market, rather than being

self-regulating, had become subordinated to large corporations which, with

the help of the state, rose as the key allocator of values and resources. This

development necessitated the active nurturing of the mainstream discourse

aimed at keeping public perception of reality far distant from actual reality.

In the nurtured discourse, the market was in full control, large corporations

were subservient to the market just as small and medium businesses were, and

the state was completely separate from large corporations in its goal and

identity. This discourse sustained the myth that the sequence in market

activities began with what sovereign consumers demanded, when in reality

the sequence startedwith what producers, with the help of the state artificially

removing a significant amount of market uncertainties, wanted to supply.

Although Galbraith’s discussion of the “planning system” concerned the

U.S. alone, large corporations’ subordination of the market knows no

boundaries. Chapter Five focuses on the poster child of climate mitigation,

the EU, and analyzes its climate strategies by situating them within the con-

text of an expanding neoliberal planning system. The first half of the chapter

deals with the nature of the EU: If the self-regulating–market discourse was

essentially a neoliberal tool aimed at undermining democracy and facilitating

upward wealth and power redistribution, then the establishment of the EU,

which was founded on the self-regulating-market logic, might be seen as ser-

ving the purpose of facilitating upward redistribution. Such an understanding

helps to make sense of the development of the EU’s climate policies, which is

the focus of the second half of the chapter. It investigates why a Union-wide

carbon and energy tax failed to be adopted as a EU policy while the corpo-

rate-serving cap and trade system, the emissions trading system (ETS),

became—and firmly remains—the backbone of the EU’s climate policy.

Even though the EU-wide carbon tax did not survive corporate sabotage,

and the EU ETS has been proven to be counter-productive for climate
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mitigation, the EU and its member states still have the alternative of govern-

ment regulation as an effective tool for climate mitigation. Chapter Six explains

how the option of regulation is increasingly being outlawed by the signing of

trade and investment treaties. The EU is among the most zealous in pursuing

and imposing such treaties, which are essentially designed to help investors to

fend off government regulations, including mitigating measures, that run

counter to their business interests. Through the instrument of ISDS (Investor-

State Dispute Settlement) embedded in treaties such as Energy Charter Treaty,

the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement and the Transatlantic

Trade and Investment Partnership, the SCAMD elites are completing their task

of subordinating markets and democracy alike.

Chapters Two through Six provide a historical description of the neoliberal

art of exclusion through inclusion. They establish that the basis of the current

global social economic system is a massive public relations scheme aimed at

disguising the exclusionary grabbing impulse of the few at the top. Chapter

Seven looks forward and reflects on strategies for pushing back the neoliber-

alization of democracy. The importance of civic action in fighting back neo-

liberalism is too obvious to merit discussion. It is the critical question of the

place of the market that warrants consideration. The chapter explicates the

crucial role that the market can play in de-neoliberalizing democracy and

curbing climate change. Apart from the fact that time-constrained climate

mitigation does not have the luxury of abandoning the market as a key bat-

tleground for the struggle, particularly given how marketized all aspects of

human lives have already become, it is crucial to recognize that the market is

not something that must be done away with in the fight against neoliberalism.

Rather, the urgent task in the fight involves re-embedding the market in

society. Citing overwhelming scientific evidence, Chapter Seven identifies the

expedition of the bursting of both the carbon and the meat bubbles as the

most urgent market re-embedding missions in saving the planet. The discus-

sion of the meat bubble brings the book full circle to the question of democ-

racy, neoliberalism, inclusion, and exclusion. Highlighting the role of

neoliberalism in redefining the human–animal relationship in a way that

destroys the environment, disrupts the climate, consolidates increasingly

asymmetrical power structure, and justifies violence, exploitation, and exclu-

sion, the Chapter reaffirms the message that climate change is merely one

component of a larger organic crisis with its origins in neoliberalism. Instead

of addressing symptoms one by one, issue by issue, surviving the organic crisis

calls for a wholesale rejection of neoliberalism and for rebuilding an inclusive

society where none, even non-human sentient beings, is reduced to servitude.

Notes

1 It is important to point out that those who support the current economic order
but are unaware of the hidden exclusionary agenda of neoliberalism are not
neoliberals as defined by this book. A neoliberal readily accepts that some
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members of the society are dispensable and knows to always conceal this belief
unless in conversation with other neoliberals. Here, Hay and Rosamond’s dif-
ferentiation between the internalization of a discourse on globalization and the
“intentional, reflexive and strategic choice of such a discourse” is relevant (Hay
and Rosamond, 2002: 150). At the same time, neoliberalism was not developed
single-handedly by a closed conspiratorial circle. Although the term “neoliber-
alism” refers to a complex nexus of ideas, tactics, institutions, and individuals,
not all such individuals particulate in each and every activity discussed in the
book, even though all are implicated in at least some of the activities. I am
indebted to Naomi Oreskes for reminding me to add this clarification.

2 Melanie Joy coined the term “carnism,” which she defines as “the belief system
that conditions us to eat certain animals.” Under carnism, “choices appear not
to be choices at all,” because it is “a particular type of ideology… especially
resistant to scrutiny” (2010: 30).
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1 Is Democracy in the Way?

The fact that the scientific knowledge on the human contribution to climate

change entered human society through the most advanced democratic societies

should have been a cause for celebration. Given the congruence of climate

mitigation and public interests, the problem of climate change should have been

considered solved decades ago. Several decades of inaction later, however,

arguments are proliferating that democracy is exactly the reason for inaction.

In The Collapse of Western Civilization, historians Naomi Oreskes and

Erik Conway travel to the future to look back and offer a forensic analysis on

the climate-induced Great Collapse of Western Civilization of 2074 (2014:

63). The future historians’ forensic report states that “[a]s the devastating

effects of the Great Collapse began to appear, the nation-states with demo-

cratic governments… were at first unwilling and then unable” to deal with the

crisis. These democratic governments realized that they had no “infra-

structure and organizational ability to quarantine and relocate people” as

“food shortages and disease outbreaks spread and sea level[s] rose.” In

China, where there was centralized government, the crisis was handled much

more adequately, leading to survival rates exceeding 80%, a development that

“vindicated the necessity of centralized government” (2014: 51–2). The gist of

The Collapse of Western Civilization is not about critiquing democracy per se

but a warning against the stubborn inaction mandated by market funda-

mentalism that has hijacked Western democracies.1 In their previous book,

Merchants of Doubt, Oreskes and Conway documented the way that climate

deniers sowed the seeds of doubt about climate change and successfully

staved off implementations of mitigation measures. For the authors, the anti-

communist ideology that had kept actors vigilant about government

encroachment in the marketplace occupied a central place in climate denial

(2014: 69). Ironically, this sort of ideology-informed calculation meant that

preventative action was blocked, increasing the risk that disruptive climate

disasters would eventually necessitate the suspension of democracy and

legitimating the sort of heavy-handed authoritarian interventions that the

conservatives most abhorred (2014: 52; 69).

An appeal to suspend democracy for the sake of survival can be found

in The Climate Change Challenge and the Failure of Democracy, where



Shearman and Smith argue that liberal democracy is incompatible with

the urgent necessity to prevent catastrophic climate change. The vested

interests of politicians, corporations, and media lie in continuing with

business as usual and in keeping the public ignorant. Instead of bottom-up

reforms to improve democracy and bring about sensible climate policies,

Shearman and Smith see a transformation into authoritarian regimes as

the only responsible way forward when faced with the extreme ecological

stress of climate change. They point out that, as Plato foresaw, those in

power in a democracy are seldom able to resist the demands of the popu-

lace for long, but as a mass, the populace is seldom able to focus on

complex problems and to perceive threats that lie over the horizon. Hence,

those able to see further—scientists, experts, and the knowledgeable—

should be entrusted with steering the course while there is still time to

avoid disaster. It is only under a benign authoritarian rule of the knowl-

edgeable that a saner, fairer, and more rational means of weighing social

goods against evils can be introduced (Shearman and Smith, 2007).

The doubt about the ability of democracy to handle climate challenges is

palpable from the intellectual Left as well. Eric Hobsbawm offered a three-

fold explanation for his pessimism. To begin with, many of the strategies

needed to avoid climate change would be extremely unpopular and therefore

difficult to implement in a democracy. As a result, even as “the impact of

human action on nature and the globe has become a force of geological

proportions,” “no support will be found by counting votes” for measures

required for mitigating these problems. Moreover, given that nature is border-

blind, even if voters of some democratic states were sensible, the political

mechanisms available to human kind in the 21th century are “effectively

confined within the borders of nation-states” and “dramatically ill-suited” to

deal with problems lying beyond their range of operation (2007: 113). Finally,

democratic national governments are not the only relevant organizational

entities that can have an effect on an increasingly globalized and transna-

tional world. “A growing part of human life now occurs beyond the influence

of voters, in transnational public and private entities that have no electorates,

or at least no democratic ones.” Thus, “[d]emocracy, however desirable, is not

an effective device for solving global or transnational problems” (2007: 118).

This wave of academic literature that questions the compatibility of

democracy with timely and effective climate mitigation resonates with

works dating back to the 1970s that focused on the role of democracy in

environmental conservation. In An Inquiry into the Human Prospect,

Heilbroner set to answer, in a world plagued by problems such as rapid

environmental degradation, “is there hope for man?” Writing in 1974, he

highlighted that:

the amount of CO2 in the air is expected to double by the year 2020…

sufficient to raise surface temperatures on earth by some 1.5o to 3.0o…

bring[ing] sea levels above the level of the land in the populous delta areas
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of Asia, the coastal areas of Europe, and much of Florida. Long before

that it is feared that the rise in temperature would have irreversibly altered

rainfall patterns, with grave potential effects. (1980 [1974]: 72)

With the approaching of the depletion of natural resources, Heilbr-

oner expressed deep doubt about the ability of the democratic form of

government in ensuring the survival of mankind.

[C]andor compels me to suggest that the passage through the gantlet

ahead may be possible only under governments capable of rallying

obedience far more effectively than would be possible in a democratic

setting. If the issue for mankind is survival, such governments may be

unavoidable, even necessary. (1980: 130)

This pessimism stems from the unavoidable transition of capitalism from

its expanding form to a stationary one under severe scarcity of resources, as

“whether we are unable to sustain growth or unable to tolerate it…, it seems

beyond dispute that the present orientation of society must change” (1980:

110, original emphasis). Social tensions will inevitably rise when scarcity-

propelled stationary or even slow-growing capitalism renders infeasible the

usual method of appeasing the lower and middle classes by further deepening

the grab into the nature to improve their economic positions, leaving the

diminishing of the incomes of the upper echelons of society the only option

(1980: 102). Given the widespread belief that “centralized authority will cope

with crisis and unrest more ‘successfully’ than less authoritarian structures”

and the historic pattern in democracies where “the pressure of political

movement in times of war, civil commotion, or general anxiety pushes in the

direction of authority, not away from it,” (1980: 128–9, original emphasis)

Heilbroner concluded that intolerable socioeconomic strains will eventually

exceed the capabilities of representative democracy, leading governments of

these societies to resort to authoritarian measures (1980: 106).

Similarly, Ophuls contended that under conditions of ecological scarcity,

if individuals are allowed to pursue their self-interest “unrestrained by a

common authority,” the result is bound to be “common environmental

ruin” (1977: 151). Accordingly:

the individualistic basis of society, the concept of inalienable rights,

the purely self-defined pursuit of happiness, liberty as maximum free-

dom of action, and laissez faire itself all become problematic, requir-

ing major modification or perhaps even abandonment if we wish to

avert inexorable environmental degradation and eventual extinction as

a civilization. (1977: 152)

To him, the only solution is “a sufficient measure of coercion;” and

“democracy as we know it cannot conceivably survive” (1977: 151–2).
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In the same vein, Ophuls and Boyan (1992) talked about the crucial role

that “ecological mandarins” must play under resource scarcity. Concurring

with Robert Dahl’s point that “a reasonable man will want the most compe-

tent people to have authority over the matters on which they are most com-

petent” (Dahl, 1970: 58), Ophuls and Boyan emphasized that “under certain

circumstances democracy must give way to elite rule,” and “the more closely

one’s situation resembles a perilous sea voyage, the stronger the rationale for

placing power and authority in the hands of the few who know how to run

the ship” (Ophuls and Boyan, 1992: 209, original emphasis). Given that

ecology is esoteric and that only those with talents and training are qualified

as specialists, “a class of ecological mandarins who possess the esoteric

knowledge” is required to run the “ecologically complex steady-state society”

well. Such a society

will not only be ostensibly more authoritarian and less democratic

than the industrial societies of today (the necessity of coping with the

tragedy of the commons would alone ensure that), but it may also be

more oligarchic as well, with full participation in the political process

restricted to those who possess the ecological and other competencies

necessary to make prudent decisions. (1992: 215)

The portrait of democracy—or the selfish and ignorant general public—as

the obstacle to climate mitigation or environmental preservation, however,

does not necessarily square with the reality. As Oreskes and Conway point

out, public opinion polls in 2007—the year when the IPCC declared

anthropogenic warming to be unequivocal—showed that “a majority of

people—even in the recalcitrant United States—believed that action was

warranted” (Oreskes and Conway, 2014: 7). Likewise, Krosnick and

MacInnis find it inappropriate to attribute a lack of legislation on climate

mitigation in the U.S. to a lack of public support. Contrary to the claim that

it is the selfish and ignorant general public that is blocking necessary legis-

lation, Krosnick’s and MacInnis’s study demonstrates that a large majority

of Americans have supported a variety of policies aimed at reducing green-

house gas (GHG) emissions, and the policy endorsement has been con-

sistent across years and across scopes and types of policies (2013: 26). In

June 2010 a total of 76% of Americans surveyed answered positively to the

question whether the U.S. government should limit U.S.-business-generated

GHG emissions. In late 2010 and in 2012 that figure was 74% and 77%,

respectively. In 2006, as many as 86% of the respondents said that the gov-

ernment should act to reduce utilities’ emissions. This figure increased to

87% in 2007 and stayed in the 70%–80% range even after the financial crisis

(2013: 28). Surveys done in the months leading up to the 2008 presidential

election showed that 59% of Americans supported a cap and trade system.

When given the information that a similar system had worked in other

cases, respondents endorsing the system rose to 74% (2013: 30). In sum,
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Krosnick and MacInnis found that public support for legislative progress in

GHG reduction “seems to be not only present but prevalent.” To explain

why legislative action did not reflect this strong public preference, they

point to the possibility that “legislators have thus far chosen to ignore the

will of their constituents when voting on legislation in this arena” (2013:

38). Similarly, in Europe, survey data in the early 1990s already demon-

strated that “the weight of public opinion [was] indeed tilted firmly in the

‘green’ direction” (Witherspoon, 1996: 43).

The propaganda that the public is too stupid and selfish to make enligh-

tened decisions about the environment is not the only misguided notion that

defies empirical evidence. Ideas about an authoritarian alternative to democ-

racy are characterized by ill-justified confidence that an authoritarian envir-

onmental regime should be benign. As Passmore pointed out, “[t]he view that

ecological problems are more likely to be solved in an authoritarian than in….

a liberal democratic society rests on the implausible assumption that the

authoritarian state would be ruled by ecologist-kings” (Passmore, 1974: 183).

Not only are authoritarian leaders unlikely to be “green philosopher kings,”

but policies derived from such leaders are also unlikely to be effective. While

expertise is no doubt relevant to environmental decision-making, it is not

sufficient. Effective decision-makingmust involve both expertise and the views

of those who are most affected (Paehlke, 1988: 296; 1996: 18). Citing Dewey,

Taylor argued “[i]f policy is defined and controlled solely by experts, elites,

ideological minorities or philosopher kings, it necessarily represents the inter-

ests, concerns and values of only a fraction of the community.” As a result,

there seems no alternative to subjecting environmental policies to debate and

deliberation of democratic citizens, warranting an attempt by the political

community “not only to solve particular problems, but to define its priorities,

concerns, values, its very moral character” (1996: 101).

These strong reservations about authoritarian environmental regimes

echo what Caldwell observed already in 1963:

Scientists may one day tell us what kinds of environment are best for

our physical and mental health, but it seems doubtful if scientists alone

will be able to determine the environmental conditions that people will

seek. There will surely remain an element of personal judgment that

cannot be relegated to the computer. (1963: 139)

In view of these irreplaceable features of democracy, Paehlke concluded that

authors such as Heilbroner and Ophuls had underestimated democracy

while overestimating authoritarianism, and that the answer to future envir-

onmental and resource problems might be found in more rather than less

democracy. “Democracy, participation, and open administration carry not

only a danger of division and conflict, but as well perhaps the best means of

mobilizing educated and prosperous populations in difficult times” (Paehlke,

1988: 294–5).
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Thanks to the works of Paehlke and others like him, Dryzek declared in

1996, “[i]f two or more decades of political ecology yield any single conclusion,

it is surely that authoritarian and centralized means for the resolution of eco-

logical problems have been discredited rather decisively” (1996: 108).2 Refer-

ring to theorists contemplating or predicting authoritarian and centralized

ecological solutions in dealing with the clash between capitalism and ecology as

a “theorist[s] of ecological apocalypse” (1996: 114), Dryzek dismissed such an

approach as a “strategy of awaiting the apocalypse.” Rather than waiting for

disasters to happen, society needed to adopt a pro-active approach that pursues

ecological values in democratic fashion (1996: 115, original emphasis).3

Several decades after the alleged discrediting of the centralized ecological

solutions and Dryzek’s rejection of a “strategy of awaiting the apocalypse,”

the world is now no longer awaiting the apocalypse but at the initial stage of

experiencing it. The new status quo unsurprisingly sets off a renewed round of

assessments on authoritarian climate solutions, as was discussed in the first

part of this chapter. Like the previous wave of debate, voices cautioning

against romanticizing benevolent despotism surfaced to highlight, as does

Nico Stehr, that “knowledge of nature must always enter society through

politics (whether democratic or authoritarian)—through decisions about…

who gets what, when, how” (Stehr, 2016: 42), echoing Caldwell’s point made

half a century earlier.

What lessons can we learn from these recurring debates concerning

democracy and conservation? Is democracy really in the way? Or is the

opposite view calling for more rather than less democracy the key to survi-

val? As numerous authors mentioned in this text have alluded to, these are

in fact empirical questions, the answers to which are contingent on the kind

of democracy being practiced on the ground. Here, “the kind of democ-

racy” refers not to the categorization of representative vs. deliberative or

parliamentarian vs. presidential democracies. As useful as typologies like

these are for understanding varied policy outputs from varied constitutional

designs, such categorization, by focusing on the institutional framework of

democratic systems, does not capture the key feature of democracy today.

Whether representative or deliberative, and whether parliamentarian or pre-

sidential, democracy is a political arrangement where the people are the ones

that govern the society. It is different from an oligarchy, where a small group of

people governs, and plutocracy, where thewealthy havemore say than the poor.

What democracy is supposed to be able to achieve is to keep the system from

sacrificing the wellbeing of many to serve the interests of the few. Today, the

most advanced democratic systems are still to be found in the West, including

the United States and the EU. Delegations from these well-established democ-

racies are routinely dispatched to observe elections in newly democratized

countries, offering opinions on how these young democracies should go about

consolidating their democracies. It seems unproblematic, then, to assume that

“democracy” is how one would label these Western countries despite all the

criticisms and challenges that they face.
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According to a study by Gilens and Page on American democracy, eco-

nomic elites and organized groups representing business interests have sub-

stantial, independent impacts on U.S. government policy, which stands in

sharp contrast to the little or no independent influence exerted by average

citizens and mass-based interest groups. When the preferences of economic

elites and organized interest groups are controlled for, the preferences of the

average American citizen appear to have “a minuscule, near-zero, statistically

non-significant impact upon public policy.” In short, when a majority of citi-

zens disagree with economic elites and organized interests, these citizens gen-

erally lose (Gilens and Page, 2014: 576). The authors thus conclude that while

Americans enjoy many features of democratic governance, including regular

elections, freedom of speech and association, and a widespread (even though

still contested) franchise, “America’s claims to being a democratic society are

seriously threatened,” given that “policymaking is dominated by powerful

business organizations and a small number of affluent Americans” (Gilens

and Page, 2014: 577). To many, it is apparent that the American system is

“increasingly coming to resemble a plutocracy” (Milanovic, 2016: 199).

That democracy on the one hand and the extreme concentration of wealth

on the other cannot comfortably co-exist is a simple truth, which former U.S.

Supreme Court Justice Louis D. Brandeis repeatedly emphasized in the early

19th century (Campbell, 2013). A century later, Thomas Piketty used

empirical data to demonstrate that, in recent decades, the concentration of

capital had attained a level so high that it was “potentially incompatible with

the meritocratic values and principles of social justice fundamental to

modern democratic societies” (2014: 26). In Ruling the Void, Peter Mair

documented the process through which Western democracy was hollowed

out. Referring to E.E. Schattschneider’s The Semi-Sovereign People (1960),

which examined the over-representation of affluent interests in pluralist

societies, Mair argued that even semi-sovereignty was slipping away today;

the people were becoming non-sovereign instead. Focusing on contemporary

Europe and using data on voter turnout, electoral volatility, and party

membership, Mair found that “[w]hat we now see emerging is a notion of

democracy that is being steadily stripped of its popular component—easing

away from the demos” (2013: 2). During the global financial crisis, it became

more difficult to conceal elite determination to protect the momentum of

upward redistribution, which facilitates wealth concentration through aus-

terity, resulting in a dramatic drop in democratic support in many EU

member states. Satisfaction with democracy decreased by 45.5% between late

2007 and 2011 in Greece, and by 32.1%, 17.8%, and 16.3% in Spain, Cyprus,

and Slovenia respectively. Trust in national parliaments fell by 39.8% in

Greece, 29.3% in Spain, 21.9% in Cyprus, and 21% in Slovenia during the

same period (Armingeon and Guthmann, 2014: 432). Armingeon and

Guthmann found that the imposition of austerity measures from above,

which largely neglected national democratic decision-making, contributed to

the realization of European people that their national democratic institutions
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were severely constrained and no longer deserved public support. There is

little wonder, then, that “democratizing Europe” has become a popular term

and a central theme to numerous social movements, as exemplified by the

“Manifesto for the democratization of Europe” (Piketty and Vauchez, 2018)

and the “Democracy in Europe Movement 2025 (DiEM 25), which sets 2025

as the date by which Europe must be democratized.

In sum, the more meaningful question than “whether democracy is in the

way” and “whether more rather than less democracy is the solution” seems to

be “what kind of democracy is being practiced throughout the democratic

world?” Works by Gilens and Page, Milanovic, Piketty, Mair, Armingeon and

Guthmann, and many others seem to suggest that the kind of democracy being

practiced in advanced democracies today is the neoliberalized kind. Neoliber-

alized democracy is zombie democracy that bears the appearance of inclusivity

while performing, in stealth, the function of funneling power, wealth, and

resources into the hands of ever fewer individuals. The major tools that have

helped to enable the neoliberalization of democracy have been money-sus-

tained dissemination of rhetoric, discourse, persuasion, propaganda, and ideas

and beliefs specificallymanufactured for the purpose of deceit.With these tools,

neoliberalism got to shape democracy by filtering out information and policies

useful for the public but detrimental to the rich and powerful, while at the same

time promoting information and policies useful for facilitating the interests of

the affluent few, even at the expense of the wellbeing of the public.

In Silent Spring, Rachael Carson offered glimpses of early stages of the

neoliberalization of democracy in the U.S. and its damage on the environment:

This is an era… dominated by industry, in which the right to make a

dollar at whatever cost is seldom challenged. When the public pro-

tests, confronted with some obvious evidence of damaging results of

pesticide applications, it is fed little tranquilizing pills of half truth.

We urgently need an end to these false assurances, to the sugar coat-

ing of unpalatable facts. It is the public that is being asked to assume

the risks that the insect controllers calculate. The public must decide

whether it wishes to continue on the present road, and it can do so

only when in full possession of the facts. (1962: 23)

In the introduction to the 40th Anniversary Edition of Silent Spring, Lear

pointed out that the book was about the urgency of changing “how

democracies and liberal societies operated so that individuals and groups

could question what their governments allowed others to put into the

environment.” Believing that the federal government was part of the pro-

blem, Carson urged her readers to ask “Who Speaks, And Why?” The kind

of social revolution that Carson wished to ignite was therefore “a demo-

cratic activist movement that would not only question the direction of sci-

ence and technology but would also demand answers and accountability”

(Lear, 2002).
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The period featured in Silent Spring is the period when the conservation

movement in the U.S. was experiencing a dramatic change. Citing Pichot, one

of the founding figures of the conservation movement, in stating that “[t]he

natural resources must be…. preserved for the benefit of the many, and not

merely the profit of the few” (Pinchot, 1910: 466),4 McConnell considered the

conservation movement of the first decades of the 20th century as the reali-

zation, in political form, of a delusively simple idea of equality (McConnell,

1954: 467). By the mid-1950s, however, it had become apparent that the goals

of conservation had become severely diluted. Some conservation groups

appeared to represent selfish special interests that were being denounced in the

Progressive era (McConnell, 1954: 467).5 While in Pichot’s time, conservation

was the cause of the public interest against particular interests and “the

defense of the common heritage against predatory selfishness,” by the mid-

20th century, “[a]ny decision that will in fact be made will be in terms of the

particular set of values held by the administrator or, perhaps, by the particular

set of pressures that are brought to bear on him” (McConnell, 1954: 468, 471).

This background against which the story of Silent Spring was told gives

some hints as to why even though the specific chemical products such as

DDT that caused the springs to be silent were banned mainly as a result of

the publication of the book, the structure that gave chemical and other cor-

porations their disproportionate influences grew even stronger. By the 1980s

it became apparent that “the very private interests which were to be con-

trolled by public servants (acting in the public interest) came themselves to

dominate the resource management agencies.” These private interests have in

effect come to “determine the public interest jointly with those in the employ

of the public bureaucracies” (Paehlke, 1988: 295).

Where democracy remains trapped in its neoliberalized form—“more rather

than less democracy”—is a guarantee for annihilation. Embracing authoritar-

ianism, however, does not yield a different result for reasons that Passmore,

Paehlke, Dryzek, and Stehr have explained. The only options left, therefore, are

to sort out how democracy became neoliberalized, the mechanisms through

which it took place, and to devise ways to bypass neoliberal controls in practi-

cing democracy so that effective climate mitigation becomes possible and sur-

vival becomes attainable, even for the non-rich and non-powerful. The next

chapter traces the neoliberalization of democracy to the Keynes-Hayek

“debate,” demonstrating that the decadence of democracy was the intended

consequence of a painstakingly designed economic-political order rather than

the mere sum of mindlessness and sloppiness scattered here and there.

Notes

1 Naomi Oreskes emphasizes elsewhere the importance of preserving democracy
and grounding climate solutions in technological and political realities to avoid
the worst impacts of climate change (Oreskes, 2016: 9–10).
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2 Dryzke notes that this judgment is supported by a reading of Paehlke (1988),
Paehlke and Torgerson (1990), Walker (1988) and Orr and Hill (1978), Dryzek
(1987), 88–109, and Dryzek (1992).

3 For a similar view, see Bocking (2004) 200–4.
4 Cited in McConnell (1954) 466.
5 The Progressive era refers to the period spanning from the late 1890s to the

early 1920s in United States history. It was characterized by the booming of
social activism aimed at tackling problems that rose from the excesses of the
Gilded Age, including industrialization and urbanization. See Nugent (2010).
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Foreword

1 https://www.nature.com/articles/s41558-018-0349-9.epdf?shared_access_token=p
jzah7DpLvTpHzKC6tJnR9RgN0jAjWel9jnR3ZoTv0P4fU1pUb7k0a5LnOE5Z
S6C6a7RZ3NHKtxGsOdgHHB-ipijdyckMqNGCt7v20UfBStXn7urJhqpBnkOr
EEg4cBKl28toRgrdYqY_8QwJXcMn236XXSYtNuslXyHqNb8nuU%3D.

2 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqClSPWVnNE.
3 https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/milestones/humanenvironment.
4 https://public.wmo.int/en/bulletin/history-climate-activities White, R.M., 1979:

The World Climate Conference: Report by the Conference Chairman. WMO
Bulletin, 28, 3, 177–8.

5 https://www.climate.gov/news-features/understanding-climate/climate-change-at
mospheric-carbon-dioxide.

6 https://www.c2es.org/content/short-lived-climate-pollutants/.

Introduction

1 It is important to point out that those who support the current economic order
but are unaware of the hidden exclusionary agenda of neoliberalism are not
neoliberals as defined by this book. A neoliberal readily accepts that some
members of the society are dispensable and knows to always conceal this belief
unless in conversation with other neoliberals. Here, Hay and Rosamond’s dif-
ferentiation between the internalization of a discourse on globalization and the
“intentional, reflexive and strategic choice of such a discourse” is relevant (Hay
and Rosamond, 2002: 150). At the same time, neoliberalism was not developed
single-handedly by a closed conspiratorial circle. Although the term “neoliber-
alism” refers to a complex nexus of ideas, tactics, institutions, and individuals,
not all such individuals particulate in each and every activity discussed in the
book, even though all are implicated in at least some of the activities. I am
indebted to Naomi Oreskes for reminding me to add this clarification.

2 Melanie Joy coined the term “carnism,” which she defines as “the belief system
that conditions us to eat certain animals.” Under carnism, “choices appear not
to be choices at all,” because it is “a particular type of ideology… especially
resistant to scrutiny” (2010: 30).



Chapter 1

1 Naomi Oreskes emphasizes elsewhere the importance of preserving democracy
and grounding climate solutions in technological and political realities to avoid
the worst impacts of climate change (Oreskes, 2016: 9–10).

2 Dryzke notes that this judgment is supported by a reading of Paehlke (1988),
Paehlke and Torgerson (1990), Walker (1988) and Orr and Hill (1978), Dryzek
(1987), 88–109, and Dryzek (1992).

3 For a similar view, see Bocking (2004) 200–4.
4 Cited in McConnell (1954) 466.
5 The Progressive era refers to the period spanning from the late 1890s to the

early 1920s in United States history. It was characterized by the booming of
social activism aimed at tackling problems that rose from the excesses of the
Gilded Age, including industrialization and urbanization. See Nugent (2010).

Chapter 2

1 Early in his career, Hayek was susceptible to the idea of government playing a
significant role in ensuring orderly economy and good society. The more
embroiled his career became in the business grabbing game the more steadfastly
against government intervention he became.

2 Cockett (1994: 36).
3 “Hayek’s vision… implied a fundamental acceptance of substantive inequality”

which helped to justify the neoliberal insistence that inequality is not only
unavoidable but even desirable (Stedman Jones, 2012: 63).

4 Hayek insisted that everyone had equal access to the market. As such, inequality
was fine because social mobility was healthily at work. “[F]or anyone who lost
out, their own initiative would give them the opportunity to succeed through
repeated attempts” (Stedman Jones, 2012: 63).

5 Orwell went on to complain that except for the few surviving commons, “every
square inch of England is ‘owned’ by a few thousand families. These people are
just about as useful as so many tapeworms” that had found out a way of “milk-
ing the public while giving nothing in return” (Orwell, 1996 [1944]: 207–8).

6 In 1939 Keynes again tried to bring attention to this by stating that he was ever
more convinced that those seventeenth- and eighteenth-century thinkers exer-
cised “deep wisdom” in discovering and preaching a profound linkage between
personal and political liberty on the one hand and the rights of private property
and private enterprise on the other. He urged his readers to remain alert about
the way the lawyers of the eighteenth-century perniciously twisted the notion
into “the sanctity of vested interests and large fortunes” and recognize the truth
which lied behind (1939, 121). Kingsley Marshall, who was in dialogue with
Keynes in a piece titled “Democracy and Efficiency” in The New Statesman and
Nation, elaborated on Keynes’ point by adding that, in the period before the
French Revolution, the notion of private property right that was historically
linked to liberty referred to the right of the peasant to own the fruits of his own
labor and of the man who ran a small business and made profit out of. While the
right of personal property was without any doubt inseparable from the concep-
tion of liberty, it was extraordinarily confusing and misleading to identify the
right to own the fruits of one’s own labor with the right of Mr. Rockefeller to
own the labor and to control the conditions of thousands of lives. “Surely the
monopoly ownership of our day is one of the great enemies of liberty” (Keynes,
1939: 121).

7 Quoted in Cockett, 1995: 78.
8 Cited in Cockett, 1995: 104.



9 According to Stedman Jones, “Heritage was the link between Hayek and
Ronald Reagan.” The briefings of the Foundation “were meant to provide a
primer on a particular issue that a congressman could digest on the train home
in an accessible form that fit into his briefcase” (Stedman Jones, 2012: 163).

10 Monetarist economist Allan Meltzer summed up the importance of Milton
Friedman by stating that he and his wife Rose Friedman swam against the
strong current where voters, which were “more equally distributed than
income,” would have demanded a more equal distribution of wealth than
envisioned by neoliberalism. Meltzer pointed out that the Friedmans could not
stop or reverse this strong current, “but they influenced far more than most the
ways in which people and politicians think and act” (Meltzer, 2003: 204).

11 The IHS had close ties with Hayek since its founding (Stedman Jones, 2012:
159–60).

12 Amusingly, immediately following the last point, Koch stated: “I ensured that
Koch Industries followed a philosophy of profiting by the economic, not the
political, means” (Koch, 1997).

13 Based on the book Merchants of Doubt.
14 Posing as an independent science policy think tank, the George C. Marshall

Institute specializes in attacking climate science (Oreskes and Conway, 2010: 244).

Chapter 3

1 Stehr, for instance, is surprised that “scientists’ disenchantment with democracy
and the implication that political liberties might need to be suppressed in light
of profound future environmental changes has not received much systematic
attention in social science” (Stehr, 2016).

2 According to the Oxford Dictionary, political science is “the branch of knowl-
edge that deals with the state and systems of government,” and “the scientific
analysis of political activity and behavior.”

3 Hayek was convinced that “the person who holds the purse strings will exercise
a certain influence,” and that one should not allow other concerns to lead one
to abandon any essential source of support (Burgin, 2012: 99). See also Sted-
man Jones, 2012: 77.

4 The original argument was made in German in 1940. The English version was
published in 1949.

5 Mäki pointed out, “‘imperialism’ in the case of economics imperialism… has
been proudly adopted by the imperialists themselves with the purpose of cele-
brating it” (Mäki, 2009: 352). In a book chapter titled “Economic Imperialism,”
Gordon Tullock defined “economics imperialism” as “an attempt on the part of
economics to take over all the other social sciences” and proudly announced the
invasion of economists in neighboring disciplines (Tullock, 1972: 317). George
Stigler, a key figure in the Chicago School in economics, took economics to
be an “imperial science” that had been “aggressive in addressing central pro-
blems in a considerable number of neighboring social disciplines and without
any invitations” (Stigler, 1984: 311). On economics imperialism, see Nik-Khah
and Van Horn’s article, which has a reprint of a poster for George Stigler’s lec-
ture in 1984 that featured an octopus with tentacles reaching towards other
academic disciplines (Nik-Khah and Van Horn, 2012).

6 One of the key figures in the scientific revolution of political science, Harold
Lasswell, distinguished between “the science of politics” and “the philosophy of
politics.” In his influential Politics—Who Gets What, When and How, Lasswell
began the book by asserting “[t]he science of politics states conditions; the phi-
losophy of politics justifies preferences. This book, restricted to political analysis,
declares no preferences. It sates conditions” (1950 [1936]: 3). This approach was



justified since “[t]he professors of moral philosophy were often so far out of
touch with the new routines of business and government that they were at a loss
for timely and relevant illustrations of classical aphorisms in terms of modern
life” (1950 [1936]: 147). Given the discrepancy, new generations of specialists
were keen to concentrate on “describing the new routines of the expanding civi-
lization in which they lived. This greatly increased the academic emphasis upon
the naturalistic at the expense of the normative” (1950 [1936]: 148).

7 Easton cited Hayek who defined “scientism” as “an attitude which is decidedly
unscientific in the true sense of the word, since it involves a mechanical and uncri-
tical application of habits of thought to fields different from those in which they
have been formed. The scientistic as distinguished from the scientific view is not an
unprejudiced but a very prejudiced approach which, before it has considered its
subject, claims to know what is the most appropriate way of investigating it”
(Hayek, 1942: 269).

8 Recall that the behavioral turn in political science arose owing to the dis-
satisfaction with conventional political research that took the historical, philo-
sophical, and the descriptive-institutional approaches. Behavioral research
sought to outgrow conventional political research by being explanatory rather
than normative.

9 Lohrey pointed out that many imprudent academics, including Lasswell, had
assumed the need to take the risk out of democracy by managing public opi-
nion, “a management which has been in the interests of business.” This aca-
demic and media conformity helped to close the American mind to “the kind
of critical thought needed for a healthy, culturally diverse and pluralistic
democracy. That this management of democracy should seem necessary and go
unchallenged for so long in what is often hailed as the leading democracy in
the world is a situation which reflects on the intellectual character of political
and academic leaders in the United States” (Lohrey, 1995: 2).

10 The notion that the general public “must not intrude in the management of
public affairs” and “keep to their function as interested spectators of action”
for their own good (Chomsky, 1995: xi) would become a recurrent theme
advocated by prominent political scientists. Samuel P. Huntington, for instance,
“told a group of about 20 students… that a movement to attack established
institutions in the 1960s had resulted in what he termed an ‘excess of democ-
racy,’ and contributed to the breakdown of democracy in America….. Hun-
tington said there was a worldwide pattern towards a general extension of
democracy, which had resulted in non-democratic ends” (Dalton, 1976).

11 Citing Lasswell’s first published work where he argued that “[o]ne aspect of the
task of the systematic student of politics is to describe political behavior in those
social situations which recur with sufficient frequency to make prediction useful as
a preliminary to control,” Horwitz summarized the intention of Lasswell’s entire
work as “description, prediction, [and] control” (1962: 227). Of the three “ele-
ments in this progression, the objective of social control is ultimate and govern-
ing… Scientific description is required for prediction, but prediction, in turn, is
necessary for effective and intelligent social control” (Horwitz, 1962: 229).

12 Hence, unlike the rational-choice turn of the 1960s, the behavioral turn of the
1950s within political science should not be seen as a direct result of deliberate
neoliberal manipulation.

13 By the same token, not all economists qualified as scientists. Keynes’ modern
macro-economic theory, for instance, was “really no theory at all,” because by
taking society as an organized community with common purposes capable of
promoting economic and social justice, it had “divorced itself from the central
proposition relating to human behavior” (1966: 170).



14 “Undoing the Demos—Neoliberalism’s Stealth Revolution” is the title of Wendy
Brown’s book. “The Greek etymology of “democracy” …. demos/kratia translates
as “people rule” or “rule by the people” (Brown, 2015a: 19).

15 The following quotation reveals the extent to which the cart of generalization
had been placed before the horse of reality political scientists are supposed to
explain in Riker’s rational choice theory. “The difficulty with big events as
units of analysis is that it is impossible to find enough of them out of which to
construct precise analogies.” This difficulty would result in “fuzzy general-
ization” with untestable assertion, no account of cause, and difficulty to tell
just what features of the events one was generalizing about (Riker, 1988: 256).

16 Elster noted that there is “a less polite word for obscurantism: bullshit. Within
Anglo-American philosophy there is in fact a minor sub-discipline that one
might call bullshittology” (2012: 159).

17 Elster used Riker and Ordeshook’s 1968 article, “A Theory of the Calculus of
Voting” as an example. Riker and Ordeshook claimed to have presented
empirical evidence that “citizens actually behave as if they employed” the cal-
culus of voting they described in the article (1968: 25). To this habitual bold
claim of rational choice theorists, Elster raises the banal question: “[h]ow can
one impute to real-life agents the capacity to make in real time the calculations
that occupy many pages of mathematical appendixes in the leading journals and
that can be acquired only through years of professional training?” (2016: 2166,
emphasis original) Even if rational actors can be assumed to have good learn-
ing abilities, absurdly large amounts of time would still have to be spent to
ensure that a decision is optimal, which then become a case of hyperrationality
and therefore of irrationality due to the high costs of decision-making itself
(2016: 2168). Even on the simpler question of when a rational actor should
stop searching for further information, rational choice theory has no good
advice to offer. Elster points out that when rational belief formation is inde-
terminate, “one does indeed have to rely on intuition,” a fact that renders the
key assumption of rational choice problematic (2016: 2164–5).

18 Riker was among the active members of the Public Choice Society in its early
years along with James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock. The society helped to
generate the critical mass in establishing the rational choice approach as an
“academy-wide method of inquiry” (Amadae and Bueno de Mesquita, 1999:
278). In the 1960s, the University of Rochester, where Riker built the Rochester
school of political science, was “flush with capital” provided by head trustee of
the Haloid-Xerox Corporation, Joseph Wilson, making the endowment second
only to Harvard’s and Yale’s (Amadae and Bueno de Mesquita, 1999: 279).

19 “The antidemocratic interpretations of social choice results inspired by Riker,
widely endorsed in the discipline of political science, are unsupported by evi-
dence and must be abandoned” (Mackie, 2001: 24).

20 Manufactured Consent—The Political Economy of the Mass Media is the title
of a 1988 book by Edward S. Herman and Noam Chomsky.

21 A recent book tackled the same problem. In The Tyranny of Metrics, Muller
uncovers how the obsession with metrics, which encourages “teaching to the
test” or “gaming the stats” is threatening the quality of our lives and important
institutions (Muller, 2018).

22 See p. 42.
23 Mackie noted that “[i]n order to be persuaded to abandon the concept of the

public good and the idea of democracy as in some sense the expression of the
people’s will, most people would require that it be robustly demonstrated that
manipulation of outcomes be frequent, harmful, and irremediable.” Riker’s
position is that it is either theoretically impossible or empirically difficult to



detect such manipulation. He is able, however, to produce spectacular
anecdotes that show harmful manipulation on major issues.

24 Through empirical studies on how small communities devised ways to care for
shared natural resources such as pastures, fishing waters, and forests, Ostrom
demonstrated the commons could be governed effectively without privatization
or centralized state regulation. This book, published in 1990, won her the
Nobel Prize in economic science in 2009.

25 “What makes these models so dangerous… is that the constraints that are
assumed to be fixed for the purpose of analysis are taken on faith as being fixed
in empirical settings” (1990: 6).

Chapter 4

1 Alluding to Polanyi’s insight that “laissez-faire was planned, planning was not”
(Polanyi, 1944: 147).

2 And about 2,700 times the revenue of a country like Sweden (Paxton, 1977: 1338).
3 In the same vein, Killick noted that “A major element of US policy in the

Marshall Plan was to allow the Europeans to improve their trade balances by
discriminating against American goods; this kept them in the (open) interna-
tional market and on the US side in the Cold War. By the mid-1950s the Eur-
opean recovery convinced the Americans, with some pleasure, that their policy
had been successful. Europe was not seen as a threat, and even the Treaty of
Rome, which contained overtly protectionist measures and did raise some
alarm, was generally accepted as valuable integration. It was not until the early
1960s that the USA began to complain strongly about EEC discrimination, but
by this time the machinery was well-established” (Killick, 1997: 173).

4 Wilkins noted that the emergence of “U.S. and U.S.-supported international finan-
cial bodies” such as the Economic Cooperation Act, the European Investment
Bank, and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development that “could
assist U.S. private direct investment in foreign lands” was truly a “distinctive aspect
of the postwar years” (Wilkins, 1974: 229).

5 U.S. Commerce Department, 1984 (Chomsky, 1999: 9).
6 As Mitchell noted, “the Marshall Plan paid for Europe to postpone plans to

rebuild its battered coalfields and instead to purchase oil—supplied from the
Middle East but paid for in US dollars” (Mitchell, 2009: 415).

7 “When The New Industrial State appeared, American Keynesianism was in its
glory days…. And yet Galbraith saw that in their ascent, Keynes’s doctrines
had been distorted by his followers. The planning system had adapted demand
management to its own purposes. Growth instead of full employment was now
the paramount policy objective. Fluctuations in growth would receive immediate
public policy attention; increases in unemployment would not unless they threa-
tened the political stability of the system. The planning system contrived to favor
growth just rapid enough to assure stable growth among its constituent firms, yet
not so rapid that it would restore the power or perhaps the lost militancy of the
unions. Growth generated by tax cuts might therefore lead toward full employment,
but it might never get there” (Galbraith, James, 2007: xvi).

8 According to Skidelsky, postwar mainstream economists treated Keynes’ eco-
nomic theory as applicable only when money and wages were “sticky,” mean-
ing they were very slow to change or rigid. “Thus his theory was robbed of its
theoretical bite” (Davidson, 2009: 163).

9 See the appendix titled “Why Keynes’s Ideas Were Never Taught in American
Universities” in Davidson 2009, especially 163–4. Milton Friedman was far
from the only economist distorting Keynes’s theories. Paul Samuelson, the
most prominent Keynesian economist, also labeled ideas having nothing to do



with Keynes as “Keynesian.” “Samuelson’s neoclassical theory became the
foundation of what professors and students of economics believed was Keynes’s
theory. Accordingly, Keynes’s revolutionary General Theory analysis was never
adopted as part of mainstream economics. Consequently, in the 1970s, …

economists… such as… Milton Friedman…, easily defeated Samuelson’s
‘Keynesianism’ on the grounds of the logical inconsistencies between Samuel-
son’s neoclassical foundations and his ‘Keynesian’ economic policy prescrip-
tions” (Davidson, 2009: 167–72).

10 This point was also emphasized by Engdahl: “[W]hile Kissinger’s 1973 oil
shock had a devastating impact on world industrial growth, it had an enor-
mous benefit for certain established interests—the major New York and
London banks, and the Seven Sisters oil multinationals of the United States
and Britain. By 1974, Exxon had overtaken General Motors as the largest
American corporation in gross revenues. Her sisters, including Mobil, Texaco,
Chevron and Gulf, were not far behind.” Meanwhile, banks such as “Chase
Manhattan, Citibank, Manufacturers Hanover, Bank of America, Barclays,
Lloyds, Midland Bank all enjoyed the windfall profits of the oil crisis”
(Engdahl, 2004: 141). Galbraith also pointed out that, during “the most severe
economic down-turn since the Great Depression,” “[o]nly four of the largest
one hundred industrial firms lost money in 1974; only three in 1975” (Gal-
braith, 2007 [1967]: 103–4).

11 See next chapter.
12 Forerunner of the Central Intelligence Agency.
13 Present at Saltsjöbaden in that Bilderberg meeting were the president of Royal

Dutch Shell, Gerrit A. Wagner, the chairman of British Petroleum, Sir Eric Drake,
and the director of British Petroleum, Sir Denis Greenhill. Other noticeable parti-
cipants included E.G. Collado, vice-president of Exxon Corp., Robert O. Anderson
of Atlantic Richfield Oil Co., George Ball of Lehman Brothers investment bank,
David Rockefeller of Chase Manhattan Bank, and a regular participant at the Bil-
derberg meetings, Henry Kissinger (Engdahl, 2004: 286–7).

14 “Kissinger effectively controlled the Israeli policy response through his intimate
relation with Israel’s Washington ambassador, Simcha Dinitz. In addition,
Kissinger cultivated channels to the Egyptian and Syrian side. His method was
simply to misrepresent to each party the critical elements of the other, ensuring
the war and its subsequent Arab oil embargo…. The war and its aftermath….
were scripted in Washington along the precise lines of the Bilderberg delibera-
tions in Saltsjöbaden the previous May…. Arab oil-producing nations were to
be the scapegoats for the coming rage of the world, while the Anglo-American
interests responsible stood quietly in the background” (Engdahl, 2004: 136).

15 The sudden increase in the oil price enabled companies such as British Petro-
leum and Royal Dutch Shell to produce oil in the risky North Sea at a profit.

Chapter 5

1 The cumulative CO2 emissions of the EU 28 up to 2012 was 357Gt, taking up
18% of world cumulative emissions (Rocha et al., 2015: 8). The cumulative
CO2 emissions of the EU 25 up to 2002 was 26.5% of world cumulative emis-
sions (Baumert et al., 2005: 32). The corresponding shares for the U.S. in these
periods were 29.3% and 22%.

2 Apart from Prince Bernhard who sat on the boards of Royal Dutch-Shell,
prominent oil figures included Gerrit Wagner, who ran the seven-man com-
mittee of Royal Dutch Shell (Time, 1972), Emilio Gabriel Collado, who joined
the Exxon Corporation in 1947, later became the director of the company and
served on the Bilderberg Steering committee (Lewis, 1995), Denis Greenhill of



BP, who gave a paper at the 1974 Bilderberg meeting (Campbell, 2000, see also
Wikispooks under “Denis Grenhill”), Robert O. Anderson, whom The New
York Times described as “an oilman whose Stetson-size accomplishments
included building Atlantic Richfield into an industry giant [and] discovering oil
in Alaska,” (Martin, 2007), and George C. McGhee, who served at the U.S.
State Department and later became a senior executive of Mobil Oil (Engdahl,
2004: 135). Present at the fateful 1973 Bilderberg meeting discussed in the
previous chapter were “the CEOs of Royal Dutch Shell, British Petroleum,
Total S.A., ENI, Exxon, as well as significant banking interests and individuals
such as Baron Edmond de Rothschild and David Rockefeller, and… Henry
Kissinger” (Marshall, 2009). The Report of the Group’s 1974 meeting in
Megive, France stated that they “managed in effect to set the world’s monetary
system working again” after the oil crisis (Bertell, 1996). For the 2018 Bilder-
berg meeting, Ben van Beurden of Royal Dutch Shell and Brian Gilvary of BP,
were among the attendees.

3 George McGhee also stated that “I believe you could say the Treaty of Rome
which brought the Common Market into being, was nurtured at these meetings”
(Thompson, 1980: 170). See also Wilford (2003: 70) and Pieczewski (2010: 581).
Pieczewski stated “[a]lmost every father of the Treaties of Rome and Paris was
either a member of the European Movement or a participant of the Congress of
Europe held in The Hague, or else would be invited to meetings held by the
Bilderberg Group” (2010: 598). Similarly, “[o]fficials of the European Commu-
nity—normally the president goes—have attended all Bilderberg meetings,
[including] Walter Hallstein, first EEC president” (1980: 170).

4 According to Aubourg, the ELEC was the breeding ground for the Bilderberg
group. It offered a pattern for the Bilderberg group to copy from: “discrete
discussions in small circles, relying on personal contacts among elites, generally
free-trade oriented. Many of the ELEC members were contacted in the early
years to attend Bilderberg conferences” (Aubourg, 2003: 93). See also Wilford,
2003: 79–80.

5 Currently the President of Corporate Social Responsibility Europe (CSR
Europe).

6 However, he added that it is purely common sense that business influences
society and politics influences society.

7 Before founding Bilderberg, Retinger had already been a key figure in advo-
cating European integration. According to Beddington-Behrens, Retinger was
the one “who inspired the creation of the European Movement which brought
about the Council of Europe. The whole development of the idea of the unity
of Europe, the creation of the Common Market and E.F.T.A. are but some of
its political consequences” (1960).

8 https://file.wikileaks.org/file/bilderberg-meetings-report-1955.pdf
9 According to Pieczewski, “Retinger would often quote the words of his com-

panion Paul van Zeeland: ‘Europe will have to create a common currency,
otherwise there won’t be any united Europe’” (2010: 588).

10 This is not to deny that preventing war was the main original goal of European
integration. Such a higher goal, however, was not immune to corruption and
manipulation by elites, who helped to shape the integration project in such a way
so that greed, exclusion, and elite acquisition could not only be accommodated
but also facilitated. I am indebted to Bernice Maxton-Lee for reminding me not
to use too broad a brush in portraying European integration.

11 Davignon was appointed in November 1974 as the chairman of the governing
board of the International Energy Agency created to “tackle Oil Crisis,” (See
Encyclopedia of World Biography, under “Viscount Davignon”) his relationship
with Big Oil runs deep. According to Carroll and Carson, Davignon is one of



the six most powerful persons forming the nucleus of global corporate network
(Carroll and Carson, 2003: 82–4).

12 Etienne Davignon and Pehr Gyllenhammar both served as director at Henry
Kissinger’s consulting firm. Among its important clients was Umberto Agnelli
of Fiat (Nollert and Fielder, 2000: 189).

13 Umberto Agnelli, Fiat, Italy; Sir Peter Baxendell, Shell, United Kingdom;
Carlo de Benedetti, Olivetti, Italy; Wisse Dekker, Philips, the Netherlands;
Kenneth Durham, Unilever, United Kingdom; Roger Faroux, Saint-Gobain,
France; Pehr Gyllenhammar, Volvo, Sweden; Bernard Hanon, Renault,
France; John Harvey-Jones, Imperial Chemical Industries, United Kingdom;
Olivier Lecerf, Lafarge Coppeé, France; Helmut Maucher, Nestlé, Switzerland;
Hans Merkle, Bosch, Germany; Curt Nicolin, Asea, Sweden; Louis von
Planta, Ciba-Geigy, Switzerland; Antoine Riboud, BSN, France; Wolfgang
Seelig, Siemens, Germany; Dieter Spethmann, Thyssen AG, Germany (Cowles,
1995: 506).

14 For Giovanni Agnelli’s involvement in Bilderberg’s Steering Committee, see
Aubourg, 2003: 96. See also “Bilderberg and the Agnellis” at bilderbergmeet
ings.co.uk/2018/agnellis/.

15 For extensive discussion of the overlap between the Bilderberg Group and the
ERT see Nollert and Fielder (2000: 190).

16 Philips Industries is a frequenter of Bilderberg Conferences. H.F. van Walsem
of Philips was at the 1954 (and later 1956) founding Bilderberg Conference.
Wisse Dekker attended Bilderberg Conferences in 1982 and 1984.

17 According to former Commissioner Peter Sutherland, “one can argue that the
whole completion of the internal market project was initiated not by govern-
ments but by the Round Table” (Van Apeldoorn, 2019: 130).

18 Padoa-Schioppa, 1987.
19 The Economist magazine called Rewe Zentral AG, the plaintiff in the case, “an

unsung European hero,” whose contribution to the single market should be
“toasted regularly in kir.” The company brought the regulatory agency of West
Germany that banned the importation to the country of the liqueur, Cassis de
Dijon, to the European Court of Justice. The magazine foretold that the Cassis
ruling was to usher in competitive lawmaking in European countries, as com-
panies and people would be allowed to vote for the member state that “offers
them laws with the right blend of freedom and responsibility.” No need to worry
about a scenario where the prevalence of freedom erodes responsibility, reas-
sured the magazine, as “America’s internal market… shows that ‘competitive
rulemaking’ has not led to anarchy there” (The Economist, 1988: 11, emphasis
added).

20 Sandholtz and Zysman considered, for instance, the 1970s to be the era of
Europessimism: “Europe seemed unable to adjust to the changed circumstances
of international growth and competition after the oil shock.” In the U.S., on
the other hand, “flexibility of the labor market—meaning the ability to fire
workers and reduce real wages—seemed to assure jobs… despite a deteriorat-
ing industrial position in global markets” (1989: 109–10).

21 The term was coined by German economist Herbert Giersch, a participant in
1975 Bilderberg Conference and president of the Mont Pelerin Society from
1986 to 1988 (Giersch, 1985).

22 Ziltener compared the effects the Commission and the ERT had claimed the
single market would create for European economies with actual empirical data
in 2004. Despite “the theoretical models of integration and econometric simu-
lations that have been at the forefront of scholarly debate over the last fifteen
years,” Ziltener found “no convincing empirical evidence of European inte-
gration having led to either short-term or sustained economic growth effects.”



In contrast, he found that “[t]he regulatory changes of the Single Market pro-
ject were part of a global process of economic restructuring and mainly served
to enhance the competitiveness of world-market oriented European compa-
nies” (2004: 953). Robert Mundell also estimated the welfare effects from cus-
toms reduction to be almost negligible. Ziltener talked about the Commission’s
trick of “hybrid simulations and big numbers” where in its attempt to produce
a big number, the Commission “must have decided whenever there was a choice
that the correct number was the largest one available” (Waelbrock, 1990: 20,
cited in Ziltener, 2004: 956).

23 Gill noted that the phrase “locking in” was taken from the World Bank, World
Development Report: The State in a Changing World (World Bank, 1997: 51),
(Gill, 1998: 25).

24 For the root cause of the Euro sovereign debt crisis and the handling of the
crisis by the SCAMD elites, see De Cecco et al., 2012; Stiglitz, 2015a, 2015b,
2016; Stiglitz et al. 2015; Skidelsky, 2015; Piketty et al., 2015; Krugman, 2015
a, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2015e; Varoufakis, 2015a, 2015b, 2015c; Flassbeck and
Lapavitsas, 2015; Flassbeck and Spiecker, 2011.

25 A system that allows polluters to avoid cutting emissions by paying money to
allegedly improve someone else’s emissions performance.

26 Clean Development Mechanism, a system sanctioned by the UN that turns
claims of helping poor countries to reduce emissions into credits that can be
traded on the market.

27 Emissions trading system (ETS). The EU’s ETS is the world’s first major
carbon market and remains the largest one.

28 Anderson criticized that the process for determining the target was “conducted
in a vacuum of scientific evidence” and relies on “the abuse of probabilities of
2oC” (Anderson, 2013).

29 Bergesen et al. noted that the choice of the goal was not random given that
several of the member states had already set national emissions reduction tar-
gets. As a result, it appeared that stabilizing CO2 emissions at 1990 levels by
the year 2000 “would be feasible” (Bergesen et al., 1994: 17).

30 “TENs is the largest transport infrastructure plan in history. It includes a
number of built and unbuilt monsters: the Channel Tunnel, the Øresund Bridge
connecting Denmark and Sweden, a series of high-speed train links, numerous
airport expansions and 12,000 kilometers of new motorways.” The attraction of
the TENs is obvious for oil companies such as BP, Petrofina, Shell, and Total, as
well as car manufacturers such as DaimlerChrysler, Fiat, and Renault (Balanyá
et al., 2003: 22–3, 69).

31 The author of the manifesto was the Business Council for Sustainable Devel-
opment (BCSD), a body created by Swiss businessman Stephan Schmidheiny,
who participated in Bilderberg between 1993 and 1995. Among BCSD’s mem-
bers were Volkswagen, Chevron, Shell, DuPont, and Dow (Cowe, 1992). It was
the secretary general of the Rio Summit, Maurice Strong, an oilman, who
asked Schmidheiny to “gather together a group of industrialists” which gave
birth to the BCSD (Vidal, 1992). According to Vidal, the 370-page business
manifesto entitled “Changing Course” was full of rhetoric, with “no sense that
the great minds of world industry want anything to change except their profit
margins.”

32 John Dales and Thomas Crocker, economists who pioneered the concept of
permit trading in the 1960s, suggested that states would be better placed than an
imaginary perfect market to set a cap on overall pollution levels. Specifically
regarding carbon emissions reduction, even these economists expressed skepticism
about the effectiveness of using permit trading, since there were lots of situations
in which their theory would not apply (Gilbertson and Reyes, 2009: 19).



33 Exxon Mobil Corporation 2007 Worldwide Contributions and Community
Investments; SourceWatch: www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Center_for_Clean_
Air_Policy#cite_note-2; Exxon Mobil Corporation 2014 Worldwide Contribu-
tions and Community Investments, cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/
worldwide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-policy.pdf.

34 Founded in 1989 and had financial support from the Ford Foundation (FIELD,
1993).

35 According to the Oxford English Dictionary, “shadow price” is “the estimated
price of a good or service for which no market price exists.”

36 Over the years environmentalists increasingly see the UN climate talks them-
selves as a contributing cause of climate crisis, with negotiators squabbling over
calculations about emissions claim, rather than talking about ways to make
deep cuts (The Corner House, 2001: 1).

37 A 2011 factsheet, for instance, was entitled: “The EU ETS is delivering emis-
sion cuts.” Similarly, declaring that, for the 1990–2015 period, emissions
decreased by 22% even when the EU’s combined GDP grew by 50%, Climate
Action and Energy Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete boasted triumphantly
that “once again we have shown that protecting the climate can go hand in
hand with economic growth” (European Commission, 2016).

38 “The sectors at highest risk of relocating their production outside the EU will
receive full free allocation. The free allocation rate for sectors less exposed to
carbon leakage will amount to 30%” (Council of the EU, 2018; emphasis
added).

39 The back-loading measure postponed the auctioning of 900 million allowances
glutted between 2014 and 2016 until 2019–20 to rebalance supply and demand
resulted from over-allocation (EU, 2014). The Market Stability Reserve was set
up for the 900 million allowances back-loaded in 2014–2016 to be transferred
to rather than auctioned in 2019–20 (EU 2015). The new measure devised to
make the ETS work started operating in January 2019, one and a half decades
after the launch of the scheme.

40 The EU Court of Auditors complains that, even after a €5 billion VAT fraud
and scandals involving stolen and re-used allowances, the financial aspect of
the ETS still remains under regulated (Corporate Europe Observatory, 2015).

Chapter 6

1 CPTPP was signed by 11 Asia-Pacific countries in 2018. Representing nearly
13.5% of global GDP, it is one of the largest free trade agreements.

2 Funding for the negotiations also came from the EC (Eberhardt et al., 2018: 32).
3 Later renamed the International Association of Oil and Gas Producers.
4 Today known as FuelsEurope.
5 Public Citizen has published an extensive study showing that terminating ISDS

has not negatively affected countries’ foreign direct investment inflows (Public
Citizen, 2018).

6 Neither government nor civil-society groups such as labor unions or environ-
ment groups can bypass domestic courts and file lawsuits in tailor-made tribu-
nals. The ISDS is indeed a unique privilege that exclusively serves the interests
of big and transnational corporations.

7 In a review of 56 instances, 73% of the ISDS arbitrators took the expansive
view that the FET could be interpreted autonomously from customary inter-
national law. In a further review of 137 instances, 83% of the ISDS arbitrators
interpreted FET beyond its customary meaning and enlarged foreign investors’
entitlements (Van Harten, 2016: 3).



8 This only includes disclosed corporate claims without counting the ones
remaining in secret (Eberhardt et al., 2018: 7). For the distribution of treaties
used for 706 ISDS lawsuits registered under World Bank’s ICSID (Interna-
tional Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes), see ICSID, 2019: 10.

9 Chevron acquired Texaco in 2001. By the time that the two companies merged
to become Chevron Texaco, Texaco, which became a subsidiary of Chevron
Corporation, had already performed oil operations in Ecuador for nearly four
decades.

10 https://pcacases.com/web/sendAttach/2453.
11 Public Citizen has put together a list of egregious ISDS attacks. See www.citi

zen.org/sites/default/files/egregious-investor-state-attacks-case-studies_4.pdf.
12 According to James Hansen, “Canada’s tar sands, deposits of sand saturated

with bitumen, contain twice the amount of carbon dioxide emitted by global
oil use in our entire history” (Hansen, 2012). In addition, it also has to be
pumped through pipelines at higher pressures and hotter temperatures (Sierra
Club, 2013: 1).

13 This tobacco carve-out is the result of ISDS lawsuits that the tobacco company
Philip Morris brought against Uruguay and Australia after these countries
adopted plain-packaging laws in accordance with World Health Organization
recommendation to reduce smoking. Even though the case against Australia
was thrown out for the technical reason that Philip Morris was not a Hong
Kong company (the claim was made according to bilateral investment treaty
between Hong Kong and Australia), Australian taxpayers will have to shoulder
half of the $24 million legal fees, on top of substantial internal costs in the
departments of health, trade, foreign affairs, and attorney generals. As to Uru-
guay, which could not afford to defend itself, it was the Bloomberg Foundation
that funded the legal fees (Ranald, 2019).

14 Tienhaara also points out that, after decades of experiences of launching the
ISDS over direct expropriations and tax increases, fossil fuel corporations are
already comfortable with the ISDS. It is therefore fairly straightforward to
apply this tactic to the new area of climate change policy and use the ISDS to
challenge government decisions to ban fracking, scale back subsidies for dirty
energies, shut down coal mines, or stop new oil and gas pipelines (2017: 241).

15 More than $1 billion in annual revenue, less than $10 billion.
16 More than $10 billion in annual revenue.
17 The Canadian company Lone Pine filed an ISDS lawsuit against its home

country, Canada, via its U.S. subsidiary (Corporate Europe Observatory,
2014a). Similarly, the U.S. cigarette company Philip Morris restructured the
company in order to use its Hong Kong subsidiary to bring an ISDS claim
against Austria, with which Hong Kong has an investment treaty whereas the
U.S. does not. See UNCTAD Investment Policy Hub website, available at http
s://investmentpolicyhub.unctad.org/ISDS/Details/421.

18 www.transatlanticbusiness.org/tabd/.
19 Among the founding members of the EABC, Akzo Nobel, BASF, BP, ICI, and

Philips were also members of the European Roundtable of Industrialists.
20 The letter is available at: http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachm

ents/ttip_investment_letter_final.pdf.
21 Awareness campaign by civil-society groups such as Public Citizen made TTIP

negotiations difficult. See www.citizen.org/our-work/globalization-and-trade/
ttip-investment-map. In April 2015 an open letter from judges and economists
further reduced the credibility of TTIP negotiations. See www.washingtonpost.
com/r/2010-2019/WashingtonPost/2015/04/30/Editorial-Opinion/Graphics/oppo
se_ISDS_Letter.pdf?tid=a_mcntx&noredirect=on.



22 Such attacks should be seen not as attacks on individual societies but as
attacks on the planet, as long as they are related to climate mitigation.

23 In July 2018 European Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker visited Pre-
sident Trump and issued a joint statement which stated that the EU and the U.S.
will strengthen strategic cooperation with respect to energy. Juncker promised to
import more liquefied natural gas (LNG) from the U.S. to diversify its energy
supply. http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-18-4687_en.htm.

24 https://www.international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/trade-agreements-accords-comm
erciaux/agr-acc/ceta-aecg/business-entreprise/sectors-secteurs/OGE-EPPG.aspx?la
ng=eng Last date modified 19 September 2017. Accessed 13 April 2019.

25 Including EU-Singapore, EU-Vietnam and EU-Mexico bilateral investment
treaties. For all its ongoing bilateral negotiations with third countries, including
Indonesia, Philippines, Myanmar, India, China, and Chile, the EU has also
proposed to include the ICS (Friends of the Earth Europe, 2017: 2).

Chapter 7

1 As a method of boycotting climate offenders, the divestment movement first
appeared in the U.S. in 2000 when Ozone Action urged investors to divest from
U.S. companies that participated in the climate-denial Global Climate Coalition
(GCC). The divestment campaign was considered a success, as the GCC dis-
solved in 2002 (Mayes et al.: 135).

2 The first fossil fuel divestment campaign began at Swarthmore College over a
year before 350.org became involved. Throughout 2011, in-depth planning
conversations took place among students at Swarthmore College and the Uni-
versity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and organizations including the
Energy Action Coalition, As You Sow, the Sierra Student Coalition, the Sus-
tainable Endowments Institute, the California Student Sustainability Coalition,
and the Responsible Endowments Coalition (Bourqui, 2012).

3 Defunding entails pressuring banks to stop providing loans financing new fossil
fuel projects such as new pipelines or fracking drill rigs. See https://gofossilfree.
org/not-a-penny-more/.

4 The cancer agency of the World Health Organization-the International Agency
for Research on Cancer-classified beef, lamb, and pork as carcinogenic when
eaten in processed form and as probably carcinogenic if eaten unprocessed
(Bouvard et al., 2015).

5 A study by Springmann, Clark et al. covering 149 world regions estimate that
2.4 million deaths in 2020 will be attributable to red and processed meat con-
sumption, and health-related costs to society will amount to some $285 billion
(2018: 1, 11).

6 Stephen Gill uses Gramsci’s concept of “organic crisis” to describe the current
world. Environmental degradation resulted from animal exploitation can easily
fit into this concept.

7 https://sentientmedia.org/how-many-animals-are-killed-for-food-every-day/.
8 The Kantian deontological perspective stipulates that rights and duties tend to

override utilitarian considerations (Greene et al., 2008: 1145).
9 Nibert points out that “The oppression of humans and other animals devel-

oped in tandem, each fueling the other” (Nibert, 2002: 50).
10 Francione described how, by selling animal welfare ideas, corporate charities

stopped the momentum of a genuine animal rights movement that came very
close to making a real impact in the mid-1990s (Francione, 2018: 17–20).

11 Consider the rationale implicit in most neoliberal justification of hazardous
products: While pollution may cut our lives short, the prosperity that necessi-
tates pollution has enriched our lives. Unhealthy foods may cut our lives short,



the savoring of such heavenly foods is itself priceless experience that nobody
has the right to take away.

12 This 2010 ruling concerned the restrictions of political spending on electoral
advocacy imposed by the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act. The U.S. Supreme
Court held that political spending is a form of free speech protected by the
First Amendment and that corporations, unions, and profitable organizations
are entities entitled to the First Amendment protection. See https://supreme.
justia.com/cases/federal/us/558/310/.

13 It is critical to recognize that the exclusion of the wellbeing of some humans and
animals from consideration did not result from prejudice; rather, prejudice was
socially constructed to legitimate oppression that served the interests of a pow-
erful elite (Nibert, 2002: 31, 52). Not only did the oppression of animals facil-
itate that of humans and vice versa, but the devices used on controlling animals
were also later used on controlling humans. “Barbed wire was first introduced to
control the movements of other animals…[and later] became the central element
in the architecture of the death camps” (Nibert, 2002: 73). “Electric cattle prods
were used in the 1960s by police officers in some southern cities against African
Americans at civil rights demonstrations” (Nibert, 2002: 76).

14 Consider the rhetoric of economic growth measured by GDP.
15 Francione points out that the animal rights movement he and Regan led had

from the very beginning took human rights and animal rights issues as inse-
parable. The conferences they held “brought together farm workers and labor,
civil rights advocates, feminists, gay/lesbian advocates… to discuss the common
issues of rights and justice” (Francione, 2018: 15).

16 Citing Adam Smith and Alexander Bain, Darwin noted that the basis of the
“all-important emotion of sympathy… lies in our strong retentiveness of
former states of pain or pleasure. Hence, the sight of another person enduring
hunger, cold, fatigue revives in us some recollection of these states, which are
painful even in ideas. We are thus impelled to relieve the sufferings of another,
in order that our own painful feelings may be at the same time relieved. In like
manner we are led to participate in the pleasures of others… The mere sight of
suffering… would suffice to call up in us vivid recollections and associations”
(Darwin, 1922 [1871]: 162–3).

17 Like Bentham, Spencer has a prominent place in Polanyi’s discussion of
enclosure and the market force contributing to the double movement. As a
strong supporter of laissez-faire, Spencer was “horror struck” by “restrictive
legislation” such as the “Mines Act making it penal to employ boys under
twelve not attending schools and unable to read or write,” and the “Chimney-
Sweeper’s Act, to prevent the torture and eventual death of children set to
sweep too narrow slots,” and the “Public Libraries Act, giving local powers by
which a majority can tax a minority for their books.” “Spencer adduced [such
legislation] as irrefutable evidence of an anti-liberal conspiracy” (Polanyi, 2001
[1944]: 152).

18 Where, for instance, “war is peace, freedom is slavery, and ignorance is
strength” (Orwell, 1987 [1949]).



References

Hay, Colin and Ben Rosamond. (2002). “Globalization, European Integration and

the Discursive Construction of Economic Imperatives.” Journal of European

Public Policy. 9:2, 147–167.

Joseph Rowntree Foundation. (2017). UK Poverty 2017—A Comprehensive Analy-

sis of Poverty Trends and Figures. York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Joy, Melanie. (2010). Why We Love Dogs, Eat Pigs, and Wear Cows—An Intro-

duction to Carnism. San Francisco: Conari Press.

Oreskes, Naomi and Erik Conway. (2014). The Collapse of Western Civilization—

A View from the Future. New York: Columbia University Press.

Orwell, George. (1949). [1996]. Nineteen Eighty-Four. London: Secker & Warburg.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2017). Income and Poverty in the United States: 2016.

Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau.

World Bank. (2018). Poverty and Shared Prosperity 2018—Piecing Together the

Poverty Puzzle. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Armingeon, Klaus and Kai Guthmann. (2014). “Democracy in Crisis? The Declining

Support for National Democracy in European Countries, 2007–2011,” European

Journal of Political Research. Vol. 53: 423–442.

Bocking, Stephen. (2004). Nature’s Experts—Science, Politics, and The Environ-

ment. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press.

Caldwell, Lynton K. (1963). “Environment: A New Focus for Public Policy?”

Public Administration Review. Vol.23(3): 132–139.

Campbell, Peter Scott. (2013). “Democracy v. Concentrated Wealth—In Search of

a Louis D. Brandeis Quote,” Green Bag. Vol. 16, no. 3.

Carson, Rachael. (1962). Silent Spring. Greenwich: Fawcett Publications.

Cartledge, Paul. (2016). Democracy: A Life. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Dahl, Robert, A. (1970). After the Revolution? Authority in a Good Society. New

Haven: Yale University Press.

Dryzek, John S. (1987). Rational Ecology: Environment and Political Economy.

Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Dryzek, John S. (1992). “Ecology and Discursive Democracy: Beyond Liberal Capit-

alism and the Administrative State,” Capitalism, Nature, Socialism. 3(2), 18–42.

Dryzek, John S. (1996). Strategies of Ecological Democratization, in Lafferty,

William M. and James Meadowcroft (eds.). Democracy and the Environment—

Problems and Prospects. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 108–123.



Gilens, Martin and Benjamin I.Page. (2014). “Testing Theories of American Poli-

tics: Elites, Interest Groups, and Average Citizens,” Perspectives on Politics. Vol.

12, No. 3, 564–581.

Gilley, Bruce. (2012). “Authoritarian Environmentalism and China’s Response to

Climate Change,” Environmental Politics, Vol. 21, No. 2, 287–307.

Heilbroner, Robert. (1980) [1974]. An Inquiry into The Human Prospect. New

York: W. W. Norton & Company.

Hobsbawm, Eric. (2007). Globalisation, Democracy and Terrorism. London: Little

Brown.

Josephson, Paul R. (2005). Resources Under Regimes: Technology, Environment,

and the State. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Krosnick, Jon A. and Bo MacInnis. (2013). “Does the American Public Support

Legislation to Reduced Greenhouse Gas Emissions?” Daedalus. 142(1): 26–39.

Lear, Linda. (2002). Introduction to the 40th Anniversary Edition of Silent Spring,

in Silent Spring. Boston:Houghton Mifflin Company.

Mair, Peter. (2013).Ruling The Void—The Hollowing ofWestern Democracy. London:

Verso.

McConnell, Grant. (1954). “The Conservation Movement—Past and Present,”

Western Political Quarterly. Vol.7: 463–478.

Milanovic, Branco. (2016). Global Inequality—A New Approach for the Age of

Globalization. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Nugent, Walter. (2010). Progressivism—A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Ophuls, William. (1977). Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity—Prologue to a Poli-

tical Theory of the Steady State. San Francisco: W. H. Freeman and Company.

Ophuls, William and A. Stephen Boyan, Jr. (1992). Ecology and the Politics of

Scarcity Revisited. New York: W. H. Freeman and Company.

Oreskes, Naomi. (2016). “FORUM.” Issues in Science and Technology, 32(3), 9–10.

Oreskes, Naomi and Erik Conway. (2014). The Collapse of Western Civilization—

A View from the Future. New York: Columbia University Press.

Orr, David W. and Stuart Hill. (1978). “Leviathan, the Open Society, and the Crisis

of Ecology,” Western Political Quarterly. 31. 457–469.

Paehlke, Robert. (1988). “Democracy, Bureaucracy, and Environmentalism,”

Environmental Ethics. 10: 291–308.

Paehlke, Robert. (1996). Environmental Challenges to Democratic Practice, in

Lafferty, William M. and James Meadowcroft (eds.). Democracy and the Envir-

onment–Problems and Prospects. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 18–38.

Paehlke, Robert and Douglas Torgerson (eds.) (1990). Managing Leviathan:

Environmental Politics and the Administrative State. Peterborough, Ontario:

Broadview.

Passmore, John. (1974). Man’s Responsibility for Nature. London: Duckworth.

Pichot, Gifford. (1910). The Fight for Conservation. New York: Doubleday Page

and Company.

Piketty, Thomas. (2014). Capital in the Twenty-First Century. Cambridge, Massa-

chusetts: Harvard University Press.

Piketty, Thomas and Antoine Vauchez. (2018). “Manifesto for the Democratization

of Europe.” www.socialeurope.eu/manifesto-for-the-democratization-of-europe.

Schattschneider, Emer E. (1960). The Semi-sovereign People—A Realist’s View of

Democracy in America. New York: Wadsworth.



Shearman, David J. C., and Joseph Wayne Smith. (2007). The Climate Change

Challenge and the Failure of Democracy, Politics and the Environment. Westport,

CT: Praeger.

Stehr, Nico. (2016). “Good Climate, Bad Democracy,” Accessed February 2016.

www.thegwpf.com/nico-stehr-good-climate-bad-democracy.

Stehr, Nico. (2016). “Exceptional Circumstances: Does Climate Change Trump

Democracy?” Issues in Science and Technology. 32(2), 37–44.

Taylor, Bob Pepperman. (1996). Democracy and Environmental Ethics. In Laff-

erty, William M. and James Meadowcroft (eds.). Democracy and the Environ-

ment—Problems and Prospects. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 86–107.

Walker, K.J. (1988). The Environmental Crisis: A Critique of Neo-Hobbesian

Responses. Polity. 21. 67–81.

Witherspoon, Sharon. (1996). Democracy, the Environment and Public Opinion in

Western Europe, in William M. Lafferty and James Meadowcroft (eds.),

Democracy and the Environment—Problems and Prospects. Cheltenham: Edward

Elgar, 39–70.

Appleton, Samuel. (2016), “The problem with ‘embedded liberalism’: the World

Bank and the myth of Bretton Woods.” Working Paper No. 11, October 2016,

The Centre for Global Political Economy, University of Sussex.

Blake, Robert. (1976). A Changed Climate. In Robert Blake and John Patten (eds.),

The Conservative Opportunity. London: MacMillan.

Blundell, John. (1987). “How to Move a Nation,” Reason Magazine, February.

Cockett, Richard. (1995). Thinking the Unthinkable—Think-Tanks and the Eco-

nomic Counter-Revolution, 1931–1983. London: Harper Collins Publishers.

Galbraith, John Kenneth. (1965). “Came the Revolution,” New York Times, 16 May.

Hayek, A. Friedrich. (2007 [1944]). The Road to Serfdom—Text and Documents,

The Definitive Edition. Edited by Bruce Caldwell. Chicago, IL: The University

Chicago Press.

Hayek, A. Friedrich. (1947). Hayek’s paper, Mont Pelerin Society Archive, Box 14.

Hayek, A. Friedrich. (1960 [1949]). “The Intellectuals and Socialism,” The University

of Chicago Law Review. 417–433. Reprinted in George B. de Huszar (ed.), The

Intellectuals: A Controversial Portrait. Glencoe, IL: The Free Press, 1960. 371–385.

Hartwell, R. M. (1995). A History of the Mont Pelerin Society. Indianapolis, IN:

Liberty Fund.

Keynes, John Maynard. (1923). The Tract on Monetary Reform. London: Mac-

millan and Co.

Keynes, John Maynard. (1926 [1924]). The End of Laissez-Faire. In: J. M. Keynes.

Essays in Persuasion. London: Palgrave Macmillan (2010).

Keynes, John Maynard. (1939). “Democracy and Efficiency,” dialogue between

Kingsley Martin and J. M. Keynes. 17, New Statesman and Nation 121–123.

Keynes, John Maynard. (1944). Keynes to Hayek, 28 June.Collected Works, Vol.

27, 385–388.

Koch, Charles. (1997). “Creating a Science of Liberty.” Speech given at the Insti-

tute for Humane Studies. 11 January.

Mayer, Jane. (2016). Dark Money—The Hidden History of the Billionaires Behind

the Rise of the Radical Right. New York: Doubleday.

Meltzer, H. Allan. (2003). Choosing Freely. In M. Wynne, H. Rosenblum, and R.

Formaini, (Eds.). The Legacy of Milton and Rose Friedman’s Free to Choose.

Dallas, TX: Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas.



Mont Pelerin Society. (1947). Statement of Aims, 8 April 2019. www.montpelerin.

org/statement-of-aims.

Oreskes, Naomi and Erik M. Conway. (2010). Merchants of Doubt—How a Handful

of Scientists Obscured the Truth on Issues from Tobacco Smoke to Global Warming.

New York: Bloomsbury Press.

Orwell, George. (1996 [1944]). As I Please. In Orwell, Sonia and Ian Angus (eds.),

George Orwell—The Works. Vol. 12. London: Secker & Warburg.

Orwell, George. (1944). “Book Review: the Road to Serfdom by F.A. Hayek/The

Mirror of the Past by K. Zilliacus,” The Observer, 9 April 2019.

Polanyi, Karl. (2001 [1944]). The Great Transformation: the Political and Economic

Origins of Our Time. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.

Ruggie, JohnG. (1982), “International Regimes, Transactions and Change: Embedded

Liberalism in the Post-war Economic Order,” International Organization, 36(2).

Shaxson, Nicholas. (2012). Treasure Islands: Tax Havens and the Men Who Stole

the World. London: Vintage.

Skidelsky, Robert. (1996). Keynes. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Skidelsky, Robert. (2011). LSE event. Keynes vs. Hayek. https://www.youtube.com/

watch?v=PLBOKq4On7k.

Stedman Jones, Daniel. (2012). Masters of the Universe—Hayek, Friedman, and

the Birth of Neoliberal Politics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

von Mises, Ludwig. (1944). Bureaucracy. New Haven, CT, Yale University Press.

Aldrich, John. (2004). William H. Riker. Rowley, Charles and Friedrich Schneider

(eds.), The Encyclopedia of Public Choice, Springer: New York, 321–324.

Amadae, S.M. and Bruce Bueno de Mesquita. (1999). “The Rochester School: The

Origins of Positive Political Theory,” in Annual Review of Political Science. Vol.

2, 269–295.

Brown, Wendy. (2015a). Undoing the Demos: Neoliberalism’s Stealth Revolution.

New York: Zone Books.

Brown, Wendy. (2015b). “Cultures of Capital Enhancement.” Lecture at the Rev.

Michael C. McFarland, S.J. Center for Religion, Ethics and Culture and the

Center for Interdisciplinary Studies at Holy Cross. 12 November.

Buchanan, James. (1949). “The Pure Theory of Government Finance: A Suggested

Approach,” in Journal of Political Economy. Vol. 57, No. 6, 496–505.

Buchanan, James. (1954a). “Social Choice, Democracy, and Free Markets,” in

Journal of Political Economy. Vol. 62, No. 2, 114–123.

Buchanan, James. (1954b). “Individual Choice in Voting and The Market,” Jour-

nal of Political Economy. Vol. 62, No. 4, 334–343.

Buchanan, James. (1960). “Economic Policy, Free Institutions, and Democratic

Process,” Paper presented at the 10th Meeting of the Mont Pelerin Society held

at Oxford, September 1959. In Politico. Vol. 25, no. 2. 265–277.

Buchanan, James. (1966). Economics and its Scientific Neighbors. In Sherman Roy

Krupp (ed.), The Structure of Economic Science—essays on methodology, Eng-

lewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 166–184.

Buchanan, James. (1993). Property as A Guarantor of Liberty. Brookfield, VT:

Edward Elgar Publishing Company.

Buchanan, James. (2009). Born-Again Economist. In Breit, William and Barry T.

Hirsch (eds.) Lives of the Laureates: Twenty-Three Nobel Economists. Cam-

bridge, MA: MIT Press.



Buchanan, James and Gordon Tullock. (1962). The Calculus of Consent: Logical

Foundations of Constitutional Democracy. Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund.

Burgin, Angus. (2012). The Great Persuasion. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-

versity Press.

Chomsky, Noam. (1995). Foreword. Taking the Risk Out of Democracy—Corporate

Propaganda versus Freedom and Liberty. Edited by Andrew Lohrey. Urbana, IL:

University of Illinois Press.

Chomsky, Noam. (1999). Profit Over People—Neoliberalism and Global Order.

New York: Seven Stories Press.

Dahl, Robert. (1961). “The Behavioral Approach in Political Science: Epitaph for

a Monument to a Successful Protest,” American Political Science Review. 55(4):

763–772.

Dalton, Joseph. (1976). “Huntington Warns Breakdown due to Excessive Democ-

racy,” The Crimson. 24 March.

Easton, David. (1962). Introduction: The Current Meaning of “Behavioralism” in

Political Science. In James C. Charlesworth (ed.), The Limits of Behavioralism in

Political Science. Philadelphia, PA: The American Academy of Political and

Social Science.

Easton, David. (1963 [1953]). The Political System—An Inquiry into the State of

Political Science. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Elster, Jon. (2012). “Hard and Soft Obscurantism in Humanities and Social Sci-

ences,” Diogenes. 58(1–2), 159–170.

Elster, Jon. (2016). “Tool-box or Toy-box? Hard Obscurantism in Economic

Modeling,” Synthese. 193: 2159–2184.

Forscher, Bernard. (1963). “Chaos in the brickyard,” Science. Vol. 142, issue 3590: 339.

Garfield, Eugene. (1955). “Citation Indexes for Science—A New Dimension in

Documentation through Association of Ideas,” Science. Vol. 122, 108–111.

Green, Donald P. and Ian Shapiro. (1994). Pathologies of Rational Choice

Theory—A Critique of Applications in Political Science. New Haven, CT: Yale

University Press.

Hayek, F. A. von. (1942). “Scientism and the Study of Society,” Economica. 9(35),

267–291.

Hazelkorn, Ellen. (2017). Introduction: The Geopolitics of Rankings. In Ellen

Hazelkorn (ed.), Global Rankings and The Geopolitics of Higher Education—

Understanding the influence and Impact of Rankings on Higher Education, Policy

and Society, 1–20.

Hoffman, Andrew. (2015). How Culture Shapes the Climate Change Debate. Stan-

ford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Hood, Christopher. (1991). “A Public Management for All Seasons?” Public Admin-

istration. Vol. 69. 3–19.

Horwitz, Robert. (1962). Scientific Propaganda. In Herbert J. Storing (ed.), Essays

on the Scientific Study of Politics. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,

227–304.

Karabel, Jerome. (2005). The Chosen—The Hidden History of Admission and

Exclusion at Harvard, Yale and Princeton. Boston and New York: Houghton

Mifflin Co.

Keley, Terence. (2013). “How Margret Thatcher Transformed our Universities,”

The Telegraph. 8 April.



Kempster, Norman. (1991). “In This War, Body Count is Ruled Out,” Los Angeles

Times. 31 January.

Keynes, John Maynard. (1936). The General Theory of Employment, Interest and

Money. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane, Sidney Verba. (1994). Designing Social Inquiry—Sci-

entific Inference in Qualitative Research. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Lasswell, D. Harold. (1926). “Book Review: The Phantom Public by Walter

Lippmann,” The American Journal of Sociology. 31(4), 533–535.

Lasswell, D. Harold. (1934). Propaganda. In Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences.

Vol. 12. New York: The Macmillan Company, 521–527.

Lasswell, D. Harold. (1950 [1936]). Politics—Who Gets What, When, How. New

York: Peter Smith.

Lasswell, D. Harold. (1956). “The Political Science of Science: An Inquiry into the

Possible Reconciliation of Mastery and Freedom,” American Political Science

Review, 50(4), 961–979.

Latour, Bruno. (2004). Politics of Nature—How to Bring the Sciences into Democ-

racy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Lee, Dwight R. (1987). “The Calculus of Consent and the Constitution of Capit-

alism,” Cato Journal. Vol. 7, no. 2. 331–336.

Lippermann, Walter. (1922). Public Opinion. New York: Harcourt, Brace and

Company.

Lippermann, Walter. (1925). The Phantom Public. New York: Harcourt, Brace and

Company.

Lohrey, Andrew. (1995). Introduction. In Alex Carey, Taking the Risk Out of

Democracy—Corporate Propaganda versus Freedom and Liberty. Edited by

Andrew Lohrey. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

Mackie, Gerry. (2001). Is Democracy Impossible? Riker’s Mistaken Accounts of

Antebellum Politics. Manuscript.

MacLean, Nancy. (2017). Democracy in Chains: The Deep History of the Radical

Right’s Stealth Plan for America. New York: Penguin Publishing Group.

Mäki, Uskali. (2009). “Economics Imperialism: Concepts and Constraints,” Phi-

losophy of the Social Sciences. Vol. 39, no. 3, 351–380.

Maske, Kellie and Garey Durden. (2003). “The Contributions and Impact of Pro-

fessor William H. Riker,” Public Choice, 117:191–220.

Miller, Fred. (2017). Aristotle’s Political Theory. In The Stanford Encyclopedia of

Philosophy (Winter2017 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), https://plato.stanford.

edu/archives/win2017/entries/aristotle-politics.

Muller, Jerry Z. (2018). The Tyranny of Metrics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-

versity Press.

Nik-Khah, Edward and Robert Van Horn. (2012). “Inland Empire: Economics

Imperialism as an Imperative of Chicago Neoliberalism,” Journal of Economic

Methodology. Vol. 19, No. 3, 259–282.

Ostrom, Elinor. (1990). Governing the Commons—The Evolution of Institutions for

Collective Action. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Power, Michael. (1997). The Audit Society—Rituals of Verification. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Power, Michael. (2000). “The Audit Society—Second Thoughts” International

Journal of Auditing Vol. 4, No. 1, 111–119.



Ricci, David. (1984). The Tragedy of Political Science—Politics, Scholarship, and

Democracy. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Riker, William H. (1959). Application to Center for Advanced Study in the Beha-

vioral Sciences, Stanford University, CASBS file, William H. Riker papers,

University of Rochester. Cited in Amadae and Bueno de Mesquita (1999: 276).

Riker, William H. (1962). A Theory of Political Coalitions. New Haven, CT: Yale

University Press.

Riker, William H. (1980). “Implications from the Disequilibrium of Majority Rule

for the Study of Institutions,” American Political Science Review. Vol. 74, No. 2:

432–446.

Riker, William H. (1982). Liberalism Against Populism—A Confrontation Between

the Theory of Democracy and the Theory of Social Choice. Long Grove, IL:

Waveland Press.

Riker, William H. (1988). “The Place of Political Science in Public Choice,” Public

Choice. 57: 247–257.

Riker, William H. and Peter C. Ordeshook. (1968). “A Theory of the Calculus of

Voting,” American Political Science Review. Vol. 62, No. 1: 25–42.

Rose, Nikolas. (1999). Powers of Freedom—Reframing Political Thought. Cam-

bridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Scott, James C. and Matthew A. Light. (2004). The Misuses of Numbers: Audits,

Quantification, and the Obfuscation of Politics. In Jedediah Purdy, Anthony T.

Kronman, and Cynthia Farrar. Democratic Vistas: Reflections on the Life of

American Democracy. New Haven: Yale University Press, 115–137.

Shields, Christopher. (2016). Aristotle. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy

(Winter 2016 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), plato.stanford.edu/archives/

win2016/entries/aristotle.

Stedman Jones, Daniel Stedman. (2012). Masters of the Universe: Hayek, Friedman,

and the Birth of Neoliberal Politics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Stehr, Nico. (2016). “Exceptional Circumstances: Does Climate Change Trump

Democracy?” Issues in Science and Technology. Vol. 32, no. 2.

Stigler, George. (1984). “Economics: The Imperial Science?” Scandinavian Journal

of Economics. Vol. 86, no. 3, 301–313.

Tullock, Gordon. (1972). Economic Imperialism. In James Buchanan and Robert

Tollison (eds.), Theory of Public Choice—Political Applications of Economics.

Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 317–329.

Van Horn, Rob and Philip Mirowski. (2009). The Rise of the Chicago School of

Economics and the Birth of Neoliberalism. In Philip Mirowski and Dieter

Plehwe (eds.), The Road From Mont Pelerin: The Making of the Neoliberal

Thought Collective. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Von Mises, Ludwig. (1949). Human Action: A Treatise on Economics. Auburn, AL:

Mises Institute.

Williams, R.H. (1947). “Thyroid & Adrenal Interrelations with Special Reference

to Hypotrichosis Axillaris in Thyrotoxicosis,” Journal of Clinical Endocrinology

and Metabolism. Vol. 7, 52–57.

Bilderberg Meetings. (1973). Available at: https://publicintelligence.net/bilderberg-

conference-1973.

Campbell, Peter Scott. (2013). “Democracy v. Concentrated Wealth—In Search of

a Louis D. Brandeis Quote,” Green Bag. Vol. 16, no. 3.



Chicago Tribune. (1997). “Walter J. Levy, 86, Dean of U.S. Oil Economists,” 15

December.

Chomsky, Noam. (1999). The Umbrella of U.S. Power—The Universal Declaration

of Human Rights and the Contradictions of U.S. Policy. New York: Seven Stories

Press.

Cockett, Richard. (1995). Thinking the Unthinkable—Think-Tanks and the Eco-

nomic Counter-Revolution, 1931–1983. London: Harper Collins Publishers.

Cox, Robert W. (1971). Labor and Transnational Relations. International Organi-

zation. Vol. 25, No. 3, 554–584.

Davidson, Paul. (2009). The Keynes Solution—The Path to Global Economic

Prosperity. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Engdahl, William. (2004). Century of War: Anglo-American Oil Politics and the

New World Order. London: Pluto Press.

Friedman, Milton. (1962). Capitalism and Freedom. Chicago, IL: University of

Chicago Press.

Galbraith, James K. (2007). Foreword to 2007 edition. The New Industrial State.

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Galbraith, John K. (1967 [2007]). The New Industrial State. Princeton, NJ: Prin-

ceton University Press.

Galbraith, John K. (1985). Introduction to the Fourth Edition: On the Perils and

Rewards of Economic Dissonance. In Galbraith, John K. 2007 [1967]. The New

Industrial State. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Galbraith, John K. (1992). The Culture of Contentment. Boston, MA: Houghton

Mifflin Company.

Guthmann, Harry G. and Herbert E. Dougall. (1948). Corporate Financial Policy.

2nd ed. New York: Prentice-Hall.

Kaiser, Karl. (1971). “Transnational Relations as a Threat to the Democratic Pro-

cesses,” International Organization. Vol. 25, No. 3, 706–720.

Killick, John. (1997). The United States and European Reconstruction 1945–1960.

Edinburgh: Keele University Press.

Kolko, Joyce and Gabriel Kolko. (1972). The Limits of Power: The World and

United States Foreign Policy, 1945–1954. New York: Harper and Row.

Levinson, Charles. (1969). Towards Industrial Democracy. Statement delivered to

the First International Trade Union Conference on Industrial Democracy,

Frankfurt-am-Main, Federal Republic of Germany, 28–29 November 1968.

Reprinted in ICF Bulletin, January 1969, cited in Cox, 1971: 582.

McKenzie, Francine. (2012). Exporting the American Experience: Global Eco-

nomic Governance and the Foreign Economic Policy of the Truman Adminis-

tration. In A Companion to Harry S. Truman.

Mitchell, Timothy. (2009). “Carbon Democracy,” Economy and Society. 38(3):

399–432.

Mitchell, Timothy. (2011). Carbon Democracy—Political Power in the Age of Oil,

London: Verso Books.

Moran, Theodore H. (1976). “Multinational Corporations and the Political Econ-

omy of U.S.-European Relations,” Journal of International Affairs. Vol. 30, No. 1.

Paxton, John (ed.). (1977). Statesman’s Yearbook 1975–1976. London: Macmillan.

Polanyi, Karl. (2001 [1944]). The Great Transformation: the Political and Economic

Origins of Our Time, Boston, MA: Beacon Press.



Rancière, Jacques. (1999). Disagreement—Politics and Philosophy. Minneapolis,

MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Rowley, Robin, Shimshon Bichler, and Jonathan Nitzan. (1989). “The Armadollar-

Petrodollar Coalition and the Middle East. Department of Economics Working

Paper,” 10/89. McGill University.

Stigler, George J. (1952). The Theory of Price. New York: Macmillan.

The Economist. (1969). “The Giants’ Causeway,” 27 December: 10.

United States General Accounting Office. (1979). “Report by the Comptroller

General of the United States. The U.S.-Saudi Arabian Joint Commission On

Economic Cooperation,” ID-79–77. 22 March. www.gao.gov/products/ID-79-7.

Van Der Pijl, Kees. (2012). The Making of An Atlantic Ruling Class. London:

Verso Books.

Wilkins, Mira. (1974). The Maturing of Multinational Enterprise—American Busi-

ness Abroad from 1914 to 1970. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Zalloum, Abdulhay Y. (2011). America in Islamistan: Trade, Oil and Blood. Bloo-

mington, IN: Trafford Publishing.

Agnelli, Giovanni. (1971). The Contributions of Business in Dealing with Current

Problems of Social Instability. Bilderberg Meeting. 23–25 April. Yale University

Library Digital Repository. Henry A. Kissinger papers, part II.

Aldrich, Richard J. (1997). “OSS, CIA and European Unity: The American

Committee on United Europe, 1948–1960,” Diplomacy & Statecraft, Vol. 8, No.

1, 184–227.

Alter, Karen J. and Sophie Meunier-Aitsahalia. (1994). “Judicial politics in the

European Community—European Integration and the pathbreaking Cassis de

Dijon Decision,” Comparative Political Studies. Vol. 26, no. 4, 535–561.

Anderson, Kevin. (2013). Open Letter to the EU Commission President About the

Unscientific Framing of Its 2030 Decarbonization Target. Kevinanderson.info. 13

December.

Anderson, Kevin. (2017). A Précis of My Take on Our Collective “Stupidity.”

Kevinanderson.info. 24 July.

Anderson, Kevin. (2018). “Climate Change: Can the Environment Be Saved by

Today’s Emerging Political Forces?” Independent. 21 March.

Aubourg, Valerie. (2003). “Organizing Atlanticism: the Bilderberg Group and the

Atlantic Institute, 1952–1963,” Intelligence and National Security. 18(2): 92–105.

Balanyá, Belén, Ann Doherty, Olivier Hoedeman, Adam Ma’anit and Erik Wes-

selius. (2003). Europe Inc. Regional & Global Restructuring & the Rise of Cor-

porate Power. London: Pluto Press.

Baumert, Kevin, Timothy Herzog and Jonathan Pershing. (2005). “Navigating the

Numbers Greenhouse Gas Data and International Climate Policy.” World

Resources Institute.

BBC. (2005). Inside the Secretive Bilderberg Group. 29 September.

BBC. (2011). Bilderberg Mystery: Why Do People Believe in Cabals? 8 June.

Beddington-Behrens, Edward. (1960). “Mr. Joseph Retinger,” The Times. 13 June, 12.

Bel, Germà and Stephan Joseph. (2015). “Emission Abatement: Untangling the

Impacts of the EU ETS and the Economic Crisis, ”Energy Economics. 49: 531–539.

Bergesen, Helge Ole, Michael Grubb, Jean-Charles Hourcade, Jill Jaeger, Ales-

sandro Lanza, Reinhard Loske, Liv Astrid Sverdrup, and Angelica Tudini.

(1994). Implementing the European CO2 Commitment—A Joint Policy Proposal.

London: The Royal Institute of International Affairs.



Bertell, Rosalie. (1996). “An Elite Pow Wow,” Peace Magazine. Vol. 12, no. 4: 6.

Bird, Kai. (1992). John J. The Chairman: McCloy—The Making of the American

Establishment. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Brown, Paul and Roger Cowe. (1997). “For Sale: The Right Not to Use This

Factory,” The Guardian. 11 December.

Buchanan, James and Gordon Tullock. (1962). The Calculus of Consent: Logical

Foundations of Constitutional Democracy. Indianapolis: Liberty Fund.

Burbach, Roger. (2006). “Augusto and Us,” The Guardian. 11 December.

Campbell, Alan. (2000). “Lord Greenhill of Harrow,” The Guardian. 11 November.

Carbon Market Watch. (2016). “Industry Windfall Profits from Europe’s Carbon

Market 2008–2015,” Carbon Market Watch Policy Briefing, November.

Carrol, William K. and Colin Carson. (2003). “Forging A New Hegemony? The Role

of Transnational Policy Groups in the Network and Discourses of Global Corpo-

rate Governance.” Journal of World-Systems Research. Vol. 9, no. 1, 67–102.

CCAP. (1999). Design of A Practical Approach to Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Trading Combined with Policies and Measures in the EC. Washington, DC:

Center for Clean Air Policy.

CE Delft. (2016). Calculation of Additional Profits of Sectors and Firms from the

EU ETS.

Comello, Stephen and Stefan Reichelstein. (2014). A Case Study in Internal

Carbon Pricing: Royal Dutch Shell. Corporate Use of Carbon Prices. White

Paper, Carbon Disclosure Project.

Commission of European Communities. (1985a). Program of the Commission for

1985. Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement 4/85. http://aei.pitt.

edu/7630/1/31735055261907_1.pdf.

Commission of the European Communities. (1985b). Completing the Internal

Market. White Paper from the Commission to the European Council (Milan,

28–29 June). COM(85) 310 final. Brussels, 14 June.

Cooper, Richard. (1994). Yes to European Monetary Unification, but No to the

Maastricht Treaty. In Alfred Steinherr (ed.). Thirty Years of European Monetary

Integration. London: Longman.

Corporate Europe Observatory. (2015). EU Emissions Trading: 5 Reasons to Scrap

The ETS. 26 October.

Council of the EU. (2018). EU Emissions Trading System Reform: Council

Approves New Rules for the Period 2021 to 2030. Press Release. 27 February.

Cowe, Roger. (1992). “Business Wakes Up to the Environment,” The Guardian.

May 8.

Cowles, Maria Green. (1995). “Setting the Agenda for a New Europe: The ERT

and EC 1992,” Journal of Common Market Studies. Vol. 33, no. 4, 501–526.

Davies, Nick. (2007). “The Inconvenient Truth about the Carbon Offset Industry,”

The Guardian. June 16.

Davignon, Etienne. (1982). Answer given by Mr. Davignon on behalf of the Com-

mission. 30 November. Official Journal of the European Communities. No C3/15.

5 January 1983.

De Cecco, Marcello et al. (2012). “Fixing Trade Imbalances Is Only Way to Avoid

Eurozone Implosion,” Financial Times. 23 January.

Dekker, Wisse. (1985). “Europe 1990—An Agenda for Action,” European Man-

agement Journal. Vol. 3, no. 1, 5–10.

Di Meana, Carlo Ripa. (1992). “Why I’m No in Rio,” The Observer. 7 June.



The Economist. (1969). “The Giants’ Causeway.” 27 December: 10.

The Economist. (1992a). “The Green Man in Brussels.” 25 April.

The Economist. (1988). “Europe’s Internal Market—After the fireworks.” 9 July: 5–12.

The Economist. (1992b). “Europe’s Industries Play Dirty.” 9 May.

The Economist. (2000). “Economics Focus: The Ethics Gap.” 2 December.

The Economist. (2008). “Billion Dollar Babies.” 26 April.

Engdahl, William. (2004). Century of War: Anglo-American Oil Politics and the

New World Order. London: Pluto Press.

ERT. (1994). The Climate Change Debate—Seven Principles for Practical Policies.

December.

ERT. (1997). Climate Change—An ERT Report on Positive Action. December.

EURACTIV. (2017). “The EU: What Happened to Climate’s Poster Child?” 17

May.

European Commission. (1985). “Proposal for a Council Decision adopting three

multiannual research and development programs in the field of the environment

(1986 to 1990) (Environmental protection, Climatology, Major technological

hazards).” Official Journal of the European Communities. C 301. Vol. 28. 25

November.

European Commission. (1988). Communication to the Council on The Green-

house Effect and the Community: Commission Work Programme Concerning

the Evaluation of Policy Options to Deal with the “Greenhouse Effect.” COM

88(656) final. 16 November.

European Commission. (1991). Communication to the Council on A Community

Strategy to Limit Carbon Dioxide Emissions and to Improve Energy Efficiency.

SEC(91)1744 final. 14 October.

European Commission. (1992). Proposal for a Council Directive Introducing a Tax

on Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Energy. COM(92)226 final. 30 June.

European Commission. (1998). Communication on Climate Change—Towards An

EU Post-Kyoto Strategy. COM(1998)353 final. 3 June.

European Commission. (2000). Green Paper on Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trad-

ing within the European Union. COM(2000)87 final. 8 March.

European Commission. (2016). Report on Implementing the Paris Agreement—Pro-

gress of the EU towards the at Least -40% Target. COM(2016) 707 final.

European Commission. (2017a). Report on the Functioning of the European

Carbon Market. COM(2017)693 final. 23 November.

European Commission. (2017b). Report on the Functioning of the European

Carbon Market. COM(2017)48 final. 1 February.

European Council. (1981). Meeting of the European Council in Maastricht, Eur-

opean Community News. No. 11/1981. 25 March.

European Council. (1990). Presidency Conclusions. Dublin, 25 and 26 June 1990.

SN 60/1/90.

European Council. (2014). European Council Conclusions. (23 and 24 October

2014) EUCO 169/14.

European Parliament. (1986). Resolution on Measures to Counteract the Rising

Concentration of Carbon Dioxide in the Atmosphere (The ‘Greenhouse’ Effect).

Official Journal of the European Communities. C 255. 13 October, 272.

European Union. (2014). Commission Regulation (EU) No 176/2014 of 25 February

amending Regulation (EU) No 1031/2010 in particular to determine the volumes

of greenhouse gas emission allowances to be auctioned in 2013–2020.



European Union. (2015). Decision (EU) 2015/1814 of the European Parliament

and of the Council of 6 October 2015 concerning the establishment and opera-

tion of a market stability reserve for the Union greenhouse gas emission trading

scheme and amending Directive 2003/87/EC.

Facchinetti, Ronald. (1994). “Why Brussels Has 10,000 Lobbyists,” The New York

Times, 21 August.

FIELD. (1993). Sustainable Development: The Challenge to International Law—

Report of a Consultation Held at Windsor 27 to 29 April 1993. Review of Eur-

opean, Comparative & International Environmental Law. Vol.2(4): r1-r15.

FIELD. (2000). Designing Options for Implementing and Emissions Trading

Regime for Greenhouse Gases in the EC. 22 February.

Financial Times. (1991). “The Greening of Taxation,” 2 October.

Flassbeck, Heiner and Costas Lapavitsas. (2015). Against the Troika: Crisis and

Austerity in the Eurozone. London: Verso Books.

Flassbeck, Heiner and Friederike Spiecker. (2011). “The Euro—a Story of Mis-

understanding,” Intereconomics 4: 180–187.

Gardner, David. (1991a). “EC Ministers Welcome Energy Tax Idea.” Financial

Times. 2 October.

Gardner, David. (1991b). “EC Energy Tax Moves A Stage Closer.” Financial

Times. 14 December.

Gardner, James N. (1991a). “Lobbying, European-Style.” Europe. November, 29–30.

Gardner, James N. (1991b). Effective Lobbying in the European Community.

Boston: Kluwer Law and Taxation Publishers.

Giersch, Herbert. (1985). Eurosclerosis. Lecture delivered in Sydney on 20 August

1985 at the Regional Meeting of the Mont Pelerin Society.

Gilbertson, Tamra and Oscar Reyes. (2009). Carbon Trading—How it Works and

Why It Fails. Uppsala: Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation.

Gill, Stephen. (1990). American Hegemony and The Trilateral Commission. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gill, Stephen. (1998). “European Governance and New Constitutionalism: Eco-

nomic and Monetary Union and Alternatives to Disciplinary Neoliberalism in

Europe,” New Political Economy. 3(1): 5–26.

Gormley, Laurence. (1981). “Cassis de Dijon and the Communication from the

Commission,” European Law Review. Vol. 6, 454–459.

Grahl, John and Paul Teague. (1989). “The Cost of Neoliberal Europe,” New Left

Review. 1/174, March–April, 33–50.

Groenleer, Martijn L.P. and Louise G. van Schaik. (2007). “United We Stand? The

European Union’s International Actorness in the Cases of the International

Criminal Court and the Kyoto Protocol.” Journal of Common Market Studies,

45(5): 969–998.

Gupta, Joyeeta and Michael Grubb (eds.). (2000). Climate Change and European

Leadership. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Hanson, Brian T. (1998). “What Happened to Fortress Europe? External Trade

Policy Liberalization in the European Union,” International Organization. 52(1),

55–85.

Hatch, Alden. (1962). Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands. London: George G.

Harrap & Co.



Hu, Jing, Wina Crijns-Graus, Long Lam and Alyssa Gilbert. (2015). “Ex-ante

Evaluation of EU ETS during 2013–2030: EU-Internal Abatement,” Energy

Policy. 77: 152–163.

Hunt, John. (1991a). “EC Energy Tax Idea Could Add $10 to a Barrel of Oil,”

Financial Times. 5 February.

Hunt, John. (1991b). “Industrialists Challenge Energy Tax,” Financial Times. 24

September.

Hutton, Will. (1992). “Heated Debate on Road to Rio,” The Guardian. 18 May.

Jack, Andrew. (1991). “Scrivener Caveat on Energy Tax Idea,” Financial Times. 8

November.

Klein, Naomi. (2014). This Changes Everything—Capitalism vs. The Climate. New

York: Simon & Schuster.

Krugman, Paul. (2015a). “Ending Greece’s Nightmare,” The New York Times. 26

January.

Krugman, Paul. (2015b). “What Greece Won,” The New York Times. 27 February.

Krugman, Paul. (2015c). “Notes on Greece,” The New York Times. 19 April.

Krugman, Paul. (2015d). “Greece on the Brink,” The New York Times. 20 April.

Krugman, Paul. (2015e). “Ending Greece’s Bleeding,” The New York Times. 5

July.

Laing, Timothy, Misato Sato, Michael Grubb, & Claudia Comberti. (2014). “The

Effects and Side-Effects of the EU Emissions Trading Scheme,” Climate Change.

Vol. 5, issue 4.

Lean, Geoffrey and Polly Ghazi. (1992). “Last-Minute Deal Dilutes Pledge on

Global Warming,” The Observer. 10 May.

Lewis, Paul. (1995). “Emilio Collado, a Creator of the World Money System, Dies

at 84,” The New York Times. 16 February.

Ma’anit, Adam. (2000). Greenhouse Market Mania—UN Climate Talks Cor-

rupted by Corporate Pseudo-solutions. Report published by Corporate Europe

Observatory. A summarized and updated version available at www.twn.my/title/

twr125e.htm.

MacLean, Nancy. (2017). Democracy in Chains: The Deep History of the Radical

Right’s Stealth Plan for America. New York: Penguin Publishing Group.

Marshall, Andrew Gavin. (2009). “Controlling the Global Economy: Bilderberg,

the Trilateral Commission and the Federal Reserve,” Global Research. 3 August.

Martin, Douglas. (2007). “Robert O. Anderson, Oil Executive, Dies at 90,” The

New York Times. 6 December.

Moorehead, Caroline. (1977). “An exclusive club, perhaps without power, but cer-

tainly with influence: The Bilderberg group,” The Times. 18 April: 9.

Morris, Damien. (2013). Drifting toward Disaster? The ETS Adrift in Europe’s

Climate Efforts. London: Sandbag.

Nollert, Michael and Nicola Fielder. (2000). “Lobbying for A Europe of Big

Business: The European Roundtable of Industrialists.” In Volker Bornschier

(ed.), State-Building in Europe—The Revitalization of Western European Inte-

gration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 187–209.

Oberthür, Sebastian and Claire Roche Kelly. (2008). “EU Leadership in Interna-

tional Climate Policy: Achievements and Challenges,” International Spectator.

43(3): 35–50.

Oberthür, Sebastian and Marc Pallemaerts. (2010). “The EU’s Internal and Exter-

nal Climate Policies: An Historical Overview.” In Oberthür, Sebastian and Marc



Pallemaerts (eds.), The New Climate Policies of the European Union—Internal

Legislation and Climate Diplomacy. Brussels: Brussels University Press, 27–64.

Open Letter from European Economists to the Heads of Government of the 15

Member States of the European Union. (1997). www.hartford-hwp.com/a

rchives/60/068.html.

Padoa-Schioppa, Tommaso. (1987). Efficiency, Stability and Equity: A Strategy for

the Evaluation of the Economic System of the EC. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Palmer, John. (1992a). “EC Wavers over Plan to Tax Carbon Dioxide Emissions,”

The Guardian. 30 April.

Palmer, John. (1992b). “EC Plans Carbon Fuel Tax,” The Guardian. 14 May.

Peters, Glen P., Jan C. Minx, Christopher L. Weber and Ottmar Edenhofer. (2011).

“Growth in Emission Transfers via International Trade from 1990 to 2008,”

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of Amer-

ica. Vol. 108, No. 21: 8903–8908.

Pieczewski, Andrzej. (2010). “Joseph Retinger’s conception of and contribution to

the early process of European integration,” European Review of History. 17(4):

581–604.

Piketty, Thomas et al. (2015). “Austerity Has Failed: An Open Letter from

Thomas Piketty to Angela Merkel,” The Nation. 7 July.

Retinger, Joseph. (1956). The Bilderberg Group. https://publicintelligence.net/bilder

berg-group-retinger/.

Rettman, Andrew. (2009). “ ‘Jury’s Out’ on Future of Europe, EU Doyen Says,”

EUobserver. 16 March.

Reyes, Oscar and Belén Balanyá. (2016). Carbon Welfare—How Big Polluters Plan

to Profit from EU Emissions Trading Reform. Corporate Europe Observatory

Report.

Reyes, Oscar. (2014). Life Beyond Emissions Trading. Corporate Europe Observatory.

Rocha, Marcia, Mario Krapp, Johannes Guetschow, Louise Jeffery, Bill Hare and

Michiel Schaeffer. (2015). Historical Responsibility for Climate Change–from

Countries Emissions to Contribution to Temperature Increase. Climate Analy-

tics Report.

Sandholtz, Wayne and John Zysman. (1989). “1992: Recasting The European

Bargain,” World Politics. 42(1): 95–128.

Schmidt, Susanne K. (2007). “Mutual Recognition As A New Mode of Govern-

ance,” Journal of European Public Policy. 14(5): 667–681.

Schreurs, Miranda A. and Yves Tiberghien. (2007). “Multi-Level Reinforcement:

Explaining European Union Leadership in Climate Change Mitigation,” Global

Environmental Politics. 7(4): 19–46.

Shell. (2002). Meeting the Energy Challenge—The Shell Report 2002.

Skelton, Charlie. (2018). “Bilderberg 2018: New Tech Helps Oil the Wheels of the

Global Elite,” The Guardian. 7 June.

Skidelsky, Robert. (2015). “I Agree with Syriza: The Way Back to Prosperity Is

Not Austerity but Debt Relief,” New Statesman. 6 February.

Skjaersethrseth, Jon Birger. (1994). “The Climate Policy of the EC: Too Hot to

Handle?” Journal of Common Market Studies. 32(1), 25–45.

Stiglitz, Joseph et al. (2015). “EU Leaders’ Chance to Create Good History,”

Financial Times. 29 June.



Stiglitz, Joseph. (2015a). “Europe’s Lapse of Reason,” Project Syndicate. 8

January.

Stiglitz, Joseph. (2015b). “How I Would Vote in the Greek Referendum,” The

Guardian. 29 June.

Stiglitz, Joseph. (2016). The Euro: How A Common Currency Threatens the Future

of Europe. New York: W. W. Norton & Company.

Talani, Leila Simona. (2003). The Political Economy of Exchange Rate Commit-

ments—Italy, the United Kingdom, and the Process of European Monetary

Integration. In Alan W. Cafruny and Magnus Ryner (eds.), A Ruined Fortress?

Neoliberal Hegemony and Transformation in Europe. Lanham, MD: Rowman &

Littlefield Publishers, 123–146.

The Corner House. (2001). Democracy or Carbocracy? Intellectual Corruption

and the Future of the Climate Debate.

Thompson, Peter. (1980). Bilderberg and the West. In Holly Sklar (ed.) Trilateral-

ism—The Trilateral Commission and Elite Planning for World Management.

Boston: South End Press. 157–189.

Time. (1972). “Executives: Wagnerian Era,” 17 July.

UNICE. (1991). Position on a Number of Basic Principles for the Formulation of

a Community Action Strategy on the Greenhouse Effect. 25 June.

Van Apeldoorn, Bastiaan. (2002). Transnational Capitalism and the Struggle over

European Integration. New York: Routledge.

Van Apeldoorn, Bastiaan. (2019). Transnational Class Agency And European

Governance. In Bob Jessop and Henk Overbeek (eds.), Transnational Capital

And Class Fraction. London: Routledge, 119–144.

Van Der Pijl, Kees. (2012). The Making of An Atlantic Ruling Class. London:

Verso Books.

Varoufakis, Yanis. (2015a). Greece’s Proposals to End the Crisis: My Intervention

at Today’s Eurogroup. 18 June. Yanis Varoufakis’s personal blog: thoughts for

the post-2008 world. http://yanisvaroufakis.eu/2015/06/18/greeces-proposals-to-end-

the-crisis-my-intervention-at-todays-eurogroup/. Latest update 18 June 2015.

Varoufakis, Yanis. (2015b). Speech at the Panel Session “Greece’s Future in the

EU” at the Hans-Boeckler foundation in Berlin, 8 June.

Varoufakis, Yanis. (2015c). “Greece and Dr. Schäuble’s Plan for Europe: Do Eur-

opeans Approve?” Global Research. 22 July.

Vidal, John. (1992). “A World Shackled by Economic Chains,” The Guardian. 8

May.

Waelbrock, Jean. (1990). 1992: Are the Figures Right? Reflections of a Thirty Per

Cent Policy Maker. In H. Siebert (ed.) The Completion of the Internal Market.

Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Watkins, Kevin. (1992). “The Foxes Take Over the Hen House,” The Guardian. 17

July.

Welch, Dan. “A Buyer’s Guide to Offsets,” Ethical Consumer. 106.

Wilford, Hugh. (2003). “CIA Plot, Socialist Conspiracy, or New World Order? The

Origin of the Bilderberg Group, 1952–1955,” Diplomacy and Statecraft. 14(3):

70–82.

Wolf, Julie. (1991). “Support Within EC for an Energy Tax to Combat Global

Warming Is Growing,” TheWall Street Journal. 16 December.

Wolf, Julie. (1992). “EC Divided over Stance for Rio,” The Guardian. 27 May.



World Bank. (1997). World Development Report 1997: The State in a Changing

World.

World Bank. (2017). Report of the High-Level Commission on Carbon Prices.

Ziltener, Patrick. (2004). “The Effects of European Integration on Economic

Growth and Convergence of its Member Countries,” Review of International

Political Economy. Vol. 11, no. 5, 953–979.

AFTINET. (2018). “ISDS Tribunal Says Ecuador Must Pay The Cost of Chevron’s

Pollution of Indigenous Communities.” Australian Fair Trade & Investment

Network. 13 September.

Bonnitcha, Jonathan, Lauge N. Skovgaard Poulsen, Michael Waibel. (2017). The

Political Economy of the Investment Treaty Regime. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Business & Human Rights Resource Centre. Texaco/Chevron Lawsuits (re Ecuador).

CETIM. (2015). “Chevron’s Activities Impair Freedom of Expression of Victims,

Academics, Students and Activists,” 6 November.

CIEL and Seattle to Brussels Network. (2017). A World Court for Corporations.

Rosa-Luxemburg Stiftung.

Citizens Trade Campaign. (2018). “State Legislators in All 50 States Want End to

ISDS.” 12 September.

Chan, Margaret. (2012). Galvanizing Global Action Towards a Tobacco-Free

World. Keynote address at the 15th World Conference on Tobacco on Health.

20 March.

Chevron in Ecuador. (2010). Chevron’s $27 Billion Liability In Ecuador “Glaringly

Low” In light of BP Disaster. 8 June.

Coleman, Matthew, Lucinda A. Low, Steven K. Davidson, Jeffrey F. Pryce,

Thomas Innes. (2014). “Foreign Investors’ Options to Deal with Regulatory

Changes in the Renewable Energy Sector,” Steptoe. 23 September.

Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate. (2013). Hearing before the Committee on

Finance, U.S. Senate, 113 Congress, first session. 30 October. 88–432-PDF.

Corporate Europe Observatory. (2013). Leaked European Commission PR Strat-

egy: “Communicating on TTIP.” 25 November.

Corporate Europe Observatory. (2014a). “Still Not Loving ISDS: 10 Reasons to

Oppose Investors’ Super-Rights in EU Trade Deals.” 16 April.

Corporate Europe Observatory. (2014b). “TABC Invite for A Cocktail at the

Bavarian Representation in Brussels.” July.

Corporate Europe Observatory. (2016). “The Great CETA Swindle.” November.

Deutsche Welle. (2019). U.S. Arbitration Court Rejects Germany’s Plea in Nuclear

Phase-out Compensation Case. 5 September.

Eberhardt, Pia, Cecilia Olivet and Lavinia Steinfort. (2018). One Treaty to Rule

Them All—The Ever-Expanding Energy Charter Treaty and the Power It Gives

Corporations to Halt the Energy Transition. Brussels/Amsterdam: Corporate

Europe Observatory, Transnational Institute.

Energy Charter Secretariat. (2018). In Memoriam: Ruud Lubbers, Founder of the

Energy Charter Process. 15 February.

European Commission. (1994). Press Release. MEMO-94–75. 17 December.

European Commission. (2015). Report Presented Today: Consultation on Invest-

ment Protection in EU-US Trade Talks. 13 January.

European Commission. (2018). Commission Welcomes Adoption of Negotiating

Directives for A Multilateral Investment Court. 20 March.



European Council. (1990). The European Council, Dublin 25–26 June. Repro-

duced from the Bulletin of the European Communities, No. 6/1990.

European Parliament. (2015). European Parliament resolution of 14 October 2015

on “Towards a new international climate agreement in Paris” (2015/2112(INI)).

Friends of the Earth Europe. (2017). The Multilateral Investment Court Locking

in ISDS.

Gosden, Emily. (2017). “Rockhopper Launches Arbitration Claim against Italy,”

ISDS Platform. 23 March.

Grandoni, Dino. (2018). “The Energy 202: Big Oil and Gas Companies are Win-

ners in Trump’s New Trade Deal,” Washington Post Blogs. 3 October.

Hansen, James. (2012). “Game Over for the Planet.” The New York Times. 9 May.

Hoffmann, Rhea Tamara. (2018). The Multilateral Investment Court: A Stumbling

Block for Comprehensive and Sustainable Investment Law Reform. European

Society of International Law, Conference Paper no. 10/2018.

Hulot, Nicolas, David Suzuki and Karel Mayrand. (2016). “Il faut saisir l’occasion

de conclure un accord climato-compatible,” Le Devoir. 13 October.

ICSID. (2019). The ICSID Caseload Statistics. International Center for Settlement

of Investment Disputes.

Kendall, Clare. (2008). “Amazonian Chernobyl—Ecuador’s Oil Environment Dis-

aster,” The Telegraph. 8 August.

Landau, Toby. (2014). ISDS: The Devil in the Trade Deal. Australian Broad-

casting Corporation. 12 September.

McGlade, Christophe and Paul Ekins. (2015). “The Geographical Distribution of

Fossil Fuels Unused When Limiting Global Warming to 2oC,” Nature, Vol.

517, 187–203.

Mayer, Jane. (2011). “Taking It to The Street,” The New Yorker. 20 November.

Monbiot, George. (2013). “Managing Transparency,” The Guardian. 2 December.

Nelsen, Arthur. (2016). TTIP: Chevron Lobbied for Controversial Legal Right as

“Environmental Deterrent,” The Guardian. 26 April.

NRDC. (2015). Press Release. Leading Scientists, Economists Urge Rejection of

Keystone XL Pipeline. February 11.

Oil Change International. (2013). “The Keystone XL pipeline will lead to a surplus

of heavy crude oil on the Gulf Coast that will be exported.”

Olivet, Cecilia. (2016). “Wallonia’s Heroic Stand Against CETA Is A Stand for

Democracy,” EUobserver. 28 October.

Patterson, Brent. (2018). “CETA Anniversary Sees Crude Oil Exports Increase,”

Rabble.CA Blog. 17 September.

PSI. (2018). ISDS Reforms Shove Human Rights under Corporate Red Carpet. 11

September.

Ranald, Pat. (2019). “When Even Winning Is Losing. The Surprising Cost of

Defeating Philip Morris over Plain Packaging,” ISDS Platform.

Rönnelid, Love. (2018). An Evaluation of the Proposed Multilateral Investment

Court System. BUE/NGL Research Report.

Ross, Alison. (2017). “Could Brexit Trigger Investment Claims?” Global Arbitra-

tion Review. 19 June.

Public Citizen. (2018). Termination of Bilateral Investment Treaties Has Not

Negatively Affected Countries’ Foreign Direct Investment Inflows. Research

Brief. April.



Schultz, Thomas and Cédric Dupont. (2015). “Investment Arbitration: Promoting

the Rule of Law or Over-Empowering Investors? A Quantitative Empirical

Study,” The European Journal of International Law. Vol. 24, no. 4, 1147–1168.

Sierra Club. (2013). Keystone XL Pipeline.

Stone Sweet, Alec and Florian Grisel. (2017). The Evolution of International Arbi-

tration. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tasch, Barbara. (2016). UN Human Rights Expert: CETA is Incompatible with

the Rule of Law, Democracy, and Human Rights. Business Insider. 29 October.

Telesur. (2018). The Permanent Court of Arbitration in The Hague Rules Against

Ecuador, Favors Chevron. 7 September.

Tienhaara, Kyla. (2017). “Regulatory Chill in a Warming World: The Threat to

Climate Policy Posed by Investor-State Dispute Settlement,” Transnational

Environment Law. 7(2): 229–250.

TransCanada. (2016a). Notice of Intent to Submit a Claim to Arbitration under

Chapter 11 of the North American Free Trade Agreement.

TransCanada. (2016b). Request for Arbitration Under the Convention on the Set-

tlement of Investment Dispute between States and Nationals of Other States

and the Institution Rules and Arbitration Rules of the International Center for

Settlement of Investment Disputes and Chapter 11 of the NAFTA.

Van der Vat, Dan. (2018). Ruud Lubbers (Obituary). The Guardian. 19 February.

Van Harte, Gus. (2015). An ISDS Carve-Out to Support Action on Climate

Change. Osgoode Hall Law School Legal Studies Research Paper No. 38. Vol.

11(8).

Van Harte, Gus. (2016). Foreign Investor Protection and Climate Action: A New

Price Tag for Urgent Policies. Osgoode Hall Law School Legal Studies Research

Paper No. 21. Vol. 12(5).

Vattenfall. (2009). Vattenfall AB, Vattenfall Europe AG, Vattenfall Europe Gen-

eration AG v. Federal Republic of Germany. Request for Arbitration (ICSID

Case No. ARB/09/6).

Verbeek, Bart-Jaap. (2018). “Same Old, Same Old: The EU Pushes ISDS 2.0.,”

The Centre for Research on Multinational Corporations (SOMO). 28 March.

Alexander, Peter, Calum Brown, Almut Arneth, John Finnigan, Dominic Moran,

and Mark D. A. Rounsevell. (2017). “Losses, Inefficiencies and Waste in the

Global Food System,” Agricultural Systems, Vol.153: 190–200.

Alix-Garcia, Jennifer and Holly K. Gibbs. (2017). “Forest Conservation Effects of

Brazil’s Zero Deforestation Cattle Agreements undermined by Leakage,” Global

Environmental Change. Vol.47: 201–217.

Ansar, Atif, Ben Caldecott and James Tilbury. (2013). Stranded Assets and the

Fossil Fuel Divestment Campaign: What Does Divestment Mean for the

Valuation of Fossil Fuel Assets? University of Oxford Stranded Assets Program.

Arabella Advisors. (2018). The Global Fossil Fuel Divestment and Clean Energy

Investment Movement.

Balcombe, Jonathan. (2006). Pleasurable Kingdom: Animals and the Nature of

Feeling Good. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Balcombe, Jonathan. (2011). Second Nature: The Inner Lives of Animals. New

York: St. Martin’s Griffin.

Balcombe, Jonathan. (2017). What A Fish Knows. New York: Sci Am and Farrar,

Straus and Giroux.



Bekoff, Marc. (2008). The Emotional Lives of Animals: A Leading Scientist

Explores Animal Joy, Sorrow, and Empathy. Novato, CA: New World Library.

Bigelow, Bill. (2013). “Teaching the Terrifying Math of Climate Change,” Com-

monDreams.org. 20 December.

Bourqui, Martin. (2012). “Divestment Proponents: Our Math is Sound,” Huffing-

ton Post. 23 December.

Bouvard, Véronique, Dana Loomis, Kathryn Z. Guyton, Yann Grosse, Fatiha El

Ghissassi, Lamia Benbrahim-Tallaa, Neela Guha, Heidi Mattock, Kurt Straif,

and International Agency for Research on Cancer Monograph Working Group.

(2015). “Carcinogenicity of Consumption of Red and Processed Meat,” The

Lancet Oncology. Vol. 16(16): 1599–1600.

Darwin, Charles. (1922 [1871]). Descent of Man And Selection in Relation to Sex.

London: John Murray.

De Waal, Frans. (1997). Good Natured: The Origins of Right and Wrong in

Humans and Other Animals. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

De Waal, Frans. (2017). Are We Smart Enough to Know How Smart Animals Are?

New York: W. W. Norton & Company.

De Waal, Frans. (2019). Mama’s Last Hug: Animal Emotions and What They Tell

Us About Ourselves. New York: W. W. Norton & Company.

Donaldson, Sue and Will Kymlicka. (2011). Zoopolis—A Political Theory of

Animal Rights. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Earthlings. (2005). Documentary film directed by Shaun Monson. Malibu: Nation

Earth.

Eckelman, Matthew J. and Jodi Sherman. (2016). “Environmental Impacts of the

U.S. Health Care System and Effects on Public Health,” PLoS One. 11(6):

e0157014. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0157014.

Edwards, Morgan R. and Jessika E. Trancik. (2014). “Climate Impacts of Energy

Technologies Depend on Emissions Timing,” Nature Climate Change. Vol. 4. 25

April. DOI: 10.1038/NCLIMATE2204.

Evich, Helena Bottemiller. (2016). “Meat Industry Wins Round in War over Fed-

eral Nutrition Advice.” Politico. 7 January.

FAIRR. (2017). The Livestock Levy. 11 December.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. (2006). Livestock’s

Long Shadow—Environmental Issues and Options. Rome: Food and Agricultural

Organization.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. (2009). The State of

Food and Agriculture—Livestock In the Balance. Rome: Food and Agricultural

Organization.

Francione, Gary. (1995). Animals, Property, and the Law. Philadelphia, PA:

Temple University Press.

Francione, Gary. (2018). “Reflections on Tom Regan and the Animal Rights

Movement That Once Was,” Between the Species. 21(1): 1–41.

Galbraith, John K. (2007 [1967]). The New Industrial State. Princeton, NJ: Prin-

ceton University Press.

Geman, Ben. (2017). “Shell CEO Warns of ‘Disappearing’ Public Patience on

Carbon Emissions,” Axios. 10 March.

Gerber, P.J., H. Steinfeld, B. Henderson, A. Mottet, C. Opio, J. Dijkman, A. Fal-

cucci, and G. Tempio. (2013). Tackling climate change through livestock–A



global assessment of emissions and mitigation opportunities. Rome: Food and

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.

Gibbons, Chip. (2017). Ag-Gag Across America—Corporate-Backed Attacks on

Activists and Whistleblowers. Report published by the Center for Constitutional

Rights and Defending Rights & Dissent.

Gill, Stephen. (2015). Global Organic Crisis and Geopolitics. AnalyzeGreece!. 5 June.

Grace, Peter and Louise Barton. (2014). “Meet N2O, The Greenhouse Gas 300

Times Worse Than CO2,” Conversation. 9 December.

Greene, Joshua D., Sylvia A. Morelli, Kelly Lowenberg, Leigh E. Nystrom, and

Jonathan D. Cohen. (2008). “Cognitive Load Selectively Interferes with Utili-

tarian Moral Judgment,” Cognition. 107: 1144–1154.

Greenwald, Glenn. (2018). “Six Animal Rights Activists Charged with Felonies for

Investigation and Rescue That Led to Punishment of a Utah Turkey Farm,”

The Intercept. 4 May.

Griscom, B. W. et al. (2017). “Natural climate solutions,” Proceedings of the

National Academy of Sciences, 114(44), 11645–11650.

Hedges, Chris. (2013). “The Business of Mass Incarceration,” Truthdig. 29 July.

Heid, Markham. (2016). “Experts Say Lobbying Skewed the U.S. Dietary Guide-

lines,” Time. 8 January.

Henriques, Irene and Perry Sadorsky. (2017). “Investor Implications of Divesting

from Fossil Fuels,” Global Finance Journal. Vol.38: 30–44.

Heuer, Jason. (2016). “No More Exposés in North Carolina,” The New York

Times. 1 February.

Hudson, Michael. (2017). J Is for Junk Economics—A Guide to Reality in an Age

of Deception. Glashütte: ISLET-Verlag.

IPCC. (1990). Climate Change—The IPCC Scientific Assessment.

IPCC. (2018). Special Report: Global Warming of 1.5°C. October.

Jacobsen, Stefan Gaarsmand. (2018). “Climate Justice as anti-Corporate Eco-

nomic Mobilization,” In Stefan Gaarsmand Jacobsen (ed.), Climate Justice and

the Economy—Social Mobilization, Knowledge and the Political, 3–31.

Kearns, Cristin E., Laura A. Schmidt and Stanton A. Glantz. (2016). “Sugar

Industry and Coronary Heart Disease Research: A Historical Analysis of

Internal Industry Documents,” JAMA Internal Medicine. 176(11): 1680–1685.

Klein, Naomi. (2015). Naomi Klein on the Power of Fossil Fuel Divestment.

Interview with Grist. 11 February.

Lenferna, Georges Alexandre. (2018). “Divestment as Climate Justice—Weighing

The Power of the Fossil Fuel Divestment Movement,” In Stefan Gaarsmand

Jacobsen (ed.), Climate Justice and the Economy—Social Mobilization, Knowl-

edge and the Political, 84–109.

Mayes, Robyn, Carol Richards, and Michael Woods. (2017). “(Re)assembling

Neoliberal Logics in the Service of Climate Justice: Fuzziness and Perverse

Consequences in the Fossil Fuel Divestment Assemblage.” In Vaughan Higgins

and Wendy Larner (eds.), Assembling Neoliberalism—Expertise, Practices, Sub-

jects. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 131–149.

McKibben, Bill. (2012). “Global Warming’s Terrifying New Math,” Rolling Stone.

2 August.

Montgomery, Sy. (2016). The Soul of an Octopus: A Surprising Exploration into the

Wonder of Consciousness. New York: Atria Books.



Nibert, David. (2002). Animal Rights Human Rights—Entanglements of Oppression

and Liberation. London: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Nozick, Robert. (1974). Anarchy, State, and Utopia. New York: Basic Books.

Nussbaum, Martha. (2004). “Beyond ‘Compassion and Humanity’: Justice for

Nonhuman Animals.” In Martha C. Nussbaum and Cass R. Sunstein (eds.),

Animal Rights: Current Debates and New Directions. Oxford: Oxford University

Press: 299–320.

Opio, C. et al. (2013): Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ruminant Supply Chains—A

Global Life Cycle Assessment. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the

United Nations.

Oppel, Richard. (2013). “Taping A Farm Cruelty Is Becoming A Crime,” The New

York Times. 6 April.

Orwell, George. (1987 [1949]). Nineteen Eighty-Four. London: Secker & Warburg.

Parenti, Christian. (2013). “Problems with the Math: Is 350’s Carbon Divestment

Campaign Complete?” Huffington Post. 29 January.

Regan, Tom. (2004 [1983]). The Case for Animal Rights. Berkeley: University of

California Press.

Riahi K. et al. (2017). “The Shared Socioeconomic Pathways and Their Energy,

Land Use, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Implications: An Overview,” Global

Environment Change. 42: 153–168.

Safina, Carl. (2015). Beyond Words: What Animals Think and Feel. New York:

Henry Holt & Company Inc.

Sanzillo, Tom, Kathy Hipple, Clark Williams-Derry. (2018). The Financial Case

for Fossil Fuel Divestment. Sightline Institute and Institute for Energy Eco-

nomics and Financial Analysis.

Schifeling, Todd and Andrew J. Hoffman. (2017). “How Bill McKibben’s Radical

Idea of Fossil-Fuel Divestment Transformed the Climate Debate,” The Con-

versation. 12 December.

Schinkel, Anders. (2008). “Martha Nussbaum on Animal Rights,” Ethics & The

Environment. 13(1): 41–68.

Shell. (2018). Strategic Report, Shell Annual Report and Form 20-F 2017. 14

March.

Singer, Peter. (2009 [1975]). Animal Liberation. New York: Harper Collins.

Spencer, Herbert. (1866). The Principles of Biology. New York: D. Appleton &

Company.

Springmann, Marco, M. Clark, D. Mason-D’Croz, K. Wiebe, B. L. Bodirsky, L.

Lassaletta, W. Vries, S. J. Vermeulen, M. Herrero, K. M. Carlson, M. Jonell, M.

Troell, F. DeClerck, L. J. Gordon, R. Zurayk, P. Scarborough, M. Rayner, B.

Loken, J. Fanzo, H. Charles J. Godfray, D. Tilman, J. Rockström, and W.

Willett. (2018). “Options for Keeping the Food System within Environmental

Limits,” Nature. 10 October.https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0594-0.

Springmann, Marco, Daniel Mason-D’Croz, Sherman Robinson, Keith Wiebe, H.

Charles J.Godfray, Mike Rayner, and Peter Scarborough. (2018). “Health-

Motivated Taxes on Red and Processed Meat: A Modelling Study on Optimal

Tax Levels and Associated Health Impacts,” PLoS One. 13(11): e0204139.

Stephenson, Wen. (2012). “Cue the Math: McKibben’s Roadshow Takes Aim at

Big Oil,” Grist. 18 October.



Thornton, Philip, M. Herrero and P. Ericksen. (2011). “Livestock and Climate

Change.” Livestock Xchange. International Livestock Research Institute.

November.

Trinks, Arjan, B. Scholtens, M. Mulder, and L. Dam. (2018). “Fossil Fuel Divest-

ment and Portfolio Performance,” Ecological Economics. Vol. 146: 740–748.

Veiga, J. B., J. F. Tourrand, R. Poccard-Chapuis and M.G. Piketty. Cattle Ranch-

ing in The Amazon Rainforest. Paper Presented to the XII World Forestry

Congress. Québec City, Canada.

Watkins, John and James Seidelman. (2019). The Last Gasp of Neoliberalism.

Paper presented before the Association for Evolutionary Economics and Allied

Social Science Association. Atlanta, Georgia. 4 January.

Wolf, Julie, G. R. Asrar and T. O. West. (2017). “Revised Methane Emissions Fac-

tors and Spatially Distributed Annual Carbon Fluxes for Global Livestock,”

Carbon Balance and Management. 12:16. DOI 10.1186/s13021–13017–0084-y.

World Meterorological Organization. (2018). WMO Greenhouse Gas Bulletin. 22

November, No. 14.

Zickfeld, Kirsten, S. Solomon and D. M. Gilford. (2017). “Centuries of Thermal Sea-

Level Rise Due to Anthropogenic Emissions of Short-Lived Greenhouse Gases,”

Proceedings of National Academy of Science of the U.S.A. 114(4): 657–662.


	Endorsements
	Half Title
	Series Page
	Title Page
	Copyright Page
	Dedication
	Table of Contents
	Foreword
	Acknowledgment
	List of abbreviations
	Introduction
	1. Is Democracy in the Way?
	Notes
	References

