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EROSION OF CLIMATE MULTILATERALISM: FROM A UNIVERSAL REGIME 

TO A LOCALIZED REGULATORY LOGIC 
 

The purpose of the study is to conceptualize the erosion of the universal climate regulatory regime as a process of 
structural replacement of the universal regulatory logic by a localized one and to theoretically substantiate the concept 
of taxonomic multiplicity as a structural phenomenon of contemporary climate policy. The article argues that the trans-
formation of the global climate regime during the decade following the adoption of the Paris Agreement cannot be ade-
quately explained through categories of institutional weakness or insufficient political will. Instead, it should be inter-
preted as a systemic replacement of the universal regulatory logic by a localized one, within which climate policy func-
tions according to the rationality of economic competition and redistribution of gains rather than collective coordination. 
The research methodology relies on structural-logical analysis, comparative method, conceptual differentiation, typolog-
ical analysis, and theoretical generalization. 

The study demonstrates that the Paris Agreement formally retains its status as the central instrument of the global 
climate regime, while the practical implementation of climate policy increasingly shifts to the space of national and 
regional policies, including the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism of the European Union, the European Union 
Emissions Trading System, the Inflation Reduction Act of the United States, and the dual carbon control mechanism of 
the People's Republic of China. These parallel regulatory spaces do not aggregate into a universal system but instead 
reproduce competing architectures of sustainable activity classification, green finance eligibility, and cross-border car-
bon accounting. It is established that the coexistence of more than two dozen sustainability taxonomies is not a temporary 
dysfunction but a structural characteristic of the new regulatory order. The scientific novelty lies in developing a theo-
retical framework that interprets the proliferation of sustainability taxonomies and the deliberate ambiguity of key 
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terminological categories as structural features of the new regulatory environment rather than as technical problems of 
harmonization. On this basis, the article advances the concept of taxonomic multiplicity and formulates the central par-
adox of the contemporary climate regulatory order as a persistent gap between the declarative level of multilateral com-
mitments and the operational level of their implementation. 

Keywords: regulation, regulatory architecture, regulatory policy, regulatory competition, regulatory coordination, 
multilateralism, multipolarity, cooperation, coordination, climate policy, climate finance, green economy, Paris Agree-
ment, CBAM, EU ETS, taxonomy of sustainable activities, regulatory arbitrage, extraterritoriality, fragmentation, inter-
dependence, EU, USA, PRC. 

JEL classification: F18, F53, Q54, Q56, Q58. 

 
ЕРОЗІЯ КЛІМАТИЧНОГО МУЛЬТИЛАТЕРАЛІЗМУ: 

ВІД УНІВЕРСАЛЬНОГО РЕЖИМУ ДО ЛОКАЛІЗОВАНОЇ 
РЕГУЛЯТОРНОЇ ЛОГІКИ 

 
Мета дослідження полягає у концептуалізації ерозії універсального кліматичного режиму як процесу 

структурного заміщення універсальної регуляторної логіки локалізованою і в теоретичному обґрунтуванні 
таксономічної множинності як структурного явища сучасної кліматичної політики. У статті обґрунтовано, 
що трансформація глобального кліматичного режиму, яка відбулася протягом десятиліття після ухвалення 
Паризької угоди, не може бути адекватно пояснена через категорії інституційної слабкості або недостатньої 
політичної волі. Ця трансформація має системний характер і полягає у структурному заміщенні універсальної 
регуляторної логіки локалізованою, у межах якої кліматична політика функціонує за раціональністю 
економічної конкуренції і перерозподілу вигод, а не колективної координації.  

У результаті дослідження показано, що Паризька угода формально зберігає статус центрального 
інструменту глобального кліматичного режиму, тоді як практична реалізація кліматичної політики дедалі 
більше переміщується у простір національних і регіональних політик, включно з Механізмом вуглецевого 
коригування на кордоні Європейського Союзу, Європейською системою торгівлі квотами на викиди, Законом про 
зниження інфляції Сполучених Штатів Америки і механізмом подвійного контролю вуглецю Китайської 
Народної Республіки. Ці паралельні регуляторні простори не агрегуються у єдину систему, а відтворюють 
конкуруючі архітектури класифікації сталої діяльності, критеріїв доступу до зеленого фінансування і 
транскордонного обліку вуглецю. Встановлено, що співіснування більше двох десятків таксономій сталої 
діяльності не є тимчасовою дисфункцією, а структурною характеристикою нового регуляторного порядку. 

Наукова новизна одержаних результатів полягає у формуванні теоретичної рамки, яка інтерпретує 
множинність таксономій сталої діяльності і навмисну невизначеність ключових термінологічних категорій як 
структурні характеристики нового регуляторного середовища, а не як технічні проблеми гармонізації. 
Запропоновано концепт таксономічної множинності як структурного явища сучасної кліматичної політики та 
сформульовано центральний парадокс сучасного кліматичного регуляторного порядку як стійкий розрив між 
декларативним рівнем багатосторонніх зобов'язань і операційним рівнем їх реалізації через локалізовані і 
взаємно несумісні інструменти. Удосконалено підхід до розмежування універсальної і локалізованої 
регуляторних логік у кліматичній сфері. Дістало подальшого розвитку положення про екстериторіальний 
характер сучасних кліматичних інструментів як механізм відтворення регуляторної конкуренції. 

Ключові слова: регулювання, регуляторна архітектура, регуляторна політика, регуляторна конкуренція, 
регуляторна координація, багатосторонність, багатополярність, кооперація, координація, кліматична 
політика, кліматичне фінансування, зелена економіка, Паризька угода, CBAM, Європейська система торгівлі 
квотами на викиди, таксономія сталої діяльності, регуляторний арбітраж, екстериторіальність, 
фрагментація, взаємозалежність, ЄС, США, КНР. 

 
Problem statement. The adoption of the Paris Agree-

ment in 2015 marked the culmination of a half-century-
long process of institutionalizing climate issues as a sphere 
of global collective governance. At the time of its signing, 
it was assumed that the universal nature of obligations, the 
mechanism of nationally determined contributions, a regu-
lar cycle of global reviews, and a gradual increase in ambi-
tion would create an infrastructure sufficient for a con-
certed move towards climate neutrality within a defined 
time horizon. The logic of the Paris Agreement was based 
on the assumption that the climate problem, due to its 

global physical nature, objectively requires a collective re-
sponse and, therefore, multilateral coordination is the most 
rational means of addressing it. Over the decade since the 
adoption of the agreement, this institutional framework has 
undergone significant changes, the nature of which war-
rants a separate theoretical understanding. On the one hand, 
the Paris Agreement has retained its formal status as the 
central instrument of the global climate regime. On the 
other hand, the practical content of climate regulation is in-
creasingly moving into the plane of national and regional 
policies, which operate according to a different logic - the 



№ 212, 2026 Економічний простір 

 

 
186 
 

logic of economic competition, redistribution of competi-
tive advantages, and strategic influence on external actors. 
The introduction of the Carbon Adjustment Mechanism at 
the border of the European Union, the adoption of the In-
flation Reduction Act in the United States of America, the 
formation of a dual carbon control system in the People's 
Republic of China record the emergence of parallel regula-
tory spaces that are not integrated into a single system and 
interact with each other more in the logic of competition 
than coordination. The study's relevance stems from the 
need for a theoretical explanation of the gap between the 
formal stability of the multilateral regime and the substan-
tive transformation of climate regulation practice. Of par-
ticular importance is the analysis of the taxonomic dimen-
sion of climate regulation, within which, in parallel with 
the evolution of carbon pricing instruments and industry 
standards for decarbonization, multiple systems for classi-
fying sustainable activities have been formed, which, as of 
2025, encompass more than two dozen separate taxono-
mies and do not show signs of convergence. The persis-
tence of taxonomic plurality, despite the declared interest 
of all parties in harmonization, indicates that it serves a sys-
temic function within the new regulatory architecture. 

Analysis of recent research and publications. Funda-
mental methodological approaches to measuring the sever-
ity of environmental regulation are laid out in the works of 
C. Brunel and A. Levinson [1]. The conceptual founda-
tions for identifying a green economy are laid out in the 
studies of K. Burkart [2] and V. Chala and Yu. Orlovska 
[3] analyzes the links between environmental impact and 
the creation of added value in global supply chains, and 
R. Clift and L. Wright [4] do the same. The analytical 
background is also provided by the study of neoprotection-
ism as a structural phenomenon of a liberalized economy 
[5; 6] and the formation of new centers of economic growth 
in the conditions of the new norm of the world economy, 
co-authored by O. Ivashchenko [7; 8]. 

A fundamentally important research direction was 
formed in a number of works by A. Tsybulyak 
[11; 12; 13; 14], which consistently reveal the genesis of 
the driving forces of greening international trade relations, 
its scientific foundations, the search for institutional mech-
anisms of a systemic compromise between the ecological 
imperative of sustainability and the right to development, 
as well as the evolution of theories of ecological moderni-
zation. Of particular importance for climate issues are stud-
ies co-authored by M. Grod - on the institutionalization of 
climate action in leading regulatory centers [9], decoupling 
as a new form of international economic policy [10], as 
well as institutional support for the circular economy in the 
European Union, the role of the European Central Bank in 
the circular transition and the prospects for greening the fi-
nancial system [15; 16; 17]. The studies of O. Ptash-
chenko, co-authored with D. Arkhipova and V. Karp 
[18; 21], contributed to the development of the issues of 
global challenges and modernization policy. The analytical 
background is formed by the studies co-authored by D. Ru-
sak and O. Ivashchenko on risk management in global 
value chains [19] and educational and methodological 
works on international strategies of economic development 

[20]. The Ukrainian perspective is revealed in the works of 
the author team led by O. Yatsenko and G. Duginets 
[22; 23] on international experience in post-war recon-
struction and the European integration imperatives for 
Ukraine’s restoration on the basis of sustainability. 

Despite the significant amount of research in the areas 
of greening international trade, institutionalizing climate 
policy, financing the green transition, and the circular 
economy, the current academic literature still lacks a com-
prehensive explanation of the structural nature of the trans-
formations that have occurred in the global climate regula-
tory regime in the decade since the adoption of the Paris 
Agreement. Existing research focuses mainly on individual 
dimensions of these transformations and does not address 
the logic of the structural replacement of universal regula-
tory logic with localized regulatory logics as a single pro-
cess. The issue of taxonomic plurality as a structural phe-
nomenon remains insufficiently explored: despite state-
ments on the plurality of classification systems in some 
works, the literature lacks a conceptual explanation for 
why the coexistence of more than two dozen taxonomies 
of sustainable activity remains stable despite the declared 
interest of all parties in harmonization. This creates a need 
for a coherent theoretical framework that interprets taxo-
nomic multiplicity and the intentional vagueness of key ter-
minological categories not as technical coordination prob-
lems but as structural characteristics of the new regulatory 
order. 

The purpose of the article is to conceptualize the ero-
sion of the universal climate regulatory regime as a process 
of structural replacement of the universal regulatory logic 
by a localized one, and to theoretically substantiate the con-
cept of taxonomic multiplicity as a structural phenomenon 
of contemporary climate policy, based on the analysis of 
regulatory instruments of the European Union, the United 
States, and the People's Republic of China. 

Research methods. To achieve the goal, the study ap-
plied a set of general scientific and specialized methods to 
provide a systematic analysis of the behavioral foundations 
of localized regulatory logic in the climate sphere. Game-
theoretical analysis was used to interpret greenwashing and 
taxonomic arbitrage in the categories of five classical mod-
els of non-cooperative interaction - the “free-rider prob-
lem”, the “beggar-thy-neighbor strategy”, the “tragedy of 
the commons”, the “prisoner’s dilemma”, and the “prob-
lem of asymmetric information”. Analogies were used to 
substantiate the functional isomorphism between corporate 
greenwashing and interjurisdictional taxonomic arbitrage 
as two large-scale manifestations of a single strategy. 
Structural-logical analysis was used to reveal the transition 
from participants' behavior within the rules to changing the 
rules themselves as a key mechanism of a higher-order 
strategy. The comparative method was used to examine the 
characteristics of greenwashing and taxonomic arbitrage in 
a functional isomorphism table. The method of theoretical 
generalization yielded conceptual propositions about the 
architectural role of taxonomic fragmentation in the policy 
of development containment. The tabular method was used 
to systematize game-theoretical models and their climatic 
and taxonomic adaptations. 
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Presentation of the мain research results. Theoreti-
cal understanding of the transformation of the global cli-
mate regime requires a preliminary distinction between 
two fundamentally different regulatory logics that deter-
mine the structure of interaction among participants. Uni-
versal regulatory logic assumes that the problem subject to 
regulation is global in nature, requires a collective re-
sponse, and is amenable to solution through agreed rules 
that are equally binding on all parties. In this logic, indi-
vidual national policies are viewed as derivatives of collec-
tive commitments, and discrepancies between them are in-
terpreted as deviations that can be corrected through mul-
tilateral coordination instruments. The Paris Agreement 
was designed precisely as an institutional embodiment of 
this logic: despite the flexibility of nationally determined 
contributions, the system itself provides for a gradual con-
vergence of ambitions through regular reviews and mech-
anisms of mutual control. Localized regulatory logic oper-
ates according to a fundamentally different rationality. 
Within this framework, climate policy is interpreted not as 
the implementation of collective obligations but as a tool 
for advancing national or regional interests, including 

energy security, technological leadership, industrial com-
petitiveness, and strategic influence over external counter-
parts. The collective nature of the problem is not denied at 
the declarative level, but the real behavior of actors is sub-
ordinated to the logic of a unilateral or regional solution. A 
comparison of the constitutive characteristics of the two 
regulatory logics, using key parameters, is presented in Ta-
ble 1. The coexistence of the two logics in the current cli-
mate regime can be described as “multipolarity without 
multilateralism,” which captures the discrepancy between 
the growth in the number of economically and politically 
significant centers of power and the weakening of institu-
tional mechanisms for coordinating their actions. A funda-
mental feature of localized regulatory logic is its ability to 
reproduce itself through extraterritorial effects. The Euro-
pean Union’s border carbon adjustment mechanism is for-
mally an internal regulatory instrument, but its effects ex-
tend to all exporters supplying products to the European 
market. Similarly, the localization requirements of the 
United States’ Inflation Reduction Act formally apply only 
to recipients of American public funding, but in fact re-
structure producers' investment behavior globally.  

 
Table 1 

Comparative characteristics of universal and localized regulatory logics in the climate sphere 
Comparison parameter Universal regulatory logic Localized regulatory logic 

Goal-setting structure A shared goal articulated at the global 
level 

Objectives are derived from national or regional devel-
opment strategies 

Compliance mechanism Mutual reporting, reviews, reputational 
pressure, and gradual convergence 

Unilateral regulatory instruments with extraterritorial 
effects 

Compliance mechanism Emissions as an aggregate indicator Value chains, standards, localization requirements, and 
criteria for access to finance 

Interpretation of interdepend-
ence 

Collective action resource Source of strategic vulnerability 

Nature of the interaction of 
participants 

Cooperative, negotiated Competitive, with elements of strategic influence 

Role of multilateral institutions System-forming One of the arenas, used selectively 
Time horizon Long-term, synchronized Medium-term, unsynchronized 
Attitude towards sovereignty Voluntary self-restraint for the sake of 

common goals 
Protecting autonomy while simultaneously spreading 
influence to others 

Source: compiled by the authors 
 
The extraterritoriality of localized instruments makes 

them a functional substitute for multilateral coordination, 
as they exert structural influence on the behavior of exter-
nal actors without a corresponding negotiation process. 
Within a universal logic, interdependence is interpreted as 
a resource for collective action, while within a localized 
logic, it is perceived as a source of vulnerability and an ob-
ject of strategic management. This reflects a deeper con-
ceptual shift in which climate policy begins to function in 
the same categorical matrix as trade policy, technological 
control, and investment screening. 

Empirical verification of the theoretical distinction re-
quires an analysis of the key instruments of modern climate 
regulation of the three leading regulatory centers, each of 
which demonstrates a specific variant of localized logic 
and, at the same time, interacts with others in the mode of 
regulatory competition. The European Union is the most 
consistent embodiment of localized regulatory logic in its 
normative-extraterritorial variant. The central instrument is 
the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism, which imposes 

an additional tax on imported products based on the vol-
ume of carbon emissions associated with their production. 
The official logic of the mechanism is to prevent "carbon 
leakage", but its actual consequences are much broader: it 
creates a new type of trade barrier and transforms climate 
policy into an instrument of trade regulation. A feature of 
this instrument is its ability to change the behavior of ex-
ternal actors without a formal negotiation procedure: ex-
porters who wish to maintain access to the European mar-
ket are forced to adjust their production and reporting prac-
tices to European standards. In parallel, the European 
Emissions Trading System operates, setting its own car-
bon-pricing rules and exerting significant extraterritorial 
effect through the integration of the European Union into 
global markets. The regulatory infrastructure is comple-
mented by the Net Zero Industry Act, the Critical Raw Ma-
terials Act, and the Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
Regulation - together they form a dense regulatory space 
that extends to the entire production and financial cycle 
from raw material extraction to financing, production and 
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reporting. 
The US is implementing a localized regulatory logic in 

a fiscal-industrial version. The central instrument is the In-
flation Reduction Act, passed in 2022. Despite its name, 
which appeals to macroeconomic stabilization, the content 
of this act focuses mainly on climate and energy policy. 
The total amount of subsidies and tax credits for the green 
transition it provides is estimated at hundreds of billions of 
dollars, making it the largest industrial program in US his-
tory in the climate field. The fundamental difference be-
tween the American and European approaches is that, in-
stead of regulatory pressure through standards, positive in-
centives through financial instruments are used. However, 
this difference does not eliminate the logic's localized na-
ture; on the contrary, it strengthens it through requirements 
for local production, tying tax breaks to the American 
origin of components, and direct restrictions on the use of 
Chinese materials in subsidized projects. A characteristic 
feature of the Inflation Reduction Act is its ability to redis-
tribute global flows of green investment: immediately after 
its adoption, a significant share of projects in battery tech-
nologies and electric vehicle component production was 
redirected from the EU to the US. This created a new con-
figuration of regulatory competition, forcing the EU to re-
spond through its own industrial initiatives. 

The People's Republic of China implements a localized 

regulatory logic within a system-centered framework. The 
main framework document is the policy of "dual carbon 
control", aimed at simultaneously limiting the absolute vol-
ume of emissions and their intensity per unit of gross do-
mestic product. This policy is implemented through: 

(1) a national emissions trading system, which in terms 
of industry coverage exceeds the European one; 

(2) subsidy programs for producers in key green sec-
tors;  

(3) export restrictions on critical materials, including 
rare earth metals, gallium, and germanium; 

(4) strategic development plans that integrate climate 
goals into the overall logic of economic development. 

An important feature of the Chinese approach is the 
close connection between climate policy and industrial de-
velopment: the development of green sectors is interpreted 
not only as a means to reduce emissions, but also as the 
basis for future technological leadership. The international 
dimension of the Chinese logic is manifested in the struc-
turing of export flows of green technologies, the creation 
of a parallel infrastructure of standards and taxonomies as 
a functional alternative to Western models, and the for-
mation of regulatory responses to Western restrictions. A 
summary comparison of the three variants of localized reg-
ulatory logic is given in Table 2. 

 
Table 2 

Variants of localized regulatory logic in three regulatory centers 
Characteristics  EU (normative-extraterritorial 

option) USA (fiscal-industrial option) PRC (system-centralized option) 

Central instrument Carbon Border Adjustment Mech-
anism; Taxonomy of Sustainable 
Activities 

Inflation Reduction Act Dual Carbon Control 

Main mechanism of 
influence 

Regulatory pressure through 
standards and mandatory require-
ments 

Positive incentives through sub-
sidies and tax credits 

Centralized strategic plans and in-
dustrial policy instruments 

Nature of influence 
on external actors 

Extraterritoriality through market 
access 

Localization requirements and 
restrictions on the origin of com-
ponents 

Export restrictions on critical mate-
rials, large-scale export of finished 
solutions 

Relationship with 
trade policy 

Integration into the trade regula-
tory architecture 

Direct combination with protec-
tionist instruments 

Seen as part of an overall economic 
leadership strategy 

Key Focus Formation of a sustainable indus-
trial base within the Union 

Reorientation of investments to 
the American territory 

Achieving technological leadership 
in green sectors 

Attitudes towards 
the multilateral re-
gime 

Formal loyalty with unilateral ex-
pansion of influence 

Selective participation depend-
ing on internal priorities 

Declarative support for the develop-
ment of parallel infrastructure 

Source: compiled by the authors 
 
A comparison of the three described options allows us 

to record their common structural features: the formation 
of a model for each center without prior multilateral coor-
dination; the actual going beyond the operational scope of 
the Paris Agreement with formal loyalty to its provisions; 
interaction mainly in the logic of competition, rather than 
coordination, which turns global climate regulation into an 
arena of competing regulatory projects. Taken together, 
these characteristics allow us to speak of a localized regu-
latory logic not as a deviation from a universal model, but 
as an independent structural regime. Of particular im-
portance for understanding the new regulatory architecture 
is the taxonomic dimension of climate policy. The first full-

fledged taxonomy of sustainable activities was adopted by 
the European Union in 2020 and was initially considered 
as a technical means of directing financial flows into sus-
tainable investments. However, over the next few years, 
taxonomic activity has turned into a separate arena of reg-
ulatory competition. In parallel with the European taxon-
omy, taxonomies were developed in Southeast Asia, Latin 
America, and Africa, including Chinese, British, Canadian, 
and Australian taxonomies, as well as a number of regional 
taxonomies. As of 2025, more than two dozen taxonomies 
of sustainable activities were operating in the world, which 
differed not only in technical parameters but also in funda-
mental approaches to determining the boundaries of 
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sustainability, criteria for adhering to the principle of "do-
ing no significant harm," verification procedures, and 
channels of access to financing. 

The idea of harmonization through the International 
Platform for Sustainable Finance, created in 2019, has not 
been implemented in practice: over the few years of its ex-
istence, this platform has not achieved operational conver-
gence of taxonomies, and the dynamics of the development 
of national classification systems have demonstrated the 
opposite trend - deepening their specificity, expanding the 
list of activities covered, and differentiating criteria. The 
persistence of taxonomic plurality, despite the declared in-
terest of all parties in harmonization, indicates that it per-
forms a certain systemic function in the new regulatory ar-
chitecture and cannot be reduced to technical coordination 
problems. On this basis, the concept of taxonomic plurality 
is proposed as a structural phenomenon of modern climate 
policy. The structural nature of this phenomenon lies in the 
fact that it is not a by-product of insufficient coordination 
but arises as a natural result of regulatory competition be-
tween centers of power. Each jurisdiction, developing its 
own taxonomy, captures in it a specific configuration of 
priorities, economic interests and technological stakes: the 
European taxonomy is built around ambitious decarboni-
zation goals and the strict principle of “do no significant 
harm”; the Chinese taxonomy takes into account the spe-
cifics of transitional industries and includes categories that 
are not in the European classification; the American ap-
proach deliberately abandons a single taxonomy at the fed-
eral level, which provides flexibility in the implementation 
of the Inflation Reduction Act. A fundamentally important 
characteristic of taxonomic plurality is the intentional 
vagueness of key terminological categories. 

The most striking example is the treatment of the con-
cept of “decoupling” in European Union regulatory docu-
ments: the term is used in numerous directives in the field 
of circular economy, but none of them contains an agreed 
definition - there is no clarity as to whether we are talking 
about absolute or relative decoupling, local within the Eu-
ropean Union or global, permanent or temporary. Such ter-
minological divergence creates a space for interpretative 
flexibility, within which different actors can justify incom-
patible policy decisions by referring to the same category. 
A similar logic can be traced in the application of the con-
cepts of “sustainable activity”, “do no significant harm”, 
“transitional economic activity”, and “green financing”. In 
each of these cases, the formal existence of a category in 
regulatory circulation is not accompanied by its operational 
clarification, which creates the prerequisites for regulatory 
arbitrage: business entities can choose a taxonomy whose 
criteria best match the nature of their activities and receive 
the status of “sustainable” with objectively different eco-
nomic and environmental practices. 

Empirical confirmation of the structural nature of taxo-
nomic plurality is provided by the analysis of the evolution 
of the regulatory environment of the European Union in the 
field of circular economy, carried out in previous studies 
[15; 16; 17]. This analysis shows that the development of 
the European regulatory framework in this area is charac-
terized by the continuous implementation of new and 

revisions of existing strategies, the absence of a single 
commonly used definition of the circular economy despite 
numerous documents that use this category, structural 
decoordination of stakeholder interaction at different lev-
els, as well as the inhibition of the process of harmoniza-
tion of taxonomies. If even within the European Union - 
the most consistent center in implementing regulatory uni-
fication - the process of taxonomic differentiation outpaces 
the process of harmonization, then at the global level, 
where there are no supranational institutions capable of im-
posing a single model, taxonomic plurality becomes an 
even more persistent characteristic. 

The analysis allows us to formulate the central paradox 
of the modern climate regulatory order: a persistent gap be-
tween the declaratory level of multilateral commitments 
and the operational level of their implementation through 
localized, mutually incompatible instruments. This gap is 
not a sign of insufficient political will or technical short-
comings in coordination; it is a structural characteristic of 
the order within which universal and localized logics inter-
act, redistributing the functional weight in favor of the lat-
ter. The persistence of the gap generates several specific 
collisions that determine the behavior of participants in the 
regulatory space: between the principle of non-discrimina-
tion in the norms of the World Trade Organization and the 
extraterritorial nature of modern climate instruments; be-
tween the universal nature of the Paris Agreement and the 
selective nature of real regulatory practices implemented 
through coalitions, clubs, and minilateral initiatives; be-
tween the physical nature of the climate problem, whose 
greenhouse gases do not discriminate between jurisdic-
tions, and the architecture of the response to it, which is 
increasingly segmented and localized. The latter collision 
is the most profound, as it reveals the structural ineffi-
ciency of localized logic in solving a global problem while 
simultaneously making it impossible for any individual ac-
tor to change this situation on its own. 

Conclusion. The transformation of the global climate 
regime in the decade since the Paris Agreement has not 
been reduced to institutional weakness or insufficient po-
litical will. It is systemic in nature and consists in the struc-
tural replacement of a universal regulatory logic with a lo-
calized one, within which climate policy functions accord-
ing to the rationality of economic competition and the re-
distribution of benefits. The formal preservation of the 
Paris Agreement as a central instrument does not contradict 
its erosion in operational terms - the declaratory shell of 
universalism masks a reorientation of participants' behav-
ior toward localized strategies. An empirical analysis of the 
climate regulation instruments of the three leading centers 
of power revealed three interrelated variants of localized 
logic: normative-extraterritorial (European Union), fiscal-
industrial (United States of America), and systemic-cen-
tralized (People's Republic of China), the common feature 
of which is the formation in isolation from multilateral co-
ordination and interaction in the regime of regulatory com-
petition. 

The proposed concept of taxonomic plurality as a struc-
tural phenomenon allows us to interpret the coexistence of 
more than two dozen taxonomies of sustainable activity not 
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as a temporary dysfunction, but as a natural result of regu-
latory competition between centers of power. Plurality per-
forms a systemic function: preserving regulatory auton-
omy, creating space for strategic differences, ensuring 
competitive advantage, and serving as an instrument of 
unilateral influence by controlling access to financial mar-
kets. The deliberate uncertainty of key terminological cat-
egories creates opportunities for regulatory arbitrage and 
structurally reproduces taxonomic plurality as a natural 
feature of the new environment. The central paradox of the 
modern regulatory order - the persistent gap between the 
declarative level of multilateral obligations and the opera-
tional level of their implementation - generates collisions 
between the principle of non-discrimination in trade and 
the extraterritoriality of climate instruments, between the 
universal nature of the Paris Agreement and the selective 
nature of real practices, as well as between the physical na-
ture of the climate problem and the segmented architecture 
of the response to it. 

The proposed framework allows us to reinterpret a 
number of phenomena - regulatory competition, the extra-
territoriality of climate instruments, the fragmentation of 
global value chains in green sectors, the intentional ambi-
guity of regulatory categories as interconnected manifesta-
tions of a single structural process. For economies that are 
not among the leading architects of the new order, 

understanding the structural nature of taxonomic plurality 
and localized regulatory logic is a prerequisite for develop-
ing realistic strategies for integration into green value 
chains and for building their own regulatory space that re-
tains strategic autonomy while complying with interna-
tional obligations. For Ukraine, these analytical founda-
tions have direct practical significance for post-war recon-
struction grounded in sustainable development. Further re-
search within the established framework involves concep-
tualizing the behavioral foundations of localized logic 
through the apparatus of game theory, analyzing climate-
technological decoupling as a limiting form of this logic, 
and investigating the structural consequences of the new 
regulatory order for the Global South. 
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