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Reversing the Marginalization of Global 
Environmental Politics in International 
Relations: An Opportunity for the 
Discipline
Jessica F. Green, New York University

Thomas N. Hale, Oxford University

ABSTRACT  Despite the increasing urgency of many environmental problems, environmental 
politics remains at the margins of the discipline. Using data from the Teaching, Research, 
and International Policy (TRIP) project, this article identifies a puzzle: the majority 
of international relations (IR) scholars find climate change among the top three most 
important policy issues today, yet fewer than 4% identify the environment as their primary 
area of research. Moreover, environmental research is rarely published in top IR journals, 
although there has been a recent surge in work focused on climate change. The authors 
argue that greater attention to environmental issues—including those beyond climate 
change—in IR can bring significant benefits to the discipline, and they discuss three lines 
of research to correct this imbalance.

As environmental problems grow more globalized, 
severe, and salient, it is increasingly clear that the 
effectiveness of cross-border environmental gov-
ernance in the twenty-first century will have stark 
implications for interstate conflict, civil violence, 

and human welfare more broadly. With strong links among security, 
health, and development, on the one hand, and deforestation, 
availability of clean water, biodiversity and species loss, and cli-
mate change on the other, quality of life increasingly depends on 
our ability to manage global environmental challenges. As a con-
sequence, global environmental policy making and political con-
testation have increased markedly in recent decades. Countries  
have created hundreds of multilateral environmental agreements 
(Mitchell 2016) and intergovernmental organizations, billions 
of dollars of “green aid” have crossed borders (Hicks et al. 2008), 
and scores of transnational networks and governance initiatives 
have emerged (Bulkeley et al. 2014).

The reality of politics in the “Anthropocene” has not been lost 
on international relations (IR) scholars. In a February 2016 “snap 
poll” administered by the Teaching, Research, and International  

Policy (TRIP) project, 51% of all US-based IR scholars surveyed 
ranked global climate change among the top three most impor-
tant policy issues facing the United States today. The only other 
comparable issue is the conflict in the Middle East, which 52% of 
scholars identified among the top three.1 Moreover, 46% are of the 
view that climate change will remain at the forefront of foreign 
policy throughout the next decade.2

It is puzzling, then, how little work our discipline has invested 
in understanding and explaining global environmental politics 
(GEP). This article presents new data from the TRIP project that 
show systematic underrepresentation of global environmental 
issues in the topics that scholars choose to study and among arti-
cles that leading disciplinary journals choose to publish.

Political scientists, of course, have long recognized environmen-
tal issues as a subject of world politics (Haas, Keohane, and Levy 
1993) and have made significant contributions to the study of 
environmental challenges. An active subfield publishes in journals 
including Global Environmental Politics and is organized via insti-
tutions such as the Environmental Studies Section of the Inter-
national Studies Association. Political scientists also contribute 
to more multidisciplinary thematic journals including Climatic 
Change and Global Environmental Change, and they have an active 
role in thematic projects such as the Earth Systems Governance 
Project. However, as a field, we have “punched well below our 
weight” in public discourse despite the fundamentally political 
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nature of environmental challenges. For example, economists 
dominate discussions about the construction of carbon markets 
(Aldy and Stavins 2012; Keohane, Petsonk, and Hanafi 2015). 
Geographers and ecologists are particularly active in research 
related to deforestation (Phelps, Webb, and Agrawal 2010). Legal  
scholars write far more on international environmental regimes 
than political scientists (Bodansky 2010; Sands and Peel 2012). 
Recent interventions by Javeline (2014) and Keohane (2015) that 
decry a lack of political scientific attention to even a relatively 
salient topic such as climate change underscore this gap.

Echoing and expanding on these calls for more contributions 
by political scientists, we argue for a redoubling of IR research 
on environmental issues. We document the troubling deficit of IR 
scholarship on the environment and then discuss three lines of 
research to correct this imbalance.

Increased engagement will have three distinct but linked 
benefits. First, it is normatively important for the field to apply 
social-scientific analysis to the issues that a majority of scholars 
in the discipline—and the wider world—think matter. Just as the 
field has focused attention on critical issues as they arise in world 
politics (e.g., nuclear deterrence, economic globalization, and civil 
conflicts), the emergence of the Anthropocene also requires us to 

study the politics of the environment. Second, as in all subfields, 
environmental politics will benefit from increased engagement 
with the wider discipline. Third, we contend that bringing envi-
ronmental politics into the IR mainstream will yield substantial 
theoretical benefits for the discipline by expanding our range 
of empirical subjects and applying social-scientific techniques to 
distinct political dynamics.

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS: THE MARGINALIZATION OF 
ENVIRONMENT WITHIN IR

Senior IR scholars have recently lamented in prominent discipli-
nary publications the field’s “slow response” to climate change 
(Keohane 2015, 19) to show how political scientists have been 
“largely absent” from enormous fields of environmental concern, 
such as climate adaptation (Javeline 2014, 421) and to call for fur-
ther research on the politics of the environment (Cao et al. 2013). 
This article provides new quantitative evidence to demonstrate 
that this neglect in some ways is worse than these authors suggest, 
although it is actually less true of climate change than of other 
environmental topics.

Following Mitchell, we understand environmental scholar-
ship as research that examines activities that “manage or prevent 
human impacts on natural resources; plant and animal species 
(including in agriculture, since agriculture modifies both); the 
atmosphere; oceans; rivers; lakes; terrestrial habitats; and other 
elements of the natural world that provide ecosystem services.”3 
As part of a larger TRIP project, we analyzed both the number  
of IR scholars studying GEP and the patterns of publication in 
top IR journals, as defined by the TRIP project.4 The main findings  
are three. First, only a small number of IR scholars report studying 

the environment. Second, the environment is woefully underrep-
resented in major IR journals. Third, the recent surge in environ-
ment-related research is focused almost exclusively on climate 
change.

A Dearth of Environmental Scholars and Scholarship
Using the 2014 TRIP faculty survey data, we found that only 3.2% 
of IR scholars identify the environment as their primary area of 
research.5 In contrast, 12% list international political economy as 
their chief area of focus and 20% devote themselves primarily to 
international security. Even if we include scholars who identify 
the environment as a secondary research interest (i.e., 3.8%), the 
total is only about 7% of US IR scholars who can be classified as 
either primary or secondary GEP scholars.6 We consider this per-
centage to be strikingly small, given the number and magnitude 
of environmental challenges we face and the stated concerns of 
scholars themselves.

Worse, not only are GEP scholars a small minority, their 
work also is underrepresented in top journals. The TRIP data-
base includes 5,306 journal articles in 12 leading IR journals 
(as defined by impact factor when the database was created) from 
1980 to 2012, which the survey organizers defined as field-leading.7 

The database codes both the “issue area” under which an arti-
cle is categorized (i.e., which IR subfield) and the substantive 
focus of the article. Only 65 articles (1.23%) fell into the environ-
ment issue area and only 124 (2.34%) had a substantive focus 
on environmental issues.8 Given that GEP scholars represent 
7% of the discipline, it seems reasonable to infer that they are 
underrepresented in top journals, although the comparison is 
inexact. To be sure, other excellent IR journals publish more  
environmentally oriented research, including Global Environmen-
tal Politics and Environmental Politics. However, this is precisely 
our point: IR scholars who want to contribute to scholarly dis-
cussions on environmental issues generally do so in journals that 
are read principally by other specialists, not in the journals that 
lead the field as a whole. Moreover, this underrepresentation can 
become self-sustaining because scholars seeking to place an envi-
ronmental article in a good journal may have a greater incentive 
to publish in an environmentally focused outlet rather than a dis-
ciplinary publication.

Without doubt, there are other underrepresented issues in IR. 
Only 2.68% of articles were categorized in the human-rights issue 
area; the related topics of migration and humanitarian interven-
tion comprised 1.34% and 2.38%, respectively. Thus, environment 
is among the most neglected issues in IR but certainly not the 
only one. However, political scientists do not rate as highly as the 
environment any of these other underrepresented issues in polls 
that ask which issues dominate world politics. In other words, the 
vast gap between perceived importance and actual work is unique 
to the environmental issue.

The marginality of environmental politics in IR is mirrored in 
comparative politics, in which a recent volume identifies a “mutual 

Just as the field has focused attention on critical issues as they arise in world politics  
(e.g., nuclear deterrence, economic globalization, and civil conflicts), the emergence  
of the Anthropocene also requires us to study the politics of the environment.
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disengagement” between the comparative study of national 
politics and the study of environmental politics (Steinberg and 
VanDeveer 2012, 372). A survey of two leading comparative- 
politics journals between 1990 and 2010 found only nine articles 
(approximately 1%) that refer to the environment (ibid. 373.).9 
We conjecture that this trend extends beyond the subfields of 
IR and comparative politics.

This Just In: Climate Change!
This disconnect is troubling and puzzling: Why are IR scholars 
not studying problems that they recognize to be among the most 
important in world politics? A partial answer appears be a simple 
lag between policy salience and scholarship. Research agendas are 
“sticky” and academic research and publication—especially the 
high-quality social science most valued by the field—takes time. 

Indeed, the data show an increasing representation of global 
environmental issues in IR as research agendas shift and, in par-
ticular, as climate change has come to the forefront in discussions 
of world politics. Furthermore, a number of recent monographs 
on climate change are not captured by the dataset (Bulkeley et al. 
2014; Green 2014; Hadden 2015).

Fully 24% of all articles on the environment in the TRIP data-
base were published in the last two years of the 22-year dataset—
between 2010 and 2012. Of these 30 articles, 60% focused on climate 
change. The others addressed a variety of issues including river 
management, pollution, water, and more general issues concerning 
international negotiations and governance. The data show that, as 
a discipline, we are only recently becoming aware of environmental 
issues; nevertheless, the research agenda is largely dominated by 
climate change.

Interestingly, it appears that Europeans are leading the way 
in this new wave of environmental research. Since 2014, almost a 
third of environmental research was published in European outlets: 
European Journal of International Relations and British Journal of 
Political Science. Relatedly, the majority of authors of these works 
are based at European universities; only 37% of the first authors are 
from American institutions.

What Explains the Lack of Attention to the Environment in IR?
An in-depth examination of scholars’ choices about their research 
agendas is beyond the scope of this brief commentary. However, 
it is useful to draw on the available data to suggest possible expla-
nations and eliminate others. Evidence from the TRIP database 
shows that environmental scholars, for the most part, are rep-
resentative of IR scholars as a whole (table 1). In general, they 
do not appear to be more activist-oriented than other IR scholars, 
with no significant difference in citing current events or public 
appeal as a research motivation. They also generally have the 
same ideas about the ways in which IR scholars should contrib-
ute to policy making. Although it seems that GEP scholars are 
less likely to cite a methodological or paradigmatic orientation 
as their chief research motivation, these differences are small in 
magnitude.

A similar trend appears from articles published in the TRIP 
database (table 2). GEP articles are as likely as non-GEP articles 
to include policy analysis and policy prescriptions or to engage in 
paradigmatic studies. The only dimension on which they differ 
is a greater focus on contemporary issues, which is not surprising 
given the relatively recent (e.g., post-1970s) rise of GEP. We did 
not observe the articles (GEP-focused or otherwise) that are not 
published in top journals, so we cannot state whether the propor-
tion of GEP as a whole is similar or dissimilar to the top journals 
and how this compares to other subfields. Nevertheless, based 
only on the work available, it seems unlikely that the nature of the 
scholarship or a policy orientation of the scholars explains the 
observed gap.

The evidence indicates two structural factors that may explain 
the underrepresentation of environmental politics in IR. First, GEP 

scholars are more likely to be female than in other parts of IR: 
34% of GEP scholars are women; the equivalent statistic for other 
parts of IR is 26%. This difference, although not enormous, is 
statistically significant (p < 0.1). Given that women publish less 
than men in the top IR journals—comprising only 15.6% of first 
authors and 19.5% of authors overall—it is reasonable to infer that 
the larger proportion of women in GEP could explain lower rates 
of environment-related publications. From these data, we cannot 
state whether it is bias against women that restricts GEP or bias 

In other words, the vast gap between perceived importance and actual work is unique to the 
environmental issue.

Ta b l e  1
Characteristics and Views of GEP and 
non-GEP Scholars

GEP Non-GEP Significance

Gender

Female 34% 26% *

Male 66% 74% *

  Sample size 127 1420

Research motivations

Appeal to popular audience 2% 3%

Issue area 45% 39% *

Methodology 0% 3% ***

Paradigm 3% 5% **

Policy relevance / current events 36% 34%

  Sample size 207 2555

Ideal relationship between academic and policy communities

There should be a higher wall  
of separation

7% 11% *

There should be a larger  
number of links

93% 89% *

  Sample size 145 1894

Note: Statistical differences were assessed using Wald tests. ***p-value < 0.01; 
**p-value < 0.05; *p-value < 0.1 (Source: TRIP)
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against GEP that restricts women, but the two dynamics very well 
may reinforce one another.

Second, environmental politics generally is not taught to 
graduate students. A recent study of IR field seminar syllabi in 
42 universities revealed that not a single article from the flagship 
journal Global Environmental Politics was assigned (Colgan 2016). 
Indeed, the author estimated that less than 1% of all readings were 
related to environmental politics.10 In short, graduate students 
are not observing much in the way of successful environmental 
research.

IR AND THE ENVIRONMENT: THREE POTENTIAL RESEARCH 
AGENDAS

The marginalization of GEP within IR represents an important 
missed opportunity for the discipline. We propose three lines of 
research to correct this imbalance that can broaden the scope of 
IR by using extant theories to explain outcomes in a different 
area of world politics: the environmental arena. Conversely, it can 
strengthen the subfield by encouraging environmental scholars 
to consider the applicability of their work to the broader dis-
cipline. We recognize that there are empirical challenges specific 
to the study of GEP. Some outcomes (e.g., global temperature 
change) are predicted but have only recently begun to occur.  
In other cases (e.g., the extent of biodiversity loss or fishery 
populations), there are limited data, often surrounded by a great 
degree of uncertainty. These challenges may require new meth-
odological approaches, particularly those that provide traction on 
prospective trends (e.g., natural and field experiments that simu-
late future conditions). However, these difficulties do not appear 
to be any more difficult than challenges in other subfields—for 
example, studying rare events such as interstate war or long-term 
normative shifts in the field of human rights.

New Frontiers for Empirical Investigation
The first research area follows directly from the empirical find-
ings described previously. Several global environmental topics 
raise key political issues, but top IR journals tend to publish more 
on climate change—specifically, climate mitigation and the impli-
cations of climate change for security—than on any other subject. 
Although climate change has become enormously salient, numer-
ous environmental problems exist—even at the level of planetary,  
systemic threats to human well-being—all of which involve 
complicated political issues that should be of concern to IR 
scholars. Ecologists have identified no fewer than nine “plan-
etary boundaries”—that is, threats to key natural “life-support  
systems” that humans and other forms of life depend on for 
survival (Rockstrom et al. 2009). Climate change is only one 
threat; the others are biodiversity loss, biogeochemical pro-
cesses (i.e., nitrogen and phosphorous), ocean acidification, 
land-use changes, freshwater depletion, ozone depletion, atmos-
pheric aerosols, and chemical pollution. Whereas the global gov-
ernance of the ozone has received significant attention in the 
IR literature—along with specific elements of other boundaries 
(e.g., cross-border air pollution, forest governance, and trans-
boundary river systems)—large swaths of the governing institu-
tions for environmental problems remain terra incognita for IR 
theorists. For example, fish provide approximately one fifth of 
the world’s protein intake; some estimates suggest that all com-
mercial fisheries will collapse by 2050 (Food and Agriculture 
Organization 2014). A range of international treaties and institu-
tions governs fisheries with numerous contentious disputes. Yet, 
only two of the 5,306 articles in the TRIP database study fisheries.11

Second, there are profound theoretical questions surround-
ing the capabilities of the current world order to address plan-
etary threats with high degrees of uncertainty. The planetary 
boundaries described above interact in complex ways, many 
of which are not yet well understood. Solving one threat pro-
vides no guarantee that others will improve as well. Instead,  
it is likely that a mix of positive and negative externalities can  
be expected. This complexity of environmental systems raises 
new challenges for our political systems. Much of the IR work in 
GEP to date focuses on mechanisms that promote international 
cooperation, most of it resulting from early work on interde-
pendence and regime design. However, it has been observed 
that traditional multilateral approaches—even if successful in  
areas such as ozone depletion and transboundary air pollution—
struggle to address more systemic issues including biodiver-
sity loss, deforestation, and climate (Hale, Held, and Young 2013). 
More recent work has focused instead on various dimensions 
of institutional complexity (Abbott, Green, and Keohane 2016; 
Jinnah 2014; Johnson and Urpelainen 2012; Orsini 2013; Zelli 
2011) or has made more radical critiques about the relationship 
between capitalism and sustainability (Klein 2015). Thus, the 
reality of politics in the Anthropocene may lead political scien-
tists to more fundamental questions about political order, the 
nature of contemporary capitalism, and state survival than are 
commonly tackled in the field.

Third, as we continue to alter the world in fundamental ways, 
new environmental problems of political concern are likely to arise. 
For example, scientists are already exploring the possibility of 
intentionally altering the Earth’s climate with technologies to 
remove carbon from the atmosphere (i.e., by dumping masses of 

Ta b l e  2
Comparison of Environmental and 
Non-Environmental Articles in Top IR  
Journals 1980–2012

Non-enviro articles Enviro articles

N % N %

Policy Analysis

 No 4,935 95.3% 122 97.6%

 Yes 246 4.7% 3 2.4%

Policy Prescription

 No 4,688 90.5% 117 93.6%

 Yes 493 9.5% 8 6.4%

Contemporary***

 No 962 23.1% 11 10.1%

 Yes 3199 76.9% 98 89.9%

Non-paradigmatic

 No 1851 35.7% 45 36.0%

 Yes 3330 64.3% 80 64.0%

Note: Statistical differences were assessed using chi-square tests.

 ***p-value<0.01; **p-value < 0.05; *p-value.

Contemporary question was deemed not applicable for 1,036 articles. (Source: TRIP)
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iron filings into the ocean to fertilize algae) and shielding the 
planet from incoming solar radiation (i.e., by spraying tiny  
particles of sulphur into the upper atmosphere). Although these 
interventions are not yet well understood, many fear that they 
have significant potential to create sharp losses and gains 
(e.g., protecting one area of the planet from heat waves while 
plunging another area into drought), thereby fomenting inter-
national conflict. For this reason, there is a growing literature 
on potential international political consequences and global 
governance of geoengineering (Lloyd and Oppenheimer 2014; 
Parson and Ernst 2013; Urpelainen 2012). However, it is striking 
that most scholars working in this field are natural scientists 
and lawyers, not IR specialists.

Beyond this fertile terrain for empirical exploration, the study 
of GEP raises a number of theoretical questions of broader signif-
icance to the discipline, to which we now turn.

Pluralism and Complexity
GEP has sharpened the discipline’s attention to the growing 
plurality and complexity of actors, institutions, and processes 
through which world politics occurs. To be sure, such trends 
can be seen across nearly every issue area (Hale and Held 2011). 
We suggest that these trends are most pronounced in the realm 
of environmental politics. Indeed, from the time that countries 
first began to cooperate about environmental issues (around 
the turn of the last century), governance arrangements tend 
to resemble the multiactor, informal networks that are now 
commonplace (Boardman 1981). More recently, environmen-
tal politics has drawn the discipline’s attention to the role of 
pluralism and institutional complexity in world politics. The 
environmental realm has been perhaps the largest source of 
empirical studies of transitional governance institutions, espe-
cially public– private partnerships, voluntary regulations and  
certification schemes, transgovernmental networks, and private 
authority. By assessing these developments, scholars of environ-
mental politics help us to understand the effects of an increasingly 
dense and overlapping set of governance institutions and pro-
cesses, highlighting questions of regime complexity (Keohane and 
Victor 2011; Raustiala and Victor 2004), fragmentation (Biermann 
et al. 2009; Zelli 2011), institutional ecosystems (Abbott et al. 2016), 
and polycentricity (Ostrom 2010).

The high degree of plurality and complexity of actors and 
governance institutions in the environmental realm makes it 
an ideal laboratory for IR scholars to study these trends, which, 
as mentioned previously, can be increasingly observed in almost 
any field of world politics. In this way, environmental politics 
in the twenty-first century provides the same type of theoret-
ical potential that the study of trade politics provided in the late  
twentieth century. Because global governance of trade is char-
acterized by well-developed intergovernmental organizations  
and international law (relative to other areas of world politics), 

it provided significant material for the study of institutionaliza-
tion and legalization, bargaining, interaction of domestic and 
international politics, and other topics of general interest to IR 
scholars throughout the discipline. We suggest that the relative 
complexity and plurality of environmental actors and institu-
tions in world politics provides a similarly rich vein of theoretical 
ore for scholars to mine, and one that remains largely unexploited.

Knowledge, Uncertainty, and Risk
Finally, GEP highlights the role of uncertainty and knowledge in 
shaping political outcomes. Scientific knowledge is a key factor 
in international cooperation. Although the precautionary princi-
ple states that uncertainty should not be an obstacle to action, 

in practice, it often is politicized, as in the United States regard-
ing climate change. With some exceptions, we know relatively 
little about how scientific knowledge affects cooperation. As new  
issues such as genetically modified organisms and geoengineer-
ing emerge, understanding the conditions under which scientific 
knowledge can help (or hinder) cooperation will be increasingly 
important.

Much of this scientific knowledge comes from scientists—an 
important set of actors in environmental governance. The rec-
ognition of epistemic communities as a real and salient political 
force was made possible by the investigation of expert knowledge 
in environmental politics (Haas 1992). How are these networks of 
actors formed? Who is included or excluded and why? Similarly, 
scientists played an important role in the ozone discourse (Litfin 
1994) and, of course, climate change (Oreskes 2007). Although 
environmental issues are particularly ready for scientific input, 
they are similar to other technical issues in world politics that 
require significant expertise to navigate. As we move ever deeper 
into the “risk society”—in which modernity creates more envi-
ronmental risks that require systematic management—the role 
of experts becomes increasingly important and political (Beck 
1992). Although there has been some work on the role of scientific  
assessments (Mitchell et al. 2006), we must conduct more com-
parative work about the conditions under which scientists affect 
policy-making processes.

CONCLUSION: BRINGING ENVIRONMENTAL POLITICS 
FULLY INTO THE DISCIPLINE

This article identifies a doubly puzzling imbalance in our discipline. 
IR scholars identify environmental issues as among the most 
important the world faces, and our discipline possesses unique 
theoretical tools to address these challenges. Yet, few IR scholars 
study the topic, and even fewer articles on the subject are published 
in top IR journals.

At the same time, policy makers look to the natural sciences, 
economics, law, and elsewhere for answers to questions that should 
be the bailiwick of political science. In recognizing this analytic and 
theoretical deficit, there are increasing calls for natural scientists  

Thus, the reality of politics in the Anthropocene may lead political scientists to more 
fundamental questions about political order, the nature of contemporary capitalism, and 
state survival than are commonly tackled in the field.
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to take seriously the social and political sciences (Victor 2015). 
However, as the cited data show, it is incumbent on IR scholars 
to reach out as well.

Bringing environmental politics fully into the discipline would 
provide three benefits. First, from a scientific perspective, greater 
attention from IR scholars to environmental issues would enrich 
the discipline by testing theories developed primarily in the 
security and economic realms in a different domain of politics.  
Environmental politics promises to bring a steady stream of 
raw material—issues, puzzles, data, and cases—into the scientific 
process. Without such ongoing engagement to test and build on 
the discipline’s core knowledge, stagnation results.

Second, bringing GEP into the IR mainstream also would 
strengthen the subfield. Scholars of GEP must ensure that their 
concepts and theories migrate to other areas of politics. It may 
be that some political phenomena are unique or at least substan-
tially different in the environmental realm; however, our starting 
assumption is that such cases are rare: environmental politics 
are politics. If environmental scholarship remains published pri-
marily in a relatively isolated subfield, then environmental schol-
ars are at risk to miss theoretical, methodological, and empirical 
advances from other realms.

Third, what is good for science is also good for policy. Policy 
makers need political insights to develop effective solutions 
to global environmental challenges, as argued herein. Without 
attention to distribution and power, institutional design, the 
role of norms and ideas, and other political dynamics, global 
environmental governance is unlikely to succeed. Participating 
more forcefully in this debate will delineate the unique contribu-
tions of political science vis-à-vis economics, law, and other dis-
ciplines. It also means that we will engage in debates regarding 
values; we believe there should be space in IR for such discussions, 
provided that they are supported by sound social science.

IR scholars have every reason to shoulder the “responsibil-
ity” and seize the “opportunity” of fully engaging GEP (Keohane 
2015, 25). However, as political scientists, our starting assump-
tion is that exhortations to accomplish more in this area alone 
will not rectify the situation without a commensurate shift in 
incentives. To be blunt, until scholars—particularly younger 
scholars—see opportunities for career advancement in environ-
mental politics, we are unlikely to observe substantial change. 
It is crucial, therefore, for journal editors, dissertation advisers,  
hiring committees, graduate-course conveners, funders, and other 
gatekeepers in the field to increase the priority they place on envi-
ronmental themes. As with environmental problems, solutions to 
the political-science deficit in global environmental problems are 
possible, but they require concerted action. n
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 8. According to the TRIP codebook, “issue area” is described as the “subfields 
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substantive focus was coded according to the following procedure: “The rule 
of thumb/question that coders were supposed to ask themselves was ‘If you 
were a scholar interested in trade (for example), is this an article you would 
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the codebook and replication data is available at https://trip.wm.edu/home/
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DeSombre (2013).
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