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Structural conditions conducive to the spread of moral norms: theoretical overview 

This online supplement provides background context to the main article by discussing the key features of the international structural context that are likely to affect the spread of anti-fossil fuel norms (AFFNs), including how these features have evolved over time since the beginning of the international climate change regime. The discussion also aims to clarify the relationships between (i) AFFNs and the global material, economic, social and political context and (ii) AFFNs and other relevant normative and ideational phenomena. For international relations scholars of norms, the discussion is likely to be helpful insofar as it considers the evolution of structural (normative and non-normative) features relevant to climate change mitigation in the light of a wider canon of theory on moral norms. For climate governance scholars, the discussion is likely to help explain how and why AFFNs have evolved from, and to some extent disrupted, earlier modes of climate governance.
Scholars have identified two important international-structural conditions that conduce to the spread of a moral norm. One such condition is appropriate “world time-context” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 909). In their description of this condition, Finnemore and Sikkink (1998, 909) note that major global events — wars, depressions, systemic collapses etc. — often discredit existing ideas, practices and institutions perceived to have been associated with the status quo, leading to an embrace of alternatives. At such momentous junctures, those global norms that would, if regularized, undermine the discredited practices/institutions and instantiate desired alternatives are more likely to spread. Understood in this way, the analysis of world-time context would seem to have much to gain from historical-institutionalist studies of “critical junctures” (for an overview, see Thelen 1999, 388–90). This conception of world-time context — let us call it the revolutionary conception — is clearly relevant to understanding the structural conditions for the spread of climate-related norms, as the below discussion of the Copenhagen and Paris climate conferences will suggest. 
However, just as the “critical junctures” literature needs supplementing with a more dynamic, evolutionary understanding of the mechanisms that sustain political institutions and behavioural patterns over time (Thelen 1999, 390–92), so too does the criterion of “world-time context” need to be viewed in a more evolutionary light: more gradual changes in material and social conditions can also facilitate normative change (Bloomfield 2016, 326–27). As material and social conditions change, so too may actors’ interests, capabilities, and identities in ways that render conditions more conducive to new norms. 
The literature on habits and practices (e.g. Adler and Pouliot 2011; Hopf 2010; Pouliot 2008) provides additional insights that can help elucidate the linkages between gradually evolving material and social conditions, critical junctures, and international normative change. In contexts marked by diversity, experimentation and openness to new ideas, new technologies and practices can more easily take root, leading to new habits and the diffusion of new norms (Hopf 2010, 543; Kemp, Schot, and Hoogma 1998; Rao 2009). In contexts isolated from diversity and experimentation, and relatively closed to new ideas, habits can impel agents to maintain beliefs, ideas and practices notwithstanding that the conditions for their utility or appropriateness have changed, especially when the changes have occurred gradually (Hopf 2010, 542–44). While such habits can be broken through conscious reflection on their appropriateness or utility, they “are most likely to change only when exposed to strange (unassimilable) and powerful (instrumentally and/or normatively costly) exogenous events”, including “political and economic crises” (Hopf 2010, 543). Thus in contexts where habit is the dominant logic of behaviour (see Hopf 2010, 548–54), a crisis may occur following a long accumulation of deficits between habits and their utility or appropriateness, which may in turn create a sufficiently powerful impetus for individual and collective reflection and change, including normative change. These contextual differences help to explain why sometimes norms co-evolve with material and social changes (see below discussions of energy systems), and yet in other cases normative change lags behind material and social change until it is compelled by a crisis (see below discussion of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations).
A second international-structural condition that conduces to the spread of a moral norm is normative fitness: the condition that the new norm coheres with, or “fits”, the existing body of global moral norms. Since norms and normative systems have a path-dependent quality, new norms that are (or rather, are framed so as to appear) more “like” existing norms are more likely to spread (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 908). AFFNs both shape and are shaped by “horizontally” adjacent international norms (e.g. concerning state sovereignty over natural resources, sustainable development, and various “liberal environmentalist” norms) that have developed in the international climate regime, and by “vertically” adjacent moral and social norms at lower levels (e.g. concerning personal carbon consumption). Accordingly, special attention will be paid to the “fitness” of AFFNs with these existing norms. 

With regard to this “normative fitness” condition, too, however, recent scholarly work has urged a more evolutionary understanding of the content of norms (Hoffmann 2010). While norm entrepreneurs will seek to frame a new norm as “fitting” with existing norms, the content of a new norm is not fixed (nor is the content of the relevant background norms); rather, it is inevitably shaped in the discursive contestation that accompanies attempts to define, socialize, institutionalize and implement it (Acharya 2004; Krook and True 2012; Sandholtz 2007; Sandholtz and Stiles 2008; Wiener 2014). 
In the below discussion, particular attention will be paid to three kinds of contestation considered most pertinent to the “normative fitness”, and hence spread, of AFFNs. First, given that AFFNs differ somewhat from the climate-related norms developed within the preceding quarter century of climate change regime-building, contestation is to be expected even within groupings of state and non-state actors who share broadly similar identities and objectives with respect to climate change mitigation (including among rival norm entrepreneurs/champions). In particular, contestation can be anticipated from groups primarily advocating action in greenhouse gas emissions-intensive sectors outside the energy sector, and groups committed exclusively to market-liberal forms of climate governance such as carbon pricing. Second, contestation is to be expected between AFFN entrepreneurs/champions and the target states that they are attempting to “socialize” (see main article section 3.2) or otherwise influence (Epstein 2012; Wiener 2004). Third, given the immense financial, political and cultural capital at stake in the battle over the future of energy systems, heated contestation between AFFN activists and opposing non-state actor networks (Bob 2012) — both implacably opposed “antipreneurs” and more subtly opposed “creative resisters” (Bloomfield 2016; Bloomfield and Scott 2017) — will inevitably be an enduring feature of attempts to socialize and institutionalize AFFNs.
The following discussion shows that the current “world-time” and “normative” context is increasingly conducive to the spread of AFFNs by highlighting the co-evolution of key material, political and normative phenomena over the last quarter century: energy systems; the interests, identities and practices of powerful states; and the international climate regime and its attendant norms and principles. This evolution is traced by dividing the discussion into two periods: roughly 1990–2013, and roughly 2014 to the present (this periodization is intended only as a set of heuristic markers rather than precise pinpoints). 
2
Fossil energy, great power stalemate, and liberal environmentalism — conditions for the partial/indirect contestation of (pro-)fossil fuel norms
One can scarcely understand the prospects for the spread of AFFNs without recognising the (pro-)fossil fuel norms that have characterized modern industrial society. Most of the period since the 1890s, in which fossil fuels have predominated over all other energy sources, can be characterized by “two unassailable facts: easy-to-get, cheap, high density energy and ever-increasing amounts of such energy” (Princen, Manno, and Martin 2015b, 4). Highly capital-intensive fossil fuel-based energy systems and supply chains — and along with them the interests, identities and power of large corporations and many states — have all evolved around these plentiful flows of fossil energy (Unruh 2000). These material and political features of the fossil fuel era have contributed to the cultural normalization of fossil fuels (Lane 2011; Princen, Manno, and Martin 2015a, pt. 1), or what we might call the co-evolution of “(pro-)fossil fuel norms”, at multiple levels, from household consumption to international relations. Most relevantly, at the international level, this includes the norm/principle of permanent state sovereignty over natural resources,
 and, at lower levels, various legal, commercial and social norms encouraging or permitting the exploitation and consumption of fossil fuels (Cullinan 2003). 
It is constructive to consider the co-evolution of these various material, political and normative phenomena since the beginning of the period in which climate change became a serious topic of international concern (i.e. around 1990).
Embryonic renewables
First, consider the evolution of energy systems. Incumbent fossil fuel energy systems confer profound material, political and cultural advantages to fossil fuel industries over non-fossil alternatives (Aghion et al. 2014; Unruh 2000). While non-fossil energy sources predate concerns about climate change, growing awareness of climate change during the 1990s and 2000s motivated increasing socio-technical and political-institutional experimentation to develop and deploy non-fossil energy, particularly renewable energy technologies such as solar photovoltaic (PV) and onshore wind energy (Lipp 2007). Such niche experimentation was, however, largely limited to countries such as Germany and Denmark (Jacobsson and Lauber 2006; Lipp 2007), albeit extending to China in the 2000s (see below). Considered globally, however, these technologies remained marginal — economically, politically and socially/culturally — until relatively recently. The marginality of non-fossil energy, in turn, contributed greatly to the dominant global understanding of climate change mitigation as a costly “burden”, and the associated game-theoretic framing of the problem as a Prisoner’s Dilemma, whose management would require deep international cooperation (Stern 2015a, 5–7).
Great power stalemate
Second, the interests, identities and practices of major powers during the roughly two decades since 1990 overwhelmingly reinforced (pro-)fossil fuel norms. Most consequentially, China’s fossil fuel consumption increased dramatically in the period 2000–2013, as the government rapidly expanded fossil fuel energy capacity to supply the steel mills and cement factories that underpinned the property and infrastructure construction associated with a historic wave of urbanisation and GDP growth (Green and Stern 2017). While China began large-scale manufacturing and domestic deployment of wind and solar PV during the 2000s (Wang, Qin, and Lewis 2012; Zhang, Andrews-Speed, and Ji 2014), this production was dwarfed by the country’s expansion of fossil fuels. Moreover, Chinese leaders and elites during this period perceived that rising fossil fuel consumption would continue to underpin China’s economic growth for decades, and this perception contributed to China’s resistance to accepting absolute, binding emissions limitation or reduction obligations in international climate negotiations (Hilton and Kerr 2017). This resistance, in turn proved a key barrier to progress in international climate cooperation (Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010, 256–57; Hilton and Kerr 2017). Similar concerns underpinned equivalent stances on climate cooperation taken by other rapidly industrializing countries such as India and South Africa (Compston and Bailey 2012). Moreover, outside of Europe, few if any leaders in the developed world were willing to mount a significant challenge to the dominance of fossil fuels (until the second term of the Obama Administration, discussed below).
Legalistic liberal environmentalism at the UNFCCC
Third, international environmental regime-building during this period, particularly within the UNFCCC (e.g. the Kyoto Protocol and subsequent negotiations), was dominated by a particular “policy paradigm” — a coherent set of dominant values, empirical/causal beliefs, norms, and preferred tools of governance within a policy domain (Hall 1993) — with which AFFNs would not have “fitted”. Specifically, regime-building was dominated by “liberal environmentalist” values such as trade, choice, and economic efficiency (Bernstein 2002). These values were manifested in the regime’s more specific, technical norms and principles (e.g. “lowest cost abatement” and “technology neutrality”), and policy tools (e.g. market-based “flexibility mechanisms” such as international emissions trading). The notion of singling out fossil fuels for direct moral, political and regulatory censure (as with AFFNs) would have run contrary to these ideas, norms and tools of governance (Green 2017b). 
Moreover, the shared understanding of climate mitigation as a costly burden for individual countries, and the associated conceptualisation of the climate problem as a global Prisoner’s Dilemma, underpinned a (misguided) causal belief that only a logic of internationally legally-enforceable incentives could motivate states to mitigate climate change within their respective jurisdictions (Stern 2015a, 5–7). As a result, regime-building in this period was also characterized by the dominance of highly legalized, hierarchical, technocratic governance tools such as quantified emissions reduction targets, compliance-oriented greenhouse gas emissions accounting, detailed rules concerning the monitoring, reporting and verification of emissions, and the pretence of an enforcement mechanism (see, e.g., Stavins et al. 2014, sec. 13.3-13.13). Any attempt to promote “soft” moral norms, with the aim of catalysing mass political mobilization, would have been radically contrary to the political and normative logics of this policy paradigm. 
During this period, this policy paradigm was entrenched among the relevant actors, largely unquestioned, and habitually enacted through successive UNFCCC negotiating sessions. Yet the political capital invested in the process was delivering diminishing returns (Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010, 255–58). Negotiations on a successor treaty to the Kyoto Protocol — the centrepiece of the international climate regime during this period — were mired in seemingly interminable disputes in a process that made every state a veto player. It would later be revealed that the Kyoto Protocol itself had, at best, a marginal impact on fossil fuel production and consumption: its global warming limitation targets were vague and their implications for fossil fuels highly ambiguous; national targets (for developed countries only), though superficially precise, were rendered de facto largely discretionary through complexities and loopholes in accounting, monitoring, reporting, verification, and the “flexibility mechanisms”; and many countries opted for “lowest cost abatement” policies that did not challenge the dominance of fossil fuels (Kollmuss, Schneider, and Zhezherin 2015; Kuch 2015; Schneider and Kollmuss 2015; Shishlov, Morel, and Bellassen 2016; Stavins et al. 2014, 1041–47). The UNFCCC process was effectively both averse to tackling fossil fuels directly, and unable to do much to address them indirectly.
Together, these three features — the socio-technical and economic realities of energy systems, the constructed interests of powerful states, and the dominance of norms associated with the Kyoto policy paradigm within the international climate regime — provided a set of structural conditions that were overwhelmingly conducive to the sustenance of (pro-)fossil fuel norms. But fossil fuel norms were beginning to be challenged during this period in partial, often indirect ways. As noted above, some countries and regions provided direct policy support for the development and deployment of renewable energy technologies, yielding cost reductions, and this innovation process was greatly assisted by large-scale manufacturing and deployment in China. Meanwhile, strains in the dominant UNFCCC/Kyoto policy paradigm were accumulating, culminating in the dramatic failure of the Copenhagen conference of 2009 to yield a successor treaty to the Kyoto Protocol (Falkner 2016, 1110–11). The Copenhagen failure “proved to be a critical juncture, prompting new thinking from a range of actors on how to address climate change” (Hale 2016, 15). As Section 2 of the main article shows, some of this new thinking turned to AFFNs (see also Jacobs 2016, 316–19).
3
Energy system transition, great power alignment, and the Paris Agreement — conditions for the strong/direct contestation of (pro-)fossil fuel norms
The mainstreaming of renewable energy
The technological innovation in renewable energy spurred by the early movers set in motion positive feedback loops that had, by the middle of the present decade, profoundly changed the mainstream economic, social and political viability of renewable energy (Bloomberg New Energy Finance 2017; REN 21 2017). The costs of core components, such as wind turbines and photovoltaic modules, have declined by such an extent that one or more types of renewable energy is now an economically competitive source of electricity in many countries, while electric vehicle, battery, offshore wind and next generation solar technologies are experiencing dramatic cost reductions (Bloomberg New Energy Finance 2017; REN 21 2017). 
As more and more state and private institutions have invested in renewable technologies, interests have arisen to protect their investments (in the case of Germany, for example, see Jacobsson and Lauber 2006; Michaelowa 2005), and commercial norms and standards have emerged that further normalize their market diffusion (see, e.g., REN 21 2017).
 And as households and communities have invested in their own renewable energy schemes, ever larger populations have become socialized to the benefits of renewable technologies — reflected in public opinion that increasingly embraces their deployment
 and in some cases also in social norms promoting low-carbon energy choices, as with rooftop solar PV, for example (Geels, Berkhout, and van Vuuren 2016, 577; Yun and Lee 2015). In turn, these kinds of shifts in interests, identities, practices and social norms have created political conditions more conducive to further subnational and national climate policy in many countries (Meckling et al. 2015; Upham et al. 2014). 
These interrelated developments around energy systems conduce to the spread of AFFNs. First, since a world without fossil fuels will require other economically and socially acceptable energy sources, the mainstream diffusion of renewable energy technology has radically improved the material, economic and hence political viability of a phase down of fossil fuels — especially coal. Second, the accompanying commercial and social normalization of renewable energy in many countries is complementary to AFFNs because it enhances the intuitive plausibility of AFFNs and associated frames.
 Arguably, the potential now exists for the emergence of an interlocking, multi-level normative structure of new energy norms that are “pro-renewable” and “anti-fossil” (Green 2017a) — and, incidentally, for a related research agenda for scholars of “polycentric governance” and “multi-level climate policy innovation” (Jordan et al. 2015; Jordan and Huitema 2014; Ostrom 2010; Upham et al. 2014). Third, the economic and social mainstreaming of renewable energy, among other factors,
 contributed to a reconceptualization of national and subnational climate mitigation away from being a “costly burden” and towards being an opportunity for (broadly) “green” and “better” growth (Averchenkova, Stern, and Zenghelis 2014; GCEC 2014; Stern 2015b) and (in narrower terms) “nationally self-interested climate change mitigation” (Green 2015). This reconceptualization caught the imagination of elite audiences in the lead up to the Paris conference and contributed to the conference’s success (Falkner 2016, 1113; Jacobs 2016, 316). 
Shifting great power interests
In parallel, the perceived interests of major powers had shifted significantly by around 2013. The Obama administration, which had suffered a major Congressional defeat of its cap-and-trade legislation during its first term, made climate change a priority in its second term, using executive powers to introduce a swathe of regulations directly targeting fossil fuels. These included regulations on new and existing coal plants and a moratorium on allocating new coal leases on US federal lands. Even more significantly, China’s 13 year wave of unprecedented fossil-fuelled investment was beginning to slow by the early years of the present decade. Slowing urbanisation, rising wages, excess capacity in property and heavy industrial sectors, bad debt, urban pollution, and a series of central policy shifts led to a structural deceleration in energy demand growth, while clean-tech industrial policy fuelled ever-larger expansions in the manufacturing and domestic deployment of non-fossil energy technologies (Green and Stern 2016, 2017). Dramatically increased public awareness of the role played by fossil fuel-burning in causing toxic smog became a test of the Chinese government’s legitimacy, and prompted extensive state measures aimed particularly at reducing fossil fuel use (Sheehan et al. 2014). Together, these changes led, remarkably, to China’s coal consumption peaking in 2013–14 (Qi et al. 2016), and facilitated the Xi Administration’s more ambitious climate stance in bilateral climate initiatives with the Obama administration and in the Paris climate negotiations (Hilton and Kerr 2017). 
To be sure, these gains are both limited and insecure: China continues to be heavily reliant on fossil fuels and faces challenges in cutting this reliance at a rapid pace (Green and Stern 2016, 2017); and some domestic Obama-era gains have been reversed by the staunchly pro-fossil fuel Trump administration (Bomberg 2017; Mehling 2017). But many domestic advances in both countries cannot be undone. Moreover, the two countries’ cooperation was instrumental to the negotiation of the Paris Agreement, which itself has significantly altered the global institutional and normative context favourably for the spread of AFFNs.
The Paris Agreement: a new policy paradigm
The Paris Agreement, negotiated in December 2015, represents a “new global governance approach” (Falkner 2016, 1108) — one based not on a logic of enforceable incentives and market-based mechanisms, but rather on a logic of domestic political mobilization and international peer pressure.
 The Paris Agreement seeks to achieve climate goals indirectly by establishing weakly legalized (or “soft”) norms and institutionalized processes, which together facilitate the regular exertion of political pressure on states to increase the ambition of their voluntary national commitments over time (Christoff 2016, 782; Falkner 2016, 1120–25; Hale 2016; Jacobs 2016, 323).

Arguably the most important soft norm institutionalized by the Paris Agreement is a shared goal to achieve “a balance between anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of greenhouse gases in the second half of this century” (art. 4.1). The genealogy of this provision — itself an insightful case of norm entrepreneurship — bears on the “normative fitness” of AFFNs. The provision originated with a civil society campaign spearheaded by legal academic Farhana Yamin and her organisational platform, Track Zero,
 to include in the Agreement a goal of phasing down greenhouse gases to “net zero emissions” by mid-century (Haites, Yamin and Höhne 2013, 10). The net zero goal has three principal virtues. First, it is consistent with what climate scientists say is required to stay within the long-institutionalized global goal of limiting global warming to within 2°C above pre-industrial levels, yet provides clearer guidance about what the 2°C goal practically requires (Rogelj et al. 2015). Second, net zero emissions is much simpler to understand than the 2°C goal, making it both more psychologically salient to laypersons and sending a clearer signal to investors about the future direction of the global economy (Jacobs 2016, 320).
 Third, in the years following the failed Copenhagen conference, many environmental NGOs shifted their campaigning tactics toward fossil fuels, taking the fight directly to fossil fuel companies and their investors; these NGOs saw “net zero” as effectively implying the end of fossil fuels and rallied behind its inclusion in the Paris Agreement (Jacobs 2016, 318–20). Versions of the proposed net zero emissions provision had willing proponents in the negotiations among vulnerable small island states,
 and in what eventually grew to become the “High Ambition Coalition” (Yamin 2016). In the course of negotiations with other states, however, more ambitious versions of the proposed goal (including those with clearer language on net zero emissions, and those with a specific date for achieving net zero emissions) were rejected, but ultimately a compromise was reached and article 4.1 (quoted above) was agreed (Brun 2016, 118). Despite the use of less clear language (emissions “balance”) and a wide timeframe for achievement (“in the second half of this century”), the provision “is widely assumed to mean ‘net zero’ emissions, and implies the phase-out of fossil fuels in that time frame” (Christoff 2016, 776; see also Falkner 2016, 1115), though some fossil fuel producing and consuming states would probably reject that interpretation. 
The genealogy of article 4.1, and the broader policy paradigm embodied in the Paris Agreement, illustrates the fluid and contested normative context that currently characterizes international climate change governance. On the one hand, AFFNs “fit” snugly within this new paradigm. The imperative to reduce and ultimately phase-out fossil fuels is consistent with, and arguably “nested” within, the Paris Agreement’s net zero emissions goal. Moreover, the political logics of AFFNs — norm-based political mobilization and international peer-pressure — cohere with those of the Paris Agreement. Indeed, AFFNs are arguably better suited to this governance paradigm than the net zero emissions goal. The latter has numerous limitations from a political mobilization perspective: it is couched in terms of greenhouse gases in general, which are a non-salient, low-priority source of harm for most of the lay public in industrialized/ing states, where the bulk of emissions occur (see Section 3.1.1 of the main article); greenhouse gas emissions are harder for third parties to measure than fossil fuel production and consumption, which undermines the effectiveness of peer pressure; and net zero is an aggregate global goal with a very long-term (and under-specified) timeframe for achievement. There is an urgent need to decompose the net zero norm into more salient, measurable, local and near-term norms — of which AFFNs are exemplary (see Section 3 of the main article).
On the other hand, the Paris negotiations illustrate three kinds of “external” normative contestation (Krook and True 2012) that AFFNs are likely to encounter. First, AFFNs may be contested by some within the broad coalition of actors who pushed for an ambitious outcome in Paris. Whereas the net zero emissions goal proved sufficiently ecumenical to unite disparate actors (Jacobs 2016, 320), AFFNs by definition only address part of the climate problem (leaving out land use, forestry, livestock and industrial gases, for example). Of course, AFFNs should not be understood as opposed to norms (and initiatives, policies etc.) addressing non-energy aspects of climate governance. Nonetheless, concerns about crowding out scarce resources such as media attention, policymaker engagement, and donor funding may motivate intra-movement contestation (Rucht 2008, 204). Additionally, as noted above, AFFNs represent a departure from existing “liberal environmentalist” norms and tools of governance. While liberal-environmentalist governance tools such as carbon markets have been somewhat discredited at the international level following the Kyoto experience, and barely feature in the Paris Agreement (Andresen et al. 2016, 192–93), they continue to have their promoters within segments of the climate movement, who may prove to be a further source of intra-movement normative contestation affecting the content and spread of AFFNs. Furthermore, while AFFNs are often socially constructed to stigmatize fossil fuel companies, they may also unintentionally stigmatize and alienate potential allies, such as workers and communities entangled in fossil fuel production processes, and therefore face contestation from proponents of “just transition” initiatives and frames. While this last form of contestation is certainly not inevitable, it suggests the need for a careful and nuanced co-deployment of these two discourses (alongside a positive, “green transformation” discourse) (Green 2017b; Healy and Barry 2017, 456; Sweeney 2016).
Second, “creative resisters” (Bloomfield 2016) such as the Umbrella Group of developed-but-fossil-fuel-intensive countries, and segments of the business community, are also likely to continue to advocate such liberal-environmentalist norms and governance tools as a more politically palatable form of subtle resistance, predicated on their calculation that politically feasible international carbon markets are unlikely to threaten fossil fuel production anytime soon (Jenkins 2014). 
Third, the international climate regime still contains a battery of norms — e.g. state sovereignty over natural resources, sustainable development — to which outright opponents of strong climate action can appeal (however disingenuously) when attempting to justify their resistance to AFFNs. (Norm opposition and contestation are addressed in more detail in the main body of the article: see Section 3).
4
Conclusion

The above discussion suggests two key conclusions. First, through a combination of evolution and crisis, key features of the “world-time” and normative context have changed radically in recent years in ways that significantly increase the likelihood of the spread of AFFNs compared with even the beginning of this decade. Second, and notwithstanding these changes, contextual conditions are fluid and remain contested, presenting both opportunities for and barriers to the spread of AFFNs. The spread of AFFNs will therefore depend considerably on the skilled agency of AFFN entrepreneurs and champions, including their ability to exploit opportunities and overcome barriers in both the domestic and international political arenas (see also Ayling and Gunningham 2017; Gunningham 2017). It is to these issues which the body of the main article is primarily directed.
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