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SUMMARY

* Observed: shift from Kyoto top-down agreement to Durban bottom-up process of pledges, but slow progress and large uncertainties (Lima)

« Economic models had predicted global climate protection “coalition” likely “unstable” due to several obstacles for achieving high levels of cooperation (e.g. Barrett 2005)
» Formal analyses of strategic interactions often neglect the time-evolving (“dynamic”) process inherent in negotiations

* Here: Dynamic model of bottom-up coalition formation (Fig. 3) under usual assumption of rationality gives much more optimistic results!
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(which would not form a consistent set of rational expectations) Only these three potential scenarios form consistent sets of common expectations in this numeric example.
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