
Climate justice in the context of
planetary urbanization
May 15, 2022

Issue: Dislocating Urban Studies

Constantina Theodorou

Research Article

https://urbanmattersjournal.com/
https://urbanmattersjournal.com/climate-justice-in-the-context-of-planetary-urbanization/
https://urbanmattersjournal.com/issue/dislocating_urban_studies/


Amidst the escalating emergency of climate change (CC), addressing issues of climate

justice is almost an imperative. Any valid response to its totality is impossible without fair

and inclusionary policies that enhance the political feasibility of a zero-carbon transition

(Patterson et al., 2018). However, it is inconsistent to seek justice within the same

geopolitical schemes that created the conditions of the crisis in the first place. Embedded

in them are structural injustices that are reproduced again in the battle against CC,

following the schemes North/South, urban/rural, center/periphery.

What follows is an effort to relocate and respond to claims for climate justice on a

planetary ground, beyond these divisions, transcending the scales of urban or the state,

mobilizing the concept of planetary urbanization. It is an effort to connect critical urban

theory with CC policymaking. Planetary urbanization theory was introduced by Brenner

&Schmid (2015), based on Lefebvre’s provocation that “our society has been completely

urbanized” (2003), as “a call to supersede the inside/outside dualism that has long been

naturalized in urban studies” (Brenner, 2018). Planetary urbanization theory brings to the

foreground, instead of the spatial forms, the processes that connect places of concentrated

urbanization—dense agglomerations, global cities and places of extended urbanization—the

operational or infrastructural space of logistics, extraction sites and loose peri-urban

areas; all these places thatsupport the dense agglomeration urbanization.

 I begin with some reflections on the planetary spatiality of CC, expanding the notion of

planetary, as used in the original concept, with a more pluralistic reading informed by

cultural studies and distinguishing it from the global of geopolitical international

relationships. I proceed by pointing out the main issues of failure of the current CC

governance approaches regarding its planetary nature; the inadequacy of territorially

bounded policymaking, the irrelevance of the idea of autonomy and the primary financial

framing of CC. I then propose the enhanced planetary urbanization concept as a more

inclusive and fair viewpoint from which to imagine and propose possible solutions. With a

focus on the processes and with an emphasis on the invisible terrains of extended

urbanization, it is possible to imagine their right of participation in the urban processes

that are already part of as a right of decision-making as well. The combination of

environmental rights and the right to the city, (i.e., the right to participate in the

production of space) could be transformed to an extended right to the urban.

The planetary spatiality of climate change

While it sounds like a truism to say that climate change is a planetary challenge, its

planetary spatiality is not self-evident. It is important to distinguish between planetary, as

used here, and global, as two different theoretical and political standpoints.

Planetarity emerges as a term in the 1990s as an alternative to the abstraction and

homogenizing culture of globalization. For Axelos, Lefebvre’s friend among other:

Globalisation names a process which universalises technology, economy, politics, and even

civilisation and culture. But it remains somewhat empty. The world, as an opening is

missing. … The thing that is called globalization is a kind of mondialisation without the
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world. (Axelos, in Elden, 2008, 82)

Mondialization ¹ , is in a way Lefebvre’s version of planetarity. It is the ongoing conceptual

exercise that precedes globalization, the representation of the world as a totality, an

abstraction on which the globalized world is built. The Earth is transformed through

technical interventions into the world (the planetary); through technology “humans are in

the process of “becoming worldwide and planetary [devenumondial et planétaire],” and

then may “finally be able to enjoy or command [jouir] the Earth.”(Lefebvre, in Elden, 85)

My view of planetarity diverges from this privileged position of humans towards Earth; it

is synthesized as a field of interconnected alterity and differences. Originating in the field

of anthropological and cultural studies (Spivak, 2003), the notion of planetarity changes

not only the discourse but also its field merging it with environmental studies. Translation

becomes a critical issue for advancing this notion of planetarity, gaining a central point

for the comparative methodologies deployed in urbanism, which put forth a worlding of

the subaltern. In recognition of a field of alterity, a field of non-translatable, there where

no translation is sufficient, comparative approaches promote new theory-making from

the lens of the so-called periphery. They develop new concepts and understandings that

do not deny global explanations, but enhance them with historical difference and geo-

ecological specificity (Robinson, 2015).

Through this planetary conceptual lens, the more material aspects of CC’s planetarity can

be approached. Beginning with the distribution of effects, there’s no CC immunized area,

however unequal the disaster will be for some habitats, species and populations.

Increasing disaster incidents for the most vulnerable habitats relocate the adaptation

challenge to the least affected as an influx of expelled humans, animals, microbes and

displaced uses, such as tourism and agricultural industries, with a parallel acute need to

redesign infrastructure and global logistics networks accordingly (Ghadge et al, 2019). The

shared, yet quite variegated experience of the catastrophe sets the background for an

emerging collective human conscience, a shared sense of the common struggle as

humanity, which is also a prerequisite for a planetary politics of CC (Chakrabarty, 2009).

Climate change then is planetary in that effective technological solutions that are

currently explored are planetary in scale and require architectures and design processes

that have to respond to a hyper-macro spatiotemporal horizon (Bratton, 2019). Especially

the most controversial geo-engineering projects, whose unknown side-effects cannot be

predictably geographically restrained (Horton, 2011; Buck, 2019) require new governance

models. The ways in which infrastructural developments pose a challenge for a more fluid

reorganization of the planetary political space is even more evident in the transition to

100 percent renewable energy (RE). The transition to the intermittent, ominpresent RE

sources implies that every place could be potentially energy producing and to do so it

should have as many connections as possible, organized in a decentralized way,

exchanging energy according to availability of supply and demand rather than geopolitics

(Child et al., 2020).   This mobilizes the planetary space in a quite different way than

geographically constrained resources, such as gas and oil, which defined geopolitics until

now. The design of these networks of infrastructures, the construction of new energy
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sharing pathways, requires, rather than a construction of boundaries and exclusionary

protocols, new collaboration protocols, making the idea of autonomous, within borders

solutions irrelevant.

Finally, CC‘s planetarity unfolds as a radical transformation of our world’s scientific and

philosophic representations. CC is deployed in a critical zone; a terrain full of signs,

sensors and observatories, a living atmosphere that cannot be reduced to the abstraction

of geometric space (Latour, 2013). The sophisticated observation, mapping and data

visualization techniques change radically the representations of the world and different

conceptual abstractions of it imply different political organization. Moving and immovable

subjects and objects can be increasingly traced, controlled and governed through

mechanisms other than the prevalent governmental-statistic enclosures. And, while the

AI-sensing and observation capacity has increased, there is a limit to the possibility of

visualization, set not by technical efficiency that is constantly evolving, but by the

acceptance of uncertainty principle and of our perception’s limit to meaningfully connect

all levels of data.

After all, it comes out that the ground on which CC is to be fought is quite different from

what is described through the existing legal schemes and world divisions; the mitigation

battle requires new conceptualization and reorganization of world’s resources, territories

and more-than-human populations.

Scales of governance of climate change

In spite of the planetary spatiality of the CC, its politics are still organized through nation-

state hierarchies and their bigger or smaller scales. After decades of failed efforts for

effective international collaboration in CC mitigation, it was not until the 2015 Paris

Climate Agreement that non-state actors were involved in official United Nations (UN)

negotiations, with mayors from over 100 cities participating in the parallel C40 Summit,

setting their own pledges and goals (Held, 2017). The Paris Agreement sets a hallmark for a

more multi-scale, global (though not yet planetary as delineated above) form of climate

governance. The concession of the exclusive jurisdiction of national and international

bodies to sub-national actors, transnational corporations and civil society was a

development that was both spurred and gave surge to an increasing agency of these latter

actors in effective CC mitigation battle.

After the Paris Agreement and with the adoption, in the same period, of the UN’s

Sustainable Development Goals and the New Urban Agenda, multilevel governance gained

ground as a term, describing better what in practice global governance stands for (Aksu,

2016). This multilevel emphasis is consistent with the growing realization that top-down

political leadership is inadequate of effective action and horizontal collaboration and self-

organization at smaller scales delivers better results, even if it does so in perplexed and

improvising ways that could be acknowledged as a messy governmentality (Castán Broto,

2019). It is also consistent with an increasing emphasis on climate governance at the urban

scale which, both in the literature as in praxis. What is new is the increasing agency,

effectiveness and consolidation of the institutional role of urban actors, municipalities
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and transnational municipal networks such as C40, ICLEI or corporate initiatives like

Rockfeller’s 100 Resilient cities.

Urban governance, as a sub-case of multi-level governance, appears to mean both the

collective agency of the network that sets common milestones between their members

and the enhancement of each city member’s agency in its respective jurisdiction (Gordon,

2020). Described by Goh (2021) as emerging ‘urban network formations’, these networks

reinforce rather than challenge pre-existing power relationships, with flows of best

practices, expertise and funding by power centers of the North circulating across the

world, through the implementation of climate-proofing infrastructures at a local level.

Whether, global, multi-level, urban or messy, the climatic agency remains primarily

inscribed in the territorial borders of each governmental entity and, even if other actors

emerge, the structure of the legal jurisdiction of the whole system is still quite state-

centric (Taylor et al., 2016). Regarding urban governance, the majority of policy

interventions and the spirit shared at good policy reports, aim towards the achievement of

green certifications of urban as a spatial form, rather than as a multi-scalar, variegated

planetary process. Both in the urban climate governance literature as in the actual urban

policy approaches, there is a persistent “methodological cityism” (Angelo &Washmuth,

2015), a conception of urban in the form of compact cities or suburban sprawl, or in other

words a “metropolitanization of climate change” (Hodson, 2010). In it is inscribed a

systemic inequality with the omission of their relationship to their metabolic

counterparts, the landscapes of extended urbanization that bear the burden of

concentrated urbanization, and which are operationalized again in the battle for CC

mitigation, either as extraction sites for RE component materials or for the allocation of

vast, land-consuming RE projects. Despite some earlier efforts (Swyngedouw & Heynen,

2003) there is failure to connect critical theory of urbanization to climate change in a

conversation that goes both ways—critical urban theory being mostly indifferent to the

technicalities of CC, and CC policy research being ignorant to critical theory (Goh, 2020).

Moreover, at all scales the current schemes of climate governance are dominated

primarily by a spirit of “liberal environmentalism” and less by a sense of planetary

emergency (Gordon, 2020). The European Union (EU)’s Green Deal is explicitly promoted

as a “growth strategy (…) where economic growth is decoupled from resource use” (EU,

2021). This focus on financial growth has seriously deviated global efforts for CC

mitigation, as exemplified in the various failures of the carbon trade-offs mechanism

(Gilbertson and Reyes, 2009), another state-centric solution for a planetary scale problem,

as if CO2 can be contained between borders. Essential to the neoliberalization of nature is

the development, at the international level, of common indexes, carbon performance and

environmental indicators and other green certification prototypes, which constitute a

“lingua franca” of international collaboration, based, though, on a translation of any type

of ecological performance to the language and metrics of economic growth. Such

translation systems reproduce systemic inequality patterns between mainly the Global

South and North, rendering invisible whole geographies of non-profit relationships to

space and Indigenous socio-ecosystems (Peluso, 1995), thus paving the way to their

extinction.
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Planetary urbanization and urban rights

Places that are suffering the most severe consequences of both CC and the efforts to

combat it remain the ones least participating in the politics and governance of this

planetary scale enterprise. It is of no surprise that the majority of conflicts around

renewable energy projects concentrate on landscapes of extended urbanization. Small

remote islands, mountain tops, environmentally protected areas; peripheral areas of

small-scale agricultural production are sacrificed at a cost that reaches beyond the local

ecosystems. (Temper et al, 2020; Kati et al, 2021; Vlami et al, 2020). To bring in the concept

of planetary urbanization is quite poignant, connecting and putting in the foreground

together with their metabolic counterparts, all these places that support the urbanization

of life across the planet without being considered urban. For these habitats, participation

in urbanization processes should also come with participation in decision-making

processes.

Discussions about energy futures, assemblies, protests and other gatherings are currently

multiplying in places like mountain crossroads or small villages. For Lefebvre, centrality is

not about a geographic location, nor about the spatial form of an urban core. Instead, it is

mainly about the access to what constitutes the social construction of urban; access to

political, economic and cultural life and capital. The landscapes of extended urbanization

could be the new loci of centrality that only have to be reimagined and politically

recognized as such. Kipfer (2018) in a study of Indigenous struggles against pipelines in

Canada, also recognizes centrality as the product of mobilizations happening in places

beyond urban as usual. However, he sees in the denial of Indigenous groups to be

urbanized, the limits of planetary urbanization theory. If there is a right to the urban; a

right to define the terms of the urbanization processes, there should also be a right of

refusal and denial of it as a defense of alterity.

Planetary urbanization theory has been criticized for being totalizing, excluding other

causal explanations in the production of urban space, such as patriarchy, ethnicity,

religion and other socio-cultural differences as well as geo-historical specificities (Oswin,

2018). It is also criticized as leaving no space for a constitutive other of urbanization

putting every planetary phenomenon under an urban lens (Jazeel, 2017; Ruddick et al.,

2017) or erasing the category of rural (Shaw, 2015; Roy, 2016). Moreover, the planetary in

planetary urbanization, as proposed by its proponents, bears more to globality rather than

planetarity conceived as a place of acceptance of alterity and unknownability. Following

Goonewaderva’s (2018) but also Brenner’s (2018) call to enrich and expand the concept, I

improvise with an expanded reading of planetary in it. Accepting the validity of the

critiques and that urban phenomena are complex, multi-causal and locally variegated, and

“paying extra attention to minimal differences”(Buckley & Strauss, 2016:627), I find its

usefulness in that it allows to think of the political possibility of rural as urban. This

translation intends not to subsume or ignore rurality and all the relationships developed

through it but to defend and demand justice as in the urban context. It allows one to

allocate urban rights to what is considered non-urban, to remove the non-urban label as

a synonym of a site of exploitation in support of urban-metropolitan lifestyles, to attribute
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them the missing politically instituted centrality. Beyond the strictly defined state-

sanctioned version of rights that are attributed top down, rights are viewed in a broader

definition, as gained and defended through collective struggles that shape the extended

urban planetary space (Purcell, 2003). The right to the urban, as an expansion of the right

to the city, a right of the inhabitants, of all the interdependent beings of a locality, to

participate in the production of their space as it is transformed through urbanization

processes that connect them with places of concentrated urbanization.

Aspects of climate justice beyond the state’s jurisdiction

The rights that could be claimed under the context of climate justice could be organized in

three directions, both in scope and temporality: procedural to the present, implying rights

of participation in the design and decision-making of climate policies and infrastructures;

distributive and reparative to the past, allocating resources to relieve the damages already

happened and to shield against vulnerabilities; and future-oriented guaranteeing that “the

right to development must be fulfilled so as to equitably meet developmental and

environmental needs of present and future generations” (UN Rio Declaration, 1992,

principle 3), (Schlosberg and Collins, 2014). It is interesting to notice that while in urban

policies distributive justice—how to protect all in a just way from a potential disaster—is

the primary concern, there is a main difference between geographical contexts. Cities of

the Global South seek more dimensions of justice compared to cities of the Global North

that are focused mainly on the distributive (Bulkeley et al., 2013). This difference highlights

the need to prioritize procedural justice, in an attempt to overcome the structural

injustices and rationalities that are consolidated in given spatial hierarchies and

reproduce the causes of environmental crisis.

In a purely technocratic CC mitigation approach, justice and the time-consuming

participatory democratic procedures it entails, is considered a waste of time in the face of

an emergency. Besides, participation does not always equal a fair process entailing

dangers of limited representation of certain social groups (Young and Allen, 2011).

However, upholding the climate justice demand in all its three dimensions, addressing the

lack of consent and the needs of local actors who are variously affected by the allocation of

RE projects across rural landscapes, in the long run, saves time and money from time-

consuming legal debates that further make people disengaged with the common goal of

CC mitigation. A review of 673 conflict cases from the Environmental Justice Atlas (2020),

relating for the first time the resistance of local movements against fossil fuels projects

with the conflicts raised against low-carbon energy projects, concludes that in both

circumstances, a quarter of projects were stopped, delayed or suspended, setting an

alarm “that the decarbonization of the economy is by no means inherently less

environmentally damaging and more socially inclusive than a fossil-fueled status quo.“

(Temper et al., 2020:3). Given that RE infrastructures are very land extensive² the vast

amounts of land required for the installation are typically found in remote, peripheral

places, where land is free or almost free. Land-grabbings of natural/agricultural land for

the deployment of renewable projects lead to the dispossession and further

impoverization of rural populations, thus consolidating injustices (Yennetiet al., 2016).
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However, this sacrifice does not even contribute to the common goal. The conversions of

natural lands to RE production may result in a reduction of up to 8 percent of earth’s

capacity to capture carbon (Kieseckeret al., 2019).

On the basis of this injustice is the translation of natural land’s value to real estate value.

What if there was a shift to a functional, use value; a value that derives from the processes

and relationship in which places participate and which they enable. Energy or food

producing landscapes are very central to the urban function. A decision of building

extensive sea wall infrastructures to protect high-value urban land could be weighed

against protections for places of extended urbanization, counting which function is more

central to the urban in a long-term horizon. Or, given that RE production can happen

almost everywhere, the decision between massive RE installation in non-degraded land or

between installation in denser urban areas shouldn’t come so easily for the first. For such

comparisons to be possible, a transcendence of jurisdictional urban borders and a non-

financial understanding of ecosystems functions is necessary. Urban adaptation and

mitigation plans that wish to address climate justice should thus be reexamined in an

extended urban ground.

It is what in other words, from the same place, but from a mirror perspective Borras

&Franco (2018:11) call an agrarian climate justice, combining agrarian and climate justice

and proposing five ways to pursue “redistribution, recognition, restitution, regeneration

and resistance.” Resistance is quite critical for the cultivation of the imaginary of new

territorial orders and new governance spatialities in the CC reality. What is underway

through the planetary deployment of energy infrastructure projects and the resistance

movements towards them is the political activation of the hinterland, the emergence of

new spaces of political institutions, new political subjectivities, the formation of

communities brought together by their common struggles. From the 3,200 documented

cases of the Environmental Justice Atlas (2020), the majority of conflicts happen in

Indigenous lands, and the resistances formed by this shape demands for different political

relationship to land. A political infrastructure is gradually built-up, expanding bottom- up

and horizontally, in rhizomatic ways, without gravity center and through networks of

places and movements with similar agendas against massive infrastructural projects. The

alternative institutions are mobilized through online platforms, and global networks, their

places of symbolic political coming together are crossroads and mountain pathways.

Through these encounters, more fluid forms of citizenship emerge, that go beyond the

rights allocated by state authorities. As similarly to Purcell’s (2003) global city citizenship,

an extended urban citizenship could be based on the right to collectively participate in

deciding and shaping the space of extended urbanization.

Conclusion

Addressing issues of climate justice, especially in its less undertaken procedural

dimension, is a prerequisite for a timely combat of CC, which requires a critical

rethinking of the sociopolitical schemes through which solutions are deployed and which

enabled conditions of ecological degradation at first place. At first, it is important to
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recognize CC’s planetary spatiality, both in its conceptual and material aspects,

distinguishing it from the global. The viewpoint of a planetary terrain, one that is

embracing alterity, difference and unknown ability, enables us to pay attention to spatial

relationships that remain invisible in their translation to economic performance

indicators or fragmented in between existing jurisdictional divisions. Answering to the

inadequacies of territorially bounded approaches of global, multilevel or urban

governance to govern the diversity of interactions and connections that shape CC’s

planetary terrain, I introduce an improvisation on the concept of planetary urbanization,

in an expanded reading of planetary in the original concept. Focusing on urbanization

processes and acknowledging that they unfold across multiple networks and places it

brings in the foreground spaces of the extended urbanization that suffer from structural

injustices, embedded also in the CC mitigation schemes. Under this lens, the renewed

emphasis on urban climate governance, rather than unsuccessfully limiting itself to the

ecological upgrading of spatially enclosed forms, to be fair it should address all the

spectrum of urbanization processes. Paying justice to these operational landscapes of

urbanization, places of transformed rurality implies the recognition of the right of

participation to the processes that shape extended urbanization space. Since CC

mitigation strategies unequally affect these places it is also the right to participate in the

shaping of planetary scale political restructuring under the spectrum of CC. Finally these

rights are gained through encounters and struggles, they are an in praxis manifestation of

an emerging extended urban citizenship.

¹ Mondialization is also used by Nancy, but is in a way closer to what here is referred as

planetarity than to mondialization according to Lefebvre. …“mondialisation preserves

something untranslatable while globalization has already translated everything” (2007a,

page 28, original emphasis). (Nancy in Madden, D.J. (2012) ‘City Becoming World: Nancy,

Lefebvre, and the Global—Urban Imagination’, Environment and Planning D: Society and

Space, 30(5), pp. 772–787. pp:775)

² The land required is multiple times up for the same amount of energy related to carbon

but the exact factor varies strongly from ten to hundred times depending on how the land

that is required is calculated, or if the land is used for agriculture as well, so a more

precise calculation could be only case specific.

References
Aksu, E. (2016) ‘What, Then, is “Global” about Global Governance?’, The Chinese Journal of Global Governance, 1(2), pp.

105–132. doi:10.1163/23525207-12340007.

Angelo, H. and Washmuth, D. (2015) ‘Urbanizing Urban Political Ecology: A Critique of Methodological Cityism’,

International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 39(1), pp. 16–27. doi:10.1111/1468-2427.12105.

Barrett, S. (1998) ‘Political economy of the Kyoto Protocol’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 14(4), pp. 20–39.

doi:10.1093/oxrep/14.4.20.

Borras, S.M. and Franco, J.C. (2018) ‘The challenge of locating land-based climate change mitigation and adaptation

politics within a social justice perspective: towards an idea of agrarian climate justice’, Third World Quarterly, 39(7),

pp. 1308–1325. doi:10.1080/01436597.2018.1460592.

9

https://doi.org/10.1163/23525207-12340007
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12105
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/14.4.20
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2018.1460592


Bratton, B. (2019) The Terraforming. Strelka Press.

Brenner, N. (2018) ‘Debating planetary urbanization: For an engaged pluralism’, Environment and Planning D: Society

and Space, p. 0263775818757510. doi:10.1177/0263775818757510.

Brenner, N. and Schmid, C. (2015) ‘Towards a new epistemology of the urban?,City, 19(2–3), pp. 151–182.

doi:10.1080/13604813.2015.1014712.

Buck, H.J. (2019) After Geoengineering: Climate Tragedy, Repair, and Restoration. London ; New York: Verso.

Buckley, M. and Strauss, K. (2016) ‘With, against and beyond Lefebvre: Planetary urbanization and epistemic plurality’,

Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 34(4), pp. 617–636. doi:10.1177/0263775816628872.

Bulkeley, H. et al. (2013) ‘Climate justice and global cities: Mapping the emerging discourses’, Global Environmental

Change, 23(5), pp. 914–925. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.05.010.

Castán Broto, V. (2019) ‘Climate change politics and the urban contexts of messy governmentalities’, Territory, Politics,

Governance, 0(0), pp. 1–18. doi:10.1080/21622671.2019.1632220.

Castán Broto, V. and Robin, E. (2020) ‘Climate urbanism as critical urban theory’, Urban Geography, 0(0), pp. 1–6.

doi:10.1080/02723638.2020.1850617.

Chakrabarty, D. (2009) ‘The Climate of History: Four Theses’, Critical Inquiry, 35(2), pp. 197–222. doi:10.1086/596640.

Child, M. et al. (2019) ‘Flexible electricity generation, grid exchange and storage for the transition to a 100% renewable

energy system in Europe’, Renewable Energy, 139, pp. 80–101. doi:10.1016/j.renene.2019.02.077.

Elden, S. (2008) ‘Mondialisation before Globalization: Lefebvre and Axelos’, in Goonewardena, K. et al. (eds) Space,

Difference, Everyday Life. Routledge.

Elias, A.J. and Moraru, C. (eds) (2015) The Planetary Turn: Relationality and Geoaesthetics in the Twenty-First Century.

Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press.

Environmental Justice Atlas (2020). Available at: https://ejatlas.org/

European Union (2021) Regulation (EU) 2021/1119 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 June 2021

establishing the framework for achieving climate neutrality and amending Regulations (EC) No 401/2009 and (EU)

2018/1999 (‘European Climate Law’), OJ L. Available at: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1119/oj/eng (Accessed: 3

February 2022).

Ghadge, D.A., Hendrik, W. and Seuring, S. (2019) ‘Managing climate change risks in global supply chains: A review and

research agenda’, International Journal of Production Research, 58. doi:10.1080/00207543.2019.1629670.

Gilbertson, T. and Reyes, O. (2009) Carbon Trading. 7. Uppsala: Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation. Available at:

https://www.tni.org/en/topic/carbon-trading (Accessed: 15 April 2021).

Goh, K. (2021) Form and Flow: The Spatial Politics of Urban Resilience and Climate Justice. Cambridge, Massachusetts:

The MIT Press.

Goh, K. (2020) ‘Urbanising climate justice: constructing scales and politicising difference’, Cambridge Journal of

Regions, Economy and Society [Preprint]. doi:10.1093/cjres/rsaa010.

Goonewardena, K. (2018) ‘Planetary urbanization and totality’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 36(3),

pp. 456–473. doi:10.1177/0263775818761890.

Gordon, D.J. (2020) Cities on the World Stage: The Politics of Global Urban Climate Governance. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press. doi:10.1017/9781108125888.

Harris, P.G. (2010) ‘Misplaced Ethics of Climate Change: Political vs. Environmental Geography’, Ethics, Place &

Environment, 13(2), pp. 215–222. doi:10.1080/13668791003778875.

van der Heijden, J., Certomà, C. and Bulkeley, H. (2019) ‘The Politics of Urban Climate Futures: Recognition,

Experimentation, Orchestration’, in Certomà, C., Bulkeley, H., and van der Heijden, J. (eds) Urban Climate Politics:

Agency and Empowerment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 231–242. doi:10.1017/9781108632157.013.

Held, D. (2017) ‘Elements of a Theory of Global Governance’, Glocalism Journal of culture, politics and innovation,

10

https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775818757510
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2015.1014712
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775816628872
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2019.1632220
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2020.1850617
https://doi.org/10.1086/596640
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2019.02.077
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1119/oj/eng
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2019.1629670
https://www.tni.org/en/topic/carbon-trading
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsaa010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775818761890
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108125888
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668791003778875
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108632157.013


2017(2). Available at: http://www.glocalismjournal.net/issues/global-identities-and-communities/articles/elements-

of-a-theory-of-global-governance.kl.

Hodson, M. (2010) World Cities And Climate Change: Producing Urban Ecological Security.

Holton, R.J. (2002) ‘Cosmopolitanism or cosmopolitanisms? The Universal Races Congress of 1911’, Global Networks,

2(2), pp. 153–170. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-0374.00033.

Horton, J.B. (2011) ‘Geoengineering and the Myth of Unilateralism: Pressures and Prospects for International

Cooperation’, Stanford Law School, 4(1). Available at: https://law.stanford.edu/publications/geoengineering-and-the-

myth-of-unilateralism-pressures-and-prospects-for-international-cooperation/ (Accessed: 15 April 2021).

Hughes, S. and Hoffmann, M. (2020) ‘Just urban transitions: Toward a research agenda’, WIREs Climate Change, 11(3), p.

e640. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.640.

IPCC (2021) Chapter 6 : Interlinkages between desertification, land degradation, food security and GHG fluxes: synergies,

trade-offs and integrated response options,  Special Report on Climate Change and Land. Intergovernmental Panel on

Climate Change. Available at: https://www.ipcc.ch/srccl/chapter/chapter-6/ (Accessed: 3 February 2022).

Jazeel, T. (2017) ‘Urban theory with an outside’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, p. First Published May

5, 2017. doi:10.1177/0263775817707968.

Kati, V. et al. (2021) ‘The biodiversity-wind energy-land use nexus in a global biodiversity hotspot’, Science of The Total

Environment, 768, p. 144471. doi:10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144471.

Kiesecker, J. et al. (2019) ‘Hitting the Target but Missing the Mark: Unintended Environmental Consequences of the

Paris Climate Agreement’, Frontiers in Environmental Science, 7. doi:10.3389/fenvs.2019.00151.

Latour, B. (2013) ‘Facing Gaia. Six Lectures on the Political Theology of Nature. Being the Gifford Lectures on Natural

Religion’, in. University of Edinburgh. Available at: http://spire.sciencespo.fr/hdl:/2441/754tua2ahg93pph6po701hkv1i

(Accessed: 15 June 2021).

Lefebvre, H. (2003) The Urban Revolution. 1st edn. Translated by R. Bononno. Minneapolis: University Of Minnesota

Press.

Merrifield, A. (2011) ‘The right to the city and beyond’, City, 15(3–4), pp. 473–481. doi:10.1080/13604813.2011.595116.

Oswin, N. (2018) ‘Planetary urbanization: A view from outside’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 36(3),

pp. 540–546. doi:10.1177/0263775816675963.

Patterson, J.J. et al.(2018) ‘Political feasibility of 1.5°C societal transformations: the role of social justice’, Current

Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 31, pp. 1–9. doi:10.1016/j.cosust.2017.11.002.

Peluso, N.L. (1995) ‘Whose Woods Are These? Counter-Mapping Forest Territories in Kalimantan, Indonesia’, Antipode,

27(4), pp. 383–406. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.1995.tb00286.x.

Purcell, M. (2003) ‘Citizenship and the right to the global city: reimagining the capitalist world order’, International

Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 27(3), pp. 564–590. doi:10.1111/1468-2427.00467.

Robinson, J. (2016) ‘Thinking cities through elsewhere: Comparative tactics for a more global urban studies’, Progress in

Human Geography, 40(1), pp. 3–29. doi:10.1177/0309132515598025.

Ruddick, S. et al. (2017) ‘Planetary urbanization: An urban theory for our time?’, Environment and Planning D: Society

and Space, p. 0263775817721489. doi:10.1177/0263775817721489.

Schlosberg, D. (2012) ‘Climate Justice and Capabilities: A Framework for Adaptation Policy’, Ethics & International

Affairs, 26(4), pp. 445–461. doi:10.1017/S0892679412000615.

Schlosberg, D. and Collins, L.B. (2014) ‘From environmental to climate justice: climate change and the discourse of

environmental justice’, WIREs Climate Change, 5(3), pp. 359–374. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.275.

Shaw, K. (2015) ‘Planetary urbanisation: what does it matter for politics or practice?’, Planning Theory & Practice, 16(4),

pp. 588–593. doi:10.1080/14649357.2015.1082229.

Spivak, G.C. (2003) ‘Planetarity’, in Death of a Discipline. New York Chichester, West Sussex: Columbia University

11

http://www.glocalismjournal.net/issues/global-identities-and-communities/articles/elements-of-a-theory-of-global-governance.kl
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-0374.00033
https://law.stanford.edu/publications/geoengineering-and-the-myth-of-unilateralism-pressures-and-prospects-for-international-cooperation/
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.640
https://www.ipcc.ch/srccl/chapter/chapter-6/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775817707968
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144471
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2019.00151
http://spire.sciencespo.fr/hdl:/2441/754tua2ahg93pph6po701hkv1i
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2011.595116
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775816675963
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2017.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.1995.tb00286.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00467
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132515598025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775817721489.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0892679412000615
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.275
https://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2015.1082229


Press.

Swyngedouw, E. and Heynen, N.C. (2003) ‘Urban Political Ecology, Justice and the Politics of Scale’, Antipode, 35(5), pp.

898–918. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8330.2003.00364.x.

Tanasescu, M. (2016) ‘The Rights of Nature in Ecuador’, in Tanasescu, M. (ed.) Environment, Political Representation, and

the Challenge of Rights: Speaking for Nature. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, pp. 85–106. doi:10.1057/9781137538956_5.

Taylor, P., O’Brien, G. and O’Keefe, P. (2016) ‘Eleven Antitheses on Cities and States: Challenging the Mindscape of

Chronology and Chorography in Anthropogenic Climate Change’, ACME: International E-Journal for Critical

Geographies, 15, pp. 393–417.

Temper, L. et al. (2020) ‘Movements shaping climate futures: A systematic mapping of protests against fossil fuel and

low-carbon energy projects’, Environmental Research Letters, 15(12), p. 123004. doi:10.1088/1748-9326/abc197.

Vlami, V. et al. (2020) ‘Residents’ Views on Landscape and Ecosystem Services during a Wind Farm Proposal in an

Island Protected Area’, Sustainability, 12(6), p. 2442. doi:10.3390/su12062442.

 

12

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2003.00364.x
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137538956_5
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/abc197
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12062442


Authors

Constantina Theodorou
Doctoral Student » Department of Urbanism, School of Architecture NTUA,
Athens.

Constantina Theodorou is an architect and urban researcher.  As a PhD

candidate of Urbanism NTUA she is exploring emerging assemblages of

geology-infrastructure-politics under the spectrum of climate change.

Parallel to academic research, she is engaged with performative

practices in urban space (walking lectures, video performances,

reactivation of empty spaces) with collaborations/participation among

others with Greek Film Center, Athens Epidaurus-Festival, Ministry of

Culture, Venice Biennale of Architecture 2016. She is a founding

member of the groups Koino Athina on urban commons,  CoHab

Athens introducing cooperative housing in Greece and Counterpublics

exploring artistic practices in extended public space.

13

https://urbanmattersjournal.com/researcher/constantina-theodorou/
https://cohabathens.org/
https://counterpublics.org/

	The planetary spatiality of climate change
	Scales of governance of climate change
	Planetary urbanization and urban rights
	Aspects of climate justice beyond the state’s jurisdiction
	Conclusion
	References
	Authors
	Constantina Theodorou


