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ket access issue green bonds for distinct strategic reasons. Furthermore, as hypothesized,
climate legislation has a substantially larger effect on issuance probability for lower-rated
sovereigns. At the typology corners, seekers (high laws, low rating) have a predicted proba-
bility of 3.2%, compared to just 1.8% for outsiders (low laws, low rating), a near-doubling.
Among higher-rated countries, the gap between leaders (4.4%) and exploiters (3.3%) is pro-
portionally smaller, suggesting that market access alone already provides a baseline pathway

to issuance that green ambition augments only modestly.

4.5 Role of IFIs for Market Seekers

To test H3, whether IFI capacity support facilitates green bond issuance among market-
constrained countries, we draw on the WB DPAD, which records thematic areas of WB
lending operations. Based on input from our interviewees, we focus on green policy themes.
Our sample consists of countries that received any WB policy-related support during 2015-
2024 (N = 635 country-years), ensuring we compare countries within the relevant recipient
pool rather than against the universe of all sovereigns. This design mitigates concerns
about selection into WB engagement, though we acknowledge that thematic assignment
within projects may be endogenous to country characteristics. Despite such limitations, this
analysis aims to identify systematic patterns consistent with the interview evidence.

Table 3 reports odds-ratio estimates from logit models of green bond issuance with lagged
WB green DPAD support, interacted with new climate legislation and credit rating.

We find that within the sample of countries receiving WB support, new climate laws are
associated with a higher level of issuance but WB green policy support has no independent
effect on issuance. However, IFI support does amplify the effect of climate legislation. This is
consistent with our seekers hypothesis (H3): among countries engaging with IFIs, green bond
issuance is most likely when domestic green ambition is reinforced by targeted international
support. Descriptively, 11 of 13 non-investment-grade countries that issued green bonds
received WB green policy support, underscoring the near-universal role of IFI engagement
among credit-constrained issuers.
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Table 3: Green bond issuance among Emerging Econoniies, DPAD Data

(1) Green (2) Green*Laws (3) Green*Rate

Credit Rating (lag) 1.020 1.030 1.015
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025)
WB Green Theme (lag) 0.994 0.279 0.175
(0.417) (0.228) (0.294)
New Climate Laws 1.099* 1.056 1.101%*
(0.056) (0.051) (0.055)
WB Green * New Laws 1.235%*
(0.133)
WB Green * Rating (lag) 1.038
(0.034)
Full Controls v v v
Num.Obs. 635 635 635
AIC 208.2 206.8 209.1

Note: This table shows logit models for sovereign green bond issuance, with
the sample limited to DPAD-recipient countries. Odds ratios shown. SEs
clustered by country. Year FE included. Table A.6 in the Appendix reports
coefficients for full controls. * p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.

Several caveats apply. First, thematic assignment within WB projects is not random.
However, the null main effect of green support in Model 1 argues against pure selection
because if the Bank simply targeted green countries, we would expect a main effect rather
than an interaction. The interaction result suggests that IFI support is enabling rather
than merely correlational. Second, peer MSCI issuance shows extremely large odds ratios,
indicating possible quasi-separation in the controls, though this does not affect the stability
of the key treatment variables. Third, we emphasize that our measure of IFI involvement is
deliberately conservative, capturing only World Bank lending tied to climate-policy reform.
In practice, IFI support may entail a wider set of activities that are not systematically
tracked, these could include concessional financing, guarantees, and technical assistance for
green frameworks along with involvement of non-WB actors.

These findings highlight the enabling role of IFIs in broadening participation in sovereign
green bond markets. Without such support, high-ambition but financially constrained gov-

ernments may lack the credibility and technical capacity to issue. They also underscore the
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uneven geography of issuance: while market leaders and exploiters/cah relv on market accass,
seekers depend on IFIs to translate ambition into issuance. Together with the interview evi-
dence, this suggests that sovereign green bond issuance depends not on capacity or ambition

alone, but on how governments navigate both.

4.6 Robustness

We report several robustness checks in Table A.3. First, we replace year fixed effects with
the US Treasury rate to control for global financing conditions directly; the interaction
between climate laws and credit rating remains consistent, indicating that our results are
not driven by common time trends (column 1). Second, we replace the binary investment-
grade indicator with credit-rating terciles, allowing for a more granular nonlinear relationship
between market capacity and issuance; the pattern of increasing interaction effects across
terciles supports our main findings (column 2). Third, we substitute national climate laws
from CCLW with the International Energy Agency (IEA)’s energy policy database (lagged
one year) as a narrower proxy for green ambition. Although this captures only energy-
sector measures, results remain consistent with the baseline (column 3). Fourth, we use CO,
emissions intensity as an outcome-based proxy for ambition, where higher intensity signals
lower ambition. As expected, the interaction reverses sign, though the coefficients are not
statistically significant (column 4). Fifth, we replace credit ratings with the logged Emerging
Markets Bond Index (EMBI) spread (lagged one year) as an alternative measure of market
access covering roughly 60 countries, since higher spreads indicate greater risk, we expect the
interaction with climate laws to carry the opposite sign, and results confirm this expectation
although without significance given the much smaller sample (column 5).

Finally, Table A.4 replicates the three main specifications using ordinary least squares
(OLS) with the log of issuance volume, conditional on positive issuance, as the dependent
variable. Results are directionally consistent with the main findings, though none reach
statistical significance. This is unsurprising given that the sample shrinks substantially to

only those country-years with positive issuance.
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5 Conclusion

This paper provides a systematic examination of the political economy of sovereign green
bond issuance, combining novel cross-national evidence with elite interviews. We show that
issuance is shaped less by green ambition alone than by the interaction of market capacity,
domestic policy priorities, and external support. We offer a typology of sovereign issuers.
Market leaders combine ambition and capacity, using green bonds to reinforce domestic
priorities and demonstrate international leadership. Market exploiters have similar capital
markets access but issue opportunistically, with limited green additionality. Market seekers
rely on climate ambition and IFI support to overcome market barriers. Finally, market
outsiders remain absent due to insufficient ambition, capacity, or both.

We contribute to debates on the political economy of climate change and the role of inno-
vative instruments in global capital markets. As governments balance climate commitments
against fiscal constraints, understanding what drives green bond issuance reveals how states
weave environmental priorities into their broader economic strategies. In doing so, we add
to existing explanations of variation in national climate strategies (Aklin and Urpelainen,
2013; Allan and Nahm, 2025; Colgan and Genovese, 2025; Colgan et al., 2021; Finnegan
et al., 2026; Mahdavi et al., 2022), particularly for innovative policy instruments (Sabel and
Victor, 2022).

This analysis speaks to a growing literature about strategic borrowing choices by govern-
ments (Betz and Kerner, 2016; Betz and Pond, 2023; Cormier, 2024; Kaplan, 2021; Mosley
and Rosendorff, 2023; Zeitz, 2024). We highlight the choice of financial instruments as a
consequential but understudied dimension of sovereign debt management. Labeled sovereign
bonds create new opportunities for governments to mobilize climate-related resources or to
capitalize on heightened investor demand, generating a potential “green advantage” when
political constraints recede and market conditions align. This has important implications

especially for developing countries, where green bonds may offer a strategy to mitigate con-
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sistent cost of capital barriers to climate investments.

These findings also extend long-standing debates over whether states embrace global
norms and novel policy tools strategically or sincerely. Sovereign green bonds sit at the nexus
of climate governance and international finance: they can function as credible commitments
to climate action, or as strategic signals aimed across audiences. By tracing variation in
adoption and purpose, we show how governments navigate both material incentives and
symbolic politics when engaging with global financial instruments. This perspective connects
research on state reputation and signaling (Brooks et al., 2015; Copelovitch et al., 2018) with
the sovereign finance literature.

Finally, situating green bonds within the broader sovereign debt ecosystem clarifies how
governments balance climate commitments, fiscal credibility, and domestic political con-
straints. We demonstrate that sovereign bonds are tools of fiscal management, reputation,
and political signaling as much as climate policy. This hybrid character helps explain both
their rapid diffusion and persistent concerns about greenwashing: most governments engage
climate finance strategically, leveraging “greenness” to tap into market demand and access
financing they might not otherwise obtain. Importantly, the flexibility that critics view as
a weakness is also what gives these instruments reach, allowing countries like Barbados to
secure market access while nudging governments with limited climate ambition such as Saudi
Arabia to channel at least some resources toward green projects.

More broadly, the findings reveal something fundamental about how governments respond
to inadequate global climate funding: they use financial innovation as adaptive strategy,
experimenting with new instruments to navigate fiscal stress and rising pressure for climate
action. As excess investor demand for labeled bonds fades and more binding structures such
as sustainability-linked bonds and stricter taxonomies take hold, the flexibility that enabled
early adoption will likely narrow. Understanding these dynamics illuminates not only the
trajectory of sovereign green bonds, but broader patterns in how countries mobilize climate

finance under tightening constraints.
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Appendices

A Landscape of Green Sovereign Bonds

A.1 Overview of the market

Although climate finance has grown over the past decade, annual flows must increase by
five times through 2030 to meet climate targets under the Paris Agreement.'® New financing
mechanisms have emerged to close such gaps, including labeled bonds that channel resources
towards climate and conservation investments. Sovereign participation in this bond market
is relatively recent. While public-sector green bonds emerged in the late 2000s, sovereign
issuance began in 2016 with Poland and France.'* Fiji followed in 2017 as the first developing-
country issuer,'® supported by the World Bank and the Government of Australia, and Chile
broadened the market with the first sovereign sustainability-linked bond in 2022. Struc-
turally, sovereign green bonds resemble standard government bonds, with similar yields and
risk-return profiles (Banga, 2019). Investor demand is strong, and supply remains the pri-
mary constraint on market growth (Barua and Chiesa, 2019). The growth of the sovereign
green bond market mirrors a broader expansion in labeled public-sector bonds. It peaked in
2021 before slowing amid tighter global financial conditions (World Bank, 2024). Figure A.5
shows annual issuance volumes between 2016 and 2024.

Green bond issuance began with the European Investment Bank’s Climate Awareness
Bond in 2007, followed by the World Bank in 2008 (EIB, 2023; World Bank, 2022). In the
years that followed, issuance was mainly led by local governments and public enterprises
financing projects such as water quality improvements or pollution clean-ups (OECD, 2023).

Sovereign issuance began later, with Poland and France emerging as the first sovereign green

13Costanza Stinati and Charles Baudry, “Top-down Climate Finance Needs.” Climate Policy Initiative,
April 30 2025.

14See Appendix Figure A.7 for a breakdown of public green bond issuances.

15¢Guidance for Sovereign Green Bond Issuers: With Lessons from Fiji’s First Emerging Economy
Sovereign Green Bond,” International Finance Corporation (IFC).
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Figure A.5: Total Amount of Sovereign Green Bond Isstuance by Year
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Note: This plot refers to the total issued amount of green bonds in millions USD. Source: Bloomberg.

bond issuers in 2016.'° Fiji was the first developing country issuer, officially launching
its green bond at COP23 in 2017, with advisory support from the World Bank and the
Government of Australia.!” Chile expanded the market in 2022 as the first country to issue
a sustainability-linked bond. The sovereign market peaked in 2021 before slowing, at least
partially due to tighter credit cycles and reduced global liquidity driven by rising interest
rates since 2022 as shown in Figure A.5.

Sovereign green bonds resemble vanilla government bonds, with the addition of a specific
“green” purpose associated with the use of proceeds but offering comparable risk-return
profiles (Banga, 2019). Green bonds typically price on, or near, the yield curve of plain
vanilla government bonds, based on the sovereign risk rating rather than the underlying
return of investment on the projects. Green bonds are regularly oversubscribed and there is
suggestive evidence that they may attract a pricing premium, referred to as a “greenium,”
compared to vanilla bonds but data is inconclusive (Cortellini and Panetta, 2021). As a

result, supply has been the main constraint on market growth (Barua and Chiesa, 2019).

16See Figure A.7 for a breakdown of public green bond issuance over time.
174Guidance for Sovereign Green Bond Issuers: With Lessons from Fiji’s First Emerging Economy
Sovereign Green Bond,” International Finance Corporation (IFC).
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Green bonds also have benefits in that they offer exposure to a différent-investor base. and
may provide a platform for governments to advance their reputation for climate action. There
is also evidence that sovereign issuances may help encourage corporate and financial sector
green bond development (Cheng et al., 2024). Still, green bonds do have higher transaction
costs than vanilla bonds, requiring a policy framework, monitoring systems, and external

verifications.

A.2 Who issues green bonds?

To analyze trends in sovereign issuance, we use Bloomberg data, which classifies bonds
based on issuer disclosures and international frameworks such as the International Capital
Market Association (ICMA) Green Bond Principles. We classify as green all sovereign bonds

RREN14

labeled “green,” “sustainable,” “transition,” and “sustainability-linked.”'® Figure A.6 maps
all sovereign green bond issuers versus non-issuers. Three patterns stand out. First, issuance
is regionally concentrated in Europe, South America, and Asia. Second, issuance in Africa
remains limited, indicating the potential for growth. Third, OECD member states represent
41% of all issuances in our dataset when measured by number of bonds from 2016 - 2024
but several high-capacity countries, including the United States, have not issued a single
green bond. While green bond issuance is somewhat more common among countries with

stronger climate policy frameworks, many ambitious countries have not issued, while several

less ambitious ones have.

A.3 Green bond definitions and principles

An important aspect of the green bond landscape is the lack of definitional clarity of what
constitutes a labeled bond. In 2014, the industry attempted to deal with this problem
by introducing the green bond principles (GBP) defined by the ICMA. The GBP consist
of four principles that revolve around use of proceeds, project evaluation, management of

proceeds and reporting standards and are non-binding. Issuers choose whether get their

18This aggregation is common. For example, the Climate Bonds Initiative (CBI) refers to the “sovereign
GSS+ bond club,” to denote sovereigns who issue green, sustainability, sustainability-linked, or even social
bonds. Unlike CBI, however, we exclude social bonds from our sample.
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Figure A.6: Countries that Issued Sovereign Green Bonds

Sovereign issued green bond No . Yes

Note: Green shaded countries refers to jurisdictions that issued green or sustainable bonds through
October 2025. Countries in grey have not issued a green bond as of October 2025. Source: Bloomberg,
ICMA, and IMF.

Figure A.7: Total Green Bond Issuance by Issuer Type
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Note: This plot refers to the total issued amount of green bonds in billions USD by issuer type. Source:
Climate Bonds Initiative.
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Figure A.8: Top Sovereign Issuers of Green Bonds by Amount Issued
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Note: This plot refers to the total issued amount of green bonds in millions USD, constant 2015 by
country. Source: Bloomberg.

Figure A.9: Sovereign green bond issuance by currency
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bonds certified according to these principles, which functions as a sighaling tool to imnvestors.
These certifications are typically conducted by third-party providers such as auditing firms
that assesses whether the projects that the fund is earmarked for are in fact ‘green’ (Zirek
and Unsal, 2023)." In a second step, issuers can register their bond with the Climate Bonds
Initiative (CBI) and would then be called ‘CBI Certified! The CBI's Climate Bond Standard
(CBS) is more rigorous than the GBP, requiring additional external verification of pre- and
post-issuance disclosure.

While GBP and CBS are internationally recognized, several regional standards efforts
have followed (Cortellini and Panetta, 2021). For example, the EU Commission introduced
the EU Green Bond Standard in 2019. The EU also makes external review mandatory,
requires that bond proceeds fund projects contributing to at least one of the “Environmental
Objectives” from the EU Taxonomy Regulation, and mandates compliance with minimum
safeguards. The People’s Bank of China and the ASEAN Capital Market Forum also have
green bond standard initiatives but the requirements are less rigorous and have mostly been
applied to subnational or corporate bonds within those geographies.

The establishment of green finance standards has fueled growth of the bond market
(Banga, 2019), providing an anchor for both investors and issuers. Sovereign issuers have
also led the way in such standard setting, with most central governments announcing a green
bond framework aligned with ICMA principles alongside their bonds (Cheng et al., 2022).
Furthermore, they are also more likely to rely on external reviews rather than self-labeling
when compared to corporate issuers.

There are multiple types of green bonds. Some are “use of proceeds,” bonds which
means that they are linked to specific projects or programs. These may include uses that

bRAN14

are considered “green,” “sustainable,” or “transition-linked.” Figure A.10 displays the count

of bond issuances by use of proceeds, for bonds where data was available.?® While use of

19See Baker et al. (2022) for additional information on the pricing
20Data on use of proceeds in Bloomberg and Refinitiv is limited, and may be subject to reporting biases.
This data is purely descriptive to give a sense of the types of uses.
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proceeds labeling is sparse and high-level, this data still provides o _sense.of the tvpes of
spending priorities that green bonds may be use to support.

Figure A.10: Top Use of Proceeds by Number of Issuances
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Note: This plot refers to the count of unique sovereign bond issuances by use of proceeds for which data is
available. Source: Bloomberg (bonds), Refinitiv (use of proceeds).

Climate change adaptation is the most common use of proceeds for sovereign green bonds,
followed by clean transport, and then aquatic biodiversity conservation. Transportation is
especially important, with countries including the United Kingdom, Belgium, Denmark,
Chile, and Israel all dedicating significant portions of their green bond proceeds to railway
development.?! However, uses do vary. Turkey allocated 47% of its debut green bond to
sustainable management of natural resources and land use, with Brazil similarly focusing on
deforestation control, biodiversity conservation, and poverty reduction.?? These examples
also show the breadth of green bond uses — with some more pertaining to climate change
and others to conservation or environmental goods more broadly.

In addition to use of proceeds bonds, sustainability-linked bonds are also an option for
sovereigns to fund climate-related action. Such bonds are associated with sustainability

performance targets that the issuer commits to meeting by a certain date. If these are not

21Bryce Elder, “Green sovereign bonds are mostly for trains,” March 25, 2024. The Financial Times.
22Malika Takhtayeva, “Sovereign green bonds - Bigger, stronger, and more diverse in 2024.” May 23 2024.
BNP Paribas Portfolio Perspectives.
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met, then the issuer is subject to a penalty. Importantly, these linked-bonds-otfer{reedon in
how the use of proceeds of a given bond are spent even if it requires achievement of certain
outcomes. Figure A.11 captures the growth in each type of bond over time, with green
bonds composing the majority of labeled bonds even as sustainability-linked bonds enter the
market in 2022.

Figure A.11: Number and Total Amount of Issuances by Bond Type
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Note: This plot refers to the count of unique sovereign bond issuances and total amount by type. Source:
Bloomberg.

However, both use of proceeds and key performance indicator (KPI) associated bonds
have challenges in determining whether they are truly used according to their definitions.
Despite efforts to define and evaluate green bonds, standards are applied inconsistently and
there are examples of such labeled bonds funding projects with dubious climate impacts.
For example, concerns of greenwashing were especially apparent with Japan’s issuance of
a so-called transition bond intended to reduce the emissions associated with high pollution

industries such as steel. While Japan conducted investor roadshows in major green bond
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markets such as the UK and Germany, a Finance ministry spokespérson.saicd that there “were
some ‘dark green‘ investors who would rather stick with green bonds,” given uncertainty
about how Japan might use the proceeds from a transition bond.?®> This demonstrates
the difficulty that sovereigns have trying to convince investors that they will use bonds
appropriately. For sustainability-linked bonds, it can be challenging to appropriately set
penalties associated with meeting sustainability targets. Penalties may not be that credible,
for example, coupon step-ups have been 25 basis points or less as in the case of Chile’s

sustainability-linked bonds (Cheng et al., 2022).

B Data
B.1 Summary Statistics

Table A.1: Summary Statistics - Green Bonds

N Min Max Mean SD Median
Green Bond Issuance (binary) 1590  0.00 1.00 0.06 0.24 0.00
Green Bond Amount Issued (USD) 1590 0.00 49775134720.00 255642638.22 1968067850.97 0.00
New Climate Laws (count) 1590 0.00 34.00 3.10 3.50 2.00
Credit Rating 1328 5.00 100.00 51.82 26.62 46.70
Democracy (VDem) 1368 0.02 0.90 0.44 0.26 0.42
GDP per Capita 1577  253.45 110873.19 15155.09 19743.07 6251.99
GDP Growth (annual %) 1577  -32.91 63.33 2.90 5.06 3.15
Current Account Balance (% of GDP) 1590 -68.80 34.40 -2.28 8.46 -2.15
Government Debt (% of GDP) 1583 2.06 360.85 61.22 36.79 53.01
MSCI Peer Issuance 1590 0.00 0.74 0.38 0.18 0.41
Inflation Rate 1580  -3.75 65374.08 64.63 1720.42 3.22
Climate Vulnerability 1256 0.25 0.66 0.42 0.09 0.41
Nongreen Bond Issuance (USD) 1590 0.00 9197647101952.00 55259212396.37 437944904168.48 1195753202.00
OECD Membership 1590 0.00 1.00 0.22 0.41 0.00
US Treasury Rate 1590 0.89 4.21 2.48 0.99 2.24
IEA New Policies (count) 1590 0.00 94.00 3.13 6.29 1.00
CO2 Emissions Intensity / GDP 1395 0.04 2.48 0.45 0.34 0.35
EMBI Spread 560 0.00 1706.77 377.82 334.67 253.55

23Yuzo Yamaguchi, “Greenwashing fears dampen global interest in Japan’s inaugural transition bonds.”
March 17 2024. S&P Global.
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B.2 World Bank DPAD Data

The WB Theme Green variable is constructed using the World Bank’s Development Policy
Action Database (DPAD), which records the prior actions” — specific policy and institutional
reforms — that countries must complete as conditions for receiving Development Policy
Financing (DPF). We have data through FY2024.

Each prior action is classified by theme code. We code WB Theme Green as 1 for
any country-year in which at least one prior action falls under Theme 80: Environment and

Natural Resource Management.” This broad category encompasses the following sub-themes:
« Climate Change (81): mitigation and adaptation

« Environmental Health and Pollution Management (82): air quality, water pol-

lution, and soil pollution

« Renewable Natural Resources Asset Management (83): forests, fisheries, oceans,
biodiversity, landscape management, coastal zone management, and watershed man-

agement
« Environmental Policies and Institutions (84)
« Water Resource Management (85): water institutions, policies, and reform
o Energy (86): energy efficiency, energy policies and reform, and access to energy

This classification captures a wide range of reforms relevant to the regulatory and tech-
nical capacity needed for green bond issuance. For instance, actions coded under climate
change include countries adopting updated Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs)
or establishing national GHG emissions monitoring and reporting systems, which build the
measurement and verification infrastructure that underpins credible green bond frameworks.
Actions under energy capture reforms to renewable energy auctions, energy efficiency stan-
dards, and power sector restructuring that represent the types of investable sectors typically
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financed by sovereign green bonds. Critically, this category also incliides-instances in which
the World Bank supported the development of green finance taxonomies, sustainable finance
regulatory frameworks, and climate budget tagging systems - institutional building blocks

that directly enable green bond issuance.

C Cross-Sectional Model

Table A.2: Green Ambition vs. Market Capacity Cross-Sectional Model

DV: Ever issued a green bond Cross-Sectional
Total Climate Laws 1.061%*
(0.025)
Credit Rating 1.110%**
(0.031)
Total Laws * Credit Rating 0.999**
(0.000)
OECD Membership 1.098
(0.842)
GDP per Capita 0.817
(0.324)
Government Debt (% of GDP) 0.996
(0.008)
Current Account Balance (% of GDP) 0.946
(0.034)
Inflation Rate 1.119%**
(0.043)
Num.Obs. 126
AIC 128.8

*p <0.1, ¥ p <0.05, *** p <0.01. Odds ratios shown.
Standard errors clustered by country.

D Robustness
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Table A.3: Robustness Analyses for Drivers of Green Bond fssuanee 2015-2024

(1) US Rate (2) Tercile (3) IEA (4) CO2 (5) EMBI
New Climate Laws (count) 1.299%** 1.300%** 1.064
(0.110) (0.128) (0.477)
Credit Rating (lag) 1.013 1.024 0.997
(0.015) (0.015) (0.018)
New Laws * Rating (lag) 0.998*
(0.001)
US Treasury Rate 1.116
(0.177)
Rating Tercile: Mid 6.610**
(5.697)
Rating Tercile: High 10.358**
(11.141)
New Laws * Rating Mid 0.918
(0.098)
New Laws * Rating High 0.822%
(0.083)
IEA New Policies (lag) 1.186*
(0.117)
IEA Policies * Rating (lag) 0.998**
(0.001)
CO2 Intensity (lag) 0.063
(0.110)
CO2 Intensity * Rating (lag) 1.034
(0.030)
EMBI Spread, log (lag) 0.641
(0.450)
New Laws * EMBI Spread (lag) 1.003
(0.070)
OECD Membership 3.760** 4.179%* 2.825%%* 2.348 9.314%%*
(2.383) (2.666) (1.491) (1.260) (5.603)
Nongreen Issuance, Amt (lag) 1.007 1.018 1.039 1.036 1.010
(0.024) (0.028) (0.033) (0.033) (0.046)
Climate Vulnerability (lag) 137.941 328.756 8.185 0.454 91955.093
(619.578) (1707.763) (38.404) (2.067) (780388.744)
Democracy (VDem, lag) 1.239 1.941 2.006 1.656 38.030***
(1.100) (1.884) (1.493) (1.577) (51.865)
GDP per Capita (lag) 0.755 0.695 0.655 0.617 0.920
(0.287) (0.248) (0.252) (0.234) (0.539)
GDP growth (annual %, lag) 0.955 0.980 0.981 0.974 0.975
(0.031) (0.045) (0.041) (0.046) (0.070)
Current Account Balance (% of GDP, lag) 1.003 1.016 0.999 1.005 1.060
(0.024) (0.025) (0.023) (0.024) (0.052)
Government Debt (% of GDP, lag) 0.990** 0.991* 0.991* 0.991* 0.974*
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.014)
MSCI Peer Issuance 232284.677F*¥*  6255.213***  28093.739***  51111.971***  65012459.148***
(574543.136)  (15235.919)  (70994.782)  (138899.093)  (410455770.645)
Inflation Rate (lag) 1.016 1.026** 1.021%* 1.017 1.007
(0.014) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.018)
Num.Obs. 1127 1127 1127 1112 482
AIC 444.1 4374 450.0 448.0 200.8

Note: Logit odds ratios. SEs clustered by country. Year FE in all columns except (1). * p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
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Table A.4: Drivers of Green Bond Issuance Amount, Conditional on Issuance 2015-2024

(1) Base (2) Interaction (3) Binary IG

Credit Rating (lag) 0.031 0.039
(0.025) (0.029)
Investment Grade (lag) 0.772
(0.865)
New Climate Laws (count) 0.039 0.143 -0.091
(0.040) (0.141) (0.244)
New Laws * Rating (lag) -0.001
(0.002)
New Laws * Investment Grade (lag) 0.146
(0.250)
OECD Membership 0.433 0.477 0.138
(0.500) (0.514) (0.627)
Nongreen Issuance, Amt (lag) -0.017 -0.017 -0.013
(0.031) (0.031) (0.029)
Climate Vulnerability (lag) -1.161 -1.238 -1.917
(5.022) (5.359) (6.731)
Democracy (VDem, lag) -0.475 -0.608 -0.188
(1.124) (1.185) (1.183)
GDP per Capita (lag) -0.235 -0.245 0.111
(0.403) (0.407) (0.424)
GDP growth (annual %, lag) -0.045 -0.038 -0.019
(0.047) (0.050) (0.051)
Current Account Balance (% of GDP, lag)  -0.028 -0.031 -0.017
(0.043) (0.045) (0.049)
Government Debt (% of GDP, lag) 0.017%** 0.018%*** 0.012%**
(0.006) (0.006) (0.004)
MSCI Peer Issuance 1.044 0.693 1.464
(1.608) (1.626) (1.294)
Inflation Rate (lag) 0.001 -0.007 0.030
(0.023) (0.026) (0.056)
Num.Obs. 73 73 73
R2 0.554 0.557 0.562

Note: DV: log(total amount issued). Sample: country-years with positive issuance. SEs
clustered by country. Year FE included. * p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
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E Tables from Main Text with Full Contreéls

Table A.5: Drivers of green sovereign bond issuance, 2015-2024

(1) Base (2) Interaction (3) Binary Inv Grade

Credit Rating (lag) 1.001 1.016
(0.014) (0.016)
Investment Grade (lag) 13.255%**
(10.854)
New Climate Laws (count) 1.094%** 1.297%** 1.259%%*
(0.034) (0.112) (0.072)
New Laws (count) * Rating (lag) 0.998**
(0.001)
New Laws * Investment Grade (lag) 0.854**
(0.053)
OECD Membership 3.134* 3.617** 3.824%*%
(1.910) (2.303) (1.960)
Nongreen Issuance, Amt (lag) 1.025 1.020 1.013
(0.028) (0.028) (0.026)
Climate Vulnerability (lag) 28.944 63.467 457.611
(123.750) (290.752) (2254.549)
Democracy (VDem, lag) 1.773 1.566 1.463
(1.542) (1.422) (1.187)
GDP per Capita (lag) 0.769 0.722 0.603
(0.284) (0.278) (0.202)
GDP growth (annual %, lag) 0.983 0.983 0.991
(0.041) (0.044) (0.043)
Current Account Balance (% of GDP, lag) 1.006 1.006 1.009
(0.023) (0.023) (0.025)
Government Debt (% of GDP, lag) 0.989** 0.990** 0.992
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
MSCI Peer Issuance 24917.828*** 14 810.829*** 3371.129%**
(65363.003)  (38326.717) (7636.928)
Inflation Rate (lag) 1.015 1.013 1.026**
(0.012) (0.015) (0.012)
Num.Obs. 1127 1127 1127
AIC 443.8 442.7 428.7

Note: This table shows logit models for the sovereign green bond issuance. Odds ratios reported; values
above 1 indicate higher odds of issuance. Robust standard errors clustered by country in parentheses.
All models include year fixed effects. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.6: Green bond issuance among Emerging Economies, DPAD Data

(1) Green (2) Green*Laws (3) Green*Rate
Credit Rating (lag) 1.020 1.030 1.015
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025)
WB Green Theme (lag) 0.994 0.279 0.175
(0.417) (0.228) (0.294)
New Climate Laws 1.099* 1.056 1.101*
(0.056) (0.051) (0.055)
WB Green * New Laws 1.235%
(0.133)
WB Green * Rating (lag) 1.038
(0.034)
OECD Membership 3.333 3.740* 3.986*
(2.666) (2.804) (3.253)
Nongreen Issuance, Amt (lag) 1.007 1.008 1.010
(0.042) (0.042) (0.042)
Climate Vulnerability (lag) 26.269 73.138 39.317
(251.995) (724.428) (381.370)
Democracy (VDem, lag) 10.236 8.756 10.858
(14.847) (12.135) (16.110)
GDP per Capita (lag) 0.729 0.669 0.706
(0.647) (0.628) (0.620)
GDP growth (annual %, lag) 1.006 1.038 1.000
(0.072) (0.081) (0.071)
Current Account Balance (% of GDP, lag) 0.987 0.987 0.986
(0.043) (0.043) (0.042)
Government Debt (% of GDP, lag) 0.967* 0.969* 0.969*
(0.017) (0.016) (0.016)
MSCI Peer Issuance 659256.261** 295136.048** 384084.712**
(3545734.983)  (1564568.237)  (1967077.200)
Inflation Rate (lag) 1.048* 1.060** 1.046*
(0.029) (0.030) (0.028)
Num.Obs. 635 635 635
AIC 208.2 206.8 209.1

Note: This table shows logit models for sovereign green bond issuance, with the sample limited
to DPAD-recipient countries. Odds ratios shown. SEs clustered by country. Year FE included. *

p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
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F Interviews

F.1 Method

All interviews were semi-structured and conducted in English. Using English was not a
barrier given that interviews were conducted with policymaker elites who are accustomed
to conducting business in English. Interviews varied in length from 30 to 60 minutes and
were held via video conference (Zoom / Microsoft Teams) or over the phone. We used a set
of questions to guide the conversation, leaving time for follow-up questions. The advantage
of this methodology is that it focuses interviews on essential questions for the study while
also allowing for generative discussion. Interviewees preferred to speak in confidentiality
following IRB protocol #17074 to allow for full expression of opinions without connection
to the individual’s name or organization, which meant that we did not record the interviews
and instead took typed notes. Participants agreed to be cited based on their current titles
but did not want to be connected with country of employment and opted for vague titles

despite that fact that many were quite senior officials in MOFs or related offices.

F.2 Sample

See Table A.7 for a full list of completed interviews, denoting the organization and entity
type. The type column reflects the issuer categories theorized in Section 3.3 and illustrated
in Figure 1. International organizations and financial institutions are assigned to an issuer
type when interview participants primarily referred to a specific country or covered that
country as part of their job portfolio.

Across the sample, market leaders (L) are the most represented group, accounting for
21 of 37 interviews (57%). We conducted 8 interviews with market seekers (S), while mar-
ket exploiters (E) are represented by only 2 interviews. Market outsiders (O) are largely
absent, with only one interview falling into this category. The remaining interviews could
not be clearly assigned to a single type since we also spoke to non-country market partici-

pants. This distribution reflects both the structure of the market and practical constraints
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in data collection. In particular, market leaders are overrepresentad, as they are more active
in sovereign green bond issuance, more embedded in international financial networks, and
generally more accessible for interviews. By contrast, we made targeted efforts to include
market outsiders, but officials from these countries were often unwilling to participate or less
engaged in discussions around labeled debt instruments in the first place. As a result, the
sample is skewed toward countries that are already active in green bond markets. While
this limits direct insight into the preferences of non-issuers, it is consistent with our focus
on understanding the motivations and strategies of governments that do engage with these

instruments.
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Table A.7: List of Interviews

ID Role Entity Type Date Type
1 Senior Debt Specialist Int’l Financial Institution Mar 2025

2 Regional Director for Climate Bonds Int’l Organization Apr 2025 L
3 Policy Expert, Ministry of Environment Issuing Country Apr 2025 L
4 Policy Expert, Treasury Issuing Country Apr 2025 L
5 Innovative Finance Specialist Int’l Organization Apr 2025 S
6 Head of Bond Products Issuing Country Apr 2025 L
7 Lawyer, National Debt Office Issuing Country Apr 2025 L
8 Administrator, National Debt Office Issuing Country Apr 2025 L
9  Director for Sustainable Finance Int’l Organization Apr 2025

10 Regional Director for Climate Bonds Int’l Organization Apr 2025 S
11  Head, Treasury Front Office Issuing Country Apr 2025 L
12 Senior Manager for Sustainable Finance SPO Provider Apr 2025

13 Policy Expert, Reserve Bank Issuing Country Apr 2025 S
14 Senior Trader, Debt Agency Issuing Country May 2025 L
15 Climate Change Economist Int’l Financial Institution May 2025

16  Director, Public Debt Issuing Country May 2025 L
17 Legal Advisor, Ministry of Finance Issuing Country May 2025 L
18  Economist, Ministry of Finance [ssuing Country May 2025 L
19  Economist, Ministry of Finance Issuing Country May 2025 L
20  Head Investor Relations, DMO Issuing Country May 2025 L
21 Economist, DMO Issuing Country Jun 2025 L
22 Porfolio Manager and IR, DMO Issuing Country Jul 2025 L
23 Deputy Director, Public Debt Office Issuing Country Jul 2025 L
24 Risk Analyst, DMO Issuing Country Jul 2025 S
25  Head of Public Debt Office, MOF Issuing Country Aug 2025 L
26 Director Sustainable Finance Team Financial Services Aug 2025

27  Sustainable Finance Financial Services Aug 2025

28  Green Bond Program Member, MOF Issuing Country Aug 2025 L
29  Senior Specialist, Capital Markets NGO Aug 2025 S
30 Undersecretary, Treasury Directorate Issuing Country Aug 2025

31  Specialist, MOF Issuing Country Aug 2025 S
32 Director of Debt Unit, MOF Issuing Country Sep 2025 L
33  Undersecretary, Treasury Directorate Issuing Country Sep 2025 E
34 Head, Treasury Directorate Issuing Country Sep 2025 E
35 Lead, Sustainable Finance & ESG Int’l Financial Institution Oct 2025 S
36 ESG Fixed Income Analyst Institutional Investor Oct 2025

37  Economist Int’l Financial Institution Oct 2025 O

Note: Column type shows the issuer categories theorized in the paper, L stands for Market Leader, S stands
for Market Seeker, E stands for Market Exploiter and O for Market Outsider.
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