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| International Environmental
Affairs and U.S. Foreign Policy

Paul G. Harris

It is now ¢ommon to argue that Earth is experiencing important and
LB harmbul environmental changes, but this was not always so, Only inrecent.
decades have the connections between human actions and enviranmental change
become widely known. Beginning especially with Rachel Carlson's 1962 ook,
Siteme Spring, in which she showed that chemicals introduced inte the environment
were harming songbirds (and mere}, Americans started to recognize their impace
on the nataral world.' Subsequently, the US. government passed and imple-
mented historically unprecedented legislation that has been sffective in reducing
and even reversing niuch of the damage Americans do to their own environment.”
More recently, Americans have come to realize that adverse environmental
changes beyond their borders can threaten emvironmental protection efforts ar
home or even dwrf domestic environmental problems in their proportions and
conisequences. Much mobre belacedly, they have started to recognize that what
they do—in their daily lives, in their industry, and even in their diplomacy—
has great impact on the environments of other counrries and on the planet 45 a
whale. Thus, environmental issues have, at least on occasion in recent years,
maved to the front burner of U8, foreign pelicy. They hive garnered the attention
of policymakers at the highest levels of the U.5! government, including the
president and key members of Congress.

This book seeks to illuminate e environmental dimensions of U.S, farelgn
palicy, The contributors highlight seme of the areas of envirsnmental change
in which the United States has been uctive, explain why the United States has
behaved the way it hus in dealing with thess fssues, and evaluate U8, international
ervironmental poliey from practical and norrmative perspectives,

For thase interested in U5, foreign poliey—that is, the “goals thit the nation’s
sfficials seek o areain #broad, the values that give rise to these objectives, and
the rmeanss or instruments used to pursue them™—the value of undertaking such
# mission is perhaps obvious, In examining environmental foreign policy, this
volume luminates foreign palicy generally, Bur those interested in the environ-
ment, both within the United States and abroad, will also find this poject
wotthwhile. Whyt One impertant reason isthat the United States s the world's
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greatest polluter. For example, its cmissions of pollutants thar scientists helieve
cantribute to global warming and to the climatic changes fhat result frﬁmglﬂhm
warming surpass those of any other country* Indeed, on a per capita basis, U.S.
emissions of these “greenhouse gases” are armong the highest inn the world. With
less than one-twentieth of the warld’s population, the United States produces
neatly one-fourth of the world's greenhouse gases.” By reducing ifs nmi"&s’lons-ﬂi
greenthouse gases, and similacly by reducing its impact on the glabal environment
in countless other ways, the United States can have a vastly disproportiomate
positive impact on international environmental problems, What is more, with
the world’s Jargest economy, it has considerable financial resources that can be
dirscted at environmental problems abroad, and its rechnological leadership has

tromendous potential in thid respect.

The United States can ilso set an example for much of the world: If it leads
i the area of international environmental protection efforts, other countries will
likely follow: If it fails to lead by acting more robustly to pratect the global
envitonment, many other countries will mirroe its failure, Thus, the United
States can be a leadur on international emvironmental issues, or it can be a Myeto
state;” .ﬂ’::';'ten &tteruﬁuing- the success or failure of interpational emil‘f}nmenml
cooperation and affecting whether that cooperation leads to effective envaronien-
tal protection on the ground throughout the world, Finally, many believe that
the United States has an ethical obligation—ag the world's lasgest palluter and
as the world's wealthiest country—to act both ar home and tbroad to protect
the earth's natiral environment and to help those people (and perhaps even other
species) adversely affected by environmental changes. . .

For these and nio doubt other reisons; understanding U.S. international
environmental policy is central to the éntire project of global environmentil
protection, But understanding the foreign policies of the United States rosard
the environment is 4 complex undertaking, not least beeause the pmhr_am;“are
so many and so complex, and because very many actors and forces ane :mfulw,:d
in shaping those policies. Understanding U.S. foreign policy and the wiys in
which it affects and is affecred by global environmental change is a prerequisite for
understanding the larger internatianal environmental debate wnd the intricacies of
global collective action on environmental change. What is mare, examining .t]:u:
role of the environment in 1.5, forvign policy gives us a better understanding
of the forcign policyof the U.S: government generally, which is b:n&ﬁa:_:i.'al 'FE!T
those hoping to understand the role of the United States in other issues that will
conifronit the world in the twenty-first century.

Challenges for U.5. Foreign Policy:
Environmental Issues in International Diplomaey

Thie number of environmental issues directly anid ir'ntﬁiﬁt:}y-aﬁectingU.S: rmti-:u,na]
interests (and arguably the sentiments of 'm:in;}r_ Amdricans) is large. This section
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Inokd bricfly ot some of the history of the more prominent issues. Subsequent
chepters examing many of these issuss in greater histprical detail,

Walter Rosenbaum has identified two “eras™ in LLS. envirsnmenral policy”
The first “ervironmental era” began in the 1960s and extended into the late
19805, encompassing the Environmental Decade of the 19705, which saw the
most new environmental legislation. Concern for domestic environmental issues
rese n the United States during the 19605, resuiting i legislation ‘to improve
water quality and to protect wild areas; such as the Clean A Act of 1963 and
the Wilderness Act of 1984, Public concern about enviranmenial issues inerensed
further in the 19703, and the resulting pressure on politicians and policymakers
led to more laws to proteet the envisontment in the United Sraes, During the
1970s, landmark legislation was passed i the areas of air aud water pollution,
pesticides, endungered spedies, hazardous and toxic chemicals, ocean pollution,
land degradation; wilderness protection, and energy use*

As Rosenbaum arpues, the Environmental Decade

crensed the legal, political, and inetituriomal foundations of the nation’s eoviton-
mental palicies. Ir promoted ancenduring public comscinesness of envicsnmental
dugradation and fashioned & broad public agreement on the need for governmental
restutation dnd protection of environmental quality that hai become part of
the American public palicy consensus: It mobilized, organized, snd edicared a
generation of environmental acrivists, The envirnmental movement prospered
in a benign politieal imate assured by a succetiion of Whise House occupants
rolerape, i not ohewys spaprehetic, tr ite objectives,”

Hewever, envitonmentalists were ferced to go on the defensive following the
eleetion of Ronald Reapan in 1980, The Reagan sdministration sought to reduce
federal regulations, particularly environmental anes, Although the administration
was unable tordismantle the work of the envirenmental mevernent in the 1970,
it was able to thwart robust implementation of existing legislation, Furthermore,
few new environmental protections were put into place, although the decade is
noteworthy for LS, involverment m intermitional tegotiations roward 3 treaty
pratecting the carth’s stratosphieric ozone laver, Reagan's suceessor, George Bush,
was more sympathetic to eivironmental regulations, having pledged to becorme
the “environmeral president.” The Bush administeation supported envitonment
friendly ametidments to the Clean Air Act, and it aceeded to amendments.
strengthening the ozone treaty. In the end, however, the Bush administration's
intiatives toward: environmental protection were lackludter and fep,

The 19905 saw the emergence of 4 second, environmental era. After three
degades of trving to combat mest environmenttal problems with their own re-
sanrces, Americans—and indeed people in other countries—recognized that
many of the moest pressing environmental issues were ones with causes, conse-
quences; snd remedies beyond the sovereign conrelof the TS, peverniment or
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of any ather government. This recognition of interdependence among countries
meant that international envizonmental issues became highly salient domestic
imli:i:&.ﬁl issues " Many of the envirommental and resource sues that came o
prominesice domestically in the 1960s and 1970 were also thase thar moved
aare the international agenda in the late 19805 and 19805, Hlowsver, rather than
focusing on air quality in U8, cities, activists and policymakers began to loak
at the consequences of air quality for developing countries and rurned their
attention to impacts from industrialization on the carth’s aimosphere. Rather
than temain toncerncd only with the quality of water in rivers in the Unired
States, co ncerned individuals focused atrention on the qualicy of water—and the
availability of water—in riparian systems covering many countries, and they
became much more concerned about the consequences of national river pollutian
for the world's oceans. Similarlyy other formerly domestic concerns spread o
inteenational affairs, or at least had close analogics there, According to Resen-
baum, “No transformation in the domestic political conception of environmental-
isrn has mare profound fature implications than this internationalization of
ecological isgues."™

This transformation was refiecred inthe intentigns and policies of the Clinton
acdhministration. Indeed, Clinton and his vice president, Al Gore, campaigned on
the environmental theme, and Gore's book, Fargh in the Balapite, démonstrated
his sentiments in favor of very strong international environmental regulations,™
Shortly after Clinton took office, then State Department counselor Timothy
Wirth {who was soon to be undersecretary of state for global affairs) declared
that the new administration would reestalilish the United States as the werld's
environmental leader: “the United States once again resumies] the leadership
that the world expects of us. . .. [Slee the changes that we have made related
to emvironmental policy coming out of the disastrous events in Rio just one
year ago at the UNCED [United Nations Conference on Envitonment and
Development]. .. . Just a year ago, the United States was viewed as a:country
niot fuulfilling its responsibilitics, and now we are. on these most difficult issues,
onie dgain ouf in the lead.™ This assertion was made in repudiation of the
preceding decade, in which Republicans in the White House acted o thware
most international action to address global environimental problems. Of course,
alrlﬁugh mauny members of Congress—usually Democrats—during the Reagin
-and Bush administrations supported international envirpnmental protection mea-
sures, during the tenure of the Clinton administraticn many md:mherﬁ——u_sua:]lr
Republicans—opposed such measures. The upshot is that Clinton wis unahle
to go as far as he and his policy advisers had promised.

H:'ggpfnﬁ i International Environmental Diplomacy:
Stockbolm and Rin

Until the 19805 and 1990s, the focus of American concern for the environmerit
was lirgely dirnestic. Nevertheless, the United Seates has participated in interna-
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tional environmental diplomacy for much of this cenrury, with the most extensive
involvement coming in the lase three decades. It is parcy to more than 158
internutionul envirnnmental agreempnts and treatios, but it joined two-thinds of
those sines 1970." Much of this new attentinn to international envirmnmental
wEuss and 1nternationsl efforts to o address them arese becpuse emvironmental
isrtes dnereasingly were cansod—and seen by scientists to be eavsed—hy pollution
ar Tts consequences crossing borders and b}a the realization that international
couperation was needed to-sddress these issues effectively.”

Environmental issues truly emerged on the international agenda with the
1972 Stockholm Conférence on the Muman Evvironment. The governments of
114 countries sent representatives to Stockholm, although enly two heads of
gtate artended, The 1.8, government under Richard Nigan wig acrive in pushing
the nge’n&g at Stockholm. Governments ageeed that their environmental fortunes
were interconnected and that they shardd a single glabal commons, Amaong the
important: products of the Stockholm conference were the Stockhuolm Declara-
tipn, the establishment of the United Nations Environment Prograam (UNEP),
and the surrounding attention that contributed to the creation of domestic
environmental protection ministries.'" Altheugh the conference was largely de-
vated to envirormmental matters, reflecting the preferences of the industrialized
developed countries, it also brought attention: to questions of developrient that
would be even more salignt in future inteérnational environmental conferences.
The Stockbolm Declarition wids a set of sometimes conflicting principles—some
reasserting sovereignty, athers highlighting the need to compromise sovereignty
1w deal effectively with eavironmeneal issues. UNEP soon encountered resistance
from develaped countries, which wanted to avoid paying far new environmental
arograms, and frotn developing countries, which feared that environmental con-
cerns would divert attention away from econemic development, Other UN insti-
tutions alsy resigeed making UNEP a strong body within the United Nations,
They did not wane to cede their own new environment-related programs to
UNEP." Thus, the Stockholm conference initially had litrle favorable impact
on the earth'’s environment, Nevertheless, UNEP would eventually take on an
imporeant role in inteenational environmental deliberarions, and the Seockholm
sonfarence rased atvareness ameng publics and governments; incliding within the
United States, about the impartance sf intermational environmental cooperation.

Twenty years after the Stockholm conference; diplomuts from neatly 180
countries attended the 1992 Upited Nations Conference on Environment and
Develapment in Riw de Juneiro, miking it the largest intérnational confererice
to that date. Indeed, 118 Heads of state spoke at this “Earth Summit,” reflecting
the growing international interest in environmental issues since Stockholm, The
Earth Summit was also mtﬂmji;._:rrhy for the extensive unofficial fnwslvement of
nenpovernmental organizations, which tried o influence diplomits from the
sidelings. ﬂmmg_thm products of the Ric summit were the Rio Declaration, a
statement of twenny-seven principles that povernments sgreed to consider as
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et of effoets to foswer sustainable development (the concept of sustainable
development i5 intraduced later in this introduction]; agresment on conventions
dealing with climate change [global warming) and biodiversity {see below), sues
that would remain highly contentious and subjece to oagoing diplomacy after
Ric: establishiment of a Usnited Natiors Commission oa Sustainable Development
(CSD), which was ifitended to promote sustainable development geross the UIN
system and to foster international funding of related programs; Agenda-21,
voluminous statement of UNCED% objectives on all manner of issues related 10
ervironment and development; and a weak statement of principles for protecting
and managing the world’s forests.™ Permeating UNCEDR was the demand by

developing countries that “new and additional” funds be provided by the devel-

oped countries for the purposes of envirenmentally sustzinable development. At
Earth Summit 11, beld in New Yook in 1997, the foous was whether the Rio
summit wag a suceess, It wasagreed thar UNCED way suecessful in giving new
enerpy to the goals of the Stockholm conférence and that it provided impartant
guidance for enyirommental programs and stimulated ongoing negotiations on
specific important issues such ae climate change. But new action on prowecting
the global grviconment was incremental, nd the commitment by developed
countries to provide new aid to the developing world wene unfuldilled. Diplomaes
and environmentalists realized that environmental protection would be a slow,
ongoing provess.”

The U8, government was active in the Stockhelm negotiations, but it toal
an even greater interest in deliberations sirtounding the Rio conference. However,
although the United States generally supported the esvironmental agendz at
Stockholm, it was much less suppartive of the combined environment and devel-
opment agenda at Rio. This weakened support was demonstrated, for example,
by the Bush administration’s effore 1o have the Rio Declararion called ingtead
the “Earth Charter,” a name that would emphasize the environment objectives
of the United States over the ievelopment objectives of many other countries,
especially those countries in the developing world, The U8, goverament was
thwarted in other wiys at the donference, For example, one of Bush's geals vas
agreernent on & forest convention, but in the end his plons were stifled by
developing countries that did not want to relinguish sovercignty over their farést
resonrces, The Bush administeation was alse opposed to many provisions planned
for the biodiversity converition, fearing that they would threaten tecess of T8,
multinationals to genetic resources abroad and possibly force Americin corparni-
thons to relinguish patent rights, Similarly, the Bush administration opposed the
climate convention insofar-as it might require the United States to reduce its
wmissions of heat-trapping greenhouse gases. In the end, it agreed to a relarively
weak framewneh convention that contained enly voluntary commitments for the

United States and other developed countries to reduce their greenhouie gas

giriissinng to 1990 levely by 2000.7

International Enviconmental Affais.

Theupshot s that the strong 1.5, interest in the Rio conference was frequently
divected roward preventing more international regulation i the environmental
msue area—notwithstanding Predident Bush's assertion that he would be the
"environmental president.” The United States, far from acting a5 a leader at
UNCED, vsed 1ts inflzence at Rio to limit the impactof the a.:qnt"nm_pcc.&n the
U.8. economy. With the udvent of President Clinton to the Whire Houise, mizny
people expected new; seronger efforts by the United States to implement the
objectives of the Earth Summit and of the conventions signed there. Although
some mgvement was clear, ir was far from what environmentalists expected and
fell well short of the promises made during the Clinton-Geore campaign for
the pressdency,

Of course; many international efforts were made between Stockholm and
Rio—and since—to address envirenmental issues, Many of these efforts are
introduced below, and several are examined in detail in subsequent chapters®

The Atmosphere
Changes to the air and atmosphere threaten human health, national eeonomiss,
and the naturul ervironment. These problems can be regionial, such asair pollution
and acid rain that cross national borders, or global, 85 in the case of stratosphric
ezane depletion. Acid rain was one of the prominent early intarnational environ-
mental eoncerns. Indeed, one reasen the UN Cenference on the Human Environ-
ment was held in Stockhiolm was the Swedish experience with acid rain that
originated in other countries, Acid rain is cansed by sulfur dioxide and nitrogen
axide emissions from the burning of foesil fuels and from certain induscrial
processes. The emissions can travel for hundreds of miles, in the process contribut-
ing to reactions in the air thar result in rain with high acidity, causing harm to
lakey, rivers, and forcets; Because the burning of fossil fuels and other commen
aekivities causes acid rain, it isa problem in many areas of the world, In 1979,
countries signed the Genevs Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air
Pellutian, which, slong with related agreements and protocols, hias met with
somie suceess in reduging pollucants thar contribute to acid rain, particularly in
Western Europe. However, because nitrogen oxide emissions eriginate largely
from motor vehicles, they have been much more difficult to regulate™

Acid rain was prominent on the 118, environmental foreign policy sgenda
particulachy in the 1980s when the Reagan administration was confronted by the
Canadian government over the causes and consequences of acid deposition from
smoltestack eriissions. The Canadians argued that their environment and particu-
tarly their eastern lakes were being harmed by sulfurand nitrogen exlde emissions
originating in the industrial midwest of the United Seates. People in the U.S,
nottheastern states made similar claims. The Reagan administration initially
wsed a-delaying tactic—ealling for more scientific study to determine the causes
of acid min—but eventually relented by agresing to enact messures to reduce
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polluting emissions in the United States, It also signed an intefriational pm‘tclzml
far controlling emissions of nitrogen axides, which mandated thar the United
States recluce its emissions of these chemicals m 1987 levels by 1994, Later, the
Bush administration agreed in 1990 to amendments to the 118, Clean Air et
that would substantially reduce sulfur dicxide emissions, and It sipned a bilateral
agreerment with Canada reaffirming these reductions.

Whereas acid rain i¢ & problem facing certain regions of the world, strato-
spheric ozone depletion has porentially global consequences, Scientists surmisad
in the 1960s that chlorafluorocarbans (CFCs) and other human-mads chemicals
could harm the earth's protective ozone layer. Porentinl consequences of ogone
depletion include skin caneers and eye darmagein humans. This problem gw_.}malfud
a great deal of attention in the United Seates i ehe 1970sand 1980s, contributing
to domestic legislation mandating controls on CFCs, Cencerns about ozone
depletion spread to other countries, and the U.S, government eventually became
an advocate of severe restrictions and even elimination of CFCs and other
chemicals contributing 1o ozene depletion, This advocacy resulted in interna-
tional agreement on the 1985 Vienna Convention for the Protection of the
Ozone Laver and the much more robust 1987 Montreal Pratocol on Substances
that Deplete the Ozone Layer.” The Montreal Protocol has been very 5I-l~'.:r.'ﬂ$ﬁ?l.:.|-
in achicving its objectives, in large measure owing to the willingness of partics
to the treaty to strengthen it over time (See chapters 5 and 7.)

Perhaps the most pressing long-term environmental issue i that af global
climate change, varicusly referred to as global warming or the “greenhouse
effect”™ Climate change results from emissions of greenhouse gases such as
carbon digdde (CO.) and methane, The most damaging greenhouse gas fin
aggregate) is COy, which is produced by the use of encrgy from fossil fuels (e
coal, petroleam, and natural gasy. Mogt activities in industrialized countries
requite the use of encrgy, mast of which derives from fossil fuel sources; thus,
most activities contribate 1o elimate change. The vagt number and varicty of
stakeholders with an intersst in internarional regulations r:Idtﬁdknm"};liﬂml'fe change

ose dizz challenges to policymakers who want to make the changes to
fmnqmrt,}::fﬁﬂ T :;::dgiiﬁ:atﬁcthat will be required if they are to deal effectively
with ¢limate change” Becase the potential effects of climute ehange are great,
the feed for action is manifest to most knowledgeable scientists. Atonp the
possible effects are increased froquency of severs weather events {e.g,, foods,

droughts, hurricanes, heat waves), sea-level tise prd inundation of coastal areas ™

and the spread of infectious diseases to aseas not previously affected (including
the United States).*

Caticerns about climare change resulied in the 1992 Framewoik Comvention,
on Climate Change (FCCC), signied ae the Earth Summit, in which parties

agreed to reduce their grienhouse gas einissions to 16990 levels by 2000 The

climate change convention has yet to result in substantial change 'm'ssmmfbg}mvim
and seems 1ikely to have only small impacts on the problem in the ner fiuture,
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-although negotiations w-do more have been ongoing, Toward that end, govern-
rients agreed to the 1997 Kyote Protocol to the FCCC in which the developed
countries agreed to reduce théir emissions of greenhouse gases by about 5 percent
by 2008-12." Following their 1998 Buenos Aires Plan of Action, partits to the
FCOC pledgad tn 1999 topgree by November 2000 on the details of implement-
ing the Kyoto Pratocol. For it part, the United States has heen slow to act gn
dlimute chaoge. During the Reagan and Bush administrations, it often sought
i prevent mandatory international regulation of greenhouse gas emissions. The
Clinton administration was initially more suppertive of action, at least rhetori-
cally, bur U5, action toward reducing emissions of gases causing climate change
hias been incremental at best.™ Meanwhile, LLS. greenhouse pas emissions con-
tinue te rise; already surpassing pledges made at the Earth Summir,

Marine Resources and the Diversity of Species

Marine natural resources have been at risk for decades because of overexploif-
thon and poellution. This fact is reflected at the international level in the
many international agreements designed to manageand protect marine resources.
Pollution from municipal, apeicolraral, and industrial wastes dumped into the
dreans is addressed by dgreements such as the London Dumping Convention
and the Intérnational Convention for the Prevention of Peollution from Ships
{MARPOL) ™ (See chapter 6.) Of particular coneern for many environmentalists
and governments is the pollution of regional seas, with the Mediterranean bei ng
the most visible example, This concern has resulted in negotiation of international
dgresments under the auspices of the United Nations Regional Erc:us-Prﬂg'ram.‘ﬁ“
Mest of the world's fisheries are in drastic decline because of overfishing and in

gome cases because of pellution, Some areas onge bounriful in fish are urtesly

depleted, Hence, governments hive endeavored to address these problems with
bilateral fishing agreements and broader agreements, notsbly a 1995 UN-

sponsored agreement on straddling and highly migratery fish stocks.

Must prominent of the sgreements to protect and manage the veeans is the
tortucusly negotiated 1982 UN Convenrion on the Law of the Sea (LOS)®
This corwention establishies parameters for control of maritime territory, Impor-
tintly, fish, minerale, and other things found in the sea have traditionally been
viewed ag resources that exist for the exploitation of humans, This view generally
prevails today, Toward this end, the LOS designates 200-naurical-mile exclusive
efonornic zones {EEZS) that glve coustal states ownership of the vast majority of
the wotkd's fisherics and most of the easily nccesaible natural resources, specifically
petrolenm and natural gas, The LOS alse clurifies rights of access o resources
of the deep seabed boyond EEZs. Those resources are considered the "common
heritigeof mankind.” Although the LOS brought consistency to the management
of mosr ocean matural resources, it failed to mandate extensive protections of
natural species, and it did not-account fully for migrating fish and marine
maminaly that miove ints, out of, 4nd between EEZs, The ULS, governmant had
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mied views o the LOS. It wanited clear rules on ageess worerritorial seas and
international straits {a central concern of the U8, Navy) and sovereignty oves
resources off its extensive coastlines, However, it did ner want 6 relinquish
cantrol of deep seabed resonrces to “mankind,” instead preferring thae thoss
resources be exploited o the exclusive benefit of U8, companies; The .3,
government finally signed the LOS in 1994, but anly after the Clinton administra-
tion's renegotiation of provisions to give businesses greater access o decp sa-
bed resources.

Any discussion of intermational cooperation rpgar&i'ng ocean-living resources,
even an introductery one such as this, would be incomplete without mentioning
whales; dolphins, and sea turtles, three groups of matine animals that have
garnered the most public attention and indeed have been the subject of LS.
foreign policy. For centuries, whales were viewed primarily as 3 marine resource
to be exploited. When 'their numbers declined, counteies agreed to the 1946
International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling. However, whale num-
biers continued to decline, a decline aceompanied by inereasing public. concern
about the welfare of these animals, Many people began to think that it was wrong
to kill whales at all. As a consequence, a moratorium o whitling was declared
by the International Whaling Commission, and the whaling regime has largely
moved toward conservation. However, as whale numbers have recovered, pressure
has increased from traditional whaling countries (e.g,, Iesland, Japan, and Nor-
way) to permit the restart of commercial whaling, The United States, mirroring
the concerns of U5, environmental groups, continogs to oppose a return 1o
commercial whaling, (See chapter 10.]

The U.8: government has also pushed for international protection of dolphins
and porpoises, In an internationalization of the Marine Mammal Protection
Act, it has restricted the imports of tuna caught in ways that do harm to dolphins,
leading to major disputes with trading partners and leading to U.5. losses in the
tribunal of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT, now the World
Trade Organization), Similady, the United Stutes has placed restricrions on the
imports of shrimp caught with nets that do not have turtle excluder devices,
mechunisms that prevent endangered turtles from being trapped and drowned
in the nets, A in the dolphin case, shrimp-exporting states have challenged
these restrictions in international trade tribunals.

One of the biggest international environmental coneerns in regent years has
been the declining biodiversity of species and the related pratéction of and sccess
ta genetic resources, which are increasingly valuable for the development of new
chemicals ‘and pharmaceuticals ™ Of course, many people are alse concerned
about the loss of species beeatise they view them as having intrinsic value™—
hence the visible public campaigne to protect whales; dalphins, sea rurtles, panda
bears, and so forth, Internationsl coneerns about endangered species led to the
1973 Clanventivn on Trternational Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), But
many threatened species are not well known—or indeed et kenown ar all to
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acientists—and wmany are plants or microbes with potential benefits to humans
as chemicals or pharmacenticals. Concerns about these less-visible aspects of
biodiversity resulted in the 1992 Convention on Bielogical Diversity,” Alehiough
much work remaing, the bisdiversity convention started governments; corpora-
tions; and other actors.on a path to protect the world's biological diversity. A
related concern is deforestation, not only the well-publicized cutting of tropical
rain forests, but also the decline of diverse forest eover in the developed world. ¥
Deforestation sometimes has severe adverse local effects {eg., loss of topsoil,
silation of rivers, changes to local weather), but it i of particular concern
internationally because forests—particularly tropical forests—are rich sources of
bindersiry, with mary as yet undiscovered or undesstudied species anticipated
o provide the genetic resources for tiew médicines, Forests of all kinds also act
as sinks for COy, the chief greenhouse gas, and improve air quality at the local
level, Governments are also concerned about the international implications of
agriculturnl practices, soil erosion, and desertification. Indeed, in 1994, many
countries agreed to the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification. ™

In most of these cases, particularly that of biodiversity, the U.S. government
has supported conservation efforts but adamantly defended the rights of American
corporations to have access to biological resources and to ovn and control patents
an products produced from those resources,

Hazardous Wastes and Nuclear Pollution

Hazardous wastes, such as tomie industrial materials and low-level radicactive
wastes, wnd questions of how to limit and dispose of thern, are important questions
for international diplomats. The 1984 Bhopa! disaster in India dramatized the
potential dangers to human health and the environment posed by hazardous
chemicals, Toxic wastes are produced in vast quantities, particularly in the indus-
trialized countries, with the United States far and away the largest producer.
These materials were onee routinely exported to developing areas of the world,
where there are few protections for local inhabitants and environments. This
practice continues, although the 1989 Basel Convention and the 1991 Bamako
Convention on the transhoundary miovement of hazardous wistes demonstrate
international efforty t limit the movement of hazardous wastes across borders—
particulirly from the industrialized North to the developing South.® Importantly,
the largest producers—the United Staces and Western Evropean countrics—
have resisted the mstrictions of these agresments, and the notion of simply
regulating exports of hazardous wistes—instead of stopping them altogether—
is abhorrent 10 many environmentalists and to the governments of developing

Eouintries,

Among the most hazardpus wastes are those associated with nuelear energy
and weapons, Since the carly development of nuclear energy and nuclear weapons,

‘governiments have been concerned with radicactive fallout and pollution related

i fuclear weapons: Although the munagement of nuclear weipons and relared
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wastes is cantrolled by the nuclear states themselves, thi: 1963 parcial fest ban,
which prohibits the testing of nuclesr weapons in the atmcsphere, ﬁmﬂn,ﬁ,_,md
euter space, has been quite suceesstul in limiting these sorts of tests and ussociated
nuclear fallout™ More adverscly, fifty yéars of nuelear weapons development
have left vase amounts of nuclear waste in the United States and the Fc}rmlrcr
Sewiet republics. These wastes pose massive challenges for thise countries, partic-
ulasly for the ones with limited resources for managing the Wastes and for
surrounding countries potentially affeceed by them, Governments are alss con-
cerned ahout the disposal or long-term storage of spient nuclear fui.:l—"-rm,fch of
it now ctessing international barders 1o be reprocessed or stored, l‘hgs:n e
and related problems fall within the mandaee of the International 41"tmm1: Lntqugy
Ageney. Also of great congern dre sging nuclear plants of -queatmr?ah]a de.mgm
particulurly plants in eastern and central Europe and the former &vu:t rqI:ubl{cs.
Same of these facilitics wre similar to the plant at Chernobyl, Ukraing, which
eﬁperiencr:d a mieltdiwn in 1986, spreading radipactive pollution tu-.mrcnrng!d
countries in Buropé. Accidents such us the one at Chernobyl and at Th{c:: Mile
Island, Pennsvlyania, led to the 1986 Cormention on Early Natification of a
Nuclear Accident and the 1986 Convention on Assistance in the Case of a
Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency. With other Western governments
and international organizations, the United States has been concerned that -
clear wistes from weapons development and energy production he. m-.nmgﬁd‘m
a afé mannes, and it has provided assistance o former communist ountries
toward that énd.

Population and Consumption - _

To understand problems of environmental change itsimportant tr GIIImSl'.:i:I the
related issues of human population and consumption. The concern is with the
effects that humans have on the naturdl environment. More people usually corre-
late with more environmental damage, By the 19605, it was recognized that the
Earth's population was growing at rates seldom experienced in h?m&n _]'ﬁ?ttnrh
and suthors began warning of 1 “population bomb” and impending "I:tmts‘ to
growth.* Although their concerns about the immediate effects of population
arowth may have been premarure, the human populdtinn did growat phenomenal
rates in the twentieth:century, Indeed; the inereased numbers of pfﬂpig an tha
garth just betseen the 1992 Farth Summit and the end of the contury xcgeded
the entire hurian population ae the time of the Roman Empire!® D'—.p]?mata—
and ingreasingly nongovernmental organizations interested in population issues—
have met on any vecasions inan effort w develop imternational solutions to
the problem of population. Amony the more prominent MEEHIRgs Wad the 19?4
Caire Internationsl Conference on Popnlation snd Development, The Cairo
r.ﬁnfe:cm;:, like other environmient-related confirences befiore lt’. s chiaracrer-
ized by the conflicting goals of developed and developing countries. I hF fm'.mer
sought limits o populition, particulary in the Sauth; the latter sought increased
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development assistance, which would reduce incentives for larpe Tamilies, and
accused the North of & racist campaign to imit the number of nanwhites in
the world.*

The vast mujority of population growth has and will oceur in the less
dew:lﬂped countrigs. [t has therefore been common for concerned individuals
and politicins ro demand that developing countries reduce their sometimes
extraordinarily high rates of population growth. Indeed, such effvrts have been
underway fir decades and have begun to bear fruit, particulardy in countries
that have éxperienced miodest or substantial economic progress in recent years.
Although the population will continue to rise by almost ane hundred million
prople per year in coming decudes owing primarily to the large numbers of young
people in the world, the rate of growth is deopping a8 courtries develop, as
family-planning services become widely available, and as women are zccorded
rights to make decisions about how many children to bear,

The United States became actively invelved in population issues in the 1960s,
directing foreign aid to international proprams designed to limir family size in
the developing werld. It became the largest contributor of financial assistance to
population programs. These efforts continued inro the 1980s, but the Reagan
administration, equating family-planning programs with abortion, withdrew U.S.
support for population-control programs abroad, although muich of the dssistance
continued. President Clinton reversed this oppositicn to popalation contral in
the developing world, at least in the White House, although Congress resisted
efferts to fund population-related programs abroad.” '

Bur environmental problems are not simply prablems of o many peogle;
they are also critically problems of consumprion and lifestyle. ™ As the delegates
of developing countries argued at the Cairo conference, population is not the
only or even the greatest problem, but rather the high levels of often conspicuous
consumption among the world's affluent. Vice President Al Gore sucsinctly
identified this problem ina 1993 speech to the United Nations Commission on
Sustainable Development. He said that the United States and other developed
countries “have a dispropertionate impact on the global environment, We have
less than a quarter of the world's population, but vwe use three-quarters of the
vorld's raw miacenials and ereate threg-quarters of all solid waste, One way to
put it 35 this: A child born in the United States will have 30 times more impact
on the earth's environment during his or her [ifetime than a child born in India.**
This problem is not restricted o the United Seares and other industrialized
countries. The warld’s middle elasses are growing rapidly. Although this news
18 o doubt good in the short term, for it means less people living in poverty,
i the longer term it could have devastating environmental consequences if
governments do not agres to curb the damage done by the world's afffuent people.
Nevertheless, one might argue that the United States, as the world's grestest
palluter overall und, with only a few rare exceptions, per capita—not to mention
@ the world's wealthiest country—has a special obligation to reduce: American
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constimption levels and the related environmental impacts, and indeed to help
poorer countries cope with the international consequerees of high U.S. consump-
tion (gee chapter 11)%

Environmental Security
These problems of environmental change, a5 well as others, have led policyrakers

-and analysts to view environment as 2 problem of security ™ Conflicts ¢an arise

from envirenmenta! dartage and inequitable distribution of ervironmenta] re-
sources, leading to sovial and political unrest und to environmentu] refugees ™
American policymakers and defense officials now perceive that some environmen-
tal changes can adversely affect 8. national securiry, vital ULS, interests (eg.,
aceess to oil reserves), and the stability of ureus whers the United States has

geopolitical and economic interests.™ For example; there 18 concern in some

quarters that scarcities of freshwater from overuse and pollution could lead to
conflict within and possibly between countrizs—which is especially the case in
the Middle East, where water scarcity could exacerbate existing rivalries between
Israel and neighboring Arab countries.” There is also concern that confliet could
result from differences over how to share and protect water in rivers that pass
through more than one countey, such as those shared by Turkey, Syria, Iraq,
und other countries in the region. Additionally, water shottages in deviloping
countries contribute to internal conflict that harms the well-being of local people
and affects the econemic and political interests of other countries—inchuding
the United States,™ Such concerns can contribute to ULS, action on international
environmental issues, However, sometimes this view can be misdirecred because
of s tendency on the part of American officials to equate environmental security
with national defense, as tradirionally defined. Indeed, chis attitude could do
more harm than good from an environmental perspective. (See chapters 2, 3,
and 11.)

Sustainable Development.

How can a balance be achieved between environmental viability and economic
and human development? Many have suggested thar the best means is through
actualization of “sustainable development,” the theme of UNCED and of the
agreements and conventions signed at the Earth Summit. The concept of sustiin-
able development was popubirized by the World Commission on Environment
and Development (the Brundtland Commission), which was established by the
UN General Assembly in 1983 as an outerowth of the 1972 Stockhalm sonfer-
ence, The 1987 wport of the Brundtland Commission, Our Commen Fufure,
emphasized the links between: environment, development, and poverty™ The
report defined sustainable development as environmentally benign development
that meets the needs of present generitions withoue impeding future generitions
from mecting their own needs, The Brundtland Commission was explieit in
arguing that the concept of sustainable development must encompass efforts o
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meet the essential needs of the world’s poor, “te which owrriding priority
should be given."™ As the report stated, “many tormg of developrient erode the:
eowironmental resources apon which they must be based, and envirvnmental
degradition san undermine exonomic development. Poverty is a major cause and
effect of global environmental problems, Tt 5 therefore furile to attenipt o deal
with environmental problems without a broadeér perspective that éncom passes
the factors underlying world poverty and international inequalicy. ™"

Undetlying the principle of sustainable development is the belief that cco-
nomic development and related issues of poverty ind human well-being catinot
be separated fromn environmental protection. Environmental damage in the long
it hems human well-being and. concribuses 1o poverty; in turn, people who
are livitig in poverty and lack adequate levels of economic development do-
mare harm fo the enviconmene, thereby creating a vicious eycle, By promioting
development that simultaneously seeks to minimize hirm to the environment,
the reasoning gocs, it is possible to lift people out of poverty while creating the
conditions for long-term-environmentz! protection, The developed countries can
wsoamplement sustainable development by making theie industries and practices
more environmentally benign, Part of the sustainable-development strategy, In
which the United States is expected to tuke 4 central role, is the provision of
new and additional finaneial and technologlcal resources that will help develop-
ing countries raise their living standards: while also protecting the natural
ervironment,

Reaurring Themes in U.S, Environmental Diplomacy

There are many recursing themes in LLS, involvement in international énviron-
mental diplomacy, similar o other areas of ULS. foreign policy, These themes
are mtroduced here, They are elaborated on in subsequent chapters, 15 are the
explanations for them.

The foreign palicies of the United States aie often directed at protecting the
matueil environment, i fact that mirrors the growth in concerns about environ-
mental harm within the United States. Robust setion by the United Srares is
much more likely if there is clear scientitic evidence that the health of Americans
o the LLS, economywould be harmed or i there are cleir signs that esvironmental
changes are causing substantial Humiin suffering abroad, However, most interna-
torial environmental issues have rarely presented such acute evidence of immedi-
ate Farm, at least in the public mind, which is often what eounts for policymakers,
As a consequence, there v usually a strong tendency for the LS, government
o ucvscare more research on ervironmental problems and the potential economic
efferts of proposed incernational regulations, This approach delays the formula-
Hoa of international environmental institutions and associated requiterents for
Mational wcrions, but it can alie have the positive gffect of incteasing certaingy
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surrounding environmental problems; thereby making it easier for paliticians to
advocate actions, . |
One of the primary goals of U.S. forsign policy in the environmental fssue

area fand in others) is to protect or promote the U5 economy. The LS.

government seeks to limit requirements for the United States to meet internation-
ally mindated regulations, thereby protecting U8, independence and limiting
hartn to American buginesses. It also prefers that other countries et first, that
international actions have limited or no negative impact on Americans, and
that these actions not require noticeabls changes in American lifestyles and
consumption patterss, When the U.8. government does adyocare internationil
environmental ttg'i,dstmm the printary goal miay riot be environmental protections
abroad. Instead, it may be trying to create a “level playing field™ thar requires
foreign businesses to operate under the same environmental restrictions as those
in the United States. Alrernarively—but with similar effeet—TULS, forgign policy
can e direcred at “exporring” U5, domestic epvironmental regulations, as in
its effores to protect dolphins and turtles (see chaprer 9.

These sometimes conflicting goals—environmental protection versus freedom
ofaction for U8, businesses—help explain another theme of 1.5, foreign environ-
mental policy: North-South differences. U.S. foreign policy seeks to promote
environmental or commercial goals favorable to the United States, whereds the
countries of the global South, although desirous of clean environments, have
their own development and the promotion of North-Scuth economic equity as
their central goals. The United States also consistently opposes international
environmental agreements that require it to transfer funds to developing countries
or that require American businesses to compromise their patent rights,

More broadly, the United States seeks ro maintain its sovereigney and to
retain ite ability toger unilaterally, Tt resists mandates from international ongini-
zations, and it in skeptical of fillowing whar it sees a5 the potential decrees of
international bureaucrats. ULS. foreign policy abways endeavors to protect ULS,
national interests; particularly the most vital ones. Increasingly, however, the
global envisonment has become part of those interests; This change may help
explain the incremental embrace of environmentdl protections by the United
States ac part of its foreign policy agenda. There is also much evidence:in 1.8,
international environmental policy of the traditional impulse in ULS. foreign
policy to help others and to “do good” in the world. The upshot s, however,
that U.5. leadership i the international enviranmental issue area has not been
consistent. Sometimes it leads—as in the case ef oéean dumping and strato apheric
ozone depletion; at others, it resists action, despite possibly severe conrequences—
as in the case of climace change. Nevertheless, in looking bradly at international
environimental diplomacy in recent decades, one ¢an see a gradual U, S, engaze-
ment with the world in an increasingly multilateral approach to environmental
protectiver. Thus as Rosenbaum explains, “on the threshold of the twenty-first

century, the U8, diplomatic trajectory from Stockbobm to Kyeto: was leading

Torersmatioan] Fovisanmental Afsin 19

the Llnited States steadily, if unevenly, toward o broadening und despening
ComMmItmEnt 1o international environmentul governance,™

Actors aod Forces Shaping the Tnternational Environmental
Policies of the United States

The contiibutasy to this volume highlight the key actors, institutions, and foroes
ahaping LS. foreign policy on many of these environmental issues, Tncludad
arnong the actors and forces they examine, either disectly or mdu‘ttd}‘, are the
U.5. Constirution, the prc:ud-:mt_y and exseutive britch agencies, Congress, the
U5, judiciary, politieal parties, husinesses and nongovernmental organizations,
science und econamics, media and public opinion, forelgn governments, and
international institutions, Many ether actors and forces prove to be importanr,
depending on the specific environmental issue being addressed by U8, policymak-
ers, Some of these actors and forces are introduced in the following sections.

The ULS. Constitution

Perhaps the most important force in 1.8, foreign policy isthe LS. Constitution.
Although it isan eighteenth-century document, Americans and their political
representatives constantly refer to it. Most important for our purposes, the Consti-
tution describes the outline—and frequently the detail—of the 1.5, government
and the ways in which it must operate. Foremost in its preseriptions is the division
of the U.5. government into three branches: the legislative branch {Congtess),
consisting of the House of Representatives and the Senate; the executive branch,
feaded by the president; and the judicial branch, overseen by the Supreme
Court. All threo branches of government have a role in the formulation and
implementation of U5, international environmentsl policy. The Constitation
ko gives power to the constituent states, which nsually have s stake in environ-
mental policy at home and abroad, As Robert Paarlburg points out,

The LS. government is particulady susceptible to having divergent intes narisnl
envirammantal policy prefordneey, bedause power i shared acrves three scpirare
bicirches (eecitive, eaislative, snd udicial) at the 'Fderal Jevel, and below thar
Livel cnormotis power remains in the hands of aurenomous seave and fopn) sothari-
tigs. Oy after exevntive brunch lendets in Whashingeon have develaned a sufficiently
unified and supportive domesrie policy consémsus—across all branchis and levels of
Auvernrment it honsne—will they be well positioned to offer effective énvironmeneal
palicy leadecckip abroad,”

The most important impact of the Coastitution, however, 15 the pluralise form
of government it created, The American form f democricy iz among the mest
open in the world, prwiding a ryriad of interested individuals and other actors
with aceess t the pelicy process.
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The Congress ) -
Beyand underlying constirutional foroes and the existence of ﬂ'u:nr:{lmrunmf:r.ntal
changes themselves, arguahly the moseimportant firce shaping II.I.t_':. intermationil
enviranmental policy is the Congress, It is here that legislarion is debuted, and
it is to the Congress that mmost stakeholders, both inside and outgide rl-ltr._.ifedml
governinett, go to influence policy, Many people believe ﬂmt‘rhe pm&fdfillt has
prerogarive in foreign policy, inchutding that dealing with e:frwmnmen'fu] iEs0Es:
However, excaitive branch intentions in the environmiental issue ares fregquently
matter much less than legislative branch preferences and support.!” Congress,
after zll, passes begislation; it has the ability to tax and spend and m-mntr‘nl the
president’s aceess 1o funds; it approves international agreements, and the Senate
i particalar must ratify all international treaties before they cin hﬂ::::.‘;me part
of U5, low Ultimarely, Congress (usually} mirrdrs thie collegtive ‘i‘_ﬁflu ol the
American people’ As Paarlburg notes, “it is Congress; not the executive hf‘mr:h
or the president, that hag final say aver U8, envirenmental policy, both at home
and abroad,"® (Most of the following chapters examing the impact of Congress
on LS. international environmental policies.]

FParty Affiliation _ 1

The positions that American policymikers fake on internatiomnal enviconmen.tal
issues are frequently associated with their party afaliation. Altheugh legislators
and presidents are free, once in office, 10 ignore the party's preferences, they
often will not do so to ensure that party resources can be brought to bear ,""r.hm
they seek reelection. Broudly spealing, one can siy that Republican pr:-l!tu.uans
lean toward an anti-environmental approach. They are particularly sensitive to
the corcerrs of businesses, which usually oppose new envirnnmental mgulatinns.
(Like party afhliation, the positions of businesses are not always this :_:1Early ety
hewever.) In contrast, Democratic politicians tend to be more agsertive :tmumﬂ
environmental regulations, or at least more sympathietic. Environmentalists ar
generally among their constituents. Although Democrats also want to leep
businesses on their side, they must also cater to constituents who favor interna-
bional environmental agiéermernts and associated niavional regulations, This being
said, Republican administrations—usually viewed as anti-environment and more
generally antiregulation (especially if regulation comes from an internationsl
prganization)—can be proactive in pushing for international mwuﬂmmarltml de-
tion, as was trie of the Nixon adminiseration with regard to ovean dumping and
of the R;:agan and Bush administeations in the case of seone depletion {see
chaptets 5 and 6). Many prople were not surprised that the Reagan .'.mﬂ Fu&ﬁ
administzations were often oppesed to Aperican action on many }utc_.rmtmngl
envirommental issues; bur they were surprised when these administrations were
prouctive. Alternatively, many people expected the Demotratic Clinton adminis:
tration to favor and actively support ifiternational agreements and domestic
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regulation geared wward environmuental protection, byt these people were perhaps
“aurprised (some were pleased and somie wese disappointed) when that adminigtra-
tion did not do e,

The President and Executive Branch Agencies

Many of the proposals for environmental legislation, beth demestic and interna-
tional, originate in the White House and in the executive branch maore broadly.
The prestdent and the agencies he oversees are also responsible for the implemen-
tation of federal government policies reluted o global enviromunental change
The president can take & leid i1 proposing international envirenmental protéction
efforts.or in trying ta profmate ULS. participation in international environmental
msrruments and ingtitutions, Tndesd, sometimes the executive branch and the
president lead the counery in this respect (see chapter ), However, the president
mist achieve @ consensus &t home before he or she can lead abroad—despite
what many foreigners hope and believe about the president’s power to formulate
and implement envirgnmental regulations in the United States and to be a leader
of international enviranmental protection efforts.

Many executive branck agencies are mvalved in LLS, international environ-
mental policemiking and implementation. The most obvious is the Department
of State, which bas an office of the undersecretary of state for “global affairs,”
which includes envizonmental igsues, dnd ather brariches concerned with internz-
tional environmental cooperation. The Envirenmental Protection Agéncy (ERA)
is of course intimately involved in' ULS, foreign policy in this area. But less obvious
are other agencies, including the Commerce Department and the Department
of Defense—amiong many, if not mest, other executive branch agencics, Fre-
quently these agencies have environmental protection in mind, bur they are
understandably most often concerned with promoting 1S, national interests
more broadly defined. Thus, national interests that are perceived to be more
imporant—aceess to petrolewm, sconemit interests and forsign markets, geo-
stratepic calculations—can distract the United Stares from using its influence to
protect the natural environment abroad {see chapter 4), Executive branch agencies
mightalso be concerned with promiting theirown narrowinterests, Intermtional
environmental issoes muy be seen as vehicles for promoting new pragrams that
Justify funding and staffing levels.

The Courts

The legisiative any exscutive branches are aot the only core branches of govern-
ment to becomi wnvolved in LS. intérnetional enviranmental policy, Because
there i fréquently dissgreement between Congress and the executive buinch
spencies charged with implementing statutes, the U.S, courts are frequently
talled on o interpret LS, sterures and regulations retated ro international envi-
ronmentitl matters.™ These disagresments may be about goals, bt they muy alio
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be simply about interpreting the intent of laws passed by Congress. (Frequently,
statutes are ambiguous and give lirtle puidance to expentive branch agencies ]
The courts miiy alse be called in when industey sues to limit the effects of
emvironmental regulations or when environmental groups sue to make regalations
more stringent or to pressure the government to enforce them more .rigcamnls]y;
At these times, the courts deside the degree and nuture of ULS. implementation
of international environmenral preements ot determine the international rami-
fications of deinestic environmental laws and regulations.” T, the T8 courts,
;;r:rhupa surpeisingly to many, become important actors in U5, foseign palicy
on environmental matters:

Public Opinion

One cannot neglect the role played by the American people, The plaralist nature of
American demacracy affords people, like other actors mentioned here; substantial
access to the policy process. The opinion of the public on issues is perhaps the
mast impostant consideration for policymakers. Politicians are interested above
all in being reelected. If enough of their constituents are concerned. about an
issue, they will ugually work o promote those concerns in policy. But even
unelectod buteaucrats dre seositive to public epimion. The views of the public
can affect the resources of their igencies, and the bireaucrats are, in the end,
beholden to elected officials, For these and additional reasons, the American
rricdia his an important rele to play, By pullicizing adverse global enviranmeéntal
changes, it mises public awareness and thereby shapes the views of the electorate,
which can work to stimulate ULS. international environmental activism or to
stifle it, depending on the views conveyed by journalists and the effect they have
on the public and decision makers, The upshot is that when the media argues
that environmental chaages adverscly affect the interests of Americans; and
especially that those changes are also felt by or perceived 1o harm Americins,
policymakers are stimulated to act,

Business Intevests o
As already indicated, businesses and industry actors (both powerful individusl
corporations and industry groups) aze intimately interested in—and actvely ey

to influence—U.5. international environmental policy, Some of these businesses:

Faver environmental regulation, but more often they are opposed fo dction on
environmental issues, Businesses are poténtially very powerful hecause they have,
among other resources, political connections and money to sipport thie election
campaigns of politicians, Theyalso have great influence on the ULS. L-eunnn'xgi-.-a.r‘ld
the prospérity of Americans, and they possess (understandably biased) expertise in

what are usually complex enviranmental issue areas. When businesses can erdibly

point to adverse effects of environmental regulations oo jobs and on the overall

U.8. econamy, members of Congress-and the president tend o take their views

info decount, often to the exclusion of environmental considerations.

e
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However, the influsnce 6F Brigimesses car b dilured or constrained when they
vonflicl, Sorme businesses want tnternational envirenmental regulation to level
the playing feld mternationally, to bolster demand for their products {e.g., energy-
saving equipment], or to protect tesousces they need (eg., penetic diversity for
biﬂtﬂahmlﬂgf industrics], nmong myriad other reasons. Many more businestes
want to: prevent international environmental regulation becse they prefer to
continue basiness us usual, delay sransitioning to environmermlly friendly beby-
iot, or avoid the costs of meeting regulatory requirernents, That is, the goal of
Lusiness (and often of the government) is 1o forde outsiders o comply with
ervironrmental restrictions that obtain inside the United States—either for emd-
renmental reasans (eg., in the cases of whales and Einlphina},' or for dconomic
teasons (to create the level plaving field, thereby making ather countrivs indugtries
subject fo the sime envitonmental restraints and costs of 1.5, industries). Con-
flicts that arise among the pro- and anti-environmental goals of industry can
stand in the way of their taking a united front against inter national environmental
protection efforts, But when there is little conflict, businesses ean have a pro-
found effect an L8 policy, either for or against environmental protection and
associated regulation—depending on their collective and unified preferences (see
chapter 7}

Environmental Fnterests: Nongovernmental Organizations
Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), both for and against environmental
activism, can play an intimate and influential part in U.S, foreign policy on the
grvironment, They are most frequencly seén 1o shape policy from “euesds”
givernment. Perbiape their greatest asset is their often large memberships (which
for environmental organizations have been stagnant or falling in recent years).
By pointing to their members ax potential voters who are often willing to vere
bused largely on envisonmental questions, environmental NGOs can persunde
legishators and the president to listen to their concerns. They actively labhy
politicians, frequently asking their members to flood Congress and the White
House with mail {these days largely electronic mail), Legislators sometimes go
to environmental NGOs for thebr expertise on particalar issues. Indeed, perhaps
Aoe thig reason, some NGOs aré tramsforming themiselves from public advocicy
‘groups into: primarily sources of expertise;

NGOs ean also influence policy from the “inside.” During the 19905, NGO
representatives have increasingly pasticipated in U5, delegations t internationial
environmentul delibenitions, sitting alongside American diplomats, Althaugh it
would be absurd o believe that they dictate U.5 policy on these aceastons, it
would also be wrong for us to underestimare the importance of heing able o
Whisper in a delepate’s car during l-mrniglﬂt negotkiing sessions—or perhaps
even o theedten to expose diplomuts who are being disingenuous 1n their public
Etimints n-supporeof eovironmental peals. Additionally—and very impor-
tantly—former members of NGOs, sometinies high=ranking ones, have been
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appointed to esseurive branich agenties dealinig with international environmental
issues. Tor example, Rafé Pomerance—formér snvirontnental activisr, former
prisident of Friends of the Earth, and a senior associate of the World Resources
Inistirate (WRI—was appoinited 1o head the Clinton adminiseration’s climate
change delegations as deputy assistant secretary of state for emironment and
development. While at WRI, Pomerance pushed assiduously to persuade the
internationil community that climate change posed a serious threat, My ather
individuals with activist environment and development backgrounds became
part of the Clinton administration and were aetive in formularing its ciimute
change policy,

Science and Scieritists

The importance of stience in initiating and shaping U.3. international environ-
mental policy is inestimable. Although some environmental problems aze vizible
or clearly fult, most are unknown or indeterminate vntil scientists make the
public or policymakers aware of them, And ence made aware, policymakers and
publics require séientiste to inform them of the progress of environmental changes
and their impacts (by meanuring what his happeried or is happening, or by
predicting what might bappen in the furure). For eximple, the hole in the
stratospheric ozone layer over Antarctica was unknovn before scientists detected
its existence, Similarly, scientists have made the likely causes and possible impacts
of climate change a matter of public discourse”” Individual scientists cin be
particalarlyinfiuential, a, for exarnple, when they testify befiore Congress orwhen
importarit politicians read their publications.® Groups of sclentists—epistemic
commutities—can influence policy because frequently they have connections to
policymakers and brsaicrats ® Sometimes scientists can make the government
avare of adverse environmental changes, only to find politicns going beyond
the scientists understandings. For example, the Montreal Protocol on ozone
depletion wis agreed on before there was definitive evidence to support hypotheses
about the Antarctic pzone hole™ At other times, scientists can present findings
anly to have them ignored or belittled by politicians, as has been the Republican
reésponse to findings of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate' Change. In all
cases, scientific findings can be paliticized to serve the interests of politicians;
businesses, environmentalists, or other actors.”!

Econamics, Trade, and Ecomomnusts

The LS. government and Americans are profoundly interested in the vitdlity
of the U.S. economy. Thus, economists are usally involved in all aspects of
policy formulation, not least in the area of envisonmental change.™ As occurs with
the adwice of seientists, however, the recommendations of economists regarding
environmental issues ire uften contradictory, and they are frequently. focused on
ceonomic conditions dpart from envirpnriental change per se (short of the extent
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ta which ehvironmental change can be seen as a measurable cost to the economy
or to business), Puliticians can usually point to economic predictions thie support
or oppose international environmental regulation. When they do 5o, 25 is often
the case; they will act on the predictiony they believe or those that conform with
their other objectives. When the US. economy is doing well, ULS, scrion on
international environmental issues is usually more likc!f; alternatively, when it
15 duing poorly, TS, acrion is uswally less likely. This trend oF course begs why
the Bush administration signed the climate treaty during a recession and why
the Clinton administration did little to implement that treaty during Ferhapis
the most extended eoonamic “boom” in cumrmp«vmrjalu.ﬁ. history. In the end,
the United States will prefer action that costs it very liele or that even benefies
it fAnancially for & time, which largely expliins its proactive stance in the late
1980s on international regulation of ezone-destraving chemicals and helps us
understand why it is so eiger to impose environmental sanctions on other coun-
trics (see chaprer ).

Increasingly, changes to the natural environment are tied to trade jssues.™
Environmentalisty see economic globalization and the spread of free trade as
threats to the environment. They would argue that many developing countries
maintain minimal environimental protection regulations inorder to attract multi-
national corporations seeking the lowest production costs, Labor groups fear the
export of jobs to countries with minimal environmental protections, Hence,
hoth environmental and labor groups in the United States have pushed for
environmentdl conditions on international trade sgresments, natably in the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and, as manifesced by public denton-
strations in Seatele in 1999, in trade sgreements associated with the Wrld Trade
Organization (WTO),

International Organizations and Foreign Governments

Internatioral organizations, institutions, and regimes can influence ULS. foreign
policy on the-environment. For example, the United Nations has ushered environ-
_r:'.lctlttnl issues onto the international agenda, acting as the stimulus snd forum
for international deliberations, Simply by making the issues more visible, it can
ralse the awareness of the American public—witness the hoopla that surrounded
the 1992 UNCED Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, Also, through agencies
gw:h as UNEP and the reiatively new CSD, it pushes povernments roward
implementation of international environmental agresments ™ Internatianal insti-
Miﬁ.rt.ﬁ {frequenthy associated with the United Nations), such as the International
Mﬂ‘mmr_}’ Fund and the World Bark, have become more active in international
environmental issucs. Sometimes they do so because of ULS, pressure, o, alterna-
tively, they do so and then pull the United States along, A noteworthy example is
thar of the World Bank, which has grudgingly started to integrate environmental
chnsiderations into its funding programs.’* Other international funding instiru-
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thong have taken similar steps (see chapter 8). And international “regimes,"
some forred with the help of ULS. leadership, affect-and are affected by US.
international environmental poliey.™ Exaimples include the whaling regime sur-
runding the International Whaling Commission, and the elimate change regime,
codified in the Framework Convention on Climate Change.™

[ 4 somewhar similar vein, foreign governments can influence U.S. interna-
tional environmental policy. They are of course active in inrernational epviron-
mental nepotiations, and they sometimes fet precedents or godls that the LL5,
government finds difficult to uppose actively and visibly, Former prime ministee
Margaret Thatcher has been credited with pushing the Bugh administration to
agree to more robust restrictions oA the emissions of pone-destroving chemicals,
resulting in the 1990 Londen amendments to the Montréal Promeol,® and the
‘povernament of Prime Minister Tony Blair helped push the Unifed Seares to
ugree to larger cuts in greenhouse gas emissions than it wanted in thee 1997 Kyuto
Protocel to the climate change convention,

Global Forees

Whn teying to understand and explain U.S, foreign policy on the environment,
one must also consider the impact of several broad forces, chief among which
are the environmental changes themselves. Many of these changes are: beyond
the control of the United States alone and indeed beyond the contrel of any one
set of actors, Regardiess of what countries do in the near future, for example,
climate change will cecur and will affect the interests of the United Stater as
well us the sentiments and the Tives of Americans, Its effects will be wide-ranging
and cross-eurting, affecting other issue arcas snd other countries, Similarly,
cconomic globalization is an important force in 1S, international envir nmental
policy. The decay of borders and the challenges to state authority engendered
by globalization are intimately conmected to global environmental changes. In-
deed, one might argue that global environmental change is one of the mast
profound manifestations of globalization, Farthermore, the spread of free-market
economies is having a major impact on the environment; the sg-culled free hand
may be doing much pood for people the world ever (many will argue this point,
of course), but in the long term people may suffer because of the environmental
damage that scems inherent in the global spread of capitalism.™ And thiere are
the “Forces” of nuscent intérnational norive that beas on questions of U5, policy
toward the global environment, including those norme with ethical content that
place limits on the extent to which the United States can continue o plice d
disproportienate burden oo the global eavironment—and thus hold dispropor-
tionate blame for the adverse effeots on human well-being that acerue from
environmental changes. In the end, it is the very international and global parure
of environmental issues thit compel the invelvement of the ULS, foreign policy
estalilishment:

Inteerational Bovipdtimental Affore 37
Simplifying U.S. International Environmental Policy

Explaining and understanding eases of 1.5, foreign environmental policy require
consideration of a mytiad of actors, institutions, and forces. How can we get our
inds around these complex cases? How can we organize and manage all the
possiblevariables and explanations® To help us in this task we can turn to theories
of international relations and foreign policy. Theory is "a way of making the
world or some part of it more intelligible or herter understood,” or we can disfine
theory a bit mose tigorously 43 “an intellectual constract that helps one to selace
facts and interpret them in such a way as to facilitate explanation and prediction
concerning regularitics and recurrences or reperitions of observed phenomena, "™
Thus, theory helps us understand ULS. international environmental policy by
simplifying reality and focusing our attention on the actors, institutions, and,
indeed, the broader forces thar may be most useful for improving our understand-
ing or for explaining a specific case,” -
Thegretical approaches to foreign policy can be onanized into three catego-
ties: (1) systernie theories, which emphasize the influence of the international
system and the distribution of power within it; (2) societal theories, which focus
our attention on 1.5, domestic pelitics and American colture; and (3) state-
centric theorigs, which find answers to questions about foreign policy within the
state and within the individuals who work therein, How might these thearetical
approaches help explain U.S. international environmental policy? From the per-
spective of systemic theory, one can argue that the United States joined the UN
Convention on the Law of the Sea because it feared that to do otherwise might
erode its power. 181t did not join the convention, coastal countries might limit
access to (1S, Navy ships and submarines, thereby threatening U.S. military
Hlexibility and power vis-i-vis the Soviet Union or other potential enemies. From
the perspective of societal theory, when looking at UL.S. foreign policy on whaling,
ane could focus on domestie politics, particularly the influence of NGOs opposed
to whaling and the widespread opposition to whaling amang the American
people. From the perspective of state-cemtric theory, ULS. policy on ¢limate
change vould be a funcrion of bargaining and power beokering among interssted
government agencies, the préandent and White House, and the Congress.
. Orher theoretical approachies foous o the roles of regimes and international
mstitutions or on the influence of norms and ideas in explaiming U5, international
environmental policy. There can also be ethical considerations in gur understand-
ings of that policy, both foim human-centersd peripectives (g, Sustainable
F!evtli:-'p.m’e‘ht 4 well as human well-being and euffering related to environmental
Chﬂ:!_lge‘] and Earth- or environment-centered P-crsp;ctms leg, emvironmental
erhics and “deep ecology™). One could apply these theoretical categories and
#pproaches in different ways, and there are of tourse many other ways of approach-
ing LS, foreign policy analytically,
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Different analytical approaches 1o questions of foreign policy, international
relations, and environmental change hightight different actors, forpes, and pro-
cusses, It is therefore appropriate that the contributors to this book take many
different ﬁEl:SPE_EﬁFﬁ to illaminate U5, international environmenti] policy. They
hive their owil prefersed theoretical framewerks. The upshot is thar there are
many envitormental issues and many actors and forces that influence and -are
influernced by ULS, foreign policy, What explains the relitionships berween these
185115 .'and actors? Or, what explains LELS, international envitonmmetal policg
The contributors to this volume help us answer these questions.

Explanations and Interpretations of U.S. International
Environmental Policy

In this volume, contributors look at various environmmental Esues 1o il_lust":.xm
hiow ULS, forcign policy operates. More specifically, they highlight explanations
and causes of U5, international envirenmental policy, Many of them also at-
tempt, to varying degrees; to evaluate .S, palicy frotn practical and norma-
tive perspectives.

National Security and Geopalitics: Envirgnmental Issues

on the Policy Agenda -

Part 2 of the book examines Reafpofitit in U.S, international environmentul
solicy. Chapters 2 and 3 examine the concept of "ervironmentil security” .fmm
practical and eritical perspectives, and chapter 4 uses a case study to demonstrite
how environmental security and gropolitical considerations influence U8, foreign
environmental policy. .

In chapter 2, Braden Allenby argues that environmental security can be
defined 45 the intersection of enviranmental and security comsiderations at the
national policy level, A relatively new and still sommewhat mntentiouis COTICEPT,
environmental security may be understood as the utiome af several important
treads, One is the hreakdown of the bipolir geopolitical structurs thit enaricter-
ized the Celd War period from the 19405 to the fall of communism in Eas:tertn
Europe and the Soviet Union, Another trend, less wisible to many-in the p-c:r:lu,ﬁr
community, is the shift of environmental considerations from “mrc!;hq._‘l:d to
“strategic.” This process is occurring at many different levels, from i_:iu:_i_huai_ugk
and private firms to the national, state, regional, and glebal policy leveiaTakﬂn
tagether, according to Allenby, these trends suggest that crrvi‘runml:r:hil seeurity
may signal an important evolution of national and int::_rn_altic_-_nﬂ] policy systems.
If this evolution s to sehdify, however, the concept—whith has been used to

mean different things by different stakeholder communities—must be defined

with sufficient rigor to suppiort its operationalization in policy programs.

3
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I ahapw_r.ﬂ', Jon Basnerr underrakes a highly erivical examination of LS.
poliy pronouncements that have been informed by the aotion of environmental
security. His chapter briefly outlines the concept of envirgnmental security and
discusses proncuncements on the subject in the LLS. National Security Seoaegy
and from the Department of Defense and the Department of State, According
tir Bariett, these profiguncenients onform toa narsew and npation-centered
atcount of environmental seearity, tonsistent with political realism, He aiies
that the United Btates selectively interprets snvironmental security as 4 medns
to justity traditivnal approaches to foreign policy. As such, environmental issues
have bieen co-opred by agency actors hoping to perpetnate roles and their agencies’
teaditional activities, Nevertheless, Barnett finds some positive siological poten-
tigl in the ULS, povernment's incorporation of environmental security concerns
into its foreign policy. It may be an impertant step towand greater consideration
for the environment in the making of foreign policy.

The Caspian Sea i the site of large, newly discovered oil and gas deposits.
It is alio bedeviled by ecological problems—including pollution, fisheries deplo-
tien, and a rising sen level—which are likely to be exacerbated by extensive
development of hydeoearhon regerves. In chapter 4, Douglis Blum shows how
thést changes have posed a dilemma for ULS, foreign policy toward the littoral
couritries of the Caspian: Is it better to promote callective “environmental secu-
rity,” or should the United States forus on enerpy extraction for more explicitly
self-interested and geopolitical ends? The United States has also taken various
steps to address environmental degradation elsewhere in the former Sovier Unian
and Eastern Evrope. In the Caspian, however, despite a number of programmatic
statements endorsing environmenta! protection, U.S. policy has strongly empha-
sized other objectives: enery SECUILY, SULONOmY for non-Russian sctors in the
region, isolation of Iran, and projection of American influence. For these reasons,
the pursuir of energy exploitation and geopolitically preferable transportation
routes has dominated the 108, agenda. Meanwhile, regional and international
efforts to address the Caspian environment have pathered strengrh. Blum reviews
the praspeets for multilaceral environmental cooperation surrounding the Caspian
and suggests that such cooperation offers hope for political stability #nd economic
development in the region. ULS, pelicy remains malieable and may be responsive
1 significant changes in glabal energy markets and regional politics, which tend
v support the priovity 6f multilateral conperation for sustainable developrment
in the Caspian basin,

Domestic and Tnternational Politics Shaping

U8, Glaba! Envivonmental Policies

The chapters in part 3 examine U.8. international envirenmental policies by
focusing on domestic politics and international influences: Following the broad
histerical look at local, natisnal, and internarional aspeets of poliey regarding
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stratospherie ozone depletion in dhapter 5, subsequent chapeers use case studics
1o focus on the presidency and Congress, business influgnces, nongovernmental
organizations; the courts, and changing barguining ervisonments in interna-
tional regimes,

In chpter 5, Srini Sitaraman examines many of the factors that are instromen-
tal in facilitating nrerstate coovperationon the environment. Realist and neoliberal
thearies of internationa] relations have focused on the structiral canses of inter-
state cooperation. Relative versus absolute gains, anarchy, issue demains; and
international regimes and institutions have received a disproportionate amount
of scholarly attention, whereas domestic political processes and factor endow-
wients have ot been given sufficient attention, Sitarurnan’s chaptee shows how
domestic political processes and different Factor groupings in the United Stares
interacted with transnational alliances to influence the negotiation, shape, and
struéture of the 1987 Montreal Protocol or stratospheric ozone depletion, The
U.8. government internationalized the ozone problem by enabling the extension
of scientific discourse to the interstate level, Simmamun shows how domestic
political processes and bureaucratic politics affected the final ahape and guténme
of the Montreal treaty. His chapter demonstrates that the state is a disqggregated
entity and that domestic political processes are linked to the external vorld
through a network of intermediary organizations. Sitaraman reveals how U 5
domestic political processes and intragovernmental polities contribute to the
formulation of major international environmental agreements, In his analysis,
he examings the demestic sources of Interniatiorm] environmental policy; the
1.5, “internationalization” of ozenc deplétion; the ¢ontested science of ozone
depletion; domestic politics and its influence on the shape, structure, dnd euteome
of the Montreal Protocol; and the importance of loval, national, and international
levels of analysis for our understanding of LS. internarional environmental policy
and of intérnarional environmental cosperition marg generally.

In chapter 6, John Barkdull argues that executive branch leadership, specifi-
r.‘_a"}' the initiative of White House staff, has contributed to U.S. invalvemnent
in efforts to prevent orean pollution, Barkdull's case study sheds light on this

matter by focusing on the Nixon administration’s negotiation of the 1972 treaty’

on ecean dumping, The Nixon administration, led by the chairman of the Coungil
on Eevironmental Quality, Russell Train, transformed a domestic issue—the
regulation of dumping of milirary and commereial wastes in coastal waters by
.5, agencies and citizens—into 4 mateer for frernational negotistions. Once
engaged in international negotiations, the question became whether the United
States could achieve & treaty it would accept and how closely the treaty would
conform to American preferences, The seeret negotiating position of the United
Stares, which Barkdull found in the Nixon Materials at the National Archives,
toveals that the United States was highly concered that the TLS, military retain
maximum freedom of setion, This geal and others were Nargely attzined, even
when the United States would have accepted considerably less, Thus, it appears

L
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that LIS, leadership—and pﬂrtitﬁl’a:l}i'létiﬂuréhip by thie sxecurnse biramch—can
make @ significant difference in the outcome of internationa]l environmental
treaty negolistions, Furthermore, Barkdull's historical analysis shows that the
environmental record of the Nison administration (if not thit of Nixon himself)
has beenr mischaracterized and that the administeation was forvward Tooking and
proactive in undertuking international environmental legislation—which is not
what easual observery expect from 4 Republican administration. As such, the
chapter offers valuable insights for U5 international environmental policy in
the future,

In chapter 7, Robere Falkner argues that seare-centric explanations of U.5.
foreign envirenmental policy, which emphasize the autonomy of polieymakers,
fall 1o get ar the important role corporations play. Falkner discusses various
approaches to the study of corparaie influence it foreign policy nd presents
evidence to demonstrate the role of businesses in the making of foreign policy.
He examinies three epvirpnmentit] cases: ozone-layer protection, t:]imzi_c chunge,
und biotechnalogy, The "buginess conflice” model, which emphasizes the fragmen-
tation of and contlicts within the bukiness sector, is contrasted with traditiona)
pluralist and neo-Marxist er stracturalist accounts of interest-group pelitics.
Falkner argues that a modified version of the business conflict model best explains
corporate influence. It reflecrs the privileged position of business interésts in
environmiental polities, but it avoids deterministic accounts of corporate domi-
nance by emphagizing competition between oppesing business interests. Political
alliances between domimant business sectors and the stare are identified as
emsential factors in the evolution of U.S, fereign environmental policy. Most
important, the nature of these allances helps expliin why American businesses
can alternatively support international environmental regulanion, s happened in
the ozone case, and oppese such regulation, as evidenced by the response of
busineszes to internatignal eforts to deal with the problems of climate change
and biodiversicy,

The cammunity of NGOs has emerged, particularly during the last decade,
45 an important actor in international environmental relations. NGO have built
public wwapeness about the environment through eonferencey and other public
aerivities, Mare important fram the point of view of internutional relations are
their ativities aimed ar shaping international imstitutions and internationa] law.
In chapter 8, Morten Beds addresses this issue by looking at NGOs in the
United States and their involvement in congressional hearings on multilatesal
development bank (MDB) activity. Beds shows how this involvement led to a
campaign aimed at making it impossible for U8 executive directors in MDBs
o support projects that could have a major impact on the environment unless

#a environmental impact assessment (EIA) was made available at lease 120 days

before the ject. The NGO camipaign culminated with the Pelosi amendment,
which miche yn EIA in advarics of MDB board consideration of projects a
fequirement for 1.8, suppert. Little more than a year after what originally started
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as & natienal campaign in the United States, this procedure was turned into de
Facto interhational lw when all MDBs made an EIA requirement their standard
operating procedure, The chapter documents this process to highlight the transma-
tionalization of U.S. environmental policies, specifically the internationalization
of the Pelosi amendmient. Bods also asks the question: What right do intesest-
based organizations, specifically U.S. NGOy, have to make decisions tha_t affect
not only their domestic constituencies, hut also people in Advics, Asia, and
Latin America?

I chiapter 9, Elizabeth DeSombre examines environmental sancrions in s,
foreign policy. The United States has threatened import restrictions for environ-
mental reasans more often than any sther country, with good success generlly
in accomplishing its stated goals. What appears to be a simple and effective
foreign policy tool, however, representt in origin and implementation i aimber
of domestic battles, The sanctions that resulted take g form thar, altheugh
predictable; no individual proponent would have desigrisd. DeSombre's chapter
exanines the conflicts present at three stages of LIS, ervirpRmenti] sanctions:
thieir origin, application, and effects. Each of these stages represents a condlict
between aset of actors, the outcome of which influences the shape of the sanctions.
At theinitial stage; the conflict is between environmentalists and industry actors,
wach of whom wants foreign environmental policy to be used for different ends.
Resulting policy takes the form of import restrictions that deny access to U5,
rmarkets to those countries that act in ways the United States deems environmen-
tally unfriendly. This approach protects U.S, industries from pm:!u:ta-mad&-in
wayg that do not require the same regulations Americans st follow. ﬁ.l:hrmg.l'n
Congress passes these sanctions, executive branch agencies typically drag_ thieir
feet when implementing trade restrictions, often inrerpreting their mundate as
narrowly as possible or even refusing to implement the restrictions at all, Asa
result, a number of the environmental sanetions huve been fought in 11.8, cpures.
Congress will somerimes modify its original legislation to limit the discretion
agencies have in imposing sanctions. Onge the sanctions have been thrcntm‘_md.
or imposed, the struggle is with the target countries that regist taking the action
demunded of them. DeBombre shows thar some of the domestie chasacteristics
thar inflpenced the shape of the sanctions alse relate 1o the likelihood that the
sanctiohe will achieve U5, goals,

In 1946, the United States jnined fifteen nations in signing the International
Convention for the Regulation of Whaling. TUnder the orvention, the_lnrerl:ia'
tional Whaling Commission (IWC) was created to regulate an industry faciag
declining demand far whale ail and severe depletion of some whale populations.
By the mid-1960s, the focus of the IWC became inereasingly preservation ori-
ented, with fewer nitions engaged in whaling and with the addition of new
nonwhiling members 1o the convention, This focus led fo the polarization of
merber nations within the IWC—these frvoring protection of whales conflict-
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ing with those in favor of canservation TeAsires and ml_'l.tinuﬂ:] COTIEMMpLive
and nonconsumptive uses. By the mid-1980s, these confliers peaked when the
IWC placed & ban oncommercial whaling, That ban s still in etfect, although
the W, with ULS. support; permits whaling by aboriginal groups. In chapter
10, Kristen Fletcher shows how the United Stutes has maintained a stance against
commercial whaling, seeking o permanent ban even though international support
and scicnce seem to be swiying toward sustainable commiencial larvests, She
argues that ss whale populations improve and the werld's whaling policies change,
ULS, foreign policy must evelve with them, This cenclusion is extremely disturbing
for those who wish to see whales protecred in perpetuity. Nevertheless, her
chapter shows how the U5, reaction to these international challenges illuminates
115 whaling policy in particular and its other international environmental poli-
cies more genceally,

National Intevests and International Obligations: A Prescription for

LLS. International Environmental Policy

The final purt of this book is less analvtical than most preceding chapters. Instead,
it takes a normative and préseriptive approach to U5, international environmental
policy, recommending ashift in priovities among policymakers so that both LS.
{nterests and broader normative objectives might be promoted,

In chapter 11, Paul G, Harris argues that the Unired States can more effec-
tively achieve its foreign policy goals in the envirgnmiental issue area, and thereby
protect and promote its nutional interesty, by treating other countries, particularly
the developing countries, mote equitably. Such policies would also promote
ethical 2ims; such as scceptance of American responsibiliry for the disproportion=
ate adverse impact of the United States on the global environment, Although
there has been some movement toward recognition of this idea in its stated palicy
and behavior, the United States has yet to comprehend fully the extent to which
equity may be-a fungible power resource in the context of contemporary intérna-
tional affairs, ULS, foreign poliey is critical because the United States has the
financial, technolegical, and diplomatic reseurces that cin be brotghe to bear on
environment and development problems: The United Srates is also the world's
‘greatest pollurer. Tt therefore has the grearest etliical obligation o redréss the
wiongs of hisrorical and engeing global pollution, With regard o environmen-
tully sustiinable development, it can further its nutibnal intereses and, coinciden-
tally, premiote ethical goals by meeting many of the demands fom developing
countries for greater international equity, With the forégoing in mind, Harris's
thapter examings some of the practical and nprmative implications of adopting

and embracing equity 2s an objective of U5, global environmental policy—

particularly policy an global climate change—for the Unired States itself and
for the world. 1t also looks at the implications that such a policy would have for
American global power in this new century:
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Conclusion

The narural environment is undergoing change, and much of that change is
adverse for humans (and for other species). Americans are not immune to these
adverse efficts. The 1.8, government has come tir realize that globul environmen-
tal changes—such s climate change and ozone depletion—ean dicectly affect
the interests of the American people. It has also recognized to varyirig degrees
that regional and local envisonmental problems—such as acid ram, deplered
fisheries, and water scarcities—oan direetly or indireeely affect the economic,
political, and security interests of the United States, and rhat envirenmental
destruction and related human suffering abroad can affect the sentiments of
Américans, Environmental chaniges that reach beyond the borders of countries
can seldom be addressed effectively by any one nation, including the United
States. These problems require international and even global wetion if they are
to be reduced and mitipated, The worlds governmerts and other important
actors ennnot ded] effectively with environmental changes if the United States
does not play an active role. Because the UL, economy is so large, its diplomatic
influence so great, and ite contributions to environmental prolilers so extensive
(in short, because it pollutes so much), the United Seates must be part of interria-
tiona) solutions to environmental change. Thus, enviconmental chunges: have
become a major subject and feature of U.S. foreign policy.

Scholars, practitioners, and activists will therefore want to undesstand hew
and why the United Stutes takes the pesitions that it does on international
envirsnmental changes, how these positions can be altered, and whether they
déserve to be supported or opposed. Many explanations and interpretations of
11.5, international énvironmental policy can be offered, as the auchors af this book
demonstrate. Their research and assessments of LS. internationyl ervivonmentsl
poticy not enly gt us closer o understanding the underhying dynanies of LS,
policy, buralso highlight the issucs and actors toward which concerned individuals
and erganizations might wish to focus their erergies to protect the natural
ervironment, fo promote related U5, intérests, and indeed ta promuite the intee-
ests of other countries und peoples abroad, What is more, these chaeers tell s
musch about ULS, forcign policy more generally, thereby helping us to understand

the role thar the United States plays in other global issuss ther concern Americans.

and people everywhere,

The short conclusion of this book i that there are many actors 4nd forces

shaping U5, international environmental policy. Arguably the best way to under-
stand these etors and forces 18 o look ac how the U.S, foreign policy machine
deals with different environmental problenis and to underrake such examinations

frowns ditFerent theoreticsl and analytical perspoctives. Pechaps foremost ameng

the conichusions of this valiune Is this: the highly pluealistic navure of ULS. foreign
policymaking results in an inevitably Linge number of pliyers, rnging from
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individuals to businesses 10 nongovernmental organizations. The number of
local, state (i, U8, “stares”], regional, national, and international stakeholders
inyolved in these issues 1zvast, But the number of petars is not the end of ity the
LS. Constitution ercated 4 contentious, multibranch gevernment that does not
resolve iasues quickly, smoothly, or easily. This conveluted demoeratic system is
compounded by the number and complexity of the problems themselves. Thus,
the foreign policies that emanare from Washington are almost mevitably unsatis-
tactory toall thise involved. But understanding the process may help us to raise
the fevel of satisfaction, at least for those on oné sidde of the debate,

ﬁ"lwn evaluating U.S. international environmental palicy {and perhaps U5,
foreign policy more generallyl, one ought to bear these issugs in mind, Neither
the president norany ather sngle wctor van have its way without considering the
interests and ohjsctives of ather getors. Deals must be made, and a consensus
must be forged. Neither 35 casy to de, nor is it always easy wo understancl.

Notes

1 See Rachel Carlson, Sifens Spring (MNew Yark: Houghton Mifflin, [1962]
1994), '

2 Much more remaing to be done, of course. Americans continue to do great
HKarm to their own national environment,

3 Charles W, Kegley and Eugene B, Witthopf, American Fordign Polf
York: 8. Martn'e. 1998), 1. -

4 For the authoritative work on climate change and global warming, se¢ 1. T,
Houghton, L. G, Meiro Filho, B. A. Callander, N. Harris, A, Kartenberg,
and K, Maskell, eds., Ciimate Change 1995: The Scence of Climare Change
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996),

5 Energy Information Administration, Emisions of Cresubouie Gaves in the
Uimsted States 1904 (Washington, D.C.: Energy Information Administration,
1997} Encrgy Information Administration, Arsual Energy Review 1998
(Washingron, DIC.: Energy Infarmation Administration, 1997).

6 Some countries are wiy out in frone of the United Seates in the area of
international envirenmental protection, to be sure, And, it should be added,
many people and governments do not like it—or at least say a5 mueh—when
the Unired States:adopts a leadersip role on almost any fssue, although even
they frequently follow thar leadership. ’

7 Walter A Rosenbaum, Enviconmental Palitics and Policy, 4th ed, (Washing-
tory, D.C.; Congressional Quarterly, 1998), 11-12,

8 Michel E, Kraft 2nd Norman J. Vig, “Environmental Policy from the 19705
ta 2000; An Crvervdew,” in Envirenmenta! Policy, 4th edi, ed, Norman |, Vig
and Michuel E: Kraft (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Craarterly, 20007,



Ay Paul G Hands

12-13. Sée geverally Vig and Kraft, eds., Environmenial Pedicy, anid Sumuel
B, Hays, Beasty, Health, and Pérmansnie Enirgnmenial Palibivs i the Lfidead
Staser, 1955-85 (New York: Cambridge Univérsity Press, 1987).

9 Rugenbaum, Ewverenmental Palitics, 11

16 Cf Thid., 14.

11 Thid.

12 Al Gore, Farth in the Balance (New York: Houghton Mifflia, 1992).

13 Timothy Wirth, “World Conference on Human Rights," press briefing,
Washington, [3.C.; 2 June 1993, U8 Depurinunt of Stafe Dispateh 4, ELD-
23 {7 June 1993}, available at chttp:.".-’mw.dpsfan.liI:.ui;\gduf'mlﬁ’hrluﬁngf
dispatch/indexheonls,

14 Rosenbaum, Enufremmental Politics, 336.

15 The history of international environmental diplomagy through the 1980s 18
examined in Lynton K. Caldwell, Tnssrnationd! Enuironmoental Policy: Emeer-
uence and Dimensions (Durham, N.Ct Duke Univesity Press, 1990}, and
John E. Camoll, fnternasional Environmental Diplomacy: The Mamgg@-
of Trangfrontier Envivanmental Praplons (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1988), o

16 See “Declaration of the Unired Natons Confereniceon the Human Emaron-

 ment,” UN Doe, A/CONF 48/14 (1972}, reprinted in United Nations, Rapiore
of the United Naticns Conference an the Human FEnvironment [New Yorl:
United MNations, 1973}

17 Lorraine Elliott, The Global Pefitisi of the Enirpnpent {London: Macmillan,
1998}, 1213, 108.

18 Mark A. Gray, “The United Natiops: Environment Programme; An Asscss-
ment,” Envircimental Lase 20, no, 2 (1990): 291-319.

19 United Nations Conference on Envirotiment and Development, Repars of the
LN f:-_wgﬁ'ﬂm an Fnesrenmend ad Dmfa}émmr: Annew I, Fie Declarateon on
Environment and Develgpment, UN Doc. A/CONTF.151/26, vol. 1,12 August
1992; United Nations Conférence on Enyironmentand Development, Reger?
of the UN Conferance on Entivgnment and Develogment: Annex 11, Apendu-
21, UN Dag, A/CONF51/26, vol. 1, 12 August 1992; United Nuions
Confesence on Envirotirment and Development, Nom-Legally Binding Authars-
tative Statement of Prinsciples for (lebia] Comsenus on the Managenent, Cotsr-
wmtton, and Swtainable Developmint of Al ?}p’ﬁé‘s‘ of Forests, UN Do, A
CONI 151426, vol. 3, 14 August 1992; United Nations Intergovermnmental
Negotiating Committee, Framework Convention on Climate Chnngu B
tariat, United Nations Framewsrh Convention on Climate Chasge (Bonn: Cli-
mate Change Secretariat, 1992); United Nations Enviromment Programme,
Cosvwentin on Bistogical Diversity (Naivobi: UNEP/CBD Secretariat, 1952)

20 Derek Oshorn and Tom Bige, Earth Simmit 1: Cureames and dnalyss (Loo:
don: Farthsan, 1998]

Ioternadonal Envronmeintal Affory 37

21 Ar the time of this writinge in garly 2000, the United Stares was anticipared
to oxceed this target by 13 percent.

32 What fullows in the chapter is only & samnpling of the most prominent issies,
Fora more detailed discussion, see, for example, Elliott, Glodal Peditios; Gary
Bryner, From Pramie'ta Performanse: Achieving Global Fnveonmerstal Goals
{New Yarks W W, Nortan, 1997); and Nerman [, Vigand Regina 5. Axelrod,
eds;, The Glbe! Encironment: Incditutions, Law, and Poficy (Washington,
D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 1999),

23 Rosenbaum, Ewvioenmenia! Palime 352-55.

24 Mosniréal Prococal on Substivices that Deplete the Crosine Layer, Finul dve (Najrobi:

United Nations Enviconmient Program, 1987).

25 See Richard Elliott Benedick, Owsree Diplomany, enlarged ed. (Cambridge,
Mase.: Harvard University Press, 1998).

26 See Houghton et al, eds., Climare Change 1995,

27 See, for eample, William . Nordhaue, ed., Eeonamics and Policy ltisies in

Climate Change (Washington, D.C.: Resources for the Futurs, 19'95.[}'; Lan IL
Rowdands, Tihe Pofities i Global Armasphorie Change (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1993).

28 Coastal areas of the United States are particularly threatened. During debate
on US. participation in the climate regime, Senator John Kerry cited the
threar posed by climate change w U3, coastal areas: “herween now and
the middle of the next century oceany will rise one ta three feerand . ., the
mnpict of that will be devastation on the coast of Florda" Congressiamnal
Recerd, 25 July 1997, 88119 President Clinton and Vice President Gore
miade similar starements during visits to Florida in 1997,

29 On potential health implications of dimate change, see, for eample, A, ].
Michael et al,, eds,, Climatz Change and Human Health (Geéneva: Warld
Health Organization, 1996,

30 “Framework Convention on Climate Change,” Tnternationa! Legal Material
31 (1992): 849-73,

i1 OF particular note is the 1997 Kyoto Protocal to the FCCCT and subsequent
international negotiations on its implementation, Kyerts Protocel ts the Elnidad
Mutigns Framswork Convention an Climate Ghenge, 10 December 1997,
UN Dec, FCCCATPAIL /AL, available ar <hupd//wwwunfieede!
resources/docs/convkp/kpeng ktmls. The Kyoto Protocol is examined in de-
tail in Michael Grunb, The Kyate Protocal; A Guide and dssessment (London:
Eartipsean, 19949),

32 See Lamont C, Hempel, "Climate Policy oty the Installment Plan," in Vig and
Kraft, eds., Entdronmental Palicy, 281-302, The Project on Environtmental
Change & Foreign Policy has devored an entire book to examining climite
chinge in the context of U5, forcign policy. Thit book i intended to
compliment this one, sb we do oet go ine this topic in great detal in the



ag Paul (30 Herrs

preseritvalimie. Se6 Paul G. Harris, éd., Climate Changeand dmevican Foreygn
Polficy (New York: St, Murtin's, 200001

33 The many international sgreements to limit or prevent ocean pollution are
summarized in Bryter, From Prowitie fa Performanse, 48-56.

34 For an analysis of how ont of these agrecments was grafted, see Poter M.
Haas; Saving the Maditerranean: The Pofities of Internitional Environmetal
Casperation (New York: Columbiy University Press, 1992,

35 For a current sumnmary of the provisions of the United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea, see R.R. Churchill and AV, Lowe, The Lawe of the
Sea, 2 ed. (Manchester: Manchester Universicy. Press, 19949).

36 Dorothy H. Patent and William Munos, Blediversity (New Yorks Heughton
Mifflin, 1996); Timothy Swanson, Intelleciual Property Rights and Biodiversity
Consermition (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Lakshman .
Curaswamy and Jeffvey A. McNeely, eds., Protration of Glabal Bisaiwersity
(Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1998).

17 Rabert Garner, Animals, Politics, and Marality (Manchester: Manchester Uni-
versity Press, 1993}

38 United MNations, Canvention on Iaternationa) Trade in Endanpered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flors, Washington, D.C., 3 March 1973, svailable at
chiepsfwww.cites.org/ CTTE S/eng/index shiml>; United Nations, Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity, Rio de Janeiro, 1992, available at <httpi//www
biodiv.org/chm/eonv/chd_text_e.pdfs; Many other agreements related to spe-
cies protection have been made. See Fridtjof Nansen Institute, Green Globe
Viurbook of Internativnal Casperation on Envivonment and Deavelopment (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 163-64.

39 Leslie E. Sponsel, Thomis N, Headland, and Robert C. Bailey, eds,, Trapical

Deforestation; The Human Dimension' (New York: Celumbia Universiry

Press, 1996).

4 United Nations, Convention to Combiar Deserrification, Paris, 1994, available
at <hitpe/Awiewunced int/Convention/gut convention.phps,

41 Elliot, Global Pofitics, 45,

42 Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazirdous:

Wastes and Their Disposal (Basel Convention), 1989, swiilable at <t/
wwwunep.ch/basel/text/con-e.htms; Comvention on the Ban of the Import

e Africa and the Control of Transboundary Movéments and Management.

of Farrdous Wastes within Afriea, 1991, avatlable ae <htipi//www.its anivie.
searintlawdontermdvekon en/homl/doku/waste-at htm >

43 The recent failure of the UL, Senute to support ratification of comprehensive
test ban treaty, which weuld prohibit afl nuclear testing, dernnnstrates the
paramsunt concern with national control and security in this issue area,

44 Paul Edich, The Popslation Bomd (New York Balluntine, 19683 IN H.
Meadows, D. L. Meadiws, ]. Randers, and W. W, Beheens, The Limits
Groweh {london: Earth Eland, 1972).

Teternatinnul Ervronmenitil Ar‘f.?g:itﬂ EL

45 A cited by Crispin Tickell, BBC Radio 4, 22 November 1999,

46 Tora discussion of international population eonteol efforts, see Barbara Crane,
“International Papulation Instiucions: Adapration to 2 Chenging Waorld
Order," in fustirutions for the Harth, ods. Peter M. Hans, Roberr O, Keobane,
and Mare &: Levy (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1943), 351-93,

47 Indeed, Republicans in Congress areso opposed to family-planning programs
that might promate abortion that they have ted thig issue to other foreign
policy ‘mutters, often preventing 118, action in other argas or preventing
funding of complerely unrelated programs, In 4 compromise with Congress
rogasding funding for the United Nations, the Clinten administration .lgrr,cd
in late 1999 to modest concessions to Republicans opposed to international
essistance for family planning generally and for abortion-related programs
in particular,

4% Lawsie Ann Muzur, ed., Beyond the Nambers A Readevon Popadation, Consump-
o, and the Fnutvarneni f_Washingtuu, .C: Island, 1994); Garrett Hardin,
Liwing within Cur Limits: Eeology, Economics, amd Population: Tabdes (New
York: Ouford University Press, 1993); and Richard |, Tobin, "Emnvironment,
Population, and the Developing Warld," in Vigand Krafr, eds. | Envirenmental
Paliry, 32649,

49 Al Gore, *LLE. Support for Globa! Commitment to Sustainable Develop-
ment," address to the Commission on Sustainable Development, United
Nations, New York Ciry, 14 June 1993, U.S. Department of State Dispatch
4, no, 34 (14 June 1993), available ar <heep://wwav.dosfan lib.vic.edu/ERCY
briefingddispatch/index hemls,

50 See, armong the many works on environmental seeunity, Fnernsental Changs
and Seeurizy Project Repore (Washington, D,C.: Woodrow Wilson Interna-
tional Center for Schalsrs, annually Geoffrey 1, Dabelko and P. ], Simmans,
“Eawiranment and SK&mr‘it}': Caore Tdeas and UL5. Government Initiatives,”
SALS Rewirw 17 (winter—spring 1997); 127-46; Jessica Tuchman Mathews,
"Redefining Security,” Forelgn Afiirs 67 (198%) 162-77; Thomas Homer-
Digon, “On the Thieshold: Environmental Changes as Causes of Acute
Confliet, International Secerify 16, no. 3 (1991): 76-116; Norman Myers,
Ultismate Security: The Environmental Basic of Political Stability (New York:
W. W. Norton, 1993); Thomas Homer-Dixon, “Enyironmental Searcities
and Vialenr Conflict: Evidence from Cases," Inverpatisnn/ Seturity 19, no, 1
(rummer 1994} 5-40.

51 Elliott, Gladal Polivis, 21941,

32 See White House, The Nutianal Security Stvatery (Washingron, DUC ULS.
Government Printing Office, 1994), and subsequent summaries of national
seCUTIty Sitategy.

53 See Perer Gleick, “Water and Conflict,” and Mirlam Lowi, “West Bank
Water Respurces and the Resobution: of Confliet in the Middle East,” Occa-
sianal Paper 1, Projecr on Environmental Change and Acote Conflice {Sep-



40 Paul G, Harms

termber 1992); Natusha Beschorer, Witer Distabilizy o the Middle st (Lon
don; Tnternational Institute for Strategic Srudies, 1992} Dawd Brooks and
Stephen Loncgran, Watersbed: Tﬁaﬂmﬁg Wk Water in the Diraeli-Patestinian
Conlicy (Ortawa: [nternational Development Research Center, 1994),

54 See, for example, Aaron T, Wolf, Hydropelisics along the fordan River (Now
Yark: United Nations, 19953 Warld Bank, Fastering R-E;Juﬂiaﬁ Coateriatioh
in International River Basing (Washington, 1.C.: World Bank, 1997); Ben
Crow, David Wilson, and Alan Lindquist, Sharfrg the Ganges (London:
Sage; 1995).

55 Waorld Commission on Environment and Development (the Brundtland
Commission}, Our Common Fugure (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987).
See also United Nations; dgenda~Z1 Eqrth Surmmnit: United Nations Pragram
of Atiair from Ris (New York; United Nations;, 1992), There are many
evaluations of the notion of sustainable development in principle and practice.
See, for example, Sharachehandra M. Lélé, “Sustainable Development: A
Critical Review,” Workd Development 19, na. 6 {June 1991} 607-21; and
Gary Boymer, "Agenda 21: Myth or Reality,” in Vig and Axelrod, eds., The
Glsbal Envivonment, 15789,

56 Brundtland Commission, Our Common Future, 43,

57 Thid., 3.

58 Rosenbaum, Frvirenmental Polities, 338,

59 Robert Paarlburg, "Earth in Abeyance: Explaining Wesk Leadership in LLS.
International Envirenmental Poliey,” in Eugff.ﬂﬂﬁﬁ: American Foretpn Folicy
at the End of the Century, vd. Robert I. Licher (New York: Longman,
1997, 149.

60 See Paarlburg, “Earth in Abgyuance.”

61 For highlights of recent actions by Congress in the environmenital issue area,
see Michmel E. Kraft, “Environmental Policy in Congress: From Consensus
to Gradlock,” in Vig and Kraft, eds., Epvirsmmental Polipy, 12144,

62 Panrlburg, “Earth in Abeyance,” 144

63 See Norman I Vig, “Presidential Leadership and the Environment: From
Reagan to Clinton,” in Vig and Kraft, eds., Ervirommenial Pelicy, 98-120.

#4 Fora more detailed discussion of the role of the tpares in LLS, environmental
policy, see Lettie MeSpadden, "Environmental Palicy in the Courts," in Vig
and Kratt, eds, Enveenmental Pelicy, 145-64,

65 See particulasly chapter 9 in this volume; and, for a more general treatment;
Richiasd Oliver Brooks and Thomas M, Tloban, eds., Green Jussice: Evvirane
mnt ind the Coyrts (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1998).

66 Philip Shabecoff, A New Nome for Poace: Internatianal Envirenmentadisn,
Surtainable Develapment, wnd Demagragy Hanover, N.H.: University Press of
New Englind, 19963, 152,

67 5ee 5. Georpe Philander, Ir the Tomperature Rising? The Uspertam Sigric of
Glabal Warming (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998).

Initésnatitnal Enifonmensal Affairs 41

68 President Clinton is believed to have read a book citing the dangers of dlimare
change while his administration's most crucial climate change policies were
being formulated: Ross Gelbspan, The Hewr I On: The High Siakes Busth
euer Larths Threatesied Climate (New Yorke Addison-Wesley, 1997). The
ER]:SE:MI wits repirtedly seen carrying the book during his 1997 summer

oliday.

649 Epistemic communitics are networks of knowledge-based experts “with recog-
nized expertise and competence in a particilar domain and an authoritative
claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that domain or fssue-area.” They
help countries identify their interests, frame the issues for collective debaze,
propose specific palicies, and identify salient points for negotiation. Peter
M. Huas, “Introduction: Epistemic Commuinities and International Policy
Coordination,” Tnternational Organization 46, no. 1 (1992): 1-35, guote
from 3.

70 See Benedick, Ozane Diplanacy,

71 On the complicated relationship between science and policy, see Sheila Jase-
noff, The Fifth Branch: Seience Adwisers as Policymakers (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1990).

72 See Thomas G. Ingersoll and Bradley R, Brockbank, “The Role of Economic
Incentives in Environmental Policy,” in Comtroversier in Environmental Policy,
ed, Sheldon Kamieniecki, Robert O'Brien, and Michael Clarke {Albany: State
University of New York Press; 1986), 210-22; Terry Anderson and Donald
Leal, Free Murkee Environmentatiim {Boulder, Colo: Westriew, 1991)
A Myrick Freeman 111, "Economics, Incentives, and Environmental Regula-
tion," i Vig and Kraft, eds., Environmental Peliey, 190-209; and Rosenbaum,
Envirenmenial Polities,

73 See David Vogel, “International Trade and Envitonmental Regulation,” in
Vig and Kraft, eds., Envirenmintal Policy, 35069,

74 See, for example, Bryner, From Pronsiss to Performance, chap, 4 Elliotr, Glba/
FPolities, chap. 4; and Thomas G, Weiss, David P. Forsythe, and Roger A.
Coute, The United Narions and Chenging World Pelitier (Boulder, Calo.:
WHHI'I.I._TW1 1897}, part 3.

75 For eritical assessments of Warld Bank environmental progress, see Bruce
Rich, Mertgaging the Eavth The World Bank, Environmental Inpoverichment,
and the Crisis of Devalopmens (Boston: Beacon, 1994), and Kevin Danaher,
ed., 50 Veurs L Eporeghe The Cue Against the World Bank and the Titsrniatienal
Menptary Frnd (Boston: South End, 1994).

76 International regimes can be defined aswecepted principles, normis, rles, and
decision-making procedures anceind which international seton’ expectations
Cconverge in & given issue grea, See Stephen D, Keasnee, Taternational Regimes
(Uthea: Cotnell University Press, 1983), and, generally, Veller Rittsherger,
Regine Théory and Internationsl Relations (Oxford; Clarendon, 1997),

¥7 See Harrls, Climat: Change amt dmarican Foretgn Policy



a2, Paul G Harsin

78 Berniedick, Ozdwe Diplowiacy, 169,

79 It is worth pointing out that the major abternative ‘that has been tried—
communism—has an even worse record of ervironmental desteuction,

80 Paul R, Vietti and Mark ¥, Kauppl, Infevnational Relations Theory {Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1999), 3.

81 On the differences between uniderstanding and explaining, st Martin Hollis
and Steve Smith, Explaining and Underttanding Internationcl Relations (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1991),

82 John Barkdull and Paul G, Hastis, “Approaches w Understanding U.S. Inter-
national Environmental Poliey.,” unpublished paper for the Praject on Ernvi-
ronmental Change and Foreign Policy, 2000, Cf. G. Jobn leaberry, David
A. Lake; and Michael Mastanduno, eds., The State and American Forcign
Esnamic Poliey, special issue of Internagivnal Organizatron 42, noo 1 (1988).

B4
NATIONAL SECURITY
AND GEOPOLITICS



