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The accarmptishments and failuras of the @ obal ermaranmental regime (o thelast
10 years are anchored en the processes of gobalizaton, This paper iz an
caplanatany study of the gobal sosiogical politics in the contex af e changing
Intamational political econcry, The green or ecological perspective contends that
snonommic gobalization is s cotalyst of unsustainable develcorment, Frarm Stockhalm
to Iohanreshirg, numersaus mu b latersl ervronmental agreements did not prevent
the arablerns of degradation, unsustainability and (maddevelapment, Thres
contending thuoretical framswaras explain the yaniity of gobal movernance in
ackress i erviranment issues. Realisls’ state-centnc position and preocoupation
with the chstacles to genuing cosperation have made ervironmertal regime &
plecemes approach, Mool beralinstitutionalists, on cne hand, ATtEmipt to rminirize
Mrae-tiding” armong states oy looking &l the possibilitiss of collaboration through
intematicnal regimes. Prononents of critical theotes empnasize the rele af non-
state actars In advancing plobal gavernance "lrom belaw®. Gioal and local social
rAnvEMmEnls work togsther in infiuencing politics and chanping paohs mingdset,
Monetheless, thalr parncipation in st summits s lirvited W tsen” fonrs of
pedtical ehpamementk—lobbying, consultation and disseminatizn thraugh "controlld
Inclusicn”. A the worcs of te WTG and Warle Bank desmonginate, the globial
ranagamEnt af envirnnment cannot be dvaresd from hea-liseral gobe: capitalsm.
Sustainable cavelcament is being da-priartized by fooasing rmane 20 the prarroticn
of ponnaric and soclal development, Twe critca) ssues than emsepe. First, core
states ke the United States and the EL dorrinate surmmil regeliagicns bul ane
unwilling w sulest themealves urider rules that will cash with their national
interests. Second, rrarket-rules under the cloak of lneral dogmas have ausherd
envimnmental isues in the backgrouns,

The oot causes [of emvronmental abuss] are in social

stuclures reinforcad by the development paradigm. The paradigm
is the villain.

James  Mittlermant

Introduction

4 decade has passed since the Uniled Nations ‘Canference on
Enviranment and Development (UNCED) held in Rio de Janeiro in Juns
1902, The Earth Summit, as it came to be known, was remarkable in
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many senses, For ane thing, nearly every country was represented with
over ona hundred natienal delegations led by heads of government. In
addition, more than 17,000 people attendad a parallzl non-governmental
arganization (NGO forum as non-state actors made a powerful claim for
voice in the international envirenmental regime. Mare than this, the Earth
summit appearad to make hard commitrments ona range of environmental
and developmental issues, It gave rise to the United Natlons Framework
Convention for Climate Change (UMFCCC) which in turn produced thea
Kyoto Treaty to limit global warming. Rio also gave birth to the Biodiversity
Convention, designed to preserve the earth’s most important ecosystems,
and Agenda 21, which aimed to foster “sustainable development” at a
lacal leval.? For the sheer scale of the intermational attention that Ria
attracted, the impetus 10 widening and deepening cooperation, and the
expectation that something serious was at last being done about the
global environmental catastrophe, the Earth Summit persuaded many of
a permanent ecelogical turn in world politics.

Today, this assumption looks rather hallow, Two broad interrelated
obhsarvations may be made at the outset about environmeantal cooperation
oviel the last decade. First, the tension between ecological interdepandence
and the gensrally predatory mode of glebal economic interdependence
has become more palpable. Put simply, the global capitalist economy is
geared first and foremost 1o the growth of profits, and hence to economic
grawth at wirtually any cost. Thus global ecological degradation is &
carollary of global economic practices. Setin this light, the mandate of
sustainable development looks more and more like a contradiction in
wrms,”? The secand observation that can be rmade about environmeantal
cooperation 1sthat it has been a case of too little, 1o late. Inane sense,
the "green wave" had already broken before the Rio Earth Summit. This
did not reflect any great diminution of public concernabout environmeantal
issues nor of the campaigning activities of NGOs. Rather gavernments,
and their allies in big business and the media, effectively had already
turned their backs on the environment. The fall of the Berlin Wall, and the
proclamation of the “End of Historny", prompted a move away from
concerted action on pressing environmental issuss. In its place the
Invulnerakbility of a hyper-liberal form of capitalist development was
trumpeted and leading states set about the task of completing the
structures of neo-liberal economic governance atthe global level through
the: major internationalfinancial institutions, through the launchingof the
World Trade Organization, through regional free trade araas, and the like.
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As Karen Litfin notes, “jt]o the extent that environmeantal considerations
are incorporated into international economic institutions at all ... their
impact is relatively small".* The result is that the decade since Rio has
seen ho virtually progress on the environment, the overall health of the
planet further deteriorated and there has been considerable backsliding
on global sustainable development.

11 is against this unpromising background that the UN convened a
Warld Summit on Sustainabie Development in Johannesburg in August—
Septermber 2002, Although it is too early to provide a comprehensive
analysis of the congrete outcomes of this follow up conference, it is
already clear that the hopes for concerted action on the envirenment
have not been fulfilled, Anticipating this outcome, a group of well-known
ervironmental campalgners issued a memorandum ta the Summit
ertitied The fo'burg Memo: Fairmess in a Fragile World, claiming that "it
s the challenge of Johannesburg to move beyond Rio, yet itis the danger
of lohanneshurg to regress behind Rio™.® Other commentators put it
mare blurtly, even going so far asto claim that "lohannesburg has largely
abandoned any pretence of protecting the epvirenment™.® If this is the
case, then the moment is opportune for an examination of what the
giobal environmental regime has achieved—and what it has hot—and
affet an explanation for the current state of affairs,

This paper provides an explanatory study of ecological politcs and the
global environmental regime in the context of the changing internaticnal
political econamy. It focuses on assessing the nature of erviranmental
problems and how they have been responded to at the level of global,
national and local politics. In doing so, the paper identifies the major
impadiments to the realization of the commitments made over the last
ten years. The discussion proceeds in four sections. The first part provides
an overview of different strands of ecolagical politics and establishes the
changing context of neo-liberal globalization that shapes the pursuit of
ervironmental policymaking. The secand part examines three major
theoretical approaches to environmental governance in international
theory, drawing broadly fram realist, neo-liberal institutionalist and
critical theoretic perspectives on international regimes. The discussion
hare notes the conceptual and empirical difficulties in establishing
environmental regimes that work. The third part then traces the evolution
of environmental cooperation and the efforts to establish a global
environmental regime in the period from the Stockholm United Nations
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Conference an the Human Environmeant in 1872 to the signing of the
Kyoto Protocel in 1997 and beyond to Johannesburg, and notes the
limited success of environmental regimes in addressing the growing
concerns of the world. The final section then briefly considers the role of
“transnational civil society” as the main vectors of resistance to the
current decision-making process and, by contrast, the role of multilateral
nstitutions fallowing the logic of the nec-liberal market. in pursuing anti-
environment strategies, The concluding argument suggests that the
environmantal agenda has been hijacked by big business and the original
goals of enhancing the lives of the world's poorin a sustainable manney
are tast disappeanng.

Ecological Politics and Nea-liberal Globalization

Any consideration of the changing parameters of environmental
governance has to deal squarely with the impact of globalization on that
subset of issues faced by soclety that are considered as ecological
problems, More specifically, in order to determine the scope of the
Enguiry hers, a critical assessment of the nature of contemporary
ecological or envitonmental problems must, at the same time, focus on
the expansiomst logic of the capitalist system.” But fisst |t is important to
be clear what ecological problams are and how different understandings
of these problems have shaped the practices of ecological movements
and broader internatonal palitics.

Cne of the eariiest, and most influential, attempts to conceptualize
the human-envircnment relation, as distinctive from other societal
Issues, came with lahn Passmore's claim that “a problem is “ecological”
if it arises as a practical consequence of man’s dealings with nature™.®
Though 1aken up by many analysts, and containing an intuitive sense of
what erwironmental problems are (and what they are not}, this definition
ralies on an unexamined and ambiguous notion of nature. The lack of
datinitional specificity is obvious. For, as Jonathan Hughes points out, il
we stretch the concept of nature too much we will be unable to exclude
any of the problems facing society from the realm of the ecological".* The
concaptual prablem, then, is located in haw and whera the appropriate
Lowrdary should be drawn betwesn environmental and other problems,
The answer to this conundrum lies in basing the distinction upon &
theoretical account of the actual relation between human beings and
their matural and man-made environments,
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There is now a well-established theorstical terature on what might
be called ecological or green political theory, one which provides-a usefu|
vantage point for the later discussion of global envirenmental politics.
Three strands in this literature offer different emphases in defining the
important characteristics of ecologizal thought, ! The first, associated
aspacially with the work of Rabyn Eckerslay, suggests that the defining
characteristic is ecacentrism, a worldview that places independent value
aon ecosystems and all living things."' For Eckersley, ecocentrism
possesses two core features, First, it involves the claim that all beings are
fundamentally “embedded in ecological relationships”™. It follows that
thera can be no tenable distinction between hurhans and non-humians,
Second, ecocentrism has an ethical base. Not only does she reject
anthropacentrism on the grounds that it |leads 1o environmentally
devastating results, but alse that any project of “emancipation writ large™
also ought to include non-human nature.'? In shert, ecocentrism posits
the view that humans should not be free to dominate the rest of nature,
Eckersley thus makes the case that a radical rethinking of the ethical
retationship between humans and the rest of "nature”™ 15 a fundarmental
alement of ecological politics,

Mhis element is taken up in a second strand of thought, advanced in
particular by Robert Goodin, that places ethics at the center of the
eculogical position.* He suggests that a "green theory of valug” is at the
core of any viable political theory, and argues that the source of value in
things Iz the fact that they have a history of having been created by
natural processes rather than by artificial human enes. Bath the positions
advanced by Eckersley and Goodin have strong normative underpmnings.

A third strand in ecological political theary accepts the need to reject
anthropocentrism, but alse outlines the case for linking envircnmeantal
cnsesto guestions of economic development. The onigins of this position
liz in the controversial but influential book published in 1872, The Limits
tn Growth.' Here the argument was relatively straightforward: the
exponential population and economic growth of human societies was
producing an imterrelated series of crises. In essence, the world was
rapidly running out of resources to feed people or to sustain continued
industrial growth, and exceeding the absarptive capacity of the environment
Lo assimilate the waste products of industrial production, Althaugh much
of the empirical details of the findings of the original study have been
convincingly refuted, the "limits to growth” argument has not gone away.
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Rather, it now informs that strand of green political thought that claims
that the unfettered industrial growth of the last two canturies is the root
cause af environmental crisis. Here the work of Andrew Dobson is
perhaps best known.*s Dobson's pasition attempts to move beyond that
of both Echkersley and Goodin In two ways, First, he criticises the
ecocentric idea as reductionist since it does not pessess an explanation
af why the environment is being destroyed by humans. Dobson also
argues that ecocentrism is politically indeterminate. Second, he takes
issue with Goodin's formulation of a distinetion between what is " natural”
and what is "artificial” in ways that echo the shortcomings of Passmore's
concept of "nature”. Dobson contends that the distinction cannot be
even foosaly sustained.

All three principles of ecological political thought—ecocentrism,
ethics and the "limits to growth"—have found their adherents in attempts
to advance a new ecological politics, especially aver the |last decade or
sa, While many doubt whether ecocentrism is an adeguate or desirable
basis for a convincing new political theory, orwhether moral commitment
is suUfficient to explain why environmental cnisas have emerged, there is
little doubt that most ecological thinkers and movements accept the
validity of the “limits to growth” argument. Contermporary environmentalism
has, by and large, been premised on its central conclusion—that
exponential growth is impassible ina finite system. Dobson, for instance,
identifies three reasons why this should be s0.% First, technological
solutions will not work since they merely postpone an inevitable crisis
occurring at some point. Second, the very nature of growth means that
the “dangers stored up over a relatively long period of time can very
suddenly have a catastrophic effect”, And third, the problems associated
with growth are all interrelated and therefore are not susceptible to issus
by ssue resalution,

[1is frarn this set of conclusions that ecological thinking has derived
its hation of *sustainability”, perhaps the most central and contentious
ides in the lexicen of the environmental movement, Though this way of
canceptualizing environmental problerms first became fashionable during
the 1980s, itis anly in the last decade that the notion of "sustainability”
has become conjoined to two other defining motifs of the era—
"development” and "globalization™. The precisa way that these three
phenomena are understood and linked provides the basis not only for
ditferent (and contested) tenets of ecological thought but also how
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emvironmental politics have been defined and conducted. Here, two
major positions have emerged. The first, building on the claims of
ecological political theary outlined above, rejects the entire pramise of
"development™ particularly as it is canceived interms af economic growth
through global integration, Development, in short, is inherently anti.
ecological. Critics writing in this vein do not beheve that developrsnt can
be retrieved. Rather, they articulate what can be termed 8 "post-
development glabal ecology”. By contrast, there has been a powerful
backlash against this daomsday scenario from a range of positions. Put
simply, the argument s that econamic growth offers not only the best
passibility for overcoming environmental problems, but atso that
globalization—understood here as the incipient transcendence of the
madern nation-state and its suparsession by a transnational giobal
order—affers the most approprate scale for The project of “sustainable
development”, Each position can be considersd in tum.

Thers has beer a remarkable convergence of thinking between
critics of unfettered economic growth and acalo gical thought over the last
decade orso. Both positons derive from a sustained critique of what are
taken to be the negative conseguences of market-led ecanomic
ginbalization, and have made comman purpose in offering an altermative
madel that may be termed “post-development global ecology ™. ¥ Thaugh
the methodology s clearly different, the gobal ecalogy pesition undaubtzdly
ariginatas, in part, from the “limits to growth” thesis as well as'a more
prnaralized critigue of developmant that was emerging in the South
during the 1980s. There are also trace elements of feminism and
pastmadernism in this pastion, Exphoit in the work of global ecology
thinkers is the need 0 accept the limits imposead by a finite planet, They
are also skeptical of the possibilities of decoupling the concept of
develapment from that of growih: they are seen for all practical purposes
as the same process. In ather words, throdgh a critique of development,
poonamic growth and globahzation themselves are also the subjects of
aritique, with their ecological consequences closely connectad Lo her
reEgative social consequences,

In shaort, ecological critics broadly agree that the global Industral aga
marks the point where humans are pursuing an environmentally
unsustainable path of development. The result has been increasingly
apparant not only in local environmental degradation around the world
but alse at the global level with the emetgence of such world-scale
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anvironmental aroblems as the depletion of the crons layer, global
warming, and the loss of biodiversity, The consequence s incalculable
darmage Lo the wotld' snatural ecosystems. ¥ According to such argumsants,
econamic globalization intensifies many of the negative trends thay
assooials wilh the industingl age that accordingly encourages economic
grawth. mass consumption, and large-scale economic activity. Not the
leastimportant conseguence s that the dominant developmesnt-sconomin
growth nexus despens political cleavages at the global level. As Matthew
Faterson, forexample, notes; “Development therefore entrenches the
power of the already powerful, This can be seen an the global level—in
the giobal ecanomy in which the North dominates, and can insulate itself
from {rmany) socia-ecological effects of development”. ™ Far all these
reasans, then, the global ecology paradigm has besn highly critical of the
nation of “sustainable development”, at least in how it has besn used in
mainstream development thinking and practice, The idea of sustainability
and the (dea of development, presantly constituted, are simply
incompatible, Development, In practice, underminessustainable practices.
It takes control of resources away from thase wha live sustair{able, It
offers a highly instrumental rationality and promotes individuated
consumpltion, and i1 inereases inequalites both at micro and global
scales, Finally, at the level of global politics, the false promise of
“sustainable development: mersly serves to co-opt environmentatism or
neutraiize the emearging global environmental movement.™

Fraorm the intellzcloal rgor of the global scology attack on
developmentalism, and from the attention that has been given 1o the
braad anti-globalization moverment over the last few years, it would be
sasy to conclude that the scalogical position s now broadly consensual,
Mothing could be further from the truth, Forwhile it is palpably the case
that an ecological approach now passeases greatar analytical and policy
purchase than it ance did, it is also evident thal there is an impartant
counter-argument that sejects outright its sentral tenets and the
consequent policy implications, Forits advocates, globalization is notonly
an mexorable-even ireversible—process of transformation but it
consequences far human development are, byand large. benevolent, As
the derninant discourse of the 19905 these claims are generally well
wrown. In this view, the marketis an extraordinary mechanism that allows
a soclety—any society—to organize the production and distribution of
goods efficiently. By virtue of the competition itestablishes among firms,
the market ensures that the market ensures that scarce resources are
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allocated in just that measure that benefits society the mast. As George
Cetarting, in a critical review of the promisss of the global market,
summarizes ik

The market is such an extraordinary institution because it manages
to harness this rational, self-orented behavior in service of the collective
pood, The market generates growth and prosperity for all, not because
of any individual actors intends of seeks this outcome, but as an
urintended conseguencesof each agent’s determined efforts to secure
his own happiness.®

In this weay, then, the social good is assured.

It is precisely this logic that has been applied by the pro-globalization
and pra-market thinkers in dealing with environmental problers, The
approach turns the ecological critiqgue on s head, not rejecting
development still less economic growth, but by asking how can markets
take account of environmental "externalities” that have not yel been
Eyen aprice. Their answer isentirely predictable. Onthe one hand, there
is & denial that the impending environmental crisis is as alarming as is
usually made out. More importantly, the effects of the developmen
paradigm in generating ecclogical scarcities or environmental degradation
can, equally well, be dealt with through efficient market "selutions”. The
new generation of seli-styied "free market environmentalists” is clearon
the point.# The market is, as usdal, the preferred mechanism for dealing
with environmental problems and certainly betier than " polilics|
arvironmentalism” which is associated only with regulation and higher
fhxes, 11 is 80 because “free market anvironmentalism emphasizes the
positive incentives associated with prices, profits, and entreprenaurship...a
system of well defined property rights to natural and environmental
resources".?® n other words, pace ecological critics, market-led growth
can be ecologically virtuous because of the disciplines it imposes on all
[ESOUICE LSErs,

Parhaps the best-known recent attempt 10 advance the idea of a
market-driven ecology is Bjam Lomborg's The Sceptical Envrichmentalist
which offers a relentless denjal of thé concerns outlined In the critical
ervironmental literature.™ For Lomborg, those who contend that the
planet is being destroyed have simply misconstrued the facts. Using a
standard cost-benefit analysis, he casts his statistical eye over a wide
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range of pressing issues—dernographics, grain and fish stocks, fossil
fuels, deforestation, air and water pollution, species extinctions, global
warming—and draws out a monatonous conclusion: the economy is
improving, pollution is under control, pesticides are almost harmless,
bindiversity is unthreatenedand, last but not least, the greenhouse effect
presents nosignificant threat. Having attempted to demalish the empirical
arguments of giobal ecology critics, Lomborg makes two further claims
that place him firmly at the center of what might be called a “monetized
ecology”.® The first |s a highly optimistic assessment of the presumed
correlation between rapid economic growth and a falling birth rate,
leading inevitably to the use of cleaner fuels and technologies, And the
second is an entirely uncritical belief that the well-being of the planet, as
well as the welfare of the world's poor, lie in nea-liberal globalization and
restructuring: “we have grown richer and richer primarily because of aur
arganization in a market economy and not because we have warried” 2
inctherwards, Lomborg shows himself to be notso much anemvironmental
skeptic but a true believer in the application of cost-benefit analysis and
handing over environmental decision-making and goods to the market.

We are thus left with a highly polarized debate not only about the
scale of the current ecological problem but also its causes and potential
solutions. Of the two positions, |t is easier to make a case in support of
the global ecology claims. [t not necessary to adopt 8 strong ecocentric
ar “degp green” position to accept that there is a prima facie case for
‘close links between the damaging human effects of development and
the damaging ecological effects of development”.*” There is a mature
bady of scientific research that would seem to support this view despite
Lombaorg's protestations. Further, any sober assessmant of the fortunes
of the developing world over the |ast two decades would have to highlight
the failures of development and not their so-called successes. As the
mast recent UNDP Human Development Report puts it “Globalization (s
forging greater interdependence, vet the world seems mare fragmented—
between rich and poor, betwesn the powsrful and the powerless, and
between those who walcome the new global economy and those whao
demand a different course”® As almost all the research shows,
declining environmental indicators are mest apparent in those regions of
theworld left behind by the last 20 years of economic "development”.
These are reflections that the proponents of free market envirenmentalism
and globalization find barely worthy of serious discussion, Even more
importantly each position sugdests very different kinds of politcs though,
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as we shall see, thers s no neat “fit” between the diagnosis of the
prablem and the specification of appropriate political action, What they
do have i commaon, however, s that hoth advance the case for a
fundamental restructuring of world politics along contending axes in the
cantext af political globalization. This touches on guestions of the
emargingworldarderand, in particular, the types ofinternational regimes
that are =seen as appropriate mechanisms for managing change or,
indead, for indusing a distinetive remodelling of giobal palitical forms.

International Regimes and the Restructuring of Global Politics

Since the there s little empirical agreemeant over the Impact of
economiz globalization it Is not surprising that there are differant
perspectives on the possibilities and merits of building viable forms of
dovernance to meet these challenges. Basically the two theoretical
apnroaches in orthodox international political economy — the realist
perspective and the neo-liberal institutionalist perspactive - continually
engage the debate onthe meritsand demerits of the global environmental
regime, Thay have recently been joined by a critical theory approach to
managing global environmental that looks to the rale of nen-state actors
— particularly NGOs - inadvancing alternative modes of global govermance
from below’,

Realism emphasizes the primary rele of the nation-state in world
politics. Seen in the context of the current debate, anly states have the
capacity and authority to implement laws in the management of the
ervironment. Intermational regimes, for the realists, emerge out of a
mutual desire 10 co-ordinate actions so as 1o enhance the principle of
self-help. Furthermore, realists — and many environmentalists for that
matter - continue to highlight the many obstacles to genuine coeperation,
These nclude the weakress of most international institutions and the
ahsence of sanctioning power; the unprecedentadly high levels of co-
operation and policy co-ordination reguired to deal with many of the most
pressing environmental issues; the pressures on states and state
representatives to place a high pricrity on their immediate short-term
intarasts and on the protection of palitical autonormy; the mismatch
batween the time hotizans of politicians and political processes on the
ane hand and the extended time frames needed 1o address and deal with
many of the most sericus enviranmental problerms on the other; the fact
that there is no easy link between Increased scientific knowledge and the



i GARETH APIRICHARDS AND GLEMDA GALABIN

growth of international cooperation; the extent towhich the loase rhetonc
of “interdependence” disguises a wide variety of problems whose specific
dependence struciures may sometimes work to promote co-operation
{as in the case of the ozone) but may also mitigate against it (as in the
case of glebal climate change); and, finally, the extent to which these
difficulties have 10 be set against the large number of deep-rooted
historical conflicts that exist between states and the cultural political ard
acancmic heterogenerty of the international systam.®

Meo-liberal institutionalists, on the other hand, emphasize both the
passibilities for cooperation understructural conditions of interdependence
and the need for concerted action among states in arder to enhance the
efficiencies of the market. They further maintain that transnational actors
—multinational corporations and others — are challenging the primacy of
the state in international relations. As such, regimes emerge from a
never-endingform of complex bargaining amang various actors. Moreover,
neo-liberal institutionalists accentuate the impartance of the role played
by International institutions in the attamment of cooperation. 'The
purpose of the regme s to avoid a situation where some countries
contrnipute to the abatement of pollution while others benefit from it
without sharing the burden, a phenomenon know as free-riding.
Regimes, In particular, enable states to collaborate and what makes a
regime, according to Ruggie, 1s that it satisfies the definitional criterion
ofencompassing principles, norms, rules and decision- making proceduras
around which actor expectations converge.™ The defining elements of
such a redime are |dentified by Krasner in the following terms: 1)
princlples, 2) norms, 3} rules, and 4) decision-making procedures,
Frinciples are represented by coherent bodies of theoretical statements
about how the warld works, Marms specify general standards of behaviar,
and identify the rights and obligations of states. Rules are designed to
raconcile conflicts which may exist betwean the principles and norms:
Decision-making procedures dentify preseriptions for behavor, the
system of voling, for example, which will regulatly change as a regime is
consolidated and extended

Regimes can cedainly make It easier to enforce agreements:
Howsver, the outputs of environmental regimes generally are not at par
with the expectations of the international community. in this light, Little
obsenes that;
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Despite the wide range of agreements intended to protect the global
amvironment, i is unlikely that many will consolidate inte full-blown
regimes. Instead, there is a perennial danger that they will degenerate
into dead-letter regimes. !

Far instance, the concept of sustainahlz development, which was
first introduced atthe Earth Summit at Rio de lansira in 1892, has been
widsly cnticized, Defined as “development that meets the needs of the
prasent without compromising the ahility of future generations 1o meet
their own needs...", sustainable development is focused on finding
sirategizs 1o pramots economic and social development in ways that
avolded ervironmental degradation, over-exploitation or pollution, and
away fram iess productive debates about whether to priortize development
of the environment. ™

Against the thrust of both realism and neo-liberal institutionalism,
recent critical contrbutions to the global governance debates attempt 1o
offer an alternative reading of the problems that exist with international
regimes, From this perspective, the problem with regimes lles nol so
muih in their formal, procedural attributes thaugh these are taken 1o
privilepe state elites and transnational businesses. Rather the inadequacies
af regimes lie in the content of their policymaking. For example, Lele, a
major eritic of the current environmental regimes, notes that the chief
difficulty of mainstream approaches is that they try “to offer a 'metafix’
that will unite everyoody from green activists, conservationist and poor
farmars in the South 1o development-onented governmeants and largs
companies. |t therefore fails to provide much of real substance for
anyone,..”. Another major critic, Sachs, fears that the concept of
sustamability and its related ethos of ervironmental managerialism have
generated a new breed of elile, global eco-crats. This group has hijacked
the green agenda from the mors radical groups. Unlike many indnaduals
and green activists, the aco-crats da not regard the biosphere as a fragile
heritage that needs 1o be protected for posterity. Rather, they regard il
a5 a “commercial assel in danger’. The earth’s dwindling resources
require worldwide management by, and on behalf of the rich and
powetful,

In thearetical terms, the critical answer to the shortcomings of
realism and neo-liberal institutionalism liesin what Cheru calls the “local
dimensions of global reform” 7 This view cettainly understands
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globalization as a major force shaping the lives of people, often in highly
destructive and disruptive ways. Although it accepts the need for specific
reforms at the global level, the critical perspective pays far greater
attention to the possibilities of constructing a just and sustainable social
order at local and national lavels, and how these local efforts can be used
as “stepping-stones” towards a new multilateralism “from below”, Most
critical thearists are under no illusions about how difficult this task will be,
But, in their view, it is the only way in which the current global
environmental regime can actually be made to function effectively to
address the pressing problem of environmental justice.® What these
insights certainly point to are the current difficulties facing the
arvironmental regime. Empirical evidence would suggest that regardless
of the numerous multilateral envirenmental agreements reached still the
problems of degradation, unsustainability and (mal)development continue
unapbated.

From Stockholm to Johannesburg

The United Mations Conference on the Human Environmant, heldin
1972 in Stockholm, was the first major international envirenmental
conference that aimed to address the growing awarenass ofan "ecological
crisis”. Its major accomplishment was the establishment of the United
Mations Environmental Pragram (UNER) which was tasked to coordinate
ervironmental activities, However, it was hampered by the contemporary
Merth-South debate. That debate centerad on the challenge of the Third
Woarld to the unequal nature of the International economic order and
focused on financial resources, technology transfer and capacity building.
Such was the case of the Brundtland Report, also known as Our Common
Future, the documeant which eventually emerged out of more than a
decade of post-Stockholm deliberations.™ It was met with intense
eriticism frorn the South. The Report assumed that effective responses
to global environmental threats could be found within the framework of
the prevailing pattern of economic development, if only the key actors
would accept the importance of sustainability. This is, in fact, the
generally held view in the North. Many governments in the South,
however, viewad their array of prablems {i.e., population growth, food
shortages, the loss of forests, the difficulties of producing energy, the
impacts of industrialization, and the burdens of massive urbanization) as
by-products of the dominant economic development pattern pursued by
the North. In this regard, throughout the 1980s, the majority of Southern
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governments pressed the North to accept responsibilities for causing
these problems by pursuing a form of ecanomic growth and an approach
to developrnent that js fundamentally at odds with sustainability.™
Fundamentally, the source of the enwiranmental conflict was about the
definition of progress and development. In particular, how did each — the
Marth and the South - define the terms “progress” and “development”
in ralation to environmental concerns?

Tha Rio Earth Summit was designed to draw together different
responses to this question and act as catalyst and focus for injecting the
cancept af "sustainable development” into the international community
including governments, international organizations, and MNGOs. In
particular, the Summit started to address the relationship betweesn the
grawing needs and prassures of human development and the resulting
problems now threatemng the global environment. It marked the first
major post-Cold war conference and the beginning of a rearrangement
af the world order from that of the East-West conflict to Morth-South
dialogue, placing ervirmnmental and developmentalissues at the forefront
and redefining national security, including the UN system.

Despite these intentions conflict, actually intensified at the Earth
summit, polarizing still further opinions between the Morth and the
Sauth. What emerged was actually a stabist consensus in support of the
free market. Development was not addressad explicitly, but was implicitly
presant. The “gobal” environmental issues that were addressed wera
thase in which the North had an interest. For the millions of people
struggling 1o find their next meal, global warming was clearly not a top
pricrity issue,

As already noted, the UNCED agenda was shaped by the entrenched
interests of the state/government elites and bigbusiness.*? U.S. leadership
forone thing was lacking at Rio. In fact, it took some time before the U S,
cauld even agree to a reference to development in the title of the
Conference out of concern that it would lead to a "developmental
agenda”, theraby swallowing the environmental issue.®® Its refusal to
committothe conventionon climate change proved to be one of the great
stumbling blocks of the Conference. It would seem that LS. wanted to
maintain the status quo. It ended up as the only county in the world not
to sign the treaty on Rio. As reiterated by Hajost, the U.S. missed an
opportunity in Rio. When the world needed leadership, U.S. leadership
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was lacking, Unfortunately, .S, failures on the environmental, foreign
policy and econarmic fronts - despite a generally strong domestic record
on the environment ~ distracted attention from pressing problems,
including the dismal ervironmental record of the world's public financial
institutions, including the World Bank. For the Bush Administration, Rio
was an unmitigated public relations, foreign policy and political disaster
that was not forgotten in the 1982 US presidential election.** Overall,
then, despita the high expectations, despite the presence of a broad
constituency of NGOs, and some real commitments on specific issues,
Rio was a disappointment to the wider international community hoping
10 achieve concrete agreements on the environment.

Before Johannesburg, the most recent attempt to establish a
workable international framework for environmental governance tochk
place at KWyoto in 1967, At Kyoto, the 24 nch members of the
Drganization of Economic Cooperation and Developreant (DECD) and the
European countries of the former Soviet Union pledged 1o cut their
greenhouse gas emissions by 20410, The essence of the Kyoto framewark
is negotiations to allocate national rights to greenhouse gas emissions.
Targets low enough to be effective in halting man-made climate change
mean that these emission rights will be worth trillions of dollars, even if
such rights were traded among countries.™ & difference of apinion
between the North and the South was, once again, clearly apparent.
Developing countries did not commit themselves 1o reduce emissions at
Rio (Portugal and Greece expressed similar reservations) arguing that
most of the existing greenhouse gases generated by humans were
emitted by today's nch countries and that those countries should
therafore bear mote responsibility for cutting back. At the extreme some
observers have suggested that simple distributive justice would require
that emissions targets be based on population.®™ Developed countries
such as the US and Japan were also reluctant to cut back their gas
ermizsions. The negotiating difficulties associated with the Kyoto protocal
were later compounded by the decision of Gearge W, Bush's governmeant
naot ta ratify the treaty, onee again emphasizing the problams of & "dead
letter” regime emerging when a hegemoenic power refuses to cooparale.

The dampening of expectations for the construction of a global
environmental regime that might begin to addrass the pressing questions
that have so often been raised were once again in evidence In the lead-
up to the Johannesburg summit in 2002, Following the lead of the Bush
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administration, other industrialized countries such as Britain significantly
downgraced their commitment to the enviranment. The aims of the
lohannesburg summit were shrouded in vague language that was
virtually impossible to pin down. The UN, for example, aimed for “a
political declaration at the highest leval” on sustainable development, it
aisowanted "a negotlated plan ofimplementation and recognition of the
nitiatives being taken around the world in osupport of sustainable
developmeant™. " But what was equally clear was that nobody was sure
how such fofty aims would be achieved and, so far al least, no concrate
propasals are 1o be laid betore the 108 world leaders wha are axpected
to attend.

Dnhce again, the downgrading of the conference’s aims can be
attributed directly to pressure from the LS, governmentand transnational
corparations. Ih this contexl, the U515 now focusing entirely on pushing
afree trade agenda through the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the
econcmic. globalization promied by the market. The main aim is to
ericourage developing nations to adopt public-private partnerships to
tostereconomic develapment and protect the environment, Poor countriss
will alse be encouraged to open uptheir markets and 1o abide by the roies
laid dawn by the WTO, The irony of all thes 1= that the WTO has alreacdy
shown its willingness to undermine environmental treaties, But itis most
Influential behind the scenes, where its rules work to dimimish the impact
of envirenmental policy. Ten yvears on from Rio, then, the prospects for
tha denuine promotion of environmeantal justice through the gobal
redime ook as far away as ever,

Two key issuss emerge from this overview of efforis to create g
workable environmental regime over a period of thirty years. First, it is
clear that core states dominate the procedural repertoires of set-piece
negatiations. And it 15 equally apparent thal powerful states, and
aspacially an increasingly unilateral U.S., are unwilling to submit to the
authority of aninternational regime when it concerns theirown "national”
interests. Second, it would appear from all of these instances that
ervirohmental issues are being push back to the background as issues
concerning Minternational competitiveness” operationalized through nea-
liberal dogmas take the front row. No longer is the trade-off ane betweaen
the environment and "sustainable development”. Instead the market
rules, and environmental agreements are subsumed under these
rperatives. From this, what is clearly apparent s that development itsell
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5 heing redefined 0 line with capitalist requirements while the limited
success of specifically environmental concerns is palpable.

Hon-Stare Actors and Global Governance

Despite the apparently state-centric nature of the evolving system of
environmental governance, there have been some changes that are
significant for the conceptualization and conduct of international politics.
This snould alert us to the fact that international regimes are not hest
understood through realist analytical lenses. Here we cohsider the
significance of various sets of non-state actors, so-called “transnational
civil society”, multinational corporations and the international finanaial
nstitutions, and how they have attempled to shape tha environmental
rEgime.

Transnatianal Civil Sociely

As noted earlier, ore of the key claims of a cfitical theary of
international regimes is that non-state actars — perhaps constituling a
potential transnational civil soomety iz placing constraints on the
unhimited authority of the state. This encompasses both the scientific
community and transnational environmental pressure groups concernad
with the inter-linked issuss of sustainable development. the prormofion
of grassroots demacracy, and the protection of indigenous peoples. The
strength of such groups rests on their ability to combine the global in the
local: to develop and disseminate knowledge, 1o articulate a powermul set
of human values, to harness a growing sense of cosmopolitan moral
awarenass, and to respond 1o the multiple weaknesses of the state
systarn, both local and global.** These forces, according to Mitlelman,
form the main vector in emnvironmental resistance to the current global
environmental regime, Ta affect international politics and influence the
decision-making process, these groups employ both old and new
strategies. These include: 1) a social compact which involves public
pledge and commitment among signatories far the attainment of the
common social good; 2) environmental education with its abjective of
generating information for action, sharingitwith the public, and channeling
it 1o the media; 2) scaling up s a process whereby groups within the civil
society broaden their impact by building links with other sectors and
sxtending their reach beyond the local level; and 4) building innovatie
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relationships between social movements in arder to directly engage the
market and establizh an alternative, sustainable ecclogical system ™

Social movements have worked locally and globally to influsnce
politics and change widespread behaviar, |Lis through their work that we
am made aware of the weaknesses in the existing structure of our society
and the depth of our environmental problems. Several tactors have
enabled glohal social movements such as emvironmental organizations
ta urdertake successfultransnational actions. Thess include the following:

1. Thewr skl in focusing worldwide media attention o different
emvirdnmental crises through various Kinds of stupts and the ability to
narness the opportunities provided by recent advances in electronic
cammunicatcens

2. Their bargaining power with respact 1o elite agents bacause of
thair reputatian, close ties to sympathetic scientists, their acauisiton of
echhical expertise and their role in educating the public

3. Their aceess 1o many cross-issue and trapsnational petworks,
coalitions and alliances in which groups may participate and the growing
repertors of techrigues avallable for political protest.

[hesa intiatives have made it possible for social moverments o work
together with other actors what with the support and access given by the
Lt to these arganizatons in many major conferences; Claiming &
“transnaticnal or subnational constitusncy™, these social movements
Fave become quite effective in harmonizing actions across borders and
peaples, For instance, there has been new “down-to-top” movements
atternpt to connect local and global environmental ssues,™

Fram an oplimistic reading of these developments, the explasion in
the shear numbers of non-state actors and the use of "global” ideas 0
the senice of local or national environmental aims s a positive
phenamenan. The strategic ssue for such groups 15 how 1o reflect their
undoubted grassroots influiznce at the 1evel beyond the stals, Forsome,
the emergence of non-state actors has been accompanied by an
merease in their regulanzed, systematic accessto regional, Interregional
and global forms of governance. This is part of what Woods calls
transnational civil society's “demand for status”™.® The result, it is
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contendad. is that international politics is being recomposed through
changes in the procedurss, rules and repertoires facilitating non-
governmental participation in international regimes, Including the
arviranmeantal regime, Mon-state actors, the argument goes, are sim ply
an indispensaile part of the processes of negotiation in international
politics.

Despite the claims Lo voice advanced by lacal and transnational civil
society groups the reality of the global environmental regime, already
aullined, would seem to suggest a more cautions reading. It is
incontrovertible that NGOs are now a permanent feature of the UN
enyvitonmental process and that they are often able 1o assume the roke
af focal shapers of opinior in providing alternative sources of information.
However, the guality of civil society participation, is conditioned explicitly
ty the extent to which non-state actars do not threaten the policy agenda
agreed by member states and other vested interests such as big
business. And in this regard, most states avaid the full implications of
challengas from below and generally procead from within the parameters
of the dominant market-led approach to policymaking, Across a range of
issue areas, not just the environment, the prospects for deepening civic
participation and demecracy In the formal international arena remain
wesk.5 Setin this light, civil society participation 1s confined to the “soft”
palitical forms of lobbying, consulation and dissemination through =
process of "contralled inclusion”.

Neo-liberal Governance and the Environment

If there are real limits 1o the extent to which local groups, operating
through networks of transnational civil society, are able 1o affect real
influsnce on the global environmental regime then the same cannot be
said for MNCs. Despite the appatent predominance of states in the
formal erwitonmental regime that has emerged over the |astthirty years,
many of the most important environmental policy decisions are not in fact
taken by states. Rather they emerge out of the structural changes that
have ooourred inthe global political economy. Hare, whatis important are
the production, technological and trading strategies of a relatively small
number of powarful transnational companies and the way they are able
to shape regulatory regimes, such as both trade and the envirenment.
Equally, hoth the generation of many “local” ervironmental problems and
the capacity of states to deal with these problems are neavily influenced
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by the pressures and constraints of an increasingly globalized wirld
ooy,

What we are seeing today, then, is the way In which the global
governance structures are in fact enmeshed. The way that the global
envircnmental regime is presently canstitutionalized cannat be separated
efthar from the joint pressures of core states and elemants of transnational
capital, nar from the agendas of other international Institutions that
broadly pursue a coherent strategy of neo-liberal governance. As Gill puts
it the global management of the environment cannat be separated from
the “constitution of global captalism® in s neo-liberal form. 55 This much
s evident from the rale of the WTO which, while it has been proven to be
acutaly anti-environmeant, sxerts inordinate influence on the agends-
setting, decision-making and implemeaentation of environmental “rules”,
Conea, for example, has enumerated those factors whare he mamtamns
thal the nyperliberalization of trade generates farms of environmental
harm, Chief amaong these is the undercutting of national policies for
emvitonmental protection, The general logic of trade competitivenass
creates intense pressures o weaken-emaronmental regulations which
may deter foreign investments or raise production costs tor exporters,
Anatheriswhere trade-reslicting measures can be impontant safeguards
ecause trade provides a loophole through which the letter or spirit of
amviranmental commitments s violated. To use Conca's words, 'tha
threat of @ WTC challenge can have a palpable chilling effect”.® The
obslacles posed by the WTO can certainly inhibit 3 gavernmeant's colraes
of action as well as have cerlain ramifications for the environmental
rRgime.

TheWorld Bankis alsoamon g those institutions that have contradictony
yiesws about what constitutes sustainable development. For one thing, it
fias been an ardent supporter of major developmental projects {for
example, dam-building) which have tremendous social and envircnmental
Irmplications, InBraal, thaWorld Bank and the Inter- American Devalopment
bank have supported the Palonese Project aimed at apening up virgin
tropical forest in the Amazon for new development. In China, the World
Bank-financed Three Gorges Dam on the Yangtze River which will flood
thousands of square miles and force three milllon people to relocate. In
Sotswana, the Bank has supported large-scale cattle ranching projects
that have caused overgrazing of ecologically vulnerable land, The Bank's
dam and irgation projects m the Narmada Valley of India have bean
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opposed bitterly by grassroots groups trying to save their communitias,
Ancl i Indonesia, the Bank has supported the emigration of millions of
penple to unspolled areas ot ather (slands in the archipelago. These
projects, somatimes referred 1o as "the fatal five” by critics of the Bank,
syimbnlize for many in the developing world the MNorth's continued
urawillingress to honor the South’s commitmant to aliernative patterns
ot development.?” The activities of the World Bank and the WTO reprasen
for develaping countrizs the continued exploitation of the Marth, anissue
first raised at Stockholm thirty vears ago and unresolved until today, The
autcame In policy terms i clear environmental Issues are simply
subisymed under the logic of market-led "development”,

As this disoussion makes clear, we are seeing a clash of economic
and envirornmental policies. The domination of powerful multilaters)
institutions, supporting cvertly neo-liberal policies, of states seeking to
maximize the logico? "internatonal competitivenass” and of transnational
firms pressing for markat advantage and profits creates a particular
reguiatory framework in favor of capital, In doing so. they actively
dissuade governments from implementing envirerimental policies that
might “impeds" the logic of the market.

Conclusion

Crthe surface, globalization has appeared open upnew opportunities,
re-scaling political autharity both upwards (o the global level) and
downwards o the local level). Forinstance, policy-making decisions are
today sawd ta he “multi-level”, influenced by a lot of different actors
affectingthe nature of the international politics, Globalinteraction forans
thing has grown tremendously, For some commentators, this maons fluid
made of governance offers a means for advancing new policy agendas
that deal with some of the world's enduring problems, not least those
associated with environmental degradation and development.

But atthe same lime, itis egually clear that globalization creales new
constraints and even consolidates the powers of the already powerul,
Within the embryonic structures of global governance it is clear that a
particular model of development and the specifie structuras of the wiorkl
economy determine, o a great extent, what can and what cannol be
denein relation o environmental management and problem-salving. The
view of the orthodox approach to governance suggests that there ars
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paintul trade-offs in pursuing any sustainable deveiopment program, One
such example s the cbvious conflict betwesn environmental and
economic palicies, But there s nothing inevitable about this, Folioy
cholees may be structured by the exigencies of the glebal economy but
they are equally made by powerful actors waorking in concert 1o privilegs
some issues over athers. In principle, international regimes can rally
different actors Into taking cooperative action aswell as maobilizing therm
to pursuie sustainable developmeant. Howevar, we must remain realistic
about their limitations, As long as the dominant economic development
paradigm remains locked into the pursuit of market-led solutions then
the scone Tor the kinds of alternative visions for ervironmental justios
advocated by local and global civil society action icoks farlorn,

Endnotes

1 James Meman, The Globalization Spndronse: Transformabon and Resistance (Pan-
elor: Frinceton Lrieersity Sross, 200009 .

2 mor furtned detals seo the dehcaled N websits o the Unred Matons Confersnce o0
“rwirrrmEal and Developrment (UMCEDY a7 Bt e, un. orggon e fofapienss mo, it

A Faradiscuzsion of e tersions betwes cooromic and soolegical ins andaence ses
Harar T, Liftn, Dovircrirmental Seourite in the Coming Ceatuey, ia 7.5 Pauland dohn &
Hall, cds, fternationind Order and the Eiore of Warld Palitos (Cambidas: Cambrdes
hnivesrzily Press, 19980 pn, 3292472,

A it po 240,

SwaliEane Sechs, o The Jo'owrg MerosFairness in a Fragile Woeld, Memararoen for
fre Wk Summd o Suslainable. Development (Bedlr: Helndizh Bl Foundauon,
Q0G0 Aee alan Wollgang Sachs, Faimess in oo Fragle World: The Jobanoesoang
Apenda, Developrment, v, S po, 202008, ppe 1218

G Danny Fenmiar, Don't expect anotnsr Kyoto treaty, The Cioaratag, Magust T, 2002

antament amvanced here proposes that thees iz ac 9|g_|*.|1*¢§ﬁt differenca ik

nas of e termes coclogical a9 environrrental as auplied o booman pr
seooJon@man Fughes, Foology s Historcal Matagalism (Cambridie: Camnridas
Irvers by Prass, 20000 @, G dabn Bellary Foster Eoclogy Against Cagital s, ddonily
Rewvaw, voi, B3, nos 5, 2001,

B lohr Fazsmiore, Madn's ResponsiBilitg for NMatuea {Londor: Duckwarth, 19745 p, 45,

9 Hughes; above, n, 7o T2

18 The dismussion here draws 20 the analysis of Matthew Patersson, Groen pal tos, o Scott
Earcnill, Richard Devetal, Andrew Linklater, Matthew Paterson, Christian Seus-Sem)
and Jsogui True, Theares of intermafional Relations (Londaon: Palprave, 2005, 2ncded,)
P BT TR0

11 Hobvn Eckersiey, Endmonmentalism and Polifcal Theory, Towards an Encceniic
Approach {New Yok, Siate Unieersicy of Mew Yors Press, 1900,

12 lbid,; n, B3,



4% GARETH AFI RICHARDS AND GLENWDA GALARIN

13 Aobern Goodin, Green Poltfical Theory (Cembnige: Polity Preas, 18927,

T4 Donella Meacows et al, The LUmits to Growth [Mew Yoro S0Martin's Prags, 18720,

15 Andrew Tonson, Grean SPaditics! Thoopht' Ao troduction {Landon; Boutledgs, 19507,

ki, pr. Td-80,

LTl term plobal exolemy = used by Walfgarg Sachs, Global eoology and the shardos of
develaprrent', in Wolfpang Sacns, o, Gioba! Feologe: A Mew Arena of Polifical
Sl (Lordon: feo Booke, 1003 ppe 3-21, o refer o the conflois gver sets of
sales orpanizes around (ke global themes of ervicenment aad teveloorrent, The
teraiure o0 e discontents with the dominant model-of marsel-led glabalkzation s
nugs, For oorecrssentative sarrple of thiz oitizal Iteraturs see, iler alfa: Saskia
Saneen, Gohaization and its Oicontonts (Mow Yark The Mew Press, 1558, Rchand
Faik, Fredatory Globalizetion; A Criigua (Cambrioge: Poity Press, 199907 George F.
D hdartino, Globa! Ceonamy, Glabal listice: Theoretioal Objections and Folicy Altan &-
frees to Neofibesslism (Londen: Routledge, S0000; Colin Leys, Markat-Ddvan Poilics:
Meadharal Democracy and the Pubiic inderest (London: Verso, 200010

18 Cas Helemer, New Vojces inthe Globsizator Debate: SGreen Passpestives an theWorld
Economy, im0 Rigaard Stubbs and Geoffrey Underill, eds, Political Ceonomy and the
Changing Glabal Qroey (0ol Oxfond Unpvarsity Press, 2000, 2nd ed) oo GL

1% Fatersson, above o 20, 00286,

20 Gachs; above o 17, pooa

21 Déatdartiee, acove v 17, p, 5.

2% The rmas! hoerouEngomng statemer T of the free market eryircementaizt position can ba
foainel 9 Tery L Andeszonand Donald S Leal, Gee Market Eniranmentalism il Bnor:
Fagraye Macmillan, 20001,

2A M, e &

2 Bjern Lomitasg, The Seeptica) Covironmentalist Measing the Redt State of the Wad
{Cambrggs; Cambridpe University  Fress, 200100 Such has bsen the coninoversy
raeedd by Lorrborg®s book that hiz argument nave teen countored by & dedicated
wbimite 2l waeacan b lormborg g,

05 dacol Stevens, Monetzed soolapy, Mew Lafl Review, noo 16, July-Augiest, 2002, pp.
1a45-E1.

S Lormberg, abowe o220

F¥ Paterson, soove n 10, oo BHRA,

23Uy el Mations Developmens Programmime, Horsan Development Sepont 200520 Deapesi-
ing amocey ina Gagmented Word (Mew Yoo Oxford Universty Pross; 2009 o1,

sans, alve o 26, ppe 246 7, for aorefutation of Lomborg's statistical caims.

29 See s
A0 Ardraw Hurrell, Interpatiorsl Poitical Theany and the Global Emeranrmienl, i Ke Banth
and Stove Smith, ecs, ntemational Relabons Theon (Cambridps; Palily Fress, 1955)
ay 136,
A1 Whe povens the glaoal emarenment?, in Glosal Environmental Change, At ESHL
Fiesaarch Proprarme, ai wenw gookoac, 1k,
A Jahn Garrars Ruggie, Muoitilatem ism Matters. The Theorny ano Praxis of as siutions!
Ferrrl (Mew York: Coldmbia Lniversity Press, 1993) 0. 130
A2 Ses Rickard Ll Inlemational Regimes, in John Bayliz anod Steve Srith, eds, The
Glebadzation of Ward Poliics. An Introduction To intemational Aelationg. (Oefoem:
Ciford Press, 1908 p. 235,
a4 fed., p, 308
36 Cohen a&nd Kennedy, atove 1 50p, aEa
3@ oned 0 Lawrence Susskird, Epvironmen tal Diplomacy, Negatfating More Effeche
Glohal Agreements (Mew Yorks Oufoeg University Prags, 1954 p. 14



THE GLOBAL ENVIROMMENT REGIME 3

A7 Fantu Charu, The local dimensions of global reform, in fan Nedeneen Fisterss, ed.,
Global Futures; Shaping Globaizaton {London; Zed Books, 20000 pp. 11%-22,

38 Joan Martinez -Mier, Ervironmental justics as a foree for sustainability, indan fedansce)
Fiaterse, ad., Glabal Futures: Shaping Globalization (Londan: Zed Books, 20000 po.
143-T4,

30 Gre Haremn Brantland, ed., Our Cotmon Fitere; The Worfd . Commission on i
ment ahg Develapment (Oxford: Cuford University Press, TEETY,

A0 Sooit b, Hajest, The Role of the United States, in Lagg Carmpionlio at afl, eds, The
Erviranment After fio. interpational Law and Economics (Londont Graharm and
Tratrman, 1994) po 150 i

41 Caroling Tharmas, Unsustatable Developrrent, Mew Poiifice) Economy, val, 1. na, 3,
1906, o 405,

42 Hajost, above n 16, ¢ 17,

43 Inid., p. 1%

44 DUl Wapnsr, Emdronmentsl Activiser and Word Civie Palitics [MNew York: Stats
Uinivarsity of Mew Yok Press, 1296) p, 24,

A% Richard Cooper, Toward a Real Glohbal Warming Traaty, Foreign Affais, wnl, 70 no.
19686, o G7.

R

A7 Pettroan, abowe n 3.

A48 Hyrrell, abova n G, p, 1450

A% Mitternan, anoven 1, ppe 194-200.

80 Conarrand Beneedy, ahove n B p. 3346,

51 Martinsz-alier, aboven 14, po161,

B2 MNpaine Woods, Order, Globalization, and Inequalty in Werld Poliics, n Andrew el
and Megaire Waoods, eds, nequality, Globalization, and World Poliics [Caford) Dxdord
LIriviersity Press) p. @5,

B3 4 M, Clatk, E. Friedrar antd i, Hochstetier, The Sovaraign Limite of Glabal Gl Sociaty:
A Comparizon of NGO Participation in WY Word Confersnces on the Envirsoment,
Hurrar Highits, and Wormen, Waord Pefifies, val, 51 noo 1, 1698, pp, 1-35,

B4 Hurrel, above 1 &, p, 145,

E5 Staphan Gl The Constitution of Glabal Capitalism, Paper presented to a Panel: [JgThe
Canitatist World, Past and Present[Jh a1 the Intemational Studies Association Annual
Carmention, Les Angeles, 2000,

Bf Wan Catea, The WTO and the undermining of global anvimnmeantal povermance, Hedew
of Internstfonal Poftfcal Economy, vel. 7, no 3, 2000, pp. $85-85,

57 Sussking, aboven 12, po 20,

A5 b,

References

Raird, ., Trash: inside the heap, New intemationalist, no, 205, Oolober, 1607,

Bruntkand, GH., e, Sur Somemon Fatuse: The World Commission on Envirorment and
(ieveinpment (Oxford; Cxford Lnversity Fress, LEET),

Shens; F., The lamal dimensoens.of gobal reform, in Jan Nedervesn Peterse, ed., Global
Fltiures: Shaping Globalization {Landon, Zed Books, 2000).




34 GARETH AFI RICHARDS AND GLEWDA GALABIN

Glark, A, Frieaman, E. and Hochstetier, &, The Soversipn Lirnits af Global Sl Society: &
Compatison of NGO Fartivipationsin LN Warld Confersnces on the Environrment, Humar
Hights, ard Wormen, World Politics, wol, 51 Ao, 1, 1008,

Coben, BLoand Kennady, P, Globat Seciofagy (Londan; hacmilian, 20007,

Conca, K., The WTDuand tha unoarmining of gohbal erviceamental govarnancs, Sevew of
International Political Econamy, vol, 7, no3, 2000, po, 48589,

ner, B, Toward-a Real Slabal Warming Treaty, Foreign Affairs, vol, 77 no, 2; 1595,

Lebfartro, G, (ebal Economy, Glabal fusice: Theorelical Obje clions and Policy Alterna-
tves bo Maofiberalism [London: Rodlledses, 20007,

[lob=on, A, Green Pofittcal Thowght: Ao introduction (London: Routledes, 19900,

bosersley R Environmentaiem and Polfical Theary: Towards a0 Ecocentric Approact:
(MWew York: State University of New York Press, 15221,

Falk, ., Predatory Globalzation: A Critfque (Cambndgs; Poity Press, 1995,

Foster, LG, Coology Againsl Capitalism, Monthiy Reviaw, vol, B3, na, 5, 2002,

Gill, 5., The Corstitubion of Slobal Capialism, Paper presented to a Panel: The. Captalist
Wiarld, Past and Present at tha Interpational Studies AssocEten frnpual Somenlion, Los
Arifelas, 2000,

Laooding B, Green Pafiical Theory (Camondga: Polity Press, 1552,

Brendrrana, B, Marasm s Coolofy (Cefard; Clarenzon Press, 1991,

Hagosr, 5., The Roe of e Urilad States, in Luig Campionlio atal,, aos, The Envirornmient
After R, Intemational Law.and Economics {London: Granam and Trotmean, 10045
Helleiner, . MNew Vowes in the Globalization Cebate: Green Perspectives ph ‘the: Waorld
Ezonamiy, in Richand Stubbs and Geoffrey Underhill, ads, Polftieal Econarmyand tha

Changing Glatial Groer (Oxford; Oxferd Universty Press, 2000, 2nd sd,).

Huphes, ., Ecology and Historeal Materdalism (Carmbridgs; Cambndge Lnwersty Preas,
200,

Hurred | Ao, Intemanonal Foitical Theary and the Global Envirenment, in . Booth and 5,
Srmith, adz, Mtermationad Helatons Thaory {Cambridge: Polty Proze, 1908 pp, 12655

Leya, O MarketDiven Polities: Neolibers! Oemacracy and the Pubilic ntemst {Lendarn,
Vargo, G001,

Liften, AT Erwironimental Secunty in the Corming Century, in T.0. Paul and John &, Ball, eds,
fntemational Order and e Codore of Wil Polifics (Cambridgs: Cambridee niversity
Fress, 1968) pp. 23851,

Litde, [, Internaticnal Regirmes, In 1. Badis snd 5, Smith, eds, The Globalizetffon of Warfd
Folliies, Ao fnfroduciion to intemational Relations, (Cuford; Caford Fress, 1608},

Lembarg, B, The Sceplical Endronmestalist Measwing the Real State of the World
(Carrbridge: Carmbridge Lniversity Fress, 20011,

P
LA

Warnez-alier, ., Environmental justice as a lome lor sustaimability, e Jan Naderveen
Fieterzs, ed., Global Fulires; Shaping Glabalization (London; Zed Books, 20000,

Weadows, O, et al, The Lmiils to Grosth [New York: S0 Martin's Press, 1672,

Wittelmanr, 1., The Glabahzation Syodrame: Transformation and Resistance (Frincston:
Princeton Lnlvarsity Prass, 20000,

Paszsrmors, 1. Man's Respansihifity for Nature (London: Ducqeorth, 1974

Materson, M., Green petitics, in Seott Bumalill, Fichard Devetal, Andrew Linklater, Matthaw
Pateraon, Christian Reus-Sroit and Jacqul True, Theodes of nlemational Raelabons
(Lendan: Palgrave, 2001 2nd ed.) pp. 287307,

Perman, [, Don't expect anather Kot trzaty, The Guardian, fupgust 7, 2002



THE GLOBAL ENYIRONMENT REGIME 15

Fauztiala, K. and Cavid, V., Biodeersity Since Ro: The Futaie of the Convention o
Riologeal Civersity, Environment, wil. 38, 1598,

Rugge, 1.G., Multilateralism Matters. The Theony amd Praxds of an insttutional Form { Moy
York: Calumbi University Press, 1993).

Sachs, W., Siobal ecclepy srd the shadow of 'development’, in' Waligang Sachs, ad. (aiokal
Feology: & Mew Arena of Political Confifet (London: Zed Books, 19630 pp. 3-21,

Sachs, W., ad., The do'burg Memo; Fairmess in a Fragile World, Memoranaum for the World
Summit on Sustalnable Devetopment (Serling Heinrich B2 Foundation, 200,

Zachs, W., Foiress na Fragile Warld: The Jobannesburg Agenda, Development, vol, 4t
no, 3, 2002, pp, 12-27.

Sazsen, S, Glabalizafion and s iscontends (Mew York: The Mew Fress, 1538

Stevens, 1, Moretized scalogy, New Left Beview, no. 18, July-August, 2002, p, 142-51.

Sussiind, L, Emironmentad Diplomacy. Megotiating More Effective Global Agreements
(Mew Yorl Ofoed Liniversity Prass, 19540

Thamas, G, Unsustainabie Development, Mew Political Eeonory, vol, 1, na, 3, 1888, pp.
403-,

United Mations, United Matlons Conference on Environiment and Develeprment (LINCED) &t
Frtapdferwa, U orgégant minpianviro. it

Upited Mations Developrrent Programms, Human Development Report 2002 Despaning
Nemocracy o a Fragmentad Waorld (Mow Yors: Oxford University Prass, 2002

Wiaprer, 7., Environmentsl Activism and World Civic Politics (New Yore: State Unwersty of
Mesw York Sress, 1T990). [

Wacds, M., Order, Giobalizatior, and Inequality in \Waorld Politics, in Angraw Hurreal| s
Mot Woads, eds, inequalily, Globalizetion, and Word Politics (Cafard: Ceford Linaer-
sty Prags, 19095,



