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Managing Climate

Issues Note:  Integrating Science, Technology, and Policy

There has been a distinctive shift between the environmental policies of the EU and the US in the past 30 years.  The balance of “pro-environmentalist” and “con-“ has remained the same, but the players have shifted:  with the US becoming more skeptical (politically) of partaking in international environmental policy and the EU has become the forerunner in pushing proactive climate policy.  One question that ensues is whether this balance will remain throughout the initial phases of Kyoto.  For example, there will undoubtedly be many shifts in political governments between now and 2012.  How will this affect the implementation of national strategies?  Particularly in the noncompliant countries such as the US, how will regime change affect national reactions and involvement in global climate change policy?  Furthermore, as Michaelowa points out, in a multinational organization of states such as the EU, there is a great discrepancy between the emissions of the many member states.  How will this change with the addition of new member states to the EU in the upcoming years?  And how will the development levels of said countries affect their climate change potential?  And, subsequently, does the EU have the financial backing to truly implement their Kyoto goals?

Michaelowa suggests that missions trends in the past 15 years have been strong forcing factors in countries’ viewpoints towards climate change policy such as Kyoto and vice versa.  However, as can be seen in Figure 1, in the past years, there is a distinctive drop in the emissions of the Kyoto opponents.  What does this indicate?  Is this an indicator of more locally or regionally based controls on ghg emissions?  And who are the ones reducing the emissions?  Corporations?  Individuals?  Government?   
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Interestingly, Michaelowa suggests that the emissions trading schemes of the Kyoto Protocol are key to equilibrating the emissions production of the EU, but similarly, are global firms from nonmember countries going to “feel the pressure” to reduce emissions to keep up with global competition?  This is a particularly poignant issue when looking at the US, one of the world’s worst offenders and a distinctive opponent, under the Bush administration, of the Kyoto Protocol.  

Many of the other readings concern the integration of global environmental policy into development and poverty reduction strategies.  This trend has been strong on the IO level, with organizations such as the UNDP and others incorporation environmental protection into their development programs and overall mission.  However, Michaelowa makes an interesting point that it is the adaptability of states to inevitable climate change that is key when looking at development needs and policies.  As is outlined in the below quote, reports coming from institutions such as the IPCC underline what I will call the “momentum issue” of climate change and, particularly, in regards to ghg emissions.
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(Michaelowa, pg.5)

The DAC Guidelines concerning the integration of the Rio Conventions into Development Co-operation argues that rural poor are particularly vulnerable to changes in natural resource bases and, therefore, environmental policy such as outlines in the Rio Conventions must be a part of development policy.  Although I agree completely, what is key to the success of environmental policy in development is that the actors of environmental degradation be tied not only to primary sources (direct users, etc), but also to the secondary users (such as companies that buy products from certain regions and that promote the unsustainable exploitation of natural resources.  One issue that increasingly comes up in our global community is that there is a great divergence in national environmental policies (this is also seen in issues such as human rights) between many developed and developing countries.  What is often seen is policy-makers pushing developing countries to develop and/or enforce stringent environmental policy, however, the corporations from industrialized countries are not being penalized for taking advantage of less-stringent policies in these countries.  I would argue that, in the case of environmental policy, most stringent policies (either the local or home-country policies should apply, whichever is more stringent) should be attached to multinationals, no matter where they are located. 

The DAC Guidelines particularly focus on desertification, climate change, and biodiversity as being the key global environmental issues that need to be addressed in global poverty reduction strategies.  They argue that these three issues are particularly key to human development capacities and are most in need of collaborative, global action.  Furthermore, as many international documents will stress, there is a desire to structure “win-win development strategies”.  Although there is no doubt that programs should focus on positive results, there is also a need for the acknowledgement of the impacts, potentially negative, of large-scale policy changes.  Undoubtedly, there will be losers in the deal and it is important to acknowledge this in the planning process, both to minimize negative effects to certain sectors, but to-most importantly-avoid setting up the policy for evaluative failure:  If no one is supposed to “lose”, then any negative impacts resulting from policy implementation can be translated into policy “failure”.  Therefore, there needs to be a careful, realistic acknowledgement of potential negative impacts, while emphasizing and encouraging positive implication.

In the Pew Center’s analysis of International Climate Change Efforts beyond the 2012 limits of Kyoto, the issues of exactly how countries will approach climate change prevention is outlined.  The report emphasizes the need to move from the “broad but shallow beginning” to climate change prevention, to more in-depth, specific actions that will curb environmental change and degradation.  The question remains as to whether approaches are best suited to international policy-making (potentially suited to “lowest common denominator” issues and long implementation waits) or more locally developed policy.  Issues of sovereignty and international responsibility are highly endemic to the argument, but should not restrict actions.  As is outlined in the Pew Center’s analysis, there needs to be a multilevel approach to these issues.  However, at the same time, it is crucial for international agencies dealing with climate change to continue to develop the resources needed to both encourage multinational agreements, but to also bring climate change issues to the national agendas of all countries.  

