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Chapter 1

Climate Change and American
Foreign Policy: An Introduction

Paul G, Harris

enlianced “greenhouse effece)” is che extaoedinary wariring of

the Earth from increased concentrations of “greenliouse ass”
((HGs) and the chimanc conséquences of that warming, Many. of those
consEgusnces are likely o be harmful o humans and to the natural emd-
otment. Qver the last decade, governments have negotiated international
apeements to address climate change, most notably the 1992 Framewaork
Convention on Climate Change (FCCC), American foreign policy hag
become intimately involved in the politics of climate change. This palicy
is explained by & myriad of fetors, ringing fom concérny for’ Amitrican
vational nterests and the plusaham of Americai dumestic politics, o the
influence of idess and interdacional norms on forelgn policymakies.

Cliriate change has moved to the front burner of United Stites farcign
policy and internationil relacions. While scientists bave thought about the
potential problems of elimate change fora ceumry ity only in the Jasttwe
decades that it has found s way onto the nwin agendis of govertmenits,
and only in the last ren-ndd years has it E;ec::-me the focos of concern in
the foteign policy circles of the American govermment. [f the seientist are
right, climate change will have potentially devastatiig impacts an the global
ccosystemn, therely posing challenges for the ULS, government and for pol-
icymiakirs thi wirld owver.

The case of the United States 15 particalarly fmportant. The Unim,_ﬂ
Srates is the world's lingest contributor to climate change, Tn aggregate. ifs
emission of paces that contribute ro climare change exeesd those of 2l
inther countries, and an 4 per capita basis its smnlsiony are nmnngthf.‘ high-

Chﬂute changre, sometimes libeled global waming or the




4 Pl £5 Hurris

eit om the: planet. Wirh only about four percent of the worlds population,
the United States produces neardy 25 percent of the gases that cause cli-
mate’ change,' Thus, by redusing their cmissions of sreenbvuse gases,
Americans can have a disproportionately positive impact on this problem.
Amiericans also have substantial Hiancial and cechnological repuriey that
can be Brought to bear against climare change, notably duoitgh the ability
of the Unired States 1o assist Iess developed countries in their efforts to
combar climice change and its adverse effecs. Farthermons, it is likely that
other contiries: will follow the lead of the United Sttes IF it acts i
carmest to combat climate change, orher cowniies may use it s an Exm-
ple. At the very least. as international negotiations on climate change show,
pther-countries are unlikely to act before the United Suites i seen o be
doing six. And, of course, one could argoe thiat dee ndrdiite contrbugion
thar Arnericans have and e making to the problem of climate chimge
miedns that they have 2 moral responsibility to ace first and to act in
Earnest:

Understanding the role of American foreign policy s ane important
factor—some might snpue the cenural factor—in international effrts to
deal with elimate change. Complex conbigatons of actors, processes,
andd instiputions ‘of American foreipn policy dre what decide American
dctiuns, not, s we might ke o think, the décistonsiof only the prissi-
deént, or-anly the Congress, or even the American penple. Thus, onder-
standiri the complexinies of American foreign policy is one prerojuisite
for understanding the larger international debate and the intricacies of
glubal collective action on climate changs. What is mure, examining the
e of climate change in American foreign policy—and vice versi—rells us
1 great deal abonr American foreign policy more gencrally, This may be
helptul in nnderstanding Anserica’s role in-other préssing isues confronting
the plobal commening

Climute Change: Causes and Consequences

The scicnce of clhimate change s complex. Indeed, i complexiey, and par
ticularly disagreemncnts-anong soientiss and pulineians shoue its cassesand
consequences, explain much about American climiare change policy, In this
violume severl aothors there fiire take up the question of sdience, Here we
present a layperions musduction o the chimate change and i potental
effects as a hackdrop to the following chaprers’ discussions of American
fargim palicy

Narrowly defined, climate change is the climatic consequences arising
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from the enlanced “greenhouze effect” Moré Broadly understood, olinate
change refers alio to regional and local changes m weather resulting from
global warming, and the socioccononmic impacts thereot, Solar rdistion is
iapped by the Fareh’sy anmosphere, warming e Bardh nmch ke whar
oceurs in & gardeners greenhouse. This s a good thing, because witliout
this hidas the Earth would be far oo cold For b a5 wie kinow i, However,
anthropoginic gricnhouse gases—such 45 catbon ditsade and methane—
absarh somie of the radiaton that wold athérwise leavi the atmaosphers
and pass fith space, leading to additional warming of the lower atmosphers
and the Barsh lind and oceans, (See fgure 1-1.)

Accorhing to-the Intcrgte'.'cmmfnmfF':m_t‘i an. Climare Chapge ([POC),
human activities are adding greenbouse gases o the stmosphere” For
example, carbon dioxide, the chisf greenbionse was, i produced when fot-
sil fuacds (¢g, coal, oil, natural gas) are burted o produce viable energy for
indusiry, trensportation, and petsonal uses, and when foress are cut dewn
atid burned. Other greenhisuse passs, namely methane and nibows oxide,
ertanate fiom agricalture, and yvet others {garbon componnds ke chlon-

ez Unined: Sraves Global Change Ressarch Prgject, " The Gresnhouse Effect]’
from Clamate Clarge; St of Foeewledpe Chare <hopsd Avewvemace s zon
tmages | Greenhouse jpg=
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fluertcarbons that contribute to stratospheric ozone-layer depletinn) are
reloased by industrial processes.

Internatonal utgdti,atii:-ns on climate change were bolstered by the
IPCCs socond assessment Teport, issued at the end of 1995, This report,
which concluded thar “the balince of evidence suggests thar there 15 o dis-
cernible human mfluence on global clhinate” substannally reduced doubt
ahout the existerice of climate change, although 1 did nor establish with
certainty which countries would sutfer most, of how* The tming and
extent of global warming, as well as the effeces-of resultng climare change,
were uncertain: Because the conclusions were mostly general in nature,
there was only rudimentary guidsnce for policymakers concerned with
b climate change might affecr their jurisdicnons and their nationl
ineerests. Nevertheless, the IPCOs findimgs were 3 driving force behingd the
1997 Kvoto Protocol-and other recent etforts to siengrhen the FCOC?

Among the TPECY general findings oo global chmare changs were
expectition that average global temperature will ingrease by 1-3.5 degrees,
Celsivg inn the next century, with effects ranging fron 2 global mean sea
lewed rise of 15-95 centhmeters in the next contury; mceeased fequency of
storms; Aoods, water shovtages, changss in precipitation and setl moistry;
exerene high temperamure events; adverse effects to agriculture; possible
threats tor orean and especially freshwacer tisheries; mfeetious disease teans-
missiongand the like® Az yet ot fully studied consequences excluded from
present madels, such as Golf Stream and other oeean currene changes,
comld lead ro caustrophic effects. Models for global impacts are firdy good
at mirroring reality, hut assesments of local and regional impaces are more
uncsrtam than the global findings.

Scientises continge @ refine their predictions, however. Among ongo-
ing efforn are research to determine the local, matonal, and regional
effects—and thereby, presumibly, o rell the politcians and policymakers
what they really want ta know: Cenfidence in,and the resolution of, mod-
els is: growing, but substantial wisrtaindes sbout tegional and smaller seale
impacts fermain, Many feedhack processes may never be grasped fully. This
of courss leads one o ask: How much will the L5, government and other
povernments demand scientific serfainty about impaces before tlkung more
concerted action to addeess chimate change?

Terward this end, smafler seale impacts are being predicted, with the
IPCC issuing an imporsant feport 5t te end of 19977 The reports
overview of regional yninerabilities to climate change 15 sobering, espe-
edally for the mast valnerabie arsss. Aftica is rmost vidnerable due vo wide-
spread poverty that Hmitscadapration copabilities. Most Afiiean countries
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may éxperience adverse effects o mngelands, forests, and spectes baodiver-
sity, especially in the most jrid repions; increased shortiges of water in
many-aress (especially on the Horn of Aftics): damage to agriculee due
px heavy peliance on the miny season; inondation and eroston: in- ceastal
gress; and extreme storm events; incressed vector-berne - diseases and
redured nutritional status; and-adverse effects on wildlife and rourisn.

Sinilarly, the Middle Ease and western Asia can expect extant water
shortiages w be exacerbated (increasing the Bkelihood of conflicr betweorn
countries). Decreased water and food production, alang with changes in
disense vectiors, may adversely affect human health, In the Caspian and Azal
sens areas, further changes in water lével and associared effects on ecasys-
1emg, agrboaltuee, and health may aceor. Dikewdse, Australasia has volnera-
ble ecosystems and water systems, although predictions ave. thar advesse:
imparts on agricaltore will Tkely be low in the nest few decades because:
affected countries have high adaptahility; albest at hagh cost (preates adverse
effects areatiticipated in later decodes). However, the Australasia region fas
extremely valtemble coastal areas.

Fumpe is anticipated w0 experience increased foods 1 the vorth and
dronghis in the south; lowered water quality and increased water demand.
during hotter summers; loss of up.to 95 percent of Alpine glagier masy by
210M, affecting the water reginue; reduced crop yields in southern and pos-
sibly western: Europe, with poteanally mereased wields it cerral and eas-
ern Furape; risk to coastal aress (espectally the BMetherlands, Germany
Ukraine, Russia, Mediterranean areas, and Balue coastal areas); Jowersd air
quahity in cities; and more vector-borne diseases: Vs region, hawever, has
significant capacities to adapt to these and the many other impaces of cli-
mate change

In Latin America; mountun ecosvsteins and ansitenal zones betwieen
vegetation types are extremely vudnerible, and additional seress o thisar-
enesd rainforests is:expected, with Wodiversity loss and reduced raintall and
runoft, Arid aress are especially valnerable, with the possibility: thas water
shortages could lead to conflict among users. Agricultural productiviry and
traclitional peoples’ livelihoods (.., traditional crops) sre threatened, as are
constal areas and marine ecosystems: (e:g., coral reets), There is also the
prospect of inersased malnutrition; as well 25 inceeased illnesses due to vector-
borne and infechiouns dscgses.

Much of Neorth Americs, like Wiestern Europe and Japan; will be gble
to adapr o changes. Thus it is more sessifie to climate cHange than sleer
ahle to 1. Mevertheless, North American countries may be forced to adupt
w0 chimate changed-induced effects like longer dry periods and mare
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extreme weather evears: Furthesmore, vast coastal aress are threavened; for
example, as much as 50 percent of North America’ eoastal wetlands could
be eliminated in the next centry:® Indeed, some scientists surmise that che
apparent increase in foads, torsadoes, droughts, =nd other severe weather-
related everits in the United Seates are possible consequences of global
warrning At least they are indications of what the future may hold for the
Linited Seates”

Iri gontrast o the affoent North Amderican countries, the smell shnd
states are especially vulnemble to elimate change effects. They can expect
freshwater shortages and damage to cosseal arcas and adjacent infrastrue-
tiee, with concomitant adverse efice on tourism. Tndeed, In extreme cases
i mav ome day be necesary forsomie of these nations to abandon ther ter-
fitary ahtogether Representaives from these countries have grgued thar
thipy are abready feeling the efféers of risiig oceans!®

Temperate Asia faces decreased water supplies in mwost areas, changes in
crop viclds (the predictions for Chinsse rice producoon range from 7%
percent to + 15 percent, depending en the seenaria), saltwater intrusion-and
infrastructure damage i coastal arcas, and direct human conseguences of
heat steess and higher mortalitg: Southern mopical Asia is likely o see
feduced srow mels from the Himalayas, changes in forest types, lowensd
agriculeural productiving! increases in veetor-borne disesses, and the
eiffects of sea-level rise: This includes tnundation, erosion. flooding, andgd
salbwater intrusios along coastal areas, as well as risk to delea regions and
lowv-lving areas.

The: IPCC regional report sammarizes the preicted effects of clinvate
change- this way!

Seientfic soadies show i human health, coologieal sysems and sodoeco-
nomie sectars {ogs bydrology and water resonrces, food and Bber produc-
thom, caastal systems, and human settlernents), all ‘of which are viml o
sustaitable development; are sensitive 0 chaoges in chmate. . . Whenead
ity regions are lkely o experionée adverse effecs of dlimate change—
soime of which are porentilly irreversible—somi effects of climate change
ake likely 10 be bereficial Climate change represens an impartant additional
sreess o those - systenss already-affected by increasing msource demanids;
unststanable management practices,and pollution, which in muny cases may
be :qual tin:or grester than those of climate change. These strésses will dmter—
set im different ways across reglats bul can be expected to reduide the dbil-
ity af some envirsnmental systems o provide, o e sistaingd basis ey goods
and sérvices needad for suctesil scomomicand sociil development, melud-
ing adequate food, clean 3 and water, energy; safe shelfrer, low levels of dis-
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exee, and eenployment oppormmtes. Chmare change alss wall take place m
the context of economic developmient, which may makr some groups ot
connrries less vuluerable o clinsee chnnge—tor example, by increasing the
respiurces available for adaprarion; thigse thatexperience low rares af groweh,
fapid Increases in populatan, and ccological depradatian may become
i'm:re;:,si,nlﬂy wulnepalile to potesitial dnﬂgﬂ:‘s;:‘z

Oreher repotts {often based on IPCC sciennfic hndings) have focused on
particilar dspects of poteatial umpacts from climage change. According o
2 World Health Orgamzation report, climare change will affece spricalmal
productivity through izt v soil, phﬂmﬁnﬂmﬂs, pests and diseases, with
especially adverse bmpacts on lowee-latude, lower-ancome counteies: [n
those places, malnatrition and hunger, along with other health problems,
gould increase; Children may be particulary ar sk, Indiceec health effects:
may arise from social-demographic disruptions caused by esing sea levels:
and shoreages of natweal resources like fresh water and food.™ The Food
and Agricultuml Organization Lkewse reports adverse effects Bom cdlinate
change, sugeesting that, "Combined with chinges in population conten-
teations and the positive skew of many chmstological elements (such as
wind and raitall), as well as sea-level rise isself, thisandicates that relatvely
greater disasters ane likely™* However, the nepott is largely mconchusive;
pointing oot that determination of effects and comsequences of chimate
change remain quite elusive, The npshot from the report, however, 1y that
developing countrigs—and parteulache small SBhad countrigy—ane
rick. '* In shore, for most developing countries, the predictions of the PCC
and related vepore e rather bleak, and those for the mdwiridized coun-
tries may be partcolarly challonging,

In addition & international assessments from the TPCE and others, sev-
eral national povernments have been exarmining the consequences of . cli-
miate change for their dtizens and econornies.'® For example. the United
Stares undertook & muliyesr asessrment of climare change impaces in o
various regions. These sgesstnent sctivities involved seisntises, gs ome would
expect, buralio stileholdess who have divece intercse in what chmate
change may hing. Assuch, the asessments themselves incloded input from
actore who could pressurs the federal government to change its pasitions
in internationil delibertions or climaee change 7

Have improved asesomentt of volnersbility setually affected interna-
tiomal coopermtion on dimate change 1 o positve way? The generel ple-
ture is vather spotty 5o fir. Fach country position in the clinare change
negonations s driven by 3 variety of Bictors. Amionig thase that are miost
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mportant are perceprions of nanonal interests (usally comomics for mmost
chuntries); geography (location, lind forms, water systems, soil types, etk
and existing nanonal and interpational polincal coalitions, blocs, and friend-
shaps; Chimate change Impacts—more accurately, aswessmeis of expected
impacts—combine with domestic and international polites to shape the
course.of the climate change deliberations. In short, politics intervenes in
interpretations of science and poliey related o climate change. '

The. developed industrialized countries have agreed to reduce their
overall emissions of greenhouse gases to below those pf 1990, For exam-
ple.in the 1997 Kyoto Protocol the European Union  (EU) countiies
agreed 2o an overall reduction of gight percent, the Americans agreed 1o
-geven percent,and the Japanese promised to roduce emissions by six per-
cent. In conrrast, some developed countries received the po-ahead te
increase emissions beyond 1990 levels, with the most prominent example:
being Australia. Overall, the reductions agreed to by these countrigs were
slightly more than five pereent, This ampunt, much Tike the limitations on
ozpne-désomying chemicals first agreed to by governments in Montreal in
PO8T, has Titde direct relanonship to the sclence. The scientiits have said
that stabilizaton of carbon dioxide comeentrations at present Jevels would
require immediate reductions of 30 to 70 percent—and further reductions.
thereafiir (carbon dioside is only one of several greenhonse gmses, atheit
the mest importansone), " Clearly, the hive percent agreed to at Kyoto does
ot begin to mitror the scientific eonclisons: The science provided the
stimudus for acnen, bt pohey does not ver reflecr #ts conchesipns,

The developing countrics are the greatess potential vicims of climate
whange; they ar, in short, both the mest sensitive due 1o geography (eg,
levwe-lying coustal areas, arid regrons, water shertages) and the most vulner-
able due to targe populations: poverty, and weak cconomics. Indvaduals in
‘developing conntrics are pardculady vulnerable to malaria and other dis-
eases that ymay increase: from climate change, in pare due to poor modical
Anfrastrucnare and welfare systenms for managing conseguences. n addidon
ra adverse affects on food production and nurrinon. Bur these countrics

have focnsed on econcmic developrent and equity: They are more con
cerned with ccononue growth, poverty eradicarion i ehe shorr and
medinm term, and with seeing the most respomsible countries of the
industrialized werld take acuen and provide ssssance 1o the developing
wordd for climare: change mitgation effors. The South’ percepuon of
exploitarion (the Nosth s, afier all, the mnn ciuse of probleoay, especially
o 2 per-capies bists) cancloud percoptions of meres and risk.

It is possible that wi many, countries—both developed and developing—
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mproved undesstanding of Toeal and national inpaces from chimate change

may motivate Incal aond regional sakehalders o pressure their governments

o do more. But political will at the local level—despite competence o
act—is often Jacking, even in the indnsrialized cousries ™ The develop=
ing countries will suffer the most. Do they recognize this? The developed
countries will likely have to pay more to fix the problems brought on by
climate change than they would to ondertake preventatve misdsures, Will
there be 3 sufficient perception of nisk and polineal lesdership o take
acoon it coming years and decades? It is Iikely that choate change is.sall

too abstract for most people: “What people respond toare things that are

darectly in front of them—things: they can see and touch and smell, Air
polhitien you can see, Garbage you can touch. Had water you can smell.

But global warming? Tesso | - . abstrace”™ In both North and South—and

particitlarly in the Unired Stares—concesns about economic divelopment
and growth ean overnide concerns sbout chmae change: So far the

prospects of this changine seem limited, st lesst beyond incremental action

anil no-regrets policies mahwated largely by other, uswally economie, fac-

tors: This preference ameong governments for very limited, increments]

action hat been reflecred 1n lternadonal clinmte change negotiations.

Climate Change THplomacy

Mast of the contributers to this volume have their own interpretations of
the hastory of the internabonal chimate change negotiztions, In this section
we offer an outline of elimate change defliberations as an introduetion
;111: ;.-fmtribuﬁ}ls’disr.'umuns..

The Negotiativns
International diplomacy to address climase change bepan in sarniest m this
19805, and grew i meensity in the 199052 Thie inidal stmulus fie chese

efforts was soience; bui—as i3 roe in other fnrernanonal envisoamienrs]

deliberanons—diplomatc efforns everiually took onoe Bife of their oan thar
wis pavthy perhaps Largely, separaed thom seience: Inteenatiorial and domes-
tic palitics. then, served as the engoing stimulus for continued efforss to
aildress climate change.

The First World Climate Canference, hield in 1979, was 2 gathesing of
seientists mterested i climate chanpe and e relanonship with hoiman
werivities, The canference isswed o siarement callin ot soumiries -
see and: prevent potential man-made changes in chimate thar mighr be
adverse to the well-being of humanin™ From that conference a program

S R S I e S &



12 Baul O Hawris

of seisntific roscarch was established that would conmribute (o the eitih-
lishment of the IPCC in 1988 by the World Meteomiogical Organization
sind the Usited Nations Environment Programy, The 1PCCY 1990 first
assessinent tepore o climate change and the Sedond World Climate Con-
foenice in 1090 added stmmulus to initial conceras about clinate change
stnoing diplomats. Tn Deveemnber 199}, therefore, the United Nations Gen-
esal Assembly cstabhished the Lntergovernmental Negotiating Commitice
(INC) for & Eramework Convention on Climate Change: The goal of the
climare charge TNIC way t tegotiste 2 flamenert convention that winid
be dhe basis for subsequent international protocols dealing with chmare
cliange 2t Booween 1991 and the 1992 “Earth Summir” (the UN Confer-
siice an Environment and Development, held m' Fio de lineiro), repros
seutativis ol over 150 epuneriesnegotiated the Frimework Comvention an
Climase Change, 5 document that provides guidelines for internatiohal
wedon om climate change ™

The FOOO called o countries to reduce their emisiions ol greenhiouse
gases to 1990 levels by 2000, Clearly, very fewr have dome so. Particalar
responsibility is faid on the developed countries (listed in the FCCL as
“Annex 1" countries) to provide “new and addinional” resources o devel-
aping councries tr help the lueer with thei ciforts o reduce greenhouse
s exmssions. The FCCC came ingo foree in 1994, after nitificaton by 50
contrics. fn 1985 the INC wis replaced by the Conference of the Farties
{{OP), which' became the ECCCSs everriding authority. By the end of
1999, 181 cowntries had ratified the FO.CC, demonstrating that its general
and nonbinding wording could be supported by most governments,”

It the years following the BCCCE sdoption, several meetings of the
pirties to the conventon wete leld to negotae the detils i lurwe emis-
st lignratiang would be achieved, While the negotiations leading to the
FEIE were fraight with differences, particulardy between develaped and
diveloping countries, it was the negotiations after 1992 that were. most
contentions. Those uegodations were notewarthy for several muilestones,
miost notably the so-called Berhn Mandate, the Kyoto Protocnl,and the
Bueros Aes Peclaration.

The first COP was held in Berlmn in 1995, This cenference esublished

thie Ad Hec Group on the Berlin Mandate (AGBM], which subseguenty

icgomed deails for implementing the objectives of the FOCE, Cenral

to thie Betlin Mandate was the demand by developing countrics that the

Industrialived sountries tike on greater commitments 1o teduce their
greenhouse g emissions and to asast the developing countries, which
were excluded Trom substantial comnmaments for emissions redootions. At
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ghzs meenng the developed countries acknowledeed dute they had a grearer
shaze Gl the r.espnmjbiﬁqr fior climate change and would ait fest, This th'ﬁ
first COP dffirmied the noton of “conimon bue differentited rﬁp-ansillﬂl—
ities.” (See chaprer 11.)

At the second COF held in (Gedeva in 1996, couritries endoried the
[PCC s second assessment report (which, again, coticluded that “the bal-
ance of evidence suggests that there i3 a discermible human influence on
global climare™) and called for-a lepally binding pretocel with specific tar-
ety and amtetables for reducaons of greevhouse gas emisions be devel-
oped countty pardies. Thus, e Geneva Decliation seryed 2y the
nnﬁnﬂiring basis of the Ky Prorocol, sipried ar dhe third COP i Ryione,
Jipan?

The Kyota conferetice; in December 1997, proved o bé especially con-
;eﬂdm_;s, not least becsuse the Uinited States seemed to be refeging on the
Berlin Mandate when President Clinton cafled for “meaningful participa-
tigr - ot-the developing countries. A'Re:. heated megoriatinns, awever, the
canference managed o ageee o the Kuoto Proroeal, whicl e'.v.tahlj_-.jher'i'spe-
cific emssdons goals for developed counteies. bur which did ot raquire
significadt few commitments by developing countriss™ The developed
cotntries agreed to an overall goal of reducing entigions by dbout Ave per
cent below 1990 Tevels benween 2008 and 2012, The Unired Stated agrasd
to reduice it enussions by seven pércent. [t s ehis comntitment that would
prove to be dw most contedtious in Washington, The Kyoto .Prntqgal
eatered 10 some LS. demands by endoriing envissions trading programs
that would allow developed countries to buy and sell emissions creduts
amang themsélves. The protocal alse established 3 Clean L:I'eﬁ;l,qpmcﬁt
Mechanism to manage programs of jeint smissions efforts between devel-
oped and developing countries. This would allow developed countries
(perhaps more likely industries in developed countries) to pay tor—and
receive enissions credit for—enussicns-reduction projects in developing
countries. T hese programs would allow eansities in the developed countrics
to seek greenhouse gas reductions programs in other wuum at lower
cost

Bame of the means by which the five percent goal would be reached
!.F':"Erf.cnﬂ-i fied at the fourth Conference of the Parties, held at Buenos Aires
ifi Noveniber 1998, The “Buenos Aes Plan of Acton™ set a two-year
deadling tor hnalizing many of the details for implementing the Kj:’ﬂiﬂ
Protocol. Parties to the conference agreed to reach decisions by the end of
:"J}Uu on several key issues, including guidelines for emissions eading, joint
implementation. the Clean Development Mechanism, and technalogy
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reansfers ™ At Buenos Aires the United States signed the Kyoto Pratocol.
A the fifth Conferenice of the Partes at Bono o Ocrober 1999, parties
agreed o timiceable for campleting outstaniding ‘details of he Kyoto Pro-
tucinl by the snvch Conferende of the Partiey i Novenber 2000 3nd, i an
effert tospeed up negotistions, gave the confersnos piesident the pater 10
“rake all necesary dteps to intensify the regotating process on all ssues
during the coming year"! '

At the tme of this writing; there s little prospect that the LIS Con-
gress will Tatify the Kyoto Protocol. however, at lesst not wathout substan-
tial mew sde agreementt. Undl it does, the United Stares has no legal
obligation to meet the goaks ter out in Koo, mech lesy the more strmgent
GHE emissions rductons that will e needed to la climace change:
Congress has demanded that ‘developing countzies join i efforts o finnt
emissions of greenhouse gases. These Ties a ey issue that permeated the
climate-change deliberations for all of the 1990:.

The Policies of Major Actors

The intetnagonal negotiatons on dimate change have been characterized
by roy important thenies, As in many internarional negotiations, espe-
cally thee with o mfaiy pardcipants, tie polices of countries varied,
sornetines markedly, Here we introdude severd] thémes that rédigige in
sulwequent chaprers: North-South differences; South-South differences;
Nurth-Nouth differences; and the importance and influence of Ametican
fosreiin policy througlowr the negotations (the kaiter 78 introduced in the
nest Seeman.

O the Gice of diings, the most visible sspece of the chmate change
defiberstions Tad not been the apreements and insoromenty neégotiated, but
the acrimony that was crested berween the developed countries of the
Morth—particelarly the United States—and the developing countries of
the South. The developed countries have generally sought plobal restric-
Goms on erfissions reductions with Aexible mechanisms for their imple-
mientaton, What this would mean m practice is that the developing
Eonntries would be required 19 naiage and evennually reduce their g
stims i greenhowse ghes, Becalse Geenhouse mises originaty all over the
worltd—for examnple, carbon dioxide i produced largely by industrial
processes and private thansport, and methane comes from apricultural prac-
toos—the developed countries have arpued thatall countries, at least all the
large ones, need o be part of emissions reduction effores.

In contrast, the develuping countries have argued that their per capita
ermision of greenhoue e, pardcalardy carbon dioxide, vemain very
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low refanve ta the-developed countries. What 1s-mory; it s the-indnsteial-
ized developed countries that have benefited from past emissions of green-
hisuse gases sunce: the Induseria]l Reevoluton, [t s the responsibilicy of the
developed countries. therefore, to reduce their emissions of greenhouse
gises, while they allow the countries of the South to focns on eronomic
development. The develapng countries also by definitien have far weaker
scomionics; they angue that they ought to be allowed o 1aise the living
sandards of their citizens without bemg constrained by costly miessures to.
wduce their greenbosse gis emissions. '

Thus the inteenatonal negotiations Have been plagued by efforts of the
Morth to get developing countries to comumit to emissions limittions; an
the ane band, and developing coumntry efforts o avnid substndal wemea-
e on the other. These dificrences were briefly “solved " by the Berdin
Mandate and-the affirmation of the pripciple of “commen but differens-
ared responsibulity,” meaning thatall countries were responsible o act, bue
that the developed countrics were most resporsible and would act firse. Ac
Kyoto, however, this agreement was challenged by the United Seates (sec
below).

It would be wrong to assume, however, that there were no differences
berween the countries of the Soudh, Indeed, the goals of some groups of
developing countries differed sharply. At onie estrerne were:the gil pro-
discing counries, for cample, menibers of the Crgamzaticnaf Petroleum
Exporting Countrles (OPEC). They agreed and] recently with miany
politicians-and interest groups in the developed countrics that the science
of climate change wis ancertatn. Therefore; they argued, action on climate
change should be pestponed until this uncertainty-is reduced or elimi-
nated. They joined with the United Stares and other developed counteies
in atempting to water down proposils for substantive reducnon of carlisi
dioxide: emissions in partcilar (which denive largely from the buritiag of
oil and coal): Ching, oftén in collaboration with other members of the
Group of 77 develaping countries; consistertly songht o prévent wording
mn miernational agreements that would require developing countries 1o
take action, even “voluntary™ action. But in Duencs Awres, Argentina and
Kazakhstan agreed in principle to voluntary limitations on therr gresn-
house gas enissions. China’s pesiten and that of OPEC alsu vontrsted
with the poalt of the mionbiers of thie Assoicisrion of Sl Ilsed Sty
{AOSIS), which fear that they will be awiong those countriey triost severely
affected by elimare change impaces; notbly by tiding sea levels Indiwd,
while OFEC countries were calling for no action, ADSIS countries con-
sstently ealled for far more action than almost Wl other countries were
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willing to acoept. OF course, developed countries were able to- exploir these
and pther difftwesees among the developing countries.

Similarly, the developed countries were not always in agreement. In the
s up to the Kyote conference, for example, the countries of the Euro-
pedn Unian were calling for fiem rirgets and timetables that would require
emissions reductions to be much higher than those Bnally agreed upon at
Kyoto. The Americans were calling for reductions lower than thase agreed,
and the Avstralians were demandimig that they be-allewed to mcresse thor
cimissions {3 concession they were granted in the Eyoto Prowesl). The
Europears were also more willing to meet the demands of developing
‘countries for special reatment in the form of new and additional financial
and echnological sssissanice, and they wanted oo live by the understandings
of the Berdin Mandare, The Amiericans and some others were calling for
firm consmitments from the more well-off developing countries. There
wers also differences regarding the so-called Enropean “bubble” whereby
EU gountries would agree to their overall emissions imirations and then
distribute those- emissions among themselves. Thas, for example, Britin
would reduce emissions well ahove the overall amount agreed for
Eurape —fimlly see @t eight percear—and Pornugal would be allowed to
irrease ity eiimsstong: Other developed countnes, sueh a5 the United States
and Japan, argued it this provision would be unfair, Indeed, they argued
that if the Eurdpesms could have thenr bubble, the Ameéricans, Japanese, Bous—
sians, and others could form thetr owin. This would work well for them,
because the base year of 1990 meant that the Russians were already well
helow their reduction quo (due to [Eling economic sutput in the 1990s),
and eould sell the surplus w other counteies:™ This would mean that indus-
tries in, sy the United States could bay Tow-cost emissions reductions foom
Teussia, thersby avoiding Having to make any real reducnons of theirown.

Anterican Climate Change Policy

The clitaate change negotiations have for the most part been dominated
by the United States. Indeed, the United States has oftenachiesed it objec-
Hves—hut sot abways. Like most ether countries, the Uniced Seates tooka
cemeorted interest in climate change in the fare 1980s. However, despite the
Irterssr Amang mdny Americm scientises, envirommentaliss, and some
polircians, the Bish sdministration did aot agree thar climae change:
podad rial dangers for the United States, When the' conserisus of scientists
began to be reflected in international negotistions, tie Bush admmistrition
began to take the jsue seriously. But this interest camie in the form of
effores by LS. diplomits to limit international acton. Indeed, it was likely
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that targets dod timetables could have been agreed o prior o e signing
of the FOCC in 1992 were it not for the United Statés; which—aloasst
wone amony developed coungricy—refised o allow rargers and thnetables
to be part bl the framiework sgreement. (This mirrored LIS opposition to
mpst forms ol witernatonal regulation of the American economy,) To' the
expent that the United States way willing to reduce its greenhouse gas emis-
sioms, it did so Targely for other reasons (e.g., to improve local air quality or
Lo IMPIOVE CHETEY competitivencss).

Arguably, the posidons on climate chatipe tiken by the Chinton adniin-
isrration were qualitvely different than those of ity predecessor (see chiap-
er 2). While the Bish administration would not .':ﬁimmlndgt thie : *u:curac}r
or immidiacy of the IPCC findings, the Clinton administeation evéntu-
ally dccepted that climate chiinge wasa resl concern, and that the United
States was disproportionately responsible for it Ieimplemented some mud-
et programs to reduce US. greenhouse gas emissions, although it Bced
comgressional opposition © most of these efforts, and it accepred the need
for hinding cmissions targers and tmetables. Nevertheless, the Clinton
adminiseration catsed disdain arong fordum diploniat when it seened 2o
¢hallenge the Berlin Matidate and che nastent international cliimate chinge
norm of “common but diffsrentiated responsibility™ (see chapler 11),
Before Kyoto—and diis writing in mid-2000—the Clitton sdministrstion
demanded that developing countries ageee to “meaningful” eouitrents
to limit their greenhouse gas emissions. The United States wis also the
miost forthrighe in pushing for marker mechanisms (particularly emission
trading, which had werked effectively within the United States in miset ng
domestic goals o reduce the emissions of various pollutanty) and jeine
implementation programs, which were resisred by most develtoping coun-
tries and many developed couniries.™

The upshot i that the United States' sometimes achieved its objectives
in the climate change deliberations: The FCCC el way a vruede frame-
work Tiot requiring any obligatory acrion—as the Uited Stites wanted.
The Kyoto Protocol and the Boenos Alses Declsmtion wffirned the irpar-
tance of marker mechamsme o meet many of e objedtives of the
PLCCC—as the United States wanted. But the United Stires was nik always
successtul. The Kyors. Protocol requirss the developed countries to meet
tougher restrictions than the United States had wanted—if not nearly
eriough tohave a major impact on the problem. And the protocol docs not
tequire developing country participation—again runming counger oo LLS.
objectives, The mbscq:_,:enr. Buenos Airey pledge abio does nor move much
in the direetion of ULS. objeetives in thiy régard, These are anby o fow of
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the sreds where ULS mfBaepee i surprisingly spotty, especially if one
starss from: the assamiption that, 45 the worlds sole “superpower” it ought
Lo get its vy murch micre aflen.

Agzain, this b merehean introducrion to the elinmare negotatons and the
Arverscan view of then. Subséquens chapters deal with thetc issues in far
geeater detsil, The contribatars o this wolumie endesiar ra inderstand and
explun,and in sonie cases ta eritically eviluare, Amercan policy on clinice
charige:

Understanding and Explaining Asnerican Climate Change Policy

Clearly there are many issoes worthy of consideration in understanding
and explatning American foreign policy on climare changs. Many variables
fed into the pelicy process that produced American climate change poli-
cies. There are mnany interpretations of these cavses and explanations, and
alsa differenst evaluations of the merits-and cthics of US. climate chamge
pobeies. Oue could arguably boil down many of these explanationy to throe
broad areas: the impact of power and “realise” conceptions of the world;
domestie politics and the pluralistic narure of American politics; and the
mfvence of ideas and norms 0 infernadonal relatom. But, 4 spbseguent
chapraes show, shings are even more complex than it Ard there are, of
course; ather explinations and evaliadons net inchuded o this valome.
Tlse rensaining chapters of this boak aré otganized into three sections.
Loy the first seoton, “Critiquing US. Clinate Change Policy,” we critically
evaluate American foreign policy in the context of climate change: Ts the
Lhnited States: behaving as it-onght to, given die potential constquences of
chimate change eutlined i this inroduction? In what wiys i it “behaving”
wor “mmsbehaving” relasive ro the expectitions of emerging international
standards? The secotid section, “Polites of US. Climate Change Policy”
ams o explain and understand WS climate chiange policy, If the United
States Is not doing erengh o combat clinmate change, why not? To the
extent that it s joining international efforts to deal with climate change,
what explains its behavior? We argue that many of the answers lie in pol-
tics—both domestic and international—broadly defined. Finally, che lase
section, “International Norme and US, Climare Change Policy” ssimines
the role of intersational sorms in shaping US. chimate change policy, The
degree o which the United States cooperates in the future with other
countries to limit the causesand consequences of climate change may, to
a grear extent, be 3 fimctian of whether it ddopts and embraces emerging
mpernationil normsin the area of climate change ®
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Critiquing US. Climate Change Policy

In the mext chaprer, Paul G, Harris atsesses the et to which the Uniced
Stares has—or has not—taken on s B and equitible share of burdens
gsociaeed with climaste change, Any exiniinion of wich gquestions i
intsrnational affsirs encownters many dilfecsnt conceptions of ifiberad-
roual frirness-and equity. Several are introduced briefly in the chaper,
including those premiséd on righes, causality and responsibilicy, atilicacian-
i Fanthien ethics, Ravlsian justice, and binpartalicy, These varying philo-
sophical-conceptions of Hirness and equity aflfect the eal world of clinsate
change politics and the practcal disibution of benefics and burdens of
clinsate change w several important ways: distethusion of errissions: fina-
cual resoutces dnd techniology ransfet; compensition; and representidon,

The chaprer argues that US, policy and e, begirining with the Clinton
adpnniseation, it with and supported commin conceptions of fuir and
equitible burden sharog, Through the late 199805, UT5 amfons wereat _I:as:
mevinig in that direction, albest in & very modest sy when compared o US,
respansibility for the problem and the potential mygminude of dimate-change

-effects. The United States bugin to share the burden of climate chisge with

the mest of the world. It rook acton at hiome and planssabscaitially moes in
futute. Furthermors, the governasent allocated Subsantial soms of msnsy—
when viewed m lighe of oppesitwi @ loreign #d i the United Stitei—to
assist less afffuent countries in their efforts th mect provisions of the FOOO,
While Clinton adminiscration sestemientszand polisies were understandabhy

ofters conched in terms of ULS: national mterests, they were neverthelessa

substantial shift by the ULS. governnent towsard an acceprance of intermn-
tiondl Firness and equity as importnt objectives of US. climate change
policy: This s especially evident when such stateinents and policies ire doim-
pared with the posture of the U.S, governiment during the Réagin and Bush
adminsrrations, and wlien Compared with the history of LLE. farsign policy
miore generally. Howsvet, adualization of this new policy was modest, at best,

Why has LIS: policy and rheeoric moved toward mare setionsan climare
change, und-why has the United States dene what it has te address this
ssue? Alternatively, why hiasithe United States not done Fie migre—as ::11311?
people think it should—to address che problem of elimate change, and
wihiy i it unlikely o act robustly in the nedr fittire? Subiequent chapters
explaine—aor at least hielyp 15 fo bétter understanid—the sisnes underlying
these and related Gusstong.

In ehapter 3, Peter Doran offers a very critical, and porentially contro-
versial, evaluztion of US. chimate change peliey. He draws on Michel Fou-
caulth concept of governmentality and post-structuralist mtecventions in
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the discipling 6f Iteenational Relations to explore the d(;n_:.p-?un__mi can-
tradictions, widédyiag the indusirialized worlds enctgy-mtensive con-
sumnprion and production patkeris, which, hg-;rgur?, are ook _grv_mhlg :.;iuc
tih o privileged geopelitieal stitus. The tan'md_lmum.exp_dm inewicggble
rensdons in Ameriven arempts 1o “green’” its foreign policy in recenl years.
Ar flie heart of these tensions is the WSk domestically-driven imperatve
2] cléﬁtmi anid indesd celebrate a dominant el of dm:cjgpmcn: while
dimuliameousty émbtacing a0 evolving climate chiange regime mmu.-l_ed_ w0
deal with cansumjition and production patterss made po@bk by privi-
leged access to resources, 1o lustrate the rensions, teference 15 niade to the
US. stratzgy at the Fourth Conference of the Parties to rhe .FC;CC
.E_'Esum!;:;s..ﬁ;i:-eg,ﬁmfl:_mh'er 1998), whete e United States succeeded i at
least Gpening 2 moute for developing conntries take on new cEnTrmL-
muents to abate their greenhouse gas canissions, This US. “success” deep-
ened suspicions among many developing countnes about the level of
commiiment ta gitenhouse gas reductions in the United States and other
induseriatized countries. Doran naintns that the l{.j.rﬂm Prmtoml plqt_:riw.u
larze question muark dver the viability of te &na:rl,zyhuumﬂ.we.ca:{mm{nl.mm
patterns celebrated in Ammerican popular culfire and pursued in nany af
the capituls of the industrialized workl. Unles and unil the domtinant
energy- and resource-mnesive mode] of dmhwgqr pursfmd by the
Uanired Stites chatiges, there may be litde prospect of developing country
leaders shifting their own development trajectories.

litics of U.S. Clinite Change Policy _
::: Eﬁi 4, Jacob Park W.Eﬂ the faceors that gonuibured  chmate
Ehaiﬁg,c-.m:wir.}.g From seientific obseurity to foreign pelicy prominence in
thie United States. Once q strictly seientifie problem, the- ghobal climate
change issue has evinlved in less than two decades to bgﬁumr A majar UE
forsign policy dilemma, with many nterest groips actively mying to shape
the divectiin of pohiey Park's chapter argues (1) that
mess” of clinrare change as an ecological, econeumic,

seakeholders and the degred uf their frvalvenent: and () that r'lw_mig'.;ﬁ!_

wape the ULS, climate cha e reflects in many ways the: grows
to shape the Lo, € change agendi e eagaoill

ing influerive ol nongovernmental actdrs i frmulating
icy, ‘The chiapter provides a boef overview of climate change

%
development i the Unieed States before aalyring and highhyhting the

gavernance and policy implications of this change for simkthulde?'inf:é_
ment. Three questions and isues guide the diseussion. First, why «id

the “comprehensie-
technological, anii |
.mci;al'pmblem Tas led to an unprecedenied increase in ot the nu:uti?r_ti{ =
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change become such an important US. forvign pelity issuc? Second, how
didh chinate change develop from an abscure scientific issuc tq a major con-
cern in ULS. foreipn poliey and internarional diplomacy? Thind, who are
the key policy actars in ULS. elimare change policy?
I In chaprer 5, Meil B Harrison drgoes thae US, ’E'iﬂlin’j." ol plabal envis
roniriemtil Bt has ok been comnitens The Uniied Stares was a [edder on
grratosphere orong deplenon bur has heen a liggard on clniee’ change. A3
anticipated by the metaphor of two-level games, domedtic palinies pardy
explilns chis inconsistency, Harrison tmees the effects of domestic politics
an 115, foreign policy on azene depletion and dimate change, Unnl the
effeict of proposed intermarional regulaticn of greenhamse gases became
eviderit, the Isswe wis decided by only a few imndividuals, as well ag being
infuenced by the soictutd of the policy procdss: Once nnportant groujs
were able 16 define their interests, cliniate change policy reflected the con-
tention between those groups. That §s, domestic palitics bacame important.
The chapter briefly outdines the nature of the ozone and climate changs
tuies and explaing thar, becavee scfentific uncertainty nukes outcome o
“atction preferences largely Indeterminate, these tsues present policymakers
"wil-h aew clllenges. The Usived Seaes plaved » leading wole in ozane
rﬁ@ﬂa’tﬁhm In contrast, Harrison tipues that early LS. bpposition to an
effective climate change eonvetition camd from 4 poalicy-making process
; red inthe White Flouse, where the debate was domminated by et
cissues: The chupter highliphes the ways domestic palitics moved UK
m policy on climate change several times fom the early w late 19905,
n chaprer 6, Gary Bryner undertakes an mstitusana sralysis of e
. Congress and the ways in which it hay addressed e elisnge in
sl ind the FOEC and Kyoro Pratocs] in particular, It the first s
i 0f his ¢haprér, Brymer describes how Congress misporided to inidatives
Cliriton adminisration conerning climate chunge between 1993
incliuding hearings, budger and appropriatons bills, resolutions,
tions. Bryner then assesses these congressional reponses Lo the
are change in light of the changing msearch o the nature of
The durd secdon of the chaprer expluny these rﬂnmmaﬂ
:hilight of sevéial theorics of congressional politics, fordign policy-
process, and ervirenmicntal policy-making. The final section of
chapter offers some corclisions abons the finplications of these
effurts fir the interoational tesponse to climate change Tt
£ charges that might cause C_umgﬂ'ss T Beciime Mo t':ﬁgg;gn:'iﬂ
aitied at addressing the threars posed by elimate and ather global
enital problerms,
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Andress Misshaeh sketehes the relationship berween Fopdism, ¢nvint-
meat, and development in chaprer 7. He does this 1o show that intema-
tional etvimnmental policy: cannot be regarded as an Bokced area of
uternational politics, separated from the economy, nor can there be asenet
wepatancn of domestie policy and formgn policy. Using 2 regulation thie-
ary approach, Misshachi tries to capture chis interconnectedness of sate and
coonomy; as well as the different levels of policy. As the firststep, Missbach
brieflv compares regulation theory and regiine theory W show the pecn-
Juicies of the regulation approach. The centrul part of the chapter amalyzes
the mole of the United States 1 meet pasional clumate policy Freitny this thie-
aretical viewpuint, Following some genetal rermarké on the dynamies of
e diplomacy, Missbach anabyzes the LS, “pobtical pﬂ:_'{ia‘zt""hl thearea

of clitnate change, He discusses the degree of success in ymplementing this
project, usEing tlie Kyoto Protoco! as an example. The signiticance: of eco-
nomic and domeste Fictors in shaping the 138, pestion i international
enwvironmeniil policy i examined, highlighting two important aetors: the
Serate-amd industrial lobhigs, ln concludimg, renarks, Misshiach synthesizes
the foregoing material with regulationist weformulation af che "crisis of
hegetnony”

lu chapter §, Karen Fisher-Vanden analyzes factors influencing the pol-
ity instriments seriously considered and acevely promored by US. policy-
rdkersiin thie clitiate chamge debate. A yariant on Jehn Kingdon's public
policy-miking 1model s wsed 10 deseribe hiow these factoes and sctor
prepups affect the “pool” of instraments considered-—not ouly influcncng
‘which imstruments go ta the paol but alsa those that bubble to the sur-

face and fhose that sink 1o the bottom -4n prominence, Three proces

gt eeimpled with inflacnices af time and histoncal experience, defer-

mine the prominence of individual policy insruments in the paoi (1) &
*politics/ econommivs” stream, which congains contextual fclors {such o
aatinnal minad apd macrorconomic condinons) et constrain the type. ol
policy instrunients policymakers tan consider; (2) 4 “pohcy opticns” stream,
which genesared and protnotes parccular policy instrumicnts; and (3)
tisiaes” stream, which conrains the policy goals faced by policymakers:
Actor proups can affect any af these streams and can act as “policy i
eg!rd-
ing formal (e, repott like) assessments of climate change, Fisher-Vinden

preneurs” by advorating the tse or disuse of cortain instrimments. B

firitls thar forial assessarents have an fndised inpact and conlid have 2 large!

dircct Linpact i the future. This indtrect impace can be explained by () e

primary use of aligrative chanmels-of information (&g, advisars, bre
memes) by policynikers: (b) the fack af attenfon given i asesments:

Climate Chape:and Amarican Foreign PolicysAn brvsducion: 23

the contescrsal fctors: consmraining policy 1 ‘i I
crepancies berween the goals mfﬁ;?mueﬁl?j;if;ﬁ?x 2
trremtal EMH and the -actual goals faced by pu‘llicymakers--.-md {d "
assessment’s intended audience, . i
]Dii:: ;T:;ngm ﬁmliii F::;l:s z: i';}uw s;jma of the parricipants i thie

i e of the chne o Epirie d i
gﬁcpth-j_enm. In the fisse parval the chaper, J1 i:siﬂi:giﬁﬁ::ﬂjhf m
isgue o climate change, and particularly within ULS. environmiengal -Far_ei
p-:hr:}:. .hnrung cxamunes how JI fits with other aspects of the US :F I
ronmentil policy, the ways in which the Usited Stares is:a key pla;f;‘:lmanz
thf_s!:ah:s_thﬁ'Umd States has in J1. Drawing on the relevance of thi EU &
role in th1s 1ssue area (mamely, that of the wrongess polioy sdvicite 'I:f th ;
so-called “fexibility mechanioms” for addresding climate chian €) :,I;m 3
{fmi pare of the chapter examines hiow the United Stz:es-r,&a;idihﬂ:ls#l
nanal climate change policy. The theorencal framework underpinm rn}‘:
analysis ss that of the Internationsl Political Economy (IPE) ht?mni]:rlg -Eu.'
ur.'(.ud;rly&rreg.nn: thmn:.:.s. Conceptually, Antane’ interest 1y rot wid:jpthﬂ
actual eflectiveness, or “seore,” of the regime, but rather how some of s
ﬁ;ﬂnpﬁ:ﬂf gevabout asse:ssmgrﬁ‘:n‘.tiv:nm That is, through whit processes
: a?w-rﬂ.mg to whar criteria do they arvive ar theie assessiénts of fegime
cﬁtﬁumm and what sorts of hypetheses from the IPE Ltesane bes
account f;:-rran explanation of their srguments? The aim of the chapter &
mds:termmc.rhc.mfem tes which  traditional ser af vpotheses of IIEE ]1':
ﬂ b:mz.rmplalm--uﬁ. p'olia_r:,,- toward the JI regime, and its strengthe
: rioomings: The upshot i that 2 cogutive set of m‘phmﬁm; il

. assessing regimes gives us insights into the dificultics encountered by the

ied E:il.‘glt:ﬁ.i{j the-ares tfuff'.il. The ser of explanations about the determi-
nants of ;‘ﬁ"crmnuss wf mternanomal regines, as told by the participants
i this segime;, hine at cogiinve argunieats. o

triema; an:rma-nmi ULS. Climute Change Policy
cr 1), Michele M. Besill aigues that emerging international norms
n;zr:la of _Ictir?mc change have mfluenced US, furergn Eu.llicﬁ-, Cé-ﬁu;
S mw:d in international climate change deliberasions have creared
< j:; lz'ﬂwrn rl.'t.g.u"heha.u_inr. The FOCC formalized & norai ch
iy %pl:z Goutries £ stablize their groenhoute gas emisions.
ik sm?\g_ent than what most industrialized states were
ﬂ‘mr&lﬁr reflecting: d't'i:‘: LS. pesicion of Limited actinn, The
i o Hnpase s preferred norm in the case of the NCOC dus
er in this dssoe aréaat that time. But ULS, power canno, sccotd-
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subsequetit o development on the 1sue
of clitate change. Indeed, the provisions of the Kyoto Protocol, which
require most developed countries (o reduce tidin groenliouse gas emissions,
was vigorsasly opposed by the Umted States. Bersill exphuns why the
Ulnited States was able to conitrol the outeone of the FCCC negotatons
but ot those of the Kyoto Piotocal. Dicawizig On a constructivist
approach, shie shows that elimate change rorus developriiens was the result
of & political process in which the ability of various agtors to shape the
outcorme was enabled or consmined by the way the chimare change woe
was framed. During the FCCC negotiations, fuost COUnties doubted the
value of combating climate change, an attitide that enabled the United
Seages o ek ssway However, new !t'i:ﬂ-l:llﬁa: iriformation presented before
and during the Eyato Protacol negotitions convineed most comntrics that
sction on climare change was essential and indeed would be cost-effective.
Thereatter, the United Stares was it lonizer viewed as such 2 critical actoe
i1 addressing eliniare change, losing soine af ity leveragp—and some of i
credibility—because i proposals were afien ifconsistent with new inrer
pational nerms o chimate change.

In chapter 14, Panl G, Harrls focuses on the 1997 Kyoto Protocol and
js implicit reassertion of the principle of “common but differestiated
responsibility” found in the FCCC and the Bedin Mandate. 1%d the
Uiited Stares agzee: that developing countries should not he tequired to
kakie om rajor conumitments toaddresd dlimate change, as this principle was
penefally inserpreted? ULS: diplomars went to Kyoto insisting thar develop-
ing countries md'arwh:.new“muingﬁd"-ddmniiumm;Bnc;use.the pro=
tocol does not do dhis, there 15 almost no likelibood that the Senate will
ratify it without new side agreements, Pargdaxically, Harrls argues that the
U5, government dccepts the principle of common but differentiated
respensibility and it never intonsded othirsyise at Kyoto: This bodes well for.
the norm of common but differentited responsibility i the fuere. An
apcurate undersanding of the LLS. pisiton might improve chances for an

\ chat can be sold to the Serats.

g to Beesill’s resding, explain

5o that the ﬂﬁim;i Seates can take on
peduce its freenhouse gas ermissions.

Conclusion

The dasigers posid by climate change are puu;nti:ll;.r.mnnmehml.-rﬁ
init global setion 1t they are to be reduced and midgated. The worlds
srnpredis and other ifportant actors canot deal effectively with cli

change withous the Unated States playing an active- mole, 186 econonty is too:
Farge, ity dnplmnam wfluegnce 15 too great, and ii,i'{l.pl_’.'ci.ﬁﬂ contribunons
th.c L'::tlil-'!i:ﬁ‘i-ﬂf". and solutions to, climate change are too extensive. It s th .
fore iriiportant for scholass and practitionets, and all Il;lw iutﬂ';&teg.mﬁ_
'p[ﬂi}if:ﬂ't. t understand how and why the Unimdﬁtnt:s?mkcs-ﬂle sits g
on climate change that it does, and whether these posifons d.k;sérpt:;nﬁbrf
-.s-{FPwrfrd or oppaced. Many explanations and interpretations of Americin
climare change policy exdse, as theanthors of this _mmme-m Thear work
helps us tgrqnjde:sdun_d ngt only the causes of LIS, .Eaii:};-ﬁt: alis thie 1;‘5;31.1:5
and achors ﬂut #Eﬂ_&f& might want to focys on m thewr efforts ta bring
;E;;u:ﬂ more’ rabust action on the part of the Unired States. These chapters
s h&;lﬂunm ablfl-ll_ue.s'- foreygm policy generally, and dhs they

1l he other Bsues—emvironmre i, politica
that will be én the front burner of foreign pdlw}:jll; ﬁ?mmﬁf:



