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Making International Environmental Efforts Work: The Case for a Global Environmental Organization 

By Daniel C. Esty and Maria H. Ivanova
1. Introduction
Poor performance in response to mounting global scale pollution and natural resource management challenges has spurred interest in rethinking global environmental governance and perhaps restructuring the current institutional architecture.  Both former Soviet Union President Mikhail Gorbachev and French President Jacques Chirac have urged the establishment of a Global Environmental Organization.
  While more modest reform agendas, building on the status quo, might also be considered, the nature of the environmental problems at the global level and the inherent shortcomings of the existing structure argue strongly for a broader reconfiguration of the international environmental regime.  

Significant natural resources, from the ocean bed to the atmosphere, are shared regionally or globally.  Yet, despite the multitude of treaties, conventions, and agencies, the current global environmental management system has failed to address and solve problems related to transboundary pollution spillovers and shared resources.  A revitalized and strengthened policy mechanism and structure is needed to respond to the scale and complexity of the problems and to the changing context within which they have to be tackled.  To this end, options for a new, flexible, and innovative approach to addressing global environmental problems need to be developed.  The world community would benefit from the presence of an authoritative environmental voice in the international arena and a recognized forum for national officials and other stakeholders to work cooperatively to address global issues.

In this paper, we advance the case for a Global Environmental Organization (GEO).  Our proposal for a GEO builds on a careful analysis of the problems that must be addressed internationally and the key capacities that an international environmental body should possess.  We outline a possible organizational structure, sketch out an implementation strategy, and address some of the arguments likely to be raised against creating a GEO.

2. Rationale for a Global Environmental Organization
2.1 The Environmental Problems of the 21st Century
From thinning of the ozone layer to depleted fisheries to the possibility of climate change, the world community faces today a number of inherently global challenges.  Advances in a range of ecological sciences continue to unveil new threats to the “global commons” that deserve attention – from airborne mercury to disrupted hydrological systems – as well as new inter-relationships among issues, such as the impact of excess nitrogen from fertilizers or vehicle emissions on terrestrial and marine ecosystems.
   Ecological interdependence is a fact.
  The only question is whether we will manage it thoughtfully, explicitly, and effectively or on an unsystematic and ad hoc basis. 

Clearly, some environmental problems are of limited geographic scope and can be handled at the national scale.  But governments around the world are beginning to recognize their inability to address the many environmental problems with international implications on their own.  Thus, stronger national, state/regional and local environmental performance is necessary, but cannot substitute for appropriate action at the global scale.

And the problem is not just environmental.  Basic economics teaches that unregulated shared resources are at risk of overexploitation.  Fish stocks, for instance, can be run down quickly if every fisherman tries to catch as many fish as possible as quickly as possible.  Similarly, transboundary spillovers of pollution (such as SO2 emissions drifting downwind and causing acid rain or contamination of shared rivers, such as the Danube) cannot be adequately addressed at the national scale.  If not controlled, such “uninternalized externalities”
 lead to “market failures” and result in allocative inefficiency in the economic realm, reduced gains from trade, and lost social welfare, not to mention environmental degradation. 

As the longstanding literature on “public goods” makes clear,
 collective action to address externalities must be at the scale on which the harms arise. Thus, some sort of functioning global environmental regime becomes an economic as well as an ecological necessity.  Because environmental problems are diverse and arise at different scales, a governance structure must similarly be multi-tier in structure.  What is therefore needed is a “nesting” of institutions
 – a framework of local, regional, national, and international policy mechanisms for a comprehensive, effective and integrated approach to environmental governance.

2.2 The Global Environmental Governance System 

It is now widely acknowledged that the current international environmental regime is performing poorly.
  From halting efforts to understand and confront the prospect of climate change to pressing issues of food safety, dissatisfaction among politicians, business people, environmentalists, and the general public abounds.  Some of the failings can be attributed to a history of management shortcomings and bureaucratic entanglements, but other aspects of the problem are deeper and more structural.  Four major issues deserve particular focus:

2.2.1. Failed Collective Action
Environmental regulation at the global level requires an extraordinary degree of cooperation among nations.  In academic lingo, it presents a difficult “collective action” problem.
  Because international environmental problems are diffuse – spread across space and time – incentives arise to ignore transboundary emissions and neglect the management of shared resources.  Likewise, the concentration of abatement costs (borne fully within the country undertaking pollution control programs) and the diffusion of the benefits (spread across the world) makes free-riding on the efforts of others attractive.  Quite simply, the spatial scale and temporal diffusion of international environmental issues makes the impacts of externalized harms hard to see – and thus the benefits of cooperation less than obvious.  As a fundamental matter, unless countries perceive problems as real and thus recognize the advantages of collaboration, the transaction costs of organizing and sustaining international cooperation become overwhelming. 

The fragmentation, gaps in issue coverage, and even contradictions among different treaties, organizations, and agencies with environmental responsibilities make international environmental policy coherence hard to achieve.  A pervasive lack of data, information, and very limited policy transparency adds to the challenge, making even agreement on the scope of problems hard to get.  This obscurity and confusion heightens the allure of letting others carry the environmental burden.  But, of course, when everyone chooses to stand on the sidelines, no action is taken.   

With limited exceptions (e.g., ozone layer protection), the global environmental scene in the last decade has involved too much watching and talking and too little effective action.  On most issues, the results from the international environmental regime have fallen short of both expectations and needs.  International coordination, issue identification, policy analysis, problem solving, and capacity building have been inadequate in many areas, including climate change, fisheries management, trade and environment, biodiversity, and desertification.
  
The pattern of sub-optimal policy outcomes can be traced to many sources:  limited human and financial resources, bureaucratic inefficiencies, inadequate scientific underpinnings, and a lack of commitment to analytic rigor in a number of international bodies.  But the core problem is, at least in part, structural.  Other global challenges—international economic management, population control, and various world health problems (e.g., eradication of polio and small pox) have been addressed more successfully.  In the international environmental domain, success has been achieved in a small number of cases where case specific institutional mechanisms sufficient to a particular problem emerged, the costs of the status quo and the benefits of action were realized, and political entrepreneurship was harnessed to develop effective, efficient, and innovative policy solutions.
 But the list of successes is short.  

In brief, institutions matter.  The international environmental architecture has proven itself incapable of living up to the challenges it faces.  Change is required to better facilitate cooperation in response to global issues.    

2.2.2 Fragmentation
International environmental responsibilities are spread across too many institutions with diffuse, overlapping, and even conflicting mandates.
  Thus, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) competes for time, attention, and resources with more than a dozen other UN bodies (such as the Commission for Sustainable Development (CSD), the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), the International Oceanographic Commission (IOC), the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and others) with environmental responsibilities and interests.  UNEP, UNDP, WMO, as well as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the World Bank, for example, all have climate change programs underway with little coordination and no sense of strategic division of labor.  In a similar vein, the World Humanity Action Trust Commission on Water has identified more than twenty bodies and specialized agencies within the UN system with water programs.
  

Adding to this fragmentation are the independent secretariats to numerous treaties including the Montreal Protocol (ozone layer protection), the Basel Convention (hazardous waste trade), the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), the Climate Change Convention, and many others.  In fact, there are now over 500 multilateral environmental treaties, and 60 per cent of them have come into existence since the Stockholm Conference in 1972.
  Many of these agreements are limited in scope along issue and geographic areas.  As pointed out in the report of UNEP’s Executive Director on Multilateral Environmental Agreements, “[f]rom a combined global and regional perspective, the resultant proliferation of MEAs has placed an increasing burden on Parties and member states to meet their collective obligations and responsibilities to implement environmental conventions and related international agreements.”
  When similar “treaty congestion” threatened to break down international efforts to regulate intellectual property, a single body, the World Intellectual Property Organization, was launched to consolidate global scale efforts and achieve scale economies in management.  The environmental regime faces a similar pressing need for streamlining and coherence.

2.2.3 Deficient Authority
The existing international environmental institutions, especially UNEP, are hampered by narrow or vague mandates, small budgets, and limited political support.  No one organization has the political authority, vitality, expertise, and profile to serve as the center of gravity for the international environmental regime and to exert sustained political influence in other global fora.  

The contrast with other international regimes is striking.  UNEP, set up as a program rather than as an autonomous agency, lacks the necessary legal authority, budget, and staff to manage (or even coordinate) global environmental policymaking. 
  More critically, it has failed to attract and retain a first-rate staff.  These weaknesses translate into poor performance and mean that the UNEP analyses and recommendations often do not carry much clout.  A reputation for authoritativeness might alternatively have been established if UNEP had positioned itself as a “global public policy network,”
 pulling in expertise from around the world.  But this model was not developed either.

With an annual budget of $60 million,
 UNEP limps from one fiscal crisis to the next.  The funding mechanism of “voluntary contributions” as opposed to “assessed contributions” leaves the organization vulnerable to the demands donors attach to financing.  And the limited resources available have often been spread too thin. While set up as a mechanism for tackling global environmental issues, UNEP has been pushed to take on project responsibilities that it has neither the budget nor the structure to manage.  Furthermore, political instability, serious personal safety issues, and a lack of a modern communications infrastructure in Nairobi have hampered progress.  

The international environmental regime has thus become mired in a cycle of decline.  UNEP’s structural handicaps have led to its output being judged as modest and not very useful.  This weak performance results in reduced political support, greater difficulty in attracting highly competent staff, and continuous budget problems as donors look elsewhere for ways to deploy their limited environmental resources.  Results further deteriorate, and the downward spiral accelerates.

2.2.4 Insufficient Legitimacy
The existing international environmental regime has failed to adequately deal with the priorities of both developed and developing countries.  As a result, there is little commitment across the world community to the success of the global environmental regime – and little sense of the importance or legitimacy lodged in the institutions that make up this regime.  The Commission on Sustainable Development, set up to address economic, social, and environmental objectives in an integrated manner, has failed to galvanize the world community in support of sustainable development.  It has not even succeeded in clarifying what the term means much less how it should be translated into a concrete action agenda.
  
Inattention on the part of industrialized countries to the need for a concerted worldwide effort to alleviate poverty has had significant spillovers into other issue areas. In many countries, there is a sense that the Rio Earth Summit compact – a simultaneous focus on the development needs of poorer countries and the environmental goals of wealthier nations – has not been kept.
  The North’s limited initiatives to help to build environmental capacities in developing countries through financial and technological transfers has added to the sense of disillusionment with the current global environmental regime and its structures.  While the United States, the EU, and Japan reject the charge that they failed to follow through on commitments made at Rio, the lack of progress on the international environmental policy front is palpable.  

The inadequacy and dispersion of the existing financial mechanisms – scattered across the Global Environmental Facility, UN Development Programme, World Bank, and separate funds such as the Montreal Protocol Finance Mechanism – reinforces the perception of a lack of seriousness in the North about the plight of the South.  Furthermore, fundamental principles of good governance such as representativeness, transparency, and accountability are still at issue in many of the institutions with environmental responsibilities. These procedural shortcomings undermine the legitimacy of the system as a whole.  

Concerns arise not just from governments.  The ongoing street protests by a range of environmental non-governmental organizations, from Washington to Prague, about the role of the World Bank and the IMF are emblematic of broader public dissatisfaction with how environmental issues are being managed at the global scale.  These protests can also be seen as a signal of distress about the way globalization is unfolding and a sense that important values are being lost in the headlong rush for liberalized trade and economic growth.

2.2.5 Fiddling or fixing
A multi-prong agenda of refinements and reform could be developed to address these many issues.  But the list of problems is so long and the baggage associated with the current regime is so heavy that, at some point, a fundamental restructuring rather than incremental tinkering becomes a better path forward.  In the face of so many difficulties and the existing regime’s poor track record, any presumption in favor of working with the status quo cannot be sustained.  Moreover, as the analysis above suggests, the nub of the issue is structural, making a different starting point and a new institutional design advisable.  

3. Functions and Features of a GEO
The core function of a new Global Environmental Organization should be to fashion a coherent and effective international response to global-scale pollution control and natural resource management issues.  At the national level, systems exist to regulate business, harness market forces, and ensure collective action in response to a range of environmental problems.  With regard to the atmosphere, oceans, seabed, and other elements of the global (and regional) commons, such structures do not exist or are not functioning.
  Conceptually, a GEO fills an undeniable need for a mechanism to promote collective action at the international scale.  Practically, a new body offers the chance to build a coherent and integrated environmental policymaking and management framework that addresses the challenges of a shared global ecosystem.  

A GEO must, of course, accommodate the diverse needs of countries across the Earth and be responsive to the concerns of the increasing number of actors or stakeholders (business entities, environmental groups, and the broader set of non-governmental organizations that make up civil society) beyond national governments.  And movement forward on the environmental front must be paired with a real commitment to poverty alleviation and economic growth across the world so that the vision of sustainable development can be achieved.

With these needs in mind, we see four core capacities as essential in a revitalized international environmental regime: (1) decision-making, (2) implementation, (3) monitoring, and (4) dispute resolution.
  A GEO should also be organized around good governance principles such as subsidiarity, integration, participation, transparency, and accountability.  

3.1 Decision-Making
Sound environmental decision-making hinges on the availability of data, information, and analysis.  To ensure sensitivity to the diversity of circumstances and values that exists across countries, any new body must be committed to open process and vigorous debate.  A GEO should thus be capable of executing the following functions:

· Scientific assessment, including environmental data collection and analysis.  Reliable data of high quality and comparability would support an integrated, ecosystem-based approach to problem definition and assessment.  A strong data foundation would also permit much more vigorous initiatives to identify and disseminate information on best practices in the policy and technology realms.  Long-term forecasting of environmental trends, early warnings of environmental risks, and intergenerational impact assessments could be devised on the basis of such data.

· Knowledge networking, drawing on a wide range of sources for information and data, problem identification, impact analysis, policy option development, and program evaluations.  Given the inherent complexity and uncertainty of environmental policymaking, it is especially important that problems be approached from multiple perspectives so as to facilitate broad-based agreement on the best route forward. 

· Rule-making, starting with the establishment of policy guidelines and international norms, which might, over time, develop into more formal rules.  Broader access to data, information, and knowledge promotes consensus building on the scope of problems and ultimately movement toward broadly accepted norms.  Laying the analytic groundwork for guidelines, identifying ways to address problems that require a “common but differentiated” response, and conducting international negotiations, especially with regard to transboundary externalities and the management of shared resources, would be critical functions. 

3.2 Implementation
Ultimately, the implementation of global environmental agreements and compliance with international commitments becomes a matter of execution at the national and local levels.  Building environmental capacity within nation-states is thus of critical importance.  Comparative data and public disclosure of results represent critical tools in the push for international environmental progress.  Shared information allows best practices, technologies, and policies to be identified, highlighting the opportunities for laggards to learn from those at the leading edge.  Structured programs of financial, scientific, management, and technical assistance will also be needed, mobilizing both public and private resources and expertise.  

3.3 Monitoring 

The monitoring capacity of a GEO should include the continuous and systematic collection and evaluation of data on environmental performance and trends. Data and information lies at the heart of good decisionmaking. And while compliance monitoring should primarily be the function of regional or national organizations, a GEO could provide a central repository for such information and a mechanism for making the information available to concerned parties.

Development and systematic review of a core set of environmental indicators is central to good environmental decisionmaking.  A common set of cross-country pollution control and natural resource metrics, data on trendlines, and a commitment to benchmarking at the national, regional, local, and corporate scales would enhance opportunities for policy progress.  In addition, careful tracking of trends could provide the foundation for an early warning mechanism that would facilitate the timely forecasting and identification of environmental disasters and areas at risk.

3.4 Conflict Resolution
A GEO needs procedures to promote conflict resolution, including convening authority and agreed mechanisms for dispute settlement that draw on appropriate scientific and technical expertise.  The structures developed need to take account of differences in levels of development as well as cultural and values diversity to promote ongoing cooperation and reconciliation.

3.5 Features of a GEO
The key attributes of a GEO should reflect the principles of good governance, including subsidiarity, an integrated approach to policymaking, broad-based participation, transparency and accountability.  It is now widely recognized that under the “environmental” rubric fall a broad-based set of issues which require a multi-layered structure to address them.  The principle of subsidiarity (and federalism), urging that decisions be taken at the most decentralized level that can competently address the issue at hand, is a core element of sound environmental policy.  This principle suggests the need for division of labor among the various levels of governance and a carefully delineated and limited agenda for the global-scale environmental body.  Focus will be a key to success for any revitalized international environmental body. 

To be effective, a Global Environmental Organization should also be flexible and responsive to change.  It should possess credibility among environmental groups and other NGOs, within the business community, and more broadly within the UN system.  Analytic rigor, a commitment to sound science, a first-rate staff capable of convening experts from around the world, modern management, and an oversight mechanism are other essential features.  Notably, the availability of adequate and predictable resources will be critical to the capabilities of a GEO.  

A commitment to drawing into the international policymaking process the best data, thinking, analysis, and policy experience from the multinational economic institutions (WTO, World Bank, IMF), all the UN entities with environmental responsibilities (CSD, UNDP, UNCTAD, etc.), the private sector, non-governmental organizations, the academic community, and civil society at large would dramatically transform the global environmental decision-making. A GEO could provide the forum where such knowledge and expertise come together.  

4. What’s in a Name?

Proposals for establishing a global environmental body are not new.  The first call for such an organization appeared in 1970.
  Thirty years later the debate has unfolded with a new vigor but the process has become more complicated.  A range of new actors and stakeholders must be given a chance to be heard.  Any proposals for reform of the institutional architecture need to take this new political setting into consideration along with the new nature of the global environmental challenges.  

We argue for the creation of a Global Environmental Organization, which differs from proposals for a World Environment Organization (WEO) in terms of the core function and organizational structure of the proposed entity.
  We draw a conscious distinction between “global” environmental concerns and the environmental problems of the “world,” which include many issues that span the globe but have only local impact. 

Upholding subsidiarity as a basic tenet of environmental governance, we contend that the organizing principle and functions of a Global Environmental Organization should originate in the set of problems that are inherently transboundary—protection of the global commons.  With regard to local or national scale harms, we envision a main thrust of the GEO’s efforts to be information exchange to support technology transfer and the identification of best practices at policy, community, and corporate levels.  But we foresee no project or operational role for the GEO on such issues.  We believe that, while independently very important, activities aimed at local issues (provision of drinking water, wastewater treatment, land management, air pollution control, etc.) should be undertaken by national governments supported by UNDP, the World Bank, and other development entities.

5. Organizational Design 
Building an institution with a clear mandate, stable funding, and clear legitimacy to address the problems that nation states are incapable of tackling single-handedly will take extraordinary political skill and leadership.  A successful strategy for advancing a GEO will require some combination, consolidation, and reorganization of the existing system.  The institutional mechanism we advance is one based on a multi-layered structure to respond to multi-dimensional environmental problems and an extensive public policy network to ensure participation, transparency, and accountability.

We ultimately envision a three-level structure (or what Maurice Strong has termed “a triple umbrella”), integrating various international environmental bodies with differing degrees of intensity—consolidation, coordination, consultation.  The core function of the new organization should be to fashion a coherent and effective international response to inherently global issues, e.g., those affecting the atmosphere, biodiversity, and the oceans.  At the center of the entity, we would therefore place the organizations responsible for the global commons—UNEP, WMO, the International Oceanographic Commission (IOC) and International Hydrological Programme (IHP) of UNESCO—to form the GEO.  

The organization’s second level would bring together the structures and secretariats created under the spectrum of multilateral environmental agreements.  These treaty bodies would be “co-located” with the GEO and integrated on the principle of coordination, with a softer degree of control, and an aim to create substantive synergies and economies of scale without compromising the legal character and independence of the Conference of the Parties to each treaty. 
  The Global Environmental Organization would serve as a common management mechanism for these entities and seek to streamline their operations and improve their effectiveness through a measure of coordinated budgeting, administration, staffing, resource rationalization, and issue prioritization.  

The third level would involve no direct control but strong and permanent consultation links with other international bodies that have environmental responsibilities including the CSD, UNDP, FAO, WHO, and UNESCO.  A further set of consultative relationships would be established with multilateral economic and development agencies, including the World Bank, regional development banks, and the WTO, as well as with non-governmental organizations working in the field of environment.

A critical element of a new organization is the voting procedure.  Voting rules are of particular importance for traditionally powerful and traditionally weak states.  Developed countries view the UN style “one country – one vote” approach as an effective veto power incapacitating most decisionmaking.  To developing countries, on the other hand, the “one dollar – one vote” practices of international financial institutions are unacceptable.  We believe the new environmental regime should strive for decision by consensus, and that decisionmaking rules should facilitate North-South cooperation.  The “double majority” voting mechanism of the Multilateral Fund of the Montreal Protocol may provide a good model in this regard.
  

One red herring needs to be addressed emphatically: the GEO would not add a new layer of international bureaucracy or create a world government.  Quite to the contrary, the innovative and modern organizational structure we envision could be largely virtual.  Moreover, movement toward a GEO should entail consolidation of many of the existing panoply of international environmental institutions and provide a streamlined mechanism for managing ecological interdependence.  

At the center of our proposal for a GEO lies a global public policy network – drawing in issue-specific expertise – from around the world.  Such networks, made up of relatively stable sets of private and public organizations, can operate as a flexible coordinating system, bringing together the public sector (states and international public organizations), civil society (NGOs, community groups, and others), and the private sector (corporations, other businesses, and their associations)
 for the purposes of agenda-setting, analysis, negotiation, policy formulation, implementation, and institutional learning.   Global public policy networks represent an innovative organizational and social mechanism for responding to an ever more complex international policy environment.  The flexible structure makes it possible to take advantage of Digital Age
 communications and information technologies to build new opportunities for cooperation.
  

6. Benefits of a GEO
Environmental improvements are often seen as a burden rather than as a collective good.  Any reform of the institutional architecture is likely to be viewed with doubt, skepticism, and fears about the costs to be borne.  The fundamental question for governments in North and South alike would be “what’s in it for me?” Countries in the North seek effectiveness and efficiency in addressing global scale harms that threaten to impose real costs on their societies.  Nations in the South want economic growth and an equitable global scale environmental approach that does not undermine their development.  

A more streamlined and rationalized structure would be better able to address both sides of this equation by providing an institutional mechanism for solving problems requiring international cooperation, by eliminating overlapping mandates, freeing additional resources and enhancing transparency, accountability and participation.  Some of the benefits from institutional reform resulting in the creation of a Global Environmental Organization would thus include:

6.1 Improved Collective Action
Solving a collective action problem involves three phases.  First, the possibilities for cooperation need to be identified and their relative value assessed.  Second, the parties need to agree on a scheme of cooperation that produces most benefits for most actors and bargain for their distribution.  Third, parties to the cooperative agreement would require assurance—through monitoring and, possibly, enforcement—that the other signatories are complying with their commitments.
   Thus, solving collective action problems involves large transaction costs that no single actor would be willing to bear in the absence of cooperation from others.
  Shifting from a prisoners’ dilemma world of free-riding and lose-lose outcomes to one where reciprocity is recognized and collaboration understood requires a carefully constructed institutional architecture.  

A GEO would be able to provide the framework for addressing collective action problems by (1) creating a policy space for continuous interaction among actors, (2) ensuring that multi-dimensional issues are addressed directly and with full participation, and (3) revealing the common interests of the parties through a continuous flow of information.  Consensus building, critical for the solution of environmental problems, would be facilitated within an institutional structure that highlights the “repeat” nature of the “game.”  Multi-dimensional relations can facilitate agreement by providing opportunities for trade-offs that compensate for differences in cooperative gains.
  The burdens of participation, the risk of being a contributor while others are free-riding, and the threat of loss of competitiveness to violators would likewise be reduced through a structure that systematically tracks commitments and exposes non-compliance with agreements.  A fixed, open, and transparent institutional structure would further allow developing countries not only to have their voices heard more clearly but also to more easily form coalitions for bargaining on issues of particular importance.  

6.2 Improved Problem Solving 

Information, knowledge, and the capacity to apply them are critical conditions for enabling effective problem solving.  A rationalized organizational structure with a central goal of addressing environmental concerns in an integrated manner using modern technology and information tools has much to offer.  With a global public policy network at its core, a GEO offers the promise of broader participation, more analytic rigor, and better problem solving.  

By reducing the overlap of responsibilities that handicaps the current regime, a GEO would allow for better budget and issue prioritization and more focused policy responses.  It would facilitate an appropriate matching of planetary needs with funding commitments, increased effectiveness and efficiency in responding to environmental challenges, and a more sharply focused international environmental regime.  A more streamlined and even “virtual” structure would be especially beneficial to developing countries whose limited human and financial resources could be concentrated on the key negotiations and meetings.  Understaffed environment officials in the developing world would not have to spend their time traversing the world from meeting to meeting, negotiation to negotiation.  

6.3 Improved Legitimacy
Compliance with international obligations is not solely a function of the probability of sanctions, but also of a perception of fairness, legitimacy, and morality of the law. 
  These perceptions hinge on both “distributive justice” and “procedural justice,” making the fairness of the outcome and the process important variables.  If norms, rules, and principles are seen as legitimate, they will garner support and adherence. Countries will often comply with rules if there has been adequate representation and participation in the process of developing them, even if the final outcome is not to their immediate advantage.
  Ultimately, the legitimacy of international institutions depends on whether they deliver useful results and whether their decisions arise from an appropriate political process.  Principles such as participation, democracy and due process are thus central to legitimacy.

An innovative institutional mechanism, such as that embodied in the GEO proposal outlined above, would help to build support for international environmental initiatives.  A body that engages governments and non-governmental entities alike, promotes full and open debate, draws in wide-ranging expertise, and subjects all decisions to careful scrutiny and review will systematically produce better and more durable policy outcomes.  Such substantive strength and procedural care is what creates a sense of authoritativeness and fairness – and therefore legitimacy.

6.4 Strengthened Policy Space for the Environment
A consolidated environmental regime would not only provide a new center of gravity for addressing inherently global environmental concerns, but would also establish a counterpart and counterbalance to the WTO, World Bank, IMF, and other elements of the international economic regime.  A Global Environmental Organization would be especially useful as a way of unburdening the trading system of environmental decisionmaking that it does not have the capacity to handle.  A GEO would provide an important degree of parallelism on the international scene, helping to build sensitivity to pollution control and natural resource management issues into the WTO—and greater sensitivity to trade and economic concerns into international environmental policymaking and treaties.  It is therefore of critical importance that a GEO be able to work with the WTO, the World Bank, UNDP, and other bodies to establish a functional division of responsibilities where trade, environment, and development intersect.

6.5 Improved Fairness
The concerns of developing countries about equity are often cited as an impediment to devising a new institutional mechanism. This equity agenda has a number of dimensions.  One question centers on who participates in the decisionmaking process.  A consolidated environmental regime would be especially valuable for developing nations.  In particular, a single forum and venue would make it much easier to monitor the spectrum of international environmental issues at play and to contribute thoughtfully to the global scale debate even with a relatively small international policymaking team.  There would be no need for the already over-stretched Environment Ministries of the South to traipse around the world trying to keep up with the plethora of separate bodies and meetings.

A second issue involves who will pay for global scale environmental problem solving.  By placing the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities at the center of a GEO, efforts to strike a fair balance of rights and responsibilities with regard to transboundary environmental issues would be improved.  A more carefully constructed and coherent set of international environmental standards would also alleviate fears in the South that the industrialized world will impose unreasonably high standards (and perhaps trade penalties for non-compliance) on developing countries, all of whom have many competing demands for limited public resources. In this regard, a funding mechanism to subsidize developing country activities in pursuit of global environmental goals will be essential. It would again be useful to consider establishing a new unified mechanism -- building on the Global Environmental Facility – characterized by transparency, accountability, and equitable decisionmaking.

A third issue is whether Southern priorities, especially a commitment to poverty alleviation, will be taken seriously.  In this regard, as noted above, the launch of a GEO must be accompanied by a parallel commitment to an invigorated development agenda.  

A related question is whose values will be promoted in a strengthened international environmental regime.  Such concerns make it essential that a GEO be seen as an inclusive forum that seeks to build consensus on a basis that respects the diversity of views present across the world.  It should also be noted that, properly managed public policy networks create virtual public space that is easier to enter than the established physical fora where decisions are currently made.  An Information Age set of outreach mechanisms could also decrease the distance between decentralized constituencies and global decisionmakers – making it easier to insert into the policy process the broad array of values, perceptions, and perspectives that are now often overlooked or incompletely considered and facilitating public understanding of the issues being addressed and decisions being made at the global scale. 

7. Implementation Strategies
An extraordinary mix of political idealism and pragmatism will be required to strengthen the international environmental regime.  One approach would be to start modestly and have the new organization grow into its mandate over time.  For example, creating a proto-GEO with an initial mandate that includes (1) scientific assessment, (2) knowledge networking and (3) capacity building might attract broad-based support.  Scientific activities represent the dimension of the policy realm where scale economies and other efficiency gains can most quickly be realized from increased cooperation.  Knowledge dissemination and capacity building would also benefit from a more coordinated and streamlined approach.  With its competence established in these areas, the GEO mandate might be expanded to include monitoring and coordination.  Subsequently, the organization could assume added responsibilities for rule making and conflict resolution.  

A second approach would be to “seize the moment,” perhaps at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2002, to launch a full-blown GEO.  A revitalized international environmental regime, centered on a GEO, might be created as part of a two-pronged agenda for sustainable development with the other dimension being a poverty alleviation initiative (driven through an invigorated World Bank, UNDP, and CSD).  

8. Conclusion
The global environmental management system is clearly falling short of both the world community’s needs and expectations. Without a concerted effort to address transboundary pollution spillovers systematically and to utilize the shared resources of the global commons responsibly, the promise of sustainable development cannot be achieved.   It is time therefore to re-engineer the regime, aiming for a new, forward-looking, sleeker, and more efficient architecture that will better serve environmental, governmental, public, and business needs.  The logic of a Global Environmental Organization is straightforward:  a globalizing world requires thoughtful ways to manage ecological interdependence and we need to create an institutional mechanism that is up to the task. 
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