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STATE OF INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

United Nations, “Report of the United Nations Task Force on Environment and Human Settlements” (A/53/463, annex) - 15 June 1998

The first major intergovernmental conference on the environment was the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, held in Stockholm in June 1972.  The Conference adopted a far-sighted Declaration and Programme of Action and led to the creation of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) by the General Assembly with a mandate to catalyse and coordinate environmental actions within the United Nations system.  The General Assembly decided that UNEP's headquarters should be located in Nairobi, Kenya.  The UNEP Governing Council became the world’s primary environmental forum.  The two decades following the Stockholm saw many international actions to protect the environment, including the negotiation of many global and regional conventions.

Twenty years after Stockholm, the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (the Earth Summit) was held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992.  The Conference approved the Rio Declaration, Agenda 21 and a set of non-legally binding principles on forest management.  It also witnessed the signature of major conventions on climate change and biological diversity.

From the time of the Stockholm Conference, it was recognized that environmental issues could not be treated as afterthoughts or dealt with solely by "end-of-pipe" approaches, but that environmental considerations must be integrated into the activities of sectoral and development-oriented institutions.  The international agenda for environment and development has been transformed, and the context in which the United Nations must operate has changed radically.  The changes within the United Nations system have been conceptual and organizational; meanwhile the context has been altered by the emergence or continuation of sweeping global trends.     

The concept of sustainable development links economic, social and environmental concerns, and has been adopted by the world community.  Agenda 21 assigns a broad range of responsibilities for action to United Nations organizations and bodies, national Governments and many other international and national groups.  Environmental issues have appeared increasingly on the agendas of development-oriented institutions including the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the World Bank, the regional multilateral development banks, and such specialized agencies as the World Health Organization (WHO), the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), as well as the United Nations regional commissions.  The "greening" of these bodies has been a necessary and welcome step, but the integration of environmental considerations in their programmes clearly needs to go further.  There has also been a welcome recognition of the need to move in these directions among some sections of business and industry.  

The United Nations structure was altered after the Rio Conference by the creation of the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development, which provides a high-level forum for discussion of environmental, developmental, social and economic issues.  The Inter-Agency Committee on Sustainable Development (IACSD), a standing committee of the United Nations Administrative Committee on Coordination, has brought together the United Nations bodies concerned with these issues and has helped to coordinate their work.  IACSD's system of designating agencies to be "task managers" for specific issues has decentralized responsibility for developing coordinated policy positions in key areas of sustainable development, especially as inputs to the Commission on Sustainable Development.  The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has been established as a mechanism for financing activities to deal with some global environmental problems. 

The establishment of the Commission on Sustainable Development, IACSD and GEF has created additional institutional arrangements alongside UNEP in the field of environment and sustainable development, and has highlighted the need to review the role of UNEP and its Governing Council in this context.  The number of international legal instruments concerned with the environment has continued to grow.  Demands on ministers and Governments have increased because of the multiplication of high-level meetings, including those of the Conferences of the Parties to international conventions.  At the same time, the financial resources available to support international and national actions for sustainable development have fallen far short of what is required, and UNEP's own Environment Fund has declined substantially.  

Human demands on the global life support system continue to mount as poverty and affluence spread in parallel all over the globe.  Despite all the efforts made since the Stockholm Conference, the environment continues to deteriorate in many parts of the world.  Some social, economic and technological trends are exacerbating these problems.  In addition, rapid urbanization is outstripping the provision of the services needed for health and welfare.  New and unexpected problems will certainly continue to arise.

The main roles of the United Nations in the field of environment and human settlements are to:

· Facilitate intergovernmental consensus and international cooperation on environmental components of policies and actions for sustainable development, including legally binding commitments

· Promote support, especially from developed to developing countries, so as to facilitate the implementation of agreed environmental and human settlements action plans, especially Agenda 21 and the Habitat Agenda

· Involve, encourage and support relevant "stakeholders" so that they make their appropriate contributions at the global, regional, national and local levels

· Monitor and assess existing and emerging environmental problems, alert policy makers and the world public to them, and advocate and coordinate measures and action to tackle these problems and their causes, thereby reducing future risks

· Provide support and resources to enable the effective implementation of global and national commitments relating to the environment and human settlements, and to build capacity for environmental action in developing countries.

United Nations, “Renewing the United Nations:  a programme for reform” (A/51/950) - 14 July 1997

A particularly important product of the Earth Summit has been the proliferation of new actors in the field of environment and sustainable development and their expanding participation in United Nations deliberations, negotiations and actions.  This has led to changes in the scope of the international and environmental agenda to focus on the environment as a critical component of sustainable development. 

UNEP is the environmental voice of the United Nations and the principal source of the environmental input into the work of the Commission on Sustainable Development.  High priority must be given to according to it the status, strength and access to resources it requires to function effectively as the environmental agency of the world community.  This has been confirmed by the Nairobi Declaration.  UNEP's role as the focal point for harmonization and coordination of environment-related activities must be strengthened. 
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IN THE EXISTING ARRANGEMENTS

Canada, International Environmental Institutions: Where from Here? - Discussion paper for the Bergen Informal Ministerial Meeting (Bergen, Norway, 15-17 September 2000) 

The number and range of international institutions and instruments dealing with environmental issues have grown steadily over the past quarter century.  A strong base of international environmental law exists.  The focus now is on challenges to implementation.  Compliance and enforcement mechanisms remain underdeveloped and unexplored, undermining the effectiveness of agreements.

Current approaches to global environmental management and sustainability are inadequate.  To date, international action has focused primarily on transboundary movements of pollution and sectoral issues.  We need to move toward a coherent and integrated management framework which addresses individual challenges in the context of the global ecosystem.  The institutional structures which govern international environmental agreements are fragmented.  Agreements are often managed independently, with little coherence or coordination.  

There is no doubt that the environmental agenda of the 1960s and 1970s has expanded and grown in complexity.  Today, it can be argued that the most crucial challenge to achieving environmental results is integration - integration of the environmental science and policy agenda itself as well as integration of environmental perspectives into the larger agendas of sustainable development and economic globalization. 
It is through international institutions that information is shared, negotiations are conducted, norms and standards are elaborated and common action can be pursued.   However, despite its many achievements, the existing machinery remains fragmented, often with vague mandates, inadequate resources and marginal political support.  Competing for scarce funds and political commitment, existing institutions are frequently torn between competing priorities which are driven by overlapping and unfocused demands.  Weak support and scattered direction have left institutions less effective than they could be, while demands on their resources continue to grow.
Canada, Global Environmental Governance: Moving Ahead, January 2001

The current structure of international environmental institutions belongs to a different age.  As we enter a new century, our approach to managing the global environment must reflect what we have learned over the past decades, and where we are going.   New scientific knowledge is illustrating the close interconnectedness of environmental issues, calling the traditional "issue-by-issue" problem-solving approach into question.  Compelling evidence of the truly global nature of many environmental problems, such as climate change and persistent organic pollutants, highlights the critical nature of international cooperation.  However, a growing number of environmental institutions, issues and agreements are placing stress on current systems, and our ability to manage them.  Increasing globalization, both economic and social, is also complicating matters.  Greater connectedness offers many opportunities for sharing knowledge and information for the better; it also presents real challenges.  For example, increased social integration is resulting in the spread of unsustainable, consumption-dominated lifestyles.  In addition, increased industrial activity in some regions of the world is exacerbating existing environmental pressures.  Globalization is also transforming international relations and institutions, and represents a new phase in the ordering of global affairs.
Norway, Chairman's Summary of the Bergen Informal Ministerial Meeting (Bergen, Norway, 15-17 September 2000) by H.E. Siri Bjerke, Minister of the Environment of Norway

Key issues highlighted by participants:

· Need for 4 Cs: coherence, coordination, compliance and capacity-building

· Lack of coordination between different environmental organizations/structures and multilateral environmental agreements

· Weak international dispute mechanism for environmental agreements

· Lack of financial resources for international environmental cooperation

· No environmental counterweight to the World Trade Organization (WTO)

· Need for implementation and compliance of multilateral environmental agreements

· Need to increase environmental security.

FINANCING FOR THE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT

European Union, Global Environmental Governance - Conclusions, 2321st Council meeting (Brussels, 18 and 19 December 2000)

Stable, predictable and adequate funding is a prerequisite for improving governance.  As regards UNEP, the 1997 Nairobi Declaration should be respected.  Various methods could be contemplated with a view to stabilizing and strengthening UNEP's financial foundations, such as a system of negotiated multiannual agreements or assessed contributions covering all or part of the programme requirements.  The possibility of extending the domains of action of GEF, and of adapting its resources accordingly, should be examined on the occasion of the replenishment of its resources and the meeting of its Assembly in autumn 2002.   

G8, Communiqué: G8 Environment Ministers' Meeting in Trieste, Italy (2-4 March 2001) 

Stable, predictable and adequate funding is a prerequisite for improving governance of international institutions.  As regards UNEP, various methods could be contemplated to achieve this.  All countries should be ready to play their part in the common effort. 
Norway, Chairman's Summary of the Bergen Informal Ministerial Meeting (Bergen, Norway, 15-17 September 2000) by H.E. Siri Bjerke, Minister of the Environment of Norway

Lack of financial resources for developing countries to prepare, participate and follow up in a meaningful way (North-South imbalance).

United Nations, “Renewing the United Nations:  a programme for reform” (A/51/950) - 14 July 1997

Overall the response to the needs of developing countries for new and additional financial resources has been disappointing, and official development assistance has declined since the Rio Conference. GEF, established to finance the incremental costs of certain sustainable development projects, has functioned well and now needs to be replenished at higher levels and its scope expanded. 
NEEDS AND OPTIONS

Canada, International Environmental Institutions: Where from Here? - Discussion paper for the Bergen Informal Ministerial Meeting (Bergen, Norway, 15-17 September 2000) 

Given the expanding environmental agenda and the fragmented approach to international action, the international community needs to consider whether the existing international institutional machinery can confront the challenges of the twenty-first century.  Building on the United Nations and UNEP reform efforts since 1997, should we also consider a more fundamental restructuring of existing governance mechanisms and institutions, including the creation of a centralized environmental authority?  The basic premise for charting a new course for institutional strengthening is that existing institutions do not (or will not) adequately address current and future needs. 

In essence, the debate concerns the relative merits of further centralized governance and decision-making through the creation of a new organization - which some have identified as a World Environment Organization - versus a decentralized but strengthened system similar to that which currently exists.  While much has been written about strengthening the existing United Nations system, particularly in the context of United Nations and UNEP reform, there has been no detailed analysis and assessment of alternative options like a World Environment Organization.   Ideally, debates on form (i.e. institutional and financial matters) should follow discussions on function (i.e. mandate and authority).  Questions about mandate and authority should precede any debate about institutional structure.

European Union, Global Environmental Governance - Conclusions, 2321st Council meeting (Brussels, 18-19 December 2000)

The continuous increase in the number of international bodies with environmental competence carries the risk of reduced participation of States owing to an increased workload, and makes it necessary to create or strengthen the synergies between all these bodies. We should consider in this context the role of UNEP and its status, with a view to giving it the resources it needs to promote better coordination.  The Global Ministerial Environment Forum should further promote the enhancement of UNEP's authority by providing political impulse and direction. 

There is a need to explore other directions to improve the synergies between institutions, including:

· Setting up a coordination mechanism bringing together, under the aegis of UNEP, all institutions with a largely environmental remit, in order to harmonize, in particular on a thematic basis, schedules, assessments, actions and strategies;

· Strengthening coherence and improving existing structures of cooperation between conventions and between their secretariats, notably within thematic clusters;

· Reinforcing the links between environmental and non-environmental institutions.  

The development of a large number of multilateral agreements on the environment has resulted in a very diversified body of rules.  It is therefore important to ensure consistency in the development of standards.  With regard to implementation of environmental agreements, consideration should be given to ways of making the agreements more effective, by studying which compliance mechanisms, non-judicial and possibly judicial, would be most appropriate, and ways of streamlining the reporting mechanisms. 

To increase the effectiveness of environmental standards, it is central to examine the link between multilateral environmental agreements and WTO. 

The success of environmental policies will ultimately depend, both internally and internationally, on the integration of environmental concerns in sectoral policies.  At the global level, the Environmental Management Group should make it possible to strengthen links between the various institutions in order to pass on the environmental message and promote environmental mainstreaming, where UNEP should play a key role. 

Discussions on improving international environmental governance should be an integral part of international efforts to promote sustainable development.

The strengthening of international environmental governance should be based on existing structures, in particular UNEP, should aim gradually to adapt them to the new requirements and could ultimately lead to a World Environment Organization, respecting existing headquarters; it should try to respond to current challenges, particularly as regards the implementation of environmental agreements. 

For international environmental architecture to be credible, all players must be encouraged to participate effectively.  Firstly, care must be taken to promote the participation of all regions of the world.  Harmonization of the timetables of international meetings would allow rationalizing the work of national delegations; training and information on the issues of international negotiations should be discussed.  

As regards the participation of non-governmental players, it is desirable, on the one hand, to encourage increased participation by civil society in existing international bodies (UNEP, the Commission on Sustainable Development, etc.) and in major international negotiations, and on the other hand, to encourage common norms throughout the various States on access to information and public participation. 

G8, Communiqué: G8 Environment Ministers' Meeting in Trieste, Italy (2-4 March 2001) 

The strengthening of international environmental governance is important to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century and to implement multilateral environmental agreements.  Effective, accountable governance not only helps to strengthen democracy and human rights, promote economic prosperity and social cohesion and reduce poverty, but is critical to enhance environmental protection and the sustainable use of natural resources, and deepen confidence in government and public administration. 

The strengthening of international environmental governance should be based on the existing structures, in particular UNEP, with its headquarters in Nairobi, with a view to adapting them to new requirements.

We underline the need to improve UNEP's coordinating role in international environmental management and the need to foster voluntary exchanges of information between all international environmental institutions and bodies with a largely environmental remit, to provide coherence, in particular on a thematic basis, among schedules, assessments, reporting strategies and actions, mindful of the autonomous nature of the separate treaties involved; improve existing structures of cooperation between conventions and between their secretariats, notably within thematic clusters; and reinforce the links between environmental and non-environmental institutions, increasing the participation of civil society.

Norway, Chairman's Summary of the Bergen Informal Ministerial Meeting (Bergen, Norway, 15-17 September 2000) by H.E. Siri Bjerke, Minister of the Environment of Norway

Key issues highlighted by participants:

· Support for action to strengthen global environmental institutions, building on existing institutions, and to take incremental steps towards a World Environment Organization

· Developed and developing countries to agree on how environmental governance within the United Nations institutions should be improved.  The Environmental Management Group should be fully used

· UNEP must be given broad and strong political and financial support to fulfil its mandate on the basis of common but differentiated responsibilities (reference was made to the United Nations scale of contributions)

· Need to set strategic objectives and targets for coherent governance

· Better integration of environment with other sectors and socio-economic policies

· Better coordination and integration of multilateral environmental agreements

· Functions of convention secretariats should be streamlined and Conferences of the Parties and meetings better coordinated

· More participation and input at high political level would improve cooperation

· System of reporting should be streamlined in order for countries to produce fewer reports.  It was suggested that only one national report integrating all the conventions should be submitted annually

· Use information technology, such as videoconferencing, to facilitate participation 

· Global environmental and sustainable development governance/institutional reform should be on the agenda for the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development.

European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the Council and European Parliament: Ten Years after Rio: Preparing for the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002 (COM (2001) 53 final), Brussels, 6 February 2001  

There is growing momentum for the Summit to address global governance on sustainable development.  The current institutional setting was designed a long time ago and it might not be able to respond to the new challenges of a globalizing world.  It is therefore necessary to consider what the prospects are for strengthened governance on sustainable development.  The Commission on Sustainable Development's role and the adequacy of current United Nations structures to deal with sustainable development should therefore be addressed, taking into account the overall development structures of the United Nations.  Lack of regional structures in most parts of the world is another item worth exploring. 
World Commission on Environment and Development, Our Common Future (A/42/427) - 1987

The integrated and interdependent nature of the new challenges and issues contrasts sharply with the nature of the institutions that exist today.  These institutions tend to be independent, fragmented and working to relatively narrow mandates with closed decision processes.  Those responsible for managing natural resources and protecting the environment are institutionally separated from those responsible for managing the economy.  The real world of interlocked economic and ecological systems will not change; the policies and institutions concerned must.
The ability to choose paths that are sustainable requires that the ecological dimensions of policy be considered at the same time as the economic, trade, energy, agricultural, industrial and other dimensions - on the same agendas and in the same national and international institutions.  That is the chief institutional challenge of the 1990s.   The Commission's proposals for institutional change at the national, regional and international levels are embodied in six priority areas:

· Getting at the sources;

· Dealing with the effects;

· Assessing global risks;

· Making informed choices;

· Providing the legal means;

· Investing in our future.

Together, these priorities represent the main directions for institutional and legal change needed to make the transition to sustainable development.   

German Advisory Council on Global Change (WBGU), World in Transition: New Structures for Global Environmental Policy: Summary for Policy Makers, September 2000

The Council's vision of an Earth Alliance to reform the framework of international environmental institutions and organizations builds on existing structures and develops them further as needed. 

The Earth Alliance consists of an Earth Assessment, an Earth Organization and an Earth Funding, which are to be linked one another through mutual commitments for information and communication exchange, joint activities and common financing models. 
· Earth Assessment:  we propose the establishment of an independent entity (Earth Commission) to serve as a special authority for the evaluation of environmental problems.  10-15 members of the Earth Commission would be appointed by the General Assembly.  The duty of this authority would be to issue timely warnings of environmental risks.  This authority, of deliberately limited size, would have certain rights to make proposals vis-à-vis scientific panels, some of which are yet to be established, and would be entitled to address the public as needed.  The scientific panels might include the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, an Intergovernmental Panel on Biological Diversity, an Intergovernmental Panel on Soils and a Risk Assessment Panel.   In the structure of Earth Assessment, the Commission on Sustainable Development would assume an important role in fostering linkages and dialogue among the various countries involved, the United Nations organizations, the Earth Commission, the scientific community and non-governmental organizations. 

· Earth Organization:  we propose the restructuring of the existing system in a series of steps.  The first step is geared to improve cooperation among the various organizations and programmes, working together on an equal basis. The several functions currently exercised by the Commission on Sustainable Development, GEF, various conferences of the parties, the convention secretariats and the environmental divisions and programmes of the specialized agencies are not to be altered.  UNEP could, at this point, be assigned a different institutional structure within the United Nations system , as a specialized agency (like WHO) or an internal United Nations entity (like the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)).  If the first step does not eliminate shortcomings in the system, the second step would be taken to create a certain amount of hierarchy within the organizational structure, for which WTO might serve as a model.  Various conferences of the parties to international environmental agreements might be integrated within a framework agreement establishing an international environmental organization. They could continue to exist as separate and largely independent committees to the ministers' conferences, as in the case of WTO.  The third step would be to centralize and establish a hierarchical order for international policy-making.  The decision-making process should be speeded up by moving beyond the consensus principle and/or by introducing smaller decision-making bodies - an "environmental security council", for example. 

· Besides the above proposal, the following proposals for good regime design are made: using protocols to advance the purposes of framework agreements; making voting procedures more flexible; strengthening the right of access to environmental information and linking it to reporting procedures; possibilities of flexible reaction to complications encountered during implementation; integrating non-governmental organizations as partners in environmental protection; and ensuring that environmental certification or labelling systems are fair. 

· Earth Funding:  we propose three measures for financing global environmental policy which - in addition to a desirable increase in available funds - would lead to more efficient use of these funds: reorganizing both internal and external control structures in multilateral institutions; levying utilization fees for resources belonging to the global community (global commons); and stepping up integration of private and public financing mechanisms. 

Duncan Brack and Joy Hyvarinen, Global Environmental Institutions: Analysis and Options for Change - report prepared for the Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions of the United Kingdom, Royal Institute of International Affairs, September 2000

An effective global environmental governance structure needs to enable, support and encourage policy-making and decision-making leading to an effective response to environmental management needs which require (or benefit from) a response at the global level. 

The management goals of an effective structure include: avoiding further harm, in particular irreversible harm, to the natural environment; halting and reversing negative trends; repairing damage; and generating positive trends.  Global dialogue, leading to action that takes into account the needs of both developing and developed countries, is an essential prerequisite for effective global environmental governance.  An effective global environmental governance structure must be conducive to such a dialogue.  In order to enable an assessment of the existing global environmental governance set-up, we identify 12 key features which an effective structure should possess: 1. Transformational leadership (leadership that is capable of bringing about fundamental change through action that is perceived as legitimate); 2. Clear and early identification of problems; 3. Identification and assessment of response options and management objectives; 4. Effective implementation at the international level; 5. Coordination of activities; 6. Effectiveness of activities; 7. Policy integration; 8 Mobilization of private-sector resources; 9 Transformation of the traditional industrialized-country development model; 10. International equity; 11. Legitimacy; 12. Institutional adaptability: innovation and learning.

Bharat H. Desai, Revitalizing International Environmental Institutions: The UN Task Force Report and Beyond, Indian Journal of International Law, vol.40, No.3, July-September 2000
Various suggestions have been put forward on the nomenclature of the new organization, ranging from an international (world) environmental organization to a world environment and development organization. It appears that the primary purpose of such a specialized agency could be to enhance UNEP's status and authority.  Thus, any sculpting of a new institution would comprise UNEP at its core. The question of a merger of other existing organs and programmes would depend upon the extent to which States prefer to make the exercise ambitious.  At the minimum level, a new institutional structure should result in an enhancement of UNEP's status from a United Nations programme to that of a specialized agency.  It would be ideal if the General Assembly seriously reviewed the requirements for a "greatly strengthened institutional structure for international environmental governance", as called for by the first meeting of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum.  It would be appropriate if the Assembly decided this issue and provided a mandate for the purpose.  It could give shape to a United Nations Environment Protection Organization wherein the existing UNEP could merge. 
Akiko Domoto (President, GLOBE International, former Vice-President, IUCN) , International Environmental Governance: Its Impact on Social and Human Development, April 2000

While many of the global environmental challenges we face can best be addressed at the international level, solutions arrived at by those who govern at this level will be sustainable only on two conditions.  First, they must be found and implemented in partnership with the broad range of people they are designed to benefit.  Whereas governance was seen largely as the job of governments throughout much of the twentieth century, there is an increasing realization that good governance necessitates the participation of all sectors of society.  Second, solutions need to be based on the understanding that human society and the environment are interconnected and that, without a sound environment, society cannot function.  This means both that environmental agreements need to take into greater consideration the development needs of the poor, and that more economically oriented governance mechanisms need to operate with a fuller understanding of the linkages between the economy and the environment.  It is only an interlinked, holistic approach to governance which puts the environment and people's needs first that will suffice for the coming century.  International environmental governance can be effective only if it is integrated into local, national and regional governance structures which encompass governments as well as civil society and the business sector.

Konrad von Moltke, The Organization of the Impossible - working paper, International Institute for Sustainable Development, 2001

The ultimate purpose of an environmental regime is to safeguard environmental quality - however defined - but no regime can actually control the environment.  All it can do is work to modify human behaviour in ways that, it is hoped, will result in more satisfactory environmental conditions.  The outcome is a long chain of uncertain causalities.  An environmental regime can be thought effective if it changes perceptions; it if causes laws to be changed; if these laws cause changes in behaviour; if these changes in behaviour result in changes in the standards that are used as surrogates for the environment; and/or if some ecosystem or other environmental good is left obviously intact.  Finally, a regime can be effective by doing any of these things more efficiently than alternative regimes. 

Most international environmental regimes exhibit some degree of effectiveness according to one or more of these criteria, but none fulfils them all. Recent analysis suggests that the sources of effectiveness in international environmental regimes lie in areas that are largely outside the scope of traditional international research.  This new approach argues that international environmental regimes are based on science, in that they have an objective core that is not politically determined.  Arguably the climate regime would not exist without the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.  International environmental regimes have deep roots in the domestic society of States, that is, they can bypass the national authorities which are nominally in control in international society.  International environmental regimes have contributed to the emergence of an international civil society, and benefit from this new phenomenon.  International environmental regimes have been institutionally innovative.  Whatever proposals are made for a World Environment Organization, it is essential to preserve these critical characteristics of the existing international environmental management structure.  At the very least a World Environment Organization will need to be an international organization unlike any other that exists.

Good environmental governance at all levels has been characterized by reliance on science; the use of the precautionary approach; the ability to accommodate actions at different levels of governance (subsidiarity); the use of economic incentives and the avoidance of physical coercion as an implementation strategy; and high degrees of transparency and participation.  The result is a series of policy complexes that exhibit highly specific characteristics and are not amenable to hierarchical organization.  A World Environment Organization that actually improves environmental governance will need to exhibit all of these characteristics, and will consequently be as difficult as the current structure to comprehend from the limited perspective of economic liberalization. 
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