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ABSTRACT

U.S climate change policy has evolved under various administrations. It has passed through
two environmental eras. In the first environmental era which started in 1960’s and ended in
1990’s main focus was on addressing environmental issues domestically by passing a
number of environmental legislations. However by the end of 1990’s U.S. realized that
climate change issues are beyond the control of sovereign states and only through
international cooperation it can be tackled. However U.S was not willing to ratify the Kyoto
Protocol, the only existing international emission reduction treaty, pointing out that it
excludes developing countries from committing to binding emission reduction targets.
Though Clinton administration had signed Kyoto Protocol in 1997, in 2001 George W Bush
administration rejected the treaty completely. In the context of framing a new climate
change treaty replacing Kyoto Protocol by world nations, if it has to be successful, at first it
should ensure the participation of United States, the second largest greenhouse gas emitter.
Apart from that, participation of key developing countries is also important; however their
emission targets must be set up after considering their population size and per capita income.
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Introduction

Global environmental issues are becoming increasingly
salient in international relations today. Among these, the biggest
long- term threat to the global environment is climate change. It
results in dramatic changes in sea level, and weather patterns,
with consequences ranging from more frequent and severe
floods and droughts to the submergence of some island
countries. Despite the growing concern over climate change
issues, there is no consensus over what measures to be taken,
who takes the responsibility, and how to implement it.
Moreover, the division between developed and developing
countries on a wide range of issues like binding emission
reduction target, technology transfer and financial assistance
complicate the process of international climate change
negotiations. In this scenario, as a principal actor in global
affairs and the second largest emitter of greenhouse gases,
U.S.A is expected to offer leadership in the international efforts
to address global warming. This study tries to explore how
climate change emerged as a major issue area within U.S.; how
domestic politics shape U.S. climate change policy;while doing
so, it also traces the emergence of climate change issues in U.S.
Emergence of Climate Change Issues in U.S

In the first half of the twentieth century United States was
undergoing through a period of growth and depression. During
this period focus was more on the agenda of industrial
development than on the efforts to protect the environment. The
First World War, the Great Depression of 1930s, World War 11,
and the Korean War turned the attention of political leaders to
the issues of economic prosperity and national security. The
postwar prosperity of the 1950s created a mindset of unrestricted
growth and development. Consequently environmental issues
were neglected completely and economic development was
preferred over environmental quality. This gradually led to a
number of environmental problems-namely, the first generation
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problem of air and water pollution; second-tier issues including
toxic and hazardous wastes; then new ,third-tier issues involving
stratospheric ozone depletion, global warming and bio-diversity
(Vig & Kraft 1996, p.14). Among these, climate change,
sometimes labeled as global warming moved to the front burner
of United States foreign policy by the end of 1960s. Walter A
Rosenbaum, in his book ‘Environmental Politics and Policy’,
divides US environmental politics into two eras. The first
“environmental era” began in the 1960°s and extended upto the
late 1980s, encompassing the Environmental Decade of the
1970s and the second era started from 1990s (Rosenbaum, 1998,
p.11).

Environmental Era I (1960s to 1990’s): Combating Climate
Change at the Domestic Level

The US government’s scientific interest in climate change
can be traced to as far as the Eisenhower administration in the
1950’s. By that time American scientists started to study the
impacts of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases on the
global environment. But it was with the publication of Rachel
Carlson’s book ‘Silent Spring’, in 1962 the issue of climate
change started to gain attention among the common people.
Carlson brought into light through her book how chemicals
introduced into the environment were harming the song birds.
Though Eisenhower administration had recognized pollution as
an important issue for U.S., his major concerns were on national
security and communist threat than on the environment. James
Sundquist argues that the Eisenhower years were a time when
“the federal government undertook few major new departures to
conserve or improve the outdoor environment” (Sundquist 1968,
p.323).

Though Eisenhower and John F Kennedy administrations
didn’t pay much attention to environmental policies, U.S.
witnessed the passage of a number of environmental legislations
under Lyndon B Johnson’s presidency in 1960s. Johnson said:
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“The air we breathe, our water, our soil and wildlife, are being
blighted by poisons and chemicals which are the by-products of
technology and industry. The society that receives the rewards
of technology, must, as a cooperating whole, take responsibility
for their control. To deal with these new problems will require a
new conservation. We must not only protect the countryside and
save it from destruction; we must restore what has been
destroyed and salvage the beauty and charm of our cities. "
(Johnson, 8 February 1965).

He passed a number of legislations such as Endangered
Species Preservation Act of 1966, Land and Water Conservation
Act of 1965, Motor Vehicle Air Pollution Act of 1965 and
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Rosenbaum
identifies these years (1960s) as the beginning of the first
environmental era in US politics.

Environmental Decade (1970s): The period from 1970 to 1980
regarded as the environmental decade in US. 1970s witnessed
the passing of a number of landmark legislations in United
States. Legislations were passed in the areas of air and water
pollution, pesticides, endangered species, hazardous and toxic
chemicals, ocean pollution, land degradation, wilderness
protection, and energy use. Rosenbaum argues:

The Environmental Decade of 1970s

“....created the legal, political and institutional foundations of
the nation’s environmental policies. It promoted an enduring
public consciousness of environmental degradation and
fashioned a broad public agreement on the need for
governmental restoration and protection of environmental
quality that has become part of the American public policy
consensus. It mobilized, organized, and educated a generation of
environmental activists”(Rosenbaum 1998, P.11)

The signing of National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)in 1970 by President Nixon was the beginning of the
environmental decade in the country. Later in the year, Nixon
created the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which
consolidated environmental programs from other agencies into a
single entity. However Stanly 1. Kutler (1990) argues
persuasively that early in Nixon’s first term, he had never really
been interested in environmental issues. In a recorded
conversation, Nixon indicated to John Ehrlichman, one of his
closest aides, how he thought environmentalists were overrated,
and that they served only the privileged (Kutler 1990).
Nevertheless the US government under Richard Nixon was
active in pushing the agenda at Stockholm conference in 1972.
Governments agreed that their environmental fortunes are
interconnected and that they shared in a single global commons.
The Stockholm conference also led to the establishment of
UNEP (United Nations Environmental Programme). It was with
this conference environmental issues truly emerged on the
international political agenda.

The vyears of Carter presidency marked a period of
heightened interest in the impacts of human activities on
climate. Climate research funding to study the impacts of human
activities on climate was expanded, and coordination of climate
research efforts among various federal agencies was improved
during this period. This led to the adoption of the National
Climate Program Act in 1978, which raised the level of climate
research funding and established the National Climate Program
Office (NCPO) to organize all federally funded climate research.
However, we can see a shift in the US domestic environmental
policies with the advent of Ronald Reagan (Republican) in 1981,
when he sought to reduce federal regulations, particularly the
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environmental ones. He was of the view that environmental
regulations are burden on the economy and therefore they have
to be lifted up (Cannon, 2000). A remarkable bipartisan
environmental legislative record from the 1970s (including the
Clean Air and Clean Water Acts, the Endangered Species Act,
and the Toxic Substances Control Act) ended abruptly within a
few years since Reagan took charge. He urged Congress to
change its orientation on environmental issues and cut back on
federal funding for the environment, in an effort to shift more
responsibility to the states. But in the mid 1980s even the Regan
administration could not ignore the crucial change that was
taking place in terms of the way scientists and policy makers
were viewing the consumption of fossil fuels and its climatic
impact. When the Second World Climate Conference was held
in Villach, Austria in 1985, there was a growing scientific
consensus on the potential seriousness of global warming.
Despite President Regan’s efforts to abolish the Council on
Environmental Quality and to curtail the regulatory mandate of
the EPA and other environment related agencies, Congress
initiated a national program to combat global warming. Led first
by the then Representative Al Gore in the House of
Representatives (Democrat, Tennessee), and Senator Timothy
Wirth(Democrat, Colorado) in the Senate, in the 1980s,
Congress passed a number of bills that increased funding for
climate research.

Following the discovery of ozone hole in 1985 and the hot
summer of 1988, climate change issue became prominent in the
agendas of federal government. In response, Global Climate
Protection Act was enacted in 1987. It mandated the
development of a coordinated national policy on climate change.
That year itself, understanding the necessity to combat climate
change at the international level, Regan signed Montreal
Protocol on ozone depletion. This accord was an important
expression of the multilateral effort to address new global
climate environmental issues. The heightened interest in climate
change issues during this period, led to the establishment in
1989 of the U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP).
The Global Protection Act states that ‘industrial, agricultural and
other human activities coupled with an expanding world
population are contributing to the process of global change that
may significantly alter the earth habitat within a few human
generations” (USGCRP Act 2931, 1990 section 3).By 1990’s
environmentalists realized that domestic and international
environmental issues cannot be viewed in separate frames, but
they are interlinked. This conviction led to the beginning of a
new climate change policy era in United States.

Environmental Era Il (1990 onwards): Combating Climate
Change Globally

The year 1990 saw the emergence of a second
environmental era in US politics. The U.S. drought of 1988 and
the concurrent heat waves that killed 4,800 to 17,000 people in
United States were the major reasons behind this. Many of the
issues which dominated the domestic politics came to the
forefront of international politics during this period. By this time
Americans started to realize that many of the environmental
issues are beyond the sovereign control of United States. The
three most important issues which emerged in Environmental
Era Il were global climate warming, acid precipitation and bio
diversity.

When H.W Bush came to presidency in 1989, he was
labeled himself as America’s “environmental President”
(Bonnefille, 2008, p.27). Supporting the passage of
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comprehensive amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990,
George H W Bush ensured that he is willing to protect
America’s environment even in the midst of strong opposition
from both the parties inside and outside Congress. One of those
opponents, John Dingell of Michigan (he was also the Chair of
the House Commerce Committee) was particularly concerned
that the Act didn’t exert penalty against Detroits automobile
industry. Supporting the stand of Dingell, a number of
congresspersons also came up opposing the Act; because they
saw that the utility companies and the coal industry in their
constituencies would end up paying excessive costs for clean up.
In addition, John Sununu, Bush’s Chief of Staff, attempted to
weaken the act in October 1990, advocating that fewer
restrictions should be levied against the Midwest utility
companies (Campbell 1991, p.212). Though, finally President
Bush came out firmly against the concerns of the Midwest utility
companies, he refused to pressure the automobile industry in
like manner. This uneven advocacy against air pollution by the
President, tended to weaken his position among
environmentalists. Though George H W Bush used his
Presidential power to ensure the passage of Clean Air Act
Amendments in 1990, that same year itself Bush failed to sign
the carbon dioxide emissions reduction agreement, along with
most of the other industrialized countries at the United Nations
World Climate Conference, succumbing to political and
business pressures.

In 1992 at an Earth Summit in Rio, environmentalists were
again disappointed with President Bush because he signed the
global warming treaty only after it had been significantly
weakened. The treaty required those countries which have
signed the treaty, to share the technologies and costs of
maintaining the environment. His plan to exclude all binding
timetables for reducing emissions or specific levels of emissions
clearly was a reversal in his commitment to environmental
priorities. Moreover, Bush stood alone in the international forum
by his refusal to sign the Biodiversity Treaty. His refusal to sign
it left United States isolated among the host of international
delegates.

When Bill Clinton came to presidency in United States, he

was seen by environmentalists with much hope. In June 1993,
Vice President Al Gore stated in the United Nations
Commission on Sustainable Development that:
“The United States and other developed countries have a
disproportionate impact on the global environment. We have
less than a quarter of the world’s raw materials and create three
quarters of all solid waste. One way to put it is this: A child born
in United States will have 30 times more impact on the earth’s
climate during his or her life time than a child born in India. The
affluent of the world have a responsibility to deal with their
disproportionate impact” (Gore, 14 Junel1993).

Due to Al Gore’s influence, the U.S. government accepted
the idea that consumption patterns in the North were excessive
and ought to be changed. President Bill Clinton in his 1993
Inaugural Address, stated: “There is no longer a clear division
between what is foreign and what is domestic. The world
economy, the world environment, the world AIDS crisis, the
world arms race: they affect us all” (Clinton, 20 January 1993).
He was referring to the point that these issues are no more
domestic issues which affect only a few nations, but global
issues which have to be tackled through multilateral cooperation.
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Clinton administrations’ first major initiative was the 1996
Environmental Policy Initiative. Clinton administration’s
decision to agree to binding GHG emission targets at the plenary
meeting of the second Conference of the Parties (COP-2) in
1996(Geneva, Switzerland) increased the visibility of global
warming as a national political issue in United States. Timothy
Wirth, the head of U.S. diplomatic delegation to COP-2,
proposed that ‘future negotiations would focus on an agreement
that would set a realistic, verifiable and binding medium term
emissions target’” (Wirth, 22 July 1996). The Geneva
Declaration, which was agreed at that conference reminded
parties to the UNFCCC, of the convention’s principles of equity,
common but differentiated responsibility, respective capabilities
of parties, the precautionary principle, and development
priorities. Although the U.S. proposal didn’t include any specific
references to emissions targets, it caused a seismic shift in the
politics of climate change because it marked for the first time
United States’ agreement to binding emission targets.

In 1997, during a conference on climate change in White
House, President Bill Clinton outlined four principles that he
said would guide U.S. policy on climate change:

First, the “potential for serious climate disruption is real.”
Second, countries should commit to “realistic and binding goals”
to limit their emissions of green house gases. Third, the United
States would “honor its global responsibilities”, but would do so
using flexible market based approaches and improvements in
technology. Fourth, developing countries would have to join the
developed countries in this process in a way that is fair to all”,
because emissions from the developing world would eclipse
those of the developed world in coming decades. “The
developing countries, ought to join meaningful, but equitable
commitments that didn’t sacrifice their economic growth”
(Warrick 1997).

Clinton’s final principle was a response to the Senate
Resolution 98,the so called Byrd-Hagel Resolution, which was
passed in July 1997.The resolution demanded the President to
reject any protocol of the UNFCCC that would require the
United States to reduce its GHG emissions unless it also
mandated “new specific scheduled commitments to limit or
reduce greenhouse gas emissions for Developing country parties
within the same compliance period” or would result in serious
harm to the economy of the United States” (Byrd-Hagel
Resolution, S. Res.98)). The Clinton administration tried hard to
work around this resolution, while recognizing that it couldn’t
be ignored because the Senate would have to ratify the Protocol.

When the Kyoto Protocol negotiations started in 1997, U.S.
administration called for “meaningful participation” by key
developing countries, such as China and South Korea as a
criterion for active U.S. participation in the Protocol.* Clinton
Administration maintained the position that these countries
(developing countries) would not be expected to do as much as
the developed countries and there would be national
differentiation based on individual circumstances. However,
majority of the nation states including some developed countries
rejected this proposal and persuaded U.S. to accept the deal
which exempts developing country parties from binding
emission reduction targets. The Developing world argued that
the developed countries are more responsible for polluting the

However the conditions for ‘meaningful participation’
remains undefined.
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atmosphere (since the time of industrial revolution) and so that
they have to accept the burden. In short, the disparity between
US led Annex 1 countries and China led Non-Annex1 countries
were on three items: 1) the amount of binding reductions in
greenhouse gases to be required, and the gases to be included in
these requirements.2) Whether developing countries should be
part of the requirements for greenhouse gas limitations and 3)
whether to include emissions trading and joint implementation.
Finally, the Byrd- Hagel Resolution which was passed in the
Senate a few months before the beginning of Kyoto Conference
prevented the administration from ratifying the legally binding
emission reduction treaty which cause burden to the economy of
United States. After a series of discussions and dialogues,
however, United States signed the Kyoto Protocol in 1998 in an
effort to give boost to international negotiations. However, even
today non-ratification of Kyoto Protocol by US remains a
disputed issue among developed and developing countries.

Climate change issues took a new turn, both in domestic
politics as well as in international politics when President
George W Bush (2001-2009) remarked that the United States
would not continue participating in negotiations on the Kyoto
protocol, and would develop an alternative approach .Bush said
of the treaty:

“This is a challenge that requires a 100% effort; ours and
rest of the worlds. The world’s second largest emitter of
greenhouse gases is the Peoples Republic of China (In 2008,
China overtook US to become the largest emitter of greenhouse
gases); yet China was entirely exempted from the requirements
of the Kyoto protocol. India and Germany are among the top
emitters; yet India was also given exemption from Kyoto.
America’s unwillingness to embrace a flawed treaty should not
be read by our friends and allies as any abdication of
responsibility. To the contrary, my administration is committed
to a leadership role on the issue of climate change. Our approach
must be consistent with the long term goal of stabilizing
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere”. (Bush, 6
November 2001).

Bush expressed skepticism about the science of climate
change, calling for additional research to determine its reality.
But the two powerful hurricanes that battered the United States’
southern states in mid-2005, the destructive power of which
atmospheric scientists believed was caused by global warming.
Despite the Environmental Protection Agency declaring the
dangers of global warming, Bush actively sought to prevent
domestic regulation of carbon dioxide. His policy proposals
involved voluntary measures and research on technologies. Bush
said at the July 2005 G8 group Summit that, human activities are
“to some extent” to blame for global warming (Bush,4 July
2005) .2 Bush’s unwillingness to agree that human activities
contribute to global warming was widely criticized. Compared
to his predecessor Clinton, Bush’s policies were regarded as
anti-environmental in nature and many Democrats believe that
his policies have tampered the image of U.S. in the international
politics.

A positive shift in US policy on climate change has evolved
with the advent of Obama administration in January 20009.
Under Obama Administration, the climate bill has been passed
in the House and is waiting for ratification from the Senate. The
bill which calls for substantial cuts in greenhouse gas emissions

2 G8 is a group of developed countries including Japan, Italy,
France, U.S., U.K, Canada, Germany and Russia.
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over the coming decades, and the implementation of a cap and
trade scheme implies that U.S. is approaching the issue with
utmost seriousness. Though, Obama has completely rejected the
possibilities for U.S. ratification of Kyoto Protocol, developing
world realize that any binding agreement without US (the 2™
largest emitter of CO2) on board is in vain. In his study of U.S.
foreign policy and global environmentalism, Paul Harris argues
that “the world’s governments and other important actors cannot
deal effectively with environmental changes if the United States
does not play an active role”(Harris 2001, p.34).

Widening North-South Debate-

Today, climate change issues have turned out to be a huge
battleground for developed and developing world. Mathew
Paterson and Michael Grubb in their article ‘International
politics of climate change’ bring an insight into this issue
pointing out the split among developing and developed countries
in terms of their climate change positions (Paterson & Grub,
1992,). The developing countries can be split into at least three
main groups in terms of their negotiating positions. One extreme
are the oil producing countries, led by Saudi Arabia and Kuwait,
these states have been opposed to all controls on CO2 emissions.
They fear that any control on CO2 emissions would reduce
dependence on oil globally and it would adversely affect their
oil industry. At the opposite extreme are the countries organized
into the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS).These are
states from the Pacific, Indian and Atlantic Oceans, some of
which are only two meters above the sea level at their highest
point. They are thus extremely vulnerable to the impacts of
climate change. The rest of the developing countries form the
third group. Their emphasis is on equity and development
concerns. They point out that, basic economic development is
their primary need, and developing countries commitments
should be purely dependent upon the provision of financial
resources and technology transfer by the North. Furthermore the
Conventions should not include sophisticated monitoring and
compliance procedures which would infringe developing
countries sovereignty over their use of natural resources (Beijing
Declaration, 2008). This group emerged as an important
subgroup of the G-77 at the December 1991 session of the
climate change negotiations.

In the recently concluded Durban Summit (2011), BASIC
and G-77 countries were arguing that, industrialized countries
haven’t fulfilled their pledge to provide financial and
technological assistance to the developing world, in limiting
greenhouse gas emissions.® Their argument is that industrialized,
developed countries of the North attained their expected
economic growth rate by massively exploiting the natural
resources and largely emitting tons of greenhouse gases into the
atmosphere. But now the developing countries are suffering for
this and bearing the brunt of climate change impacts such as
lower farm production, more frequent and more severe droughts,
floods and storms and rising sea level. Moreover at this crucial
time, when developing countries undergo a process of
industrialization, demanding them to reduce emissions is
unjustifiable. So, they see the North’s ,especially U.S.’s concern
to put climate change issues on the international political agenda
as an attempt to hold back developing countries’ economic
growth by limiting their energy use. The developing world led

®BASIC is a group of developing countries including Brazil,
India, China and South Africa. G-77 is also a caucus
organization of developing countries.
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by BASIC countries has raised strong protest against the U.S.’s
proposal to bring developing countries under binding emission
targets. They also argue that if industrialized countries are
sincere in their efforts to combat global warming ,they should
extend financial and technological help for developing countries
to deploy clean technologies, reduce deforestation and thus to
adjust with the impacts of climatic change.

However developed countries, especially U.S.’s approach to
this issue were very evident throughout the Copenhagen talks.
The United States Special Envoy for climate change, Todd
Stern, put it this way:

We absolutely recognize our historic role in putting
emissions in the atmosphere up there that are there now. But the
sense of guilt or culpability or reparations - I just categorically
reject that. Developed nations did not always know that they
were causing global warming by burning fossil ~ fuels and
emitting greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. This knowledge
only began to form in the 1980°’s and 1990’s; over a century
after the industrial revolution had begun. It is inappropriate
therefore, to hold developed nations morally accountable for
starting the industrial revolution and causing global warming”
(Stern, 9 December 2009).

U.S. argues that China as the largest emitter of greenhouse
gases, cannot wash its hands off from the responsibilities by
claiming differential treatment. By virtue of their huge
populations accounting for more than 30% of the world's
inhabitants, China and India, do appear as major offenders
spewing toxic gases. In 2006, China overtook US to become the
largest emitter of GHGs.

The following table (Table 1:4) shows a list of sovereign
states which tops in annual CO2 emissions. The data presented
below corresponds to emissions in 2009 and 2010. The data was
collected by the Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Centre
for United Nations (CDIAC). The data consider only carbon
dioxide emissions from the burning of fossil fuels, but not
emissions from deforestation, and fossil fuel exporters.

Countries by Analysis of Co2 Emissions (Figure 1)

Annual Per capita
Rank Country | CO2 emissions population (metric
(in thousands of metric tons) ton)
1 China 8,240,958 1,339,724,852 (6.2
2 United States |5,492,170 312,793,000 |17.6
3 India 2,069,738 1,210,193,422 (1.7
3 Russia 1,688,688 142,946,800 |(11.8
4 Japan 1,138,432 128,056,026 (8.9
5 Germany 762,543 81,799,600 9.3
6 Iran 574,667 75,330,000 |7.6
7 South Korea |563,126 48,875,000 |11.5
8 Canada 518,475 34,685,000 14.9
9 Saudi Arabia |493,726 27,136,977 18.2
10 ll(‘lir;gg(ém 493,158 62,262,000 |7.9

The above data shows that though China is the largest
greenhouse gas emitter, its per capita emission is just 6.2 metric
ton compared to 17.6 metric ton of United States. Similarly,
though India is the third largest greenhouse gas emitter its per
capita emission is just 1.7 metric ton. This raises a larger
question regarding whether developing countries with low per
capita income should be included in a binding treaty or not.
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Throughout the climate change negotiations at Durban in
2011, one thing was clear that this North-South (developed
world-developing world) divide would remain at the centre of
future climate change negotiations. The Kyoto Protocol which
came into force in 2005 hasn’t succeeded so far in its effort to
address climate change to a great extend, due to the
uncompromising positions taken by the North and South. The
lack of serious commitment from the part of Annex 1
countries(developed nations), non ratification of the treaty by
U.S., increasing GHG emissions from developing world, all
have prevented the Kyoto Protocol from achieving its real goal.
However In the context of growing emissions from developing
countries, India and China will eventually need to be brought
under a global cap. However the emission reduction targets for
these developing countries should be set up based on their
population size and per capita income. It was in this scenario,
Parties to the 2011 Durban conference agreed to frame a new
legally binding climate treaty replacing the Kyoto Protocol by
2015 which includes not only the developed countries but also
the key developing countries like India and China. However this
does not necessarily guarantee that China, India, Brazil, South
Africa and US would come on the same platform because the
equity issues among them still remains unresolved.

As a principal actor in global affairs, USA is expected to
offer leadership in these international efforts to address global
environmental policy problems. There is no doubt that
technologically and economically U.S. can provide strong
leadership to the developing world in resolving their climate
change issues. For the realization of a binding agreement, U.S.
should play a key role as a mediator between the developed and
developing world. The United States must step up by agreeing to
emissions limitations and then combine forces with the rest of
the industrialized world in convincing developing nations on
emissions controls; it cannot wait for developing countries like
China and India to accept emissions cuts before it will do the
same. She has the ‘responsibility’ (as the 2™ largest emitter),
capacity (political, financial and technological) and the
manpower to cut back emissions significantly. As the former
Minister of the Environment of the Czech Republic, Beldrich
Moldan, lamented, “the United States is watched much more
than Americans realize. You may like the United States and not
like it, but you know, it is the future. So when the United States
refuses to reform, other countries will refuse as well”
(Hertsgaard 1998, P.288).
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