The eminent threat of global warming and the consequences of greenhouse gases on the environment are creating a pressing issue for all of humanity to consider. Environmental issues create a unique situation because of their scope and complexity, and these issues entail a global mixture of politics and economics. As debates roll on, I will attempt to compare the domestic strategies, policy decisions and global conditions that created an arena for the success in the case of the Montreal Protocol with the similar issues in the case of the Kyoto Protocol.

There are many reasons as to why the Montreal Protocol was successful, and there are four major areas critical to success that one must consider when reviewing international agreements. First, the perceived threat of the problem. Second, the scale of people affected by the problem, as well as the proposed changes. Third, the availability of acceptable substitutes. And lastly, leadership and political ideologies of the dominant players. These four factors provide examples of necessary components for success of an international agreement.
The Perceived Threat: 

The level of perceived threat can have a direct correlation to the success of an international agreement, and it takes scientific consensus and effective public awareness mechanisms to effectively convey the threat. In the 1970's there was a great deal of deviation and disagreement when it came to the scientific research of CFC's and ozone depletion. In the years leading up to the Montreal Protocol, U.S. led improvements in collection and assessment of data. The international scientific community developed effective communication and information transfer channels to create a strong base of consensus on the growing problem, (Morrisette). The strong consensus in the international scientific community on the severity of ozone depletion, peaked public interest and awareness. The threat of skin cancer and the reality of the ozone hole over Antarctica made this problem real, personal and threatening in the eyes of the public. 

While the threat of global warming is a clear and present danger in the eyes of many, it has more difficult consequences to visualize and understand. The level of greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere by the use of fossil fuels has increased dramatically since the start of the industrial revolution. These greenhouse gases form a shield around the earth that causes a rise in global temperature. This temperature increase sets into motion a chain reaction of environmental changes across the planet. (http://www.unfccc.int). 

The increase in destructive weather, caused by these climate changes, tends to change seasonally, as well as be more isolated with its effects. The increase in water levels created by the melting ice cap may not directly affect many people in the world. The increasing water levels are threatening to wipe out entire cultures and civilizations in island nations, but for many, the threat is not yet personal and can still seem far away. Without the prior knowledge of global warming, it is possible to fail to notice a change in weather patterns and potentially harmful temperature increases. 

In the case of global warming, there is a lack of scientific consensus, which directly affects public interest and support. There is agreement in the evidence that global climate is changing, but there is a lack of consensus regarding the potentially harmful consequences. While some scientists and climatologists believe that this climate change will be extremely detrimental, and cause irreversible damage to the environment, others believe that the science is incomplete, and inconclusive. 

The conclusive evidence of the ozone hole over Antarctica, and the scientific consensus on the dangers of ozone depletion, proved to be perceived as a more eminent. Cancer is a more tangible threat that touches an immense amount of people both directly and indirectly. Skin cancer is personal and the threat was supported by significant scientific evidence. While global warming could prove to be extremely destructive to mankind, the perception of the threat seems to be less tangible and more difficult to visualize and understand. 

The Scale: 

The scale of people affected by the problem is a major telltale sign of whether an international agreement embodies the necessary scope to be successful. The problem of ozone depletion was attributed to the production and consumption of CFC's. To correct this problem, the U.S. banned the use of nonessential CFC's. This act was then followed internationally with the Montreal Protocol. The banning of CFC's had the greatest effect on DuPont, but in a broader sense, few companies and individuals felt negative effects from the CFC ban. Success in Montreal was due, in part by the belief that future costs of the impact of CFC’s on the ozone layer exceeded the costs of making the necessary changes. (Speth).

The Problem of carbon emissions is a much bigger issue with a broad range of economic and social impacts. Because greenhouse gas emissions come primarily from the use of fossil fuels, a policy to regulate these emissions would result in changes affecting energy sources in the United States. Change in energy policy will have wide ranging political, economic and social impacts on consumers, producers and greatest of all, the oil industry. 

It is the belief of many economists and climate policy experts that the economic costs of stabilizing carbon emissions would create major consequences for U.S. homes and industries. By some estimates, the economic costs of reducing emission levels to seven percent below 1990 levels, as agreed upon at Kyoto, would be seen in a reduction of GDP growth by one to four percent annually. These estimates predict that U.S. consumers could expect to see declines in wage growth by five to ten percent annually, while the distribution of income continues to widen. Consumers could also expect to pay higher prices for energy in the near future. (http://www.accf.org).

Because oil is a main contributor to energy in the United States, changes in energy policy in the United States could have a dramatic national impact in many areas. Comparing these possible changes with the induced changes of the CFC ban and the Montreal Protocol, it is clear that there is much more at stake today. 

The Availability of Substitutes:


The U.S., then international ban of CFC’s was possible because of the readily available replacements. HCFC’s and HFC’s were quickly identified as safer alternatives necessary to enable rapid elimination of the use of CFC’s. (http://www.afeas.org). Although there are alternatives to oil, making the change would entail uncertain future economic and social costs. While the change to CFC substitutes had a relatively small impact in the global view, in the case of oil, we are talking about one of the Earth’s natural resources and a major source of energy in the United States. 


Reductions in carbon emissions and the substitutes for oil will come at a high cost. But these costs will decline with increasing innovation, technology, and better efficiency. The costs will continue to decline in the future if they become more widely used due to economies of scale. As the debates continue and public awareness grows, alternatives to oil become more popular and thus, cheaper. For example, since 1980, the cost of solar energy has decline 71 percent, and the cost of wind energy has declined 89 percent. (Hostetter). In an oil dependent society, change will not come without costs, and these costs and effects create future uncertainty. 

Leadership and Political Ideologies: 

An essential aspect of successful international agreement is political leadership. “Governments everywhere, and especially America, need to send a powerful message that we are entering a carbon constrained world,” (Vaitheeswaran). But in reality, the United States, the dominant world power, is sending a different message, by using its military power to attempt to maintain control over the world’s resources. In fact, these actions set an example of violent competition for the Earth’s diminishing resources. (Heinberg).

It is essential for governments to promote science and technology. Basic research and a channel of accurate information within the science community, as well as into society, are essential. Governments must work together to reach scientific consensus then create a long-term, comprehensive strategy to deal with the environmental threat based on this evidence. Instead of agreements based on science, Kyoto’s targets and timetables were negotiated within a political framework. (Vaitheeswaran).
The lack of dominant leadership in the global warming issue has proved to create a difficult environment for international success. Because of the perceived policy, economic and social impacts that emissions reductions will have in the United States, the leadership has dragged their feet throughout the negotiations. Government negotiators are known to follow the stance of major industries with direct links to the economy, and they are more likely to respond to wealthy corporations, (Speth). Leadership has given in to lobbyists and failed to take a decisive stand on the issue. The U.S. came into the negotiations with a “just say no” approach creating a difficult atmosphere for cooperation and compromise, (Leggett). 

The Montreal Protocol and the negotiations leading up to it were led by the United States. The U.S. led the way with the CFC ban, and took the initiative to lead by example, regardless of the actions of other nations. The U.S. took a stand and created powerful programs designed to shape domestic and international policies regarding the phase out of CFC’s. World politics in the late 1980’s put pressure on the European governments to follow the lead of the United States. In the absence of an agreement, it was feared that the U.S. might take unilateral action and impose trade sanctions to achieve their goals. With leadership and pressure from the U.S., a flexible agreement was met.

Conclusion: 

An international organization to create environmental policy would prove to be useful and effective only with the correct method of governance. Governments are generally reluctant to relinquish any sort of national sovereignty to a global environmental institution, based on the fact that environmental issues are so closely related to diminishing natural resources and the economy. Such an organization would be beneficial in providing an international center of expertise and information on global environmental issues. A global monitoring system could develop consensus on goals, report on national and international progress, coordinate and sponsor science and promote international law, (Speth). It is essential that a body such as this start out with a degree of flexibility to enable it to adapt to responses. As environmental issues arise, the organization must make adjustments to effectively meet new demands.
Environmental issues and policies are still quite young. As evidenced, there is a need for a system of international governance. In the past, there has been a lack of successful international governance on environmental issues. Natural resources and environmental threats are issues that affect the planet. Thus, to enable nations to progress globally, economically and environmentally, we now have the need for a credible international system to mediate, monitor and enforce a global environmental policy. 
While not perfect, the Montreal Protocol established a precedent and presents a solid example of international cooperation on a global environmental issue. Montreal is an example of the developed world taking the lead and setting an example for the developing world. It is an example of a flexible agreement that has the opportunity to adjust to human, political and economic responses to change. Above all, Montreal is an example of the need for science and research to create the foundation for international action. As we see from Leggett’s book, without this framework, the complexities of politics and national interests play too large of a part, and compromise between governments is difficult, if not impossible to achieve. Accurate scientific evidence threatening environmental changes with harmful consequences to humans will serve as the powerful driver needed to put politics in the background and focus on international environmental solutions.
Sources 

Heinberg, R. The Party’s Over: Oil, War and the Fate of Industrial Societies. New Society Publishers. Canada, 3003.
Hostetter, M. ed. The Reference Shelf: Energy Policy. H.W. Wilson Company, 2002. 
http://www.accf.org
http://www.afeas.org
http://www.unfccc.int
Leggett, J. The Carbon War: Global Warming and the End of the Oil Era. Routledge. New York, 2001. 

Morrisette, P. “The evolution of policy responses to stratospheric ozone depletion.” Natural Resources Journal. 29: 793-820. 
Speth,J.G. Red Sky at Morning: America and the Crisis of the Global Environment. Yale University Press, 2004.
Stagliano, V. A Policy of Discontent: The Making of a National Energy Strategy. Penn Well. Tulsa, 2001. 

Vaitheeswaran, V. Power to the People. Farrar, Straus and Giroux. New York, 2003. 



MacConnell: 10

