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course of action. [‘licy can, however, 1w shanwd into complying with

their obligations; for exampte, tu avert the extinctioti o! a species (sec

CITES). Human rights and 11w envttonment cOnstiWtC the main issue

areas where shaming bas becn cleployed and studied (sec Huxnan and

environmental rights).
l’he targets oC slcaming strategies have included states anct multi

national business and corporations. For examj)le. in their campaign

itgainst l)iopirac\ a coalition o nongovermnental organizafions

(N(0s) have brought plsrtiiaceutica1 cc)rnpanies into the lirnelight by

awarding them the Captaiti Hook Avard Ibr proftteering ni indigenous

peoples and local conununities’ genetic resocirces. i’he actors

deploying the strategies range from NUOs to international organizations

0f states, vliich can use international fora tci sharne other states into

complying svith international norms. An exampte cunstiwtes the annual

meetings oC tlw International Whaling Commission (IWC), whcre

a coalition of anti— haling states, together svitti anti—whaling NGOs, have

sought over the last three clecacles tc) shame Japan intc) halting its com

mercial and scientihc whaling activities (sec Epstein 21)17, 21)08).

Conceptuallv, “shaming” bas been analvzed through both ration—

alist anci constructivist
accounts oC international politics. Rationahst

explanations lotus on ttw materiai eftccts oC shamitig strategits, whether

on their costs to actors who are shameci (Lebovic anci Voeten 2009) or

on their henetits tO international cooperation (Franklin 2008). Shaming

enters lntc) che neoliheral institutionalist analysis of cooperatiun as a cor—

ollary to the interest—basecl analysis of reputation and tise ettèct of the

shadow o! 11w fliture upim interstate interactiotis (Hafner Burton 2008).

However. insotar as it itwolves complvmg with normative hchavior,

shaming heckons constructivist accounts that cmphasize the intrinsic

lover uf tiorms. Here, tsvo unes of encjuirv have heen pursucci succes—

sively: busc sharning strategies operate, and svhy they are successftd. With

regards to the first, shaming constitutes the linchpin to “leverage politics”

applied upon states (Kcck and Sikkink 1998) or a key mechanism of thii

socialization mm international norms. In seeking tu undcrstand why

states actually respond tC) this fortn of leverage the second liiregrnunds

the role oC identities. States are sensitive tu shaming because of the moral

damage tu their self—images and iclentities (Epstein and Barclay 2013).
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SOVEREIGNTY
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“11w Earth is rune but the ssnrld is nom” hegins the Brundtland Report
of thi’ World Ufummissitri on Environment ancl Developrnent (WCER)
(1987: 27). Irideed, states are divicled whereas the biosphere exiscs as a
unit. This fact makes c’nvironmentutl polities art interesting case oC relier-
lion for tise principte o! sovereignty,
In the Ï 960s, cluring tut decolonjzation process, developing (‘ountries

insistecl upon controliing their natural resouret’s. Jany svere suspiciuus
oC \stern erivjrunmtntal intentions fiaring a fbrm tuf tleocolonialjsm
(sec Cdtical political economy). In t 962, they strongly advucatcd
for tise adoptif)0 ot’ the C’nitecl Nations Resofution [803 on flic Permanent
Sozereint Oc’eu Vautrai Re.tources, recognizing “the inalienable right oC ail
states freely mn dispose oC cheir nattmral wealth and resources in accordanc’e
with their national interests.” Stiil toda cleveloping cocmntries frequently
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refi’r tc) this pru iciple anci m;tke sure that negc itiatecl texts explicitly recail
it ((5 crua 1994: Hochstetler et al. 200t )).
Sorne envin)Ilmentalists sec the hiosphere as une entity and tiar that

a hill, exclusive, ancl supreme state sovereigntv impedes erivironnwntal
1)rottio1i. Undcr this uni ut rtasotcmg, twc) options are hcquently
mezttioned as nwans tt c li mit s cvereigntv and favur envin cii mental pro—
tC(tiOfl. ‘[‘hi’ ttrst Ct)flSistS iii extencling tise connnon heritage of
huiuanity. Uns woulcl LllO\V, for example. tor the establishment ut
a global svstern 1)1 inspection and taxation for resources tradition—
atly uncler state sovercignty. Tise second route ui)r a post_X\T.stptialian
order is tu inenase the rights uf nofi—state actors: nongovermuental
organizations, business and corporations. epistemic com
munities. or indigenous peoples and local commuitides
(Shadian 2f) 10).
However. tise supremacv ot state sovereigntv i5 flot urnvcrsally

aiic1,ted as an impidiment tu enviionmental lJrottction. International
law alreacly includts priticiples that lirnit suvereigntV Fullowing the pre—
ventive action principle, Hic example. a state (annot use its territor
In a vay tiiat damages tlce environcTient 1)1 another state. It ‘vas pulitic—
allv endorsecl in the Stockholm (1 972) ancl the Rio (1992) Declarations
(sec Sununit diplomacy), and legallv recognizeci hy the International
Court ut Justice (JCJ) (Sinsds 1995).

îoreuvet international treaties qualifv sccvereigntv rights bv assigning
speeihc obligations tu states (Sehrijver 1997). ‘Fhe Law of die Sea
Convention. Hir example. c’xtends sovrreignty rights tu 20f) nautical
miles hum the cc citsts but lstovicies fisc environrnental duties. This lcd
sono’ legal experts tu atlirm that suvereign rights ‘over certain envir—
unmental resources are IlOt pn)pnelary, but Hdueiary” (Sancl 2004: 4$).
Here, sovereignty can be sen as a turrn ut public trusteeship granted to
states vith specitic obligations and limitations.
Other rccfuiremc’nts also ereate conditions that push states tuward

ccccc1seraticcn auci Joint action, l’or instance. several environmental
trcaties 1jrtsliihit trade with non—parties. The Mocitreal Protocul (sec
Ozone regime) bans imports, even irom non—parties. of procluets
c’c)ntainmg sut cstances that art’ harmfu1 tu the ozone layer. 11w haz—
ardous wastes regime bans irnports and exports ut tuxie svastes
with non—parties. Consecuently, a country whose brins pruduce
sprays or prucess toXic \vastes bas a high incentive to respect these
trt’aties (DeSombri 2005). Global interdcpendence pre\’tnts reguta—
tccr\ autark\

\Vith tuTu’. it appeared that suvereign rights c’oulcl even consoli—
clatc environm(’ntal coolwrati(cn. As tise tragedy of die conunons
suggests, a clear definitiotu ut rights can provide irucentives for the con
servation and preservation uf natural rc’sources. Fhr exampie, the
1992 biodiversity regime and its 2010 Nagoya Protocol placecl gen
etic resuurces undcr national sovereigntç reJcctulug tise cominon hcri—
tage princqsle that vas Hirtnerlv Hiuncl in the 19)13 tAU Internatioical
Undertaking ccci Plant Gcnetuc Resources. ‘t’luruugic thcir sovert’ign
rights. states can now cuntrul access tc) their hiodiversily and ask bio—
tetiinology business and corporations tu conspensate for tise use of
their national geisetie rcsources.
Arguai)ly, cuncerning effectiveness, states are otten tise best actccrs

tu enturce anti control erivirunnwntal measures. Not unly are thc’y able
tu impose rc’gulations. levv taxes. uf1er subsiches. and cictirce educatiun
pis grams. thev also have tIse political ancl legal capacity tu chaikngc’
ctcturs that damage their natural n’sources. iish stocks are unsustainablv
fished and cxtra—atmosphtric space hazardously ovt’r—polluteci partly
hecause of tise lack of national sovereignty over these rc’sources.
‘lise debates hetween stsvereignty as an obstacle or asa nseans for

envuronrncntal protection could ht’ somt’what rt’solved by breaking
down tise concc’pt. Karen Littin (1997) divides sovereignty intu authority,
conirol, anti iegitimae Sise arguc’s that states engage in ‘suvt’rcig;sty
hargains’ along these dimensions. for instance, tving t’missicn targt’ts tu
donustic uvnership uf green technology coulci increase autotsomv but
reduce legitimacç whilt-’ cielegating emussiun targets tu an internalion—
afly recogisizeci scientific budv (sec Bonndary organizadons) coulci
incrt’asc’ legitinsacy but decrt’ase autumcmy. Here, suvereigtsty is nut
uncterstood as an absulute attribute but as a multidirnensional concept
in constant tlux, and in constant social redefinition (Conca 1994; Chayes
and Chayes 1998: Hochstetler et al. 2000).
Tu furtiser undersrancf tut’ complex interaction between the principlt’

of sovereigntv and envirunmental protection, it might be useful tc) dif—
ferentiate t’rcvirunmt’ntal pn)hlersss. Ï’ht’ cjualitv of scientitic knowleclgc’
(sec Science), the levc’l of ecological interdependence, tise avaitabihtv uf
international itsstitutiuns. anti tise type oC natural rcsuurces might aiièct
tise dcsirabilitv fur a strong sovereignty norrn and tise bargains st’ttlecl
between sovercigntv chmensions. Ont’ hvpothesis is tisat the protection
ut local resourc’es benehts trom tise direct iisvolvement oC transnational
anci snpraicatitcnat actors, wist’rc’as transistsundary resources arc’ hctter
ptscttcted visc’n states guaici tht’ir sovcrt’igts rights.
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STOCKHOLM CONVENTION ON
PERSISTENT ORGANIC POLLUTANTS
Jessica Templeton
I.ondon School of Econonnes non Pohiucal Science, Utnted A7ngtloin

Adopted in 201)1, tlie Stockholtu Cctnventi°fl on Persistent Organic
Pollutants (POPs) is n. lcgaily hincling global agreement designed tC)

prottNt huniitn heiltli and tISe (‘llVltOtIIIWflt trom ex)sUrt, to (‘ertaifl
hazardous, translioundary chernwaÎ pollutants. PoPs Liii into three cat
(gories: pesticides. such as l)D’ L’ (dic.hloro_diPhenYl_tr1iih irocthanc);
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iridustrial chemicals, sc’h as thc [lame retardant PFOA (periluorooctanoic’acici); attd unintendeci hy—prt tctuc’ts ot’ combustion aiid industrialprocesses, such as dioxins.
Flic concept of n. POP is sociafle construc’tecl: POPs inciucie onlvthose chemicals that are subjcct 10 long—range f’nvironrnentat transport anci thus pose threats w human health anti titi’ envimnment onn. global scale (Selin 2010). Tins cliaracteristic nec’essitates globaL collective acti in tt) prot’t peoplt hmm eXposUri’ to tiwst’ substances, svhichtend to concentrate in the Arche fDownic and Fi’ngt 21)03). POPs areaiso toxw, bn)accumolauve (increasing in concentration as they movethrough tise tooci chant). anci persistent (breaking clown verv shtwtv in theenvironment).
Dec uns b ban or limit production and use of POPs are based onscience. Substances nornmated for rcguiatiitn are evaltiated lw the POPsRcview Cornmittt’c, a suhsicliary hocly cornposed o!’ thirty—onc technicalexperts aifitiatc’cI with partit’s b tise Ccinvention (sec Epistenilc coin—munities). ‘l’ue comnrmttee ri-’tleets à variety of areas 0f (‘xpertise. as wellas rcgiona[ and gencler cliversity. Kobler (2006) argues that such cIivt’rsitis essential If) the perceived legitimacy of boundary organizadonssvhich work at the interbtce oh’ science and polic
‘Flic Stockholm Convention is (Inc oC thrt’t’ treaties that actclrcssglobal chemif’al po11utin; tise otiwr two are tise Hand Conventionon hazardous wastes attd tise Rotterdam Convention on priorinibrrned consent in tracle. While these conventi )flsn.ri’ legahly autono—

mous, an unprecedented “synt-’rgies” initiative hy the United NationsEnviromnent Progranune bas barmalizeci acimijiistrative anctpro,gramflsatic iitskages among them. ‘lise ibrec secretariats havemerged to increase administrative efiicienc anct tise hietirnal meetingso! tise Conf’rences oC the Parties tt tlw conventions are held back—to—back ht) enhanct’ tue cooperatioti of these instrttments in overlap—
ping areas of responsil)ility (sec Institutional interactions). ‘t’hesechanges have strengtlsened the vertical and horizontal Iinkages amongtise cisemicals anci svastes conventions, including through intcgratictnof technical assistance to developing countries tu Support implemen—talion. However, strengthening linkages c’an also confuse issues anticrcate obstacles to agreement; for example, svhen controversy iti ont’forum spiils over Ici another (Sehn 21)1))) or tvhen delcgates engage incross—trcaty cleal—making and hrmksmanshi1) (Ailan et al. 21)18).
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