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Potential of ecological diplomacy within the context of reaching sustainable

development

Annotation. The essence of ecology diplomacy, its specific characteristics,
preconditions, features, potential and directions of ecologization of international
relations and trade were theoretically studied. In this study the attention is drawn to
significance of ecological diplomacy within the context of reaching sustainable
development. The influence of international ecological diplomacy on the policy of
development and partnership among countries was grounded. It was theoretically
proved that overwhelming majority of types of economic activities directly or
indirectly affects the environment state, and ecological diplomacy and numerous
multi-sided international environmental protection agreements influence the process
of trade relations realization to some extent (they may contain regulations on
restrictions or prohibition of particular types of goods and services trade, etc.); there
Is a need for implementation of their interaction regulation mechanisms. Significant
role in regulating the mentioned processes belongs to international organizations.

Key words: ecological policy, globalization, WTO, sustainable development,
potential, Kyoto Protocol, Paris Agreement.

Annomauuﬂ. TeopeTI/Iqecm/I HCCIICAOBAaHA CYTb DKOJIOTUYECKOU JAUIIIIOMAaTHuu,
omnpeneneHsl ee  crneuupuueckrue XapakTepUCTUKH, MPEANOChUIKH, MPU3HAKH,
I[MOTCHIOHAJI K HAIIPABJICHUA OKOJOTU3allui MCXKAYHAPOIHBIX OTHOIIICHUU U TOPIrOBJIH.
B HCCJICAOBAHNMHN AKINCHTHUPOBAHO BHHMMAHUC HA 3HAYCHHC ADKOJIOTHYECKOMU
AUIIIIOMATUU B KOHTEKCTC OOCTHXCHUSA YCTOfIqHBOFO pa3sBUTHAL. O6OCHOB3HO
BIIUSIHUE MEXKIYHAPOJHOM 3KOJIOTMYECKOW IWIUIOMATHU HA IOJIUTUKY Pa3BUTUSA U
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OOJBIIMHCTBO BHUJOB SKOHOMHUYECKON JESITEIbHOCTH OCYIIECTBIISIET MPSMOE WU
KOCBEHHOE BIIMSHHME Ha COCTOSHHE OKpYXalolmed Ccpeabl, a 3SKOJOrnyeckas
JUTUIOMATHUS u YUCJIEHHBIE MHOT'OCTOPOHHUE MEXIYHapOIHbIE
IPUPOAOOXPAHUTEIBLHBIE COTJIAIICHUS B HEKOTOPOM CTENEHU OCYIIECTBISIOT
BJIMSHUE Ha MPOLECC peald3alid TOProBbIX OTHOWIEHWHA (MOTYT COJIEp’KaTh
MOJIOKEHHUSI OTHOCUTENIbHO OTPAaHMYEHHMI WM 3alpeTa TOPTrOBIU OMNpPENEICHHBIMU
BUJAMU TOBApOB WJM YCIOYr W T.J.), CYLIECTBYET HEOOXOJMMOCTh BO BHEAPEHUHU
MEXaHU3MOB PEryJMPOBKH HMX B3aUMOJAEUCTBUSA. BaxkHas ponb B peryaupoBaHHUU
OMHCAHHBIX MPOLIECCOB MPUHAIICHKUT MEKTYHAPOIHBIM OpraHU3ALIHSIM.

Knrueevie cnoea: »sxomoruueckas auiuioMarus, riaoOamuzaums, BTO,
YCTOMUYHBOE pa3BUTHE, NoTeHUHan, Knorckuit nporokodn, Ilapuxckoe cornamenue.

Anomauia. TeopeTUUHO JOCHIIKEHO CYTh €KOJOTIYHOI  JIUIUIOMATI],
BIJI3HAYEHO 1i creuu(iuHi XapaKTEepUCTUKH, MEPEIyMOBU, O3HAKW, MOTEHLIAN Ta
HalpsIMM ~ €KOJIOTI3allii MIKHApPOJAHMX BIIHOCH 1 TOpriBii. B gociikeHHi
AKIICHTOBAHO YBary Ha 3HAY€HHI €KOJIOTIYHOI JMIUIOMATII B KOHTEKCT1 JIOCATHEHHS
CTaJIOro po3BUTKY. OOTPYHTOBAHO BILUIUB MIKHAPOJHOI €KOJIOTIYHOI JAUILIOMATIi Ha
MOJIITUKY PO3BUTKY 1 TMapTHEPCTBA MK KpaiHamu. TeopeTHyHO AOBENEHO, IO
nepeBakHa OUIBIIICTh BHJIB E€KOHOMIYHOI JISJIBHOCTI 3A1MCHIOE MpSMHUA 4YH
OTIOCEPEAKOBAHNM BIUIMB HA CTaH HABKOJUIITHHOTO CEPEJOBUINA, a EKOJIOT14HA
JTUIUIOMATISI Ta YUCENIbHI 0araToCTOPOHHI MPUPOIOOXOPOHHI MIKHAPOAHI YrOau y
NEBHIM MIpl 3[1MCHIOIOTh BIUIMB HAa MPOLEC peaji3alii TOPrOBEIbHUX BIJHOCHH
(MOXYTh MICTUTH TOJIOKEHHS II0JA0 0OMEXeHb a00 3a00pOHU TOPTIBJII NMEBHUMH
BUJIaMU TOBapiB Ta MOCIYT TOILIO), ICHY€E HEOOXIAHICTh Y BIPOBAIKEHHI MEXaHI3MIB
perymioBaHHs iX B3aemojii. BaxkimmBa poiib yperyntoBaHHS OKPECICHHX MPOIECIB
HAJICKUTh MKHAPOIHUM OpTaHi3allisM.

Knrouoei cnosea: exonoriuna puruiomartisa, riaoOamzamis, COT, crammit

PO3BUTOK, noTeHIian, Kiorcbkuii nporokod, [lapusbka yroaa.

Stating the problem. Geo-economic transformation of the world order is
determined by the dynamics of the global competitive environment; it defines the

need for maintenance of positions on markets and in spheres which are of interest for



a country. World economy globalization caused concentration of attention to issues
of foreign economic activities by legislative and executive powers of the majority of
countries. The leading position within this context belongs to state policy. An
important tool for foreign economy policy realization is ecological diplomacy. The
results of the latter considerably influence ecologization of foreign trade, increasing
and promoting export of organic agro-industrial goods as a result of appearing of new
generation of consumers who popularize healthy lifestyle, attracting foreign
investments into eco-oriented projects, participation in the work of international
ecology institutions, and protection and lobbying national ecological interests of the
country on the international level.

Under conditions of complementarity of national economic systems and
simultaneous strengthening of such processes as globalization and regionalization,
development of multi-sided trade-economic interrelations, appearance of
supranational economic institutions, multi-sided and double-sided ecological
diplomacy that plays an increasing role in international relations is growing its
significance. Ecological diplomacy is, first and foremost, linked to the work of
international, interstate and intergovernmental organizations, to holding international
conferences on ecology issues and relations, to participation in international
negotiations, and to development of double- and multi-sided international
agreements.

Growing of economic complementarity of countries in the 21 century and
mutual aspiration of leading countries for overcoming ecology problems put multi-
sided ecological diplomacy in the forefront among the methods of foreign economy
policy realization of any country. Currently, the role of ecological diplomacy in
double-sided and multi-sided negotiations, diplomacy methods, its actions, functions
and principles are being transformed. The effectiveness of economic diplomacy
within the structure of state administration of a country determines stability and
duration of foreign economy connections; efficiency of trade ecologization, financial
and informational technologies and tools; economy innovations; adaptability of a
country and its economic agents to global economy conditions; and realization of

national ecological-economic interests. The above mentioned determines the need of



complex study of ecological diplomacy, its aims and tools, methods and actions since
it influences country development on a particular historical stage and determines the
future transformation vector.

Analysis of the recent studies and publications. The problem of perspectives
of ecological diplomacy development and international trade activity when
considering ecological factor is unveiled in scientific works of such foreign scientists
as Daly H. and Farley J. [23], Markusen J. [25], Copeland B.R. and Taylor M. S.
[17], Rauscher M. [27], etc. The works of Anderson K. [13], Grossman G.M. and
Krueger A.B. [22], Panayotov T. [26] and others are dedicated to studying various
aspects of economic and ecological policies realization, their interconnection and
interplay, and consequences of implementing ecological regulations. The issue of
ecologizations of trade relations is reflected in the studies of domestic scientists,
particularly Andreieva N. [1], A. Bokhan [3, 15], Hrabynskyi I. [4], Tunytsia Y. [9],
etc. The significance of ecological vector of international trade activation is described
in the works of Potapenko V. [7], Ukrainets L. [10], Fedun O. [11], in particular they
studied ecologization of international economic activity; Bliznetska K. [2], Kopylov
M. [5], Mokhammad S., Rohozhyna N. [8] — international regulations of ecological
management and safety; Bottger K. [16] and Winter H. [31]- international trade law
and environment protection. In spite of absolute significance of the conducted studies
particular issues of ecological diplomacy development perspectives haven’t been
fully unveiled and need further research. Modern transformation processes within
international trade-economic relations are occurring considering postulates of
sustainable development ideology. Realization of the mentioned concept in trade
activity may be reached using rationalization of resource division and usage,
implementing innovative achievements of science and technology, work of
international institutions, organizing and holding international ecological
conferences, efficiency of international negotiations, and effectiveness of double- and
multi-sided international agreements.

The aim of the study is theoretical argumentation and defining potential of
ecological diplomacy within the context of reaching sustainable development. The

object of the scientific work is the process of formation and development of



ecological diplomacy considering ecological factor. The subject of the study is
preconditions, features, display and directions of international relations and trade
ecologization.

Account of main material. Global humanity development is characterized with
growth of ecological and economic interdependence of national economic systems,
liberalization of international trade and multi-vector diplomacy on the one hand, and
intensification of nature resources exploitation on the other hand. Accumulation of
social prosperity considering mutual conditionality of ecological and economic
components must occur with these two aspects. Herewith, nature protection activity
must be built harmoniously along with using mechanisms and tools of ecological
diplomacy and considering national trade-economic interests. But currently within
the mentioned relations contradicting processes are occurring. On the one hand,
reaching economic aims of the country is accompanied with growing pressure on the
environment, and on the other hand, economic growth boosts implementation of
innovative technologies which enable to decrease the intensity of using nature
resources. In this case, ecological diplomacy possesses considerable explicit and
latent potential and is able to bring significant results within multi- and double-sided
trade relation of countries.

Ecological diplomacy is a relatively new and specific branch of international
activity, it may narrowly be defined as a system of methods, ways, and practical
actions used for solving ecologically directed problems of foreign economic policy.
Ecological diplomacy widely means multi- and double-sided diplomacy
concentrating on particular ecological problems. It’s developing on several
interconnected levels: global (the UN, WTO Trade and Environment Committee,
Environmental Protection World Wide Fund, International Union for Conservation of
Nature, Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, International
Atomic Energy Agency, Food and Agriculture Organization, Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe, etc.); regional — within regional organizations
and specialized functional programmes as well as within the system of multi-sided
interstate relations; national (double-sided) — when states (mostly geographic

neighbors that have decided to unite their efforts for studying and solving particular



problems) are interacting; corporative — mostly transnational corporations manifested
in often blamed measures of restricting business ecological practice. Irrelevant of the
scale of interaction, all the cooperation forms aim at solving international ecological
problems. The basis of modern ecological diplomacy is not defined by narrowly
interpreted national interests that feature foreign policy of ideology and military
confrontation, but common mankind interest aimed at saving nature.

Thus, it may be summarized that, on the one hand, ecology issues become tools
of assertion of national interests [6, 18], but on the other hand, it’s necessary to note
that according to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) set by the UN in 2015 for
the year 2030, 17 global goals, which contain 169 particular goal indices and where
it’s stated that international trade is “a locomotive of universal economic growth and
reduction of poverty and boosts implementation of sustainable development concept
into action”, were defined. Integration of countries that are developing into regional
and global markets is one of the leading SDG goals within which trade activity must
provide assistance to sustainable development at the expense of realization of such
aims as increasing the volume of help for supporting trade of developing countries;
realization of the principle of special and differentiated trade regime for developing
countries; boosting export growth of developing countries, etc. Moreover, in order to
strengthen global trade-economic cooperation in the interest of sustainable
development, the priority of providing spreading implementation of stable production
and consuming models is defined. Particularly, the need of realization of 10-year
framework programmes in sustainable consuming and production area is emphasized
[28].

It’s also important to emphasize that priority of the problem of trade activity
ecologization has been defined by the countries-members of WTO which is
manifested in stimulating sustainable development and green economy at the expense
of ratification of a number of regulations concerning forming the mechanism of
protection and control in the environmental protection area. The mentioned norms are
aimed at providing balance, on the one hand, concerning promoting ecological aims,
and on the other hand, avoiding trade activity protectionism actions, and as a result,

negative influence on the rights of other countries-members of WTO. As an



exception, in order to gain ecological benefits, violation of such international trade
rules as non-discrimination of responsibilities and quantitative limitations prohibition
are acceptable (Eliminatingtradebarriers..., 2016). At the same time, the importance
of boosting potential strengthening in trade and environmental protection spheres of
developing countries is distinguished. The following factors actualize the need for
developing and implementation of international regulatory trade policy considering
ecology standards within the GATT/WTO system [32]: firstly, the absence of
corresponding ecological standards contributes to investment resources movement
from developed countries, where there are higher ecological standards, to developing
countries, which leads to uncontrolled reduction of investment and losing jobs in
industrially developed countries; secondly, the absence of ecological standards in
some regions/countries creates preconditions for unfair competition and market
deformation since there’s an opportunity to lower goods prices as compared to
analogs which are produced in countries with properly functioning ecological
regulations and standardization system; thirdly, the absence of ecological standards
coordination may cause aggravation of competition with possible further loss of
competitive positions within the global market by a number of countries,
consequently they will have to lower their ecological standards and keeping high
standards will be seen as unsatisfactory, etc. [20].

Liberalization of international trade is accompanied by positive and negative
consequences of endogenous and exogenous origin within coordination of trade and
economic regimes which may be leveled by diplomacy tools. The main problem of
ecological and trade regimes harmonization is a fear of ecological protectionism and
creating non-tariff barriers. The given approaches and the concept of inclusive
sustainable growth testify the appearance of new complicated and contradicting goals
of the 21% century for economic diplomacy which must take into consideration multi-
aspectness and complementing of all trade-economic factors of countries’ relations:
institutional, economic, social, and ecological ones. Under these conditions the
significance of multi-sided ecological diplomacy is actualized. A good example of
identification of world industry ecology degree and usage of ecological diplomacy is

The Global Green Economy Index. Over the last seven years it has contained the data



analysis concerning ecology development of national economies, presence or absence
of progress in its achievement. Thus, GGEI 2018 expert opinion covers a
considerable number of world regions (North America, Europe, Asia, Latin America
and the Caribbean countries, Africa, Near East and Northern Africa, Oceania), 130
countries, the EU, OECD, G20 [19, 21]. In order to provide complex estimation of
eco-effectiveness and usage of countries’ resources, GGEI analysis uses four
measurement indices: firstly, management and climate change (a country leader,
coverage in media, international forums, climate change results); secondly, branches
efficiency (construction, transportation, power engineering, tourism, resource
efficiency); thirdly, markets and investments (renewable energy resources, eco-
technological innovations, ecological investment boosting, corporative stability);
fourthly, environment (agriculture, air quality, water, biological and natural
environment, fishing, forests).

Thereby, international ecological diplomacy must gain a consolidating format
in the development of effective partnership as a precondition of commitment for
progress since international decisions and resolutions in ecological law area are not
persuasive enough for some world countries [3]. There are discrepancies between
rationalization principles proclamation and industry practice which firstly cause
appearing of ecological problems and cataclysms, and then late realization of their
ruining consequences. There are famous platforms for ecological risks transformation
into constructive cooperation of countries, they are Global Green Growth Institute,
Green Growth Knowledge Platform (GGGI, OECD, UNEP, World Bank); Global
Green Growth Forum (initiated by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark which
united Ethiopia, Mexico, Qatar, China, Kenya, Korea); Environment and Security
Initiative (OSCE, UNDP, UNEP, UNECE, REC); Institute for Environmental
Diplomacy&Security, etc.

Green growth governance as an empirical phenomenon lives up to the above
definitions, because when there is contact between policies, there is diplomacy at
work. In Table 1 below, most of these new specific green growth networks
established in the period 2005-2013 are listed. All networks have international

participants. These networks are the new spaces and places where global



environmental governance — governing and governmentality — is forged through

diplomacy.

Table 1: Examples of International Green Growth Networks

Network name

Established by (year)

Seoul Initiative Network on Green
Growth (SINGG)

Korea (2005)

ASEM Green Growth Nefw ork

Korea (2008)

Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI)

Korea (2010}

Global Green Growth Forum (3GF)

Denmark, Korea and Mexico (2010)

Mordic Council of Minister's green
growth working group

Denmark (2010)

Green Growth Cities

OECD (2010)

Astana Green Bridge Initiative (AGBI)

Kazakhstan and UNESCAP (2010}

Green Growth Initiative

African Development Bank and OECD (2011}

STRING green growth network

STRIN G members (2011}

Myanmar Green Economy Green
Growth (GEGG)

GEGG (private and academic partners) (2011)

Mekong region's green growth network

Vietnam, ADB. UK, UNEP, WWF, Denmark
{2011}

Green Growth Knowledge Platform
(GGKP)

Korea, OECD, UNEFP and World Bank (2012}

C40 green growth network

New York and Copenhagen (2012)

G2AZ2 — Green Growth Action Alliance

B20 Task Force on Green Growth (2012)

Green Growth Best Practice (GGBP)

GGG, Climate Development and Knowledge
Network (CDKN), the European Climate
Foundation, and the Intemational Climate
Initiative (German Govemment). GGGl serves
as the executive agency (2012).

Green Growth Group

United Kingdom (2013)

Source: Adapted from [14].

Mutual decisions of countries in international trade ecologization sphere are
formed, first and foremost, considering national expenses for environmental
protection. The proof is practical experience of ecological diplomacy policy in
fighting for climate conservation where sides seek to reach a consensus concerning
responsibilities division among the world countries [15, 30]. For instance, Kyoto
Protocol, which for a while had been the only international agreement that obliged
world developed countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, currently states the
task of parallel coordination of a plan on reducing greenhouse gas emissions for all
key economies of the world based on the principle of common but differentiated
responsibility. The system of countries-members covers only 13% of greenhouse gas

emissions; major polluters China and the USA (they possess nearly 41% of world



CO2 emissions) are “ecologically polyphonic”; and Canada officially left it in 2012.
Ecological policy of numerous countries will change drastically since the fight
against climate change to 2050 will expect expenses of nearly 5.5% of the world
GDP. Despite the knowledge of governments and society about the gravity of climate
change problems, the world volume of CO2 emissions still increased by 45% during
1990-2010 [3, 24, 30]. However, despite the fact that Kyoto Protocol has legal
validity of an international agreement, there haven’t been found any mechanisms that
would secure its fulfillment.

United Nations Climate Change Conference (COP 21) and Kyoto Protocol
Sides Conference (CRP-11) in 2015 in Paris may be considered as historically
significant events [29]. Paris Agreement must substitute Kyoto Protocol in 2020.
Within Paris Agreement each country will independently define volumes of
emissions for it and will execute the commitments according to its strength. Due to
such a step over 160 countries joined the new agreement, most of them used to be
afraid to submit their plans on emissions reductions because of sanctions. Paris
Climate Alliance was created in order to keep average temperature of global warming
under +2°C. Paris Agreement will foresee new commitments for countries whose
economic status has changed since signing Kyoto Protocol. Because the world
economic system has drastically changed and such relatively wealthy countries as
South Korea and Saudi Arabia cannot position themselves as “developing countries”
and avoid climate commitments. But China which is judged as the biggest ozone
layer destructor by experts, is trying to keep aside from climate initiatives. A
considerable difference between these agreements is that Kyoto Protocol allows
countries to internationally trade greenhouse gas emissions quotas which has
discredited itself over the time of the agreement functioning. To the contrary, Paris
Agreement suggests a number of criteria using which it’s possible to reevaluate real
possibilities of any country concerning its contribution to emissions reduction.

But yet there’s an unsolved issue of motivating countries and attracting market
agents to constructive cooperation within the context of reaching compromises in
international trade using the mechanisms of ecological diplomacy. Because according

to experts [12] such a system is more flexible and will allow to promptly and



adequately react to various changes. Particular countries opposed such a principle not
wishing to become financial donors of emissions reduction in the future. Among
them there’s India which currently has GDP per capita twice lower than Ukraine, but
is very rapidly developing and has a possibility to become one of the biggest
greenhouse gas producers in the future. Ukraine has committed not to exceed the
level of greenhouse gas emissions over 60% of 1990 for the following 15 years. Such
a decision is ambiguous according to experts, since now Ukraine is emitting about
40% of gases of 1990.

Therefore, the development of current international trade relations is
characterized by strengthening of global demand growth processes which causes
overuse of non-renewable sources and ruining the ecosystem. The above mentioned
circumstances actualize the need for directing the vector of further formation of
ecological diplomacy of international trade activity within the concept of sustainable
development. Reaching balanced formation of international trade considering an
ecology factor demands adjusting national environmental protection norms and
standards to international ones; development and implementation of interstate
ecological programmes and projects; usage of general principles of ecological
direction activity stimulation, as well as ratification of international sanctions for
violating environmental protection law. According to modern demands, formation of
competitive domestic economic system and keeping competitive positions within the
global market must occur taking into consideration the existing demands of the
international economic environment. Considering existing international obligations
and principles on international trade ecologization issue, domestic economic policy
needs to develop and implement new effective levers of its regulation on general
state, regional and local levels.

Conclusions. Thus, ecological diplomacy within the context of reaching
sustainable development possesses considerable explicit and latent potential. First
and foremost, it’s connected to the work of international organizations; holding
global and regional conferences on ecological problems; setting international
economic relations concerning regulation of export-import trade torrents taking into

consideration ecology safety for society and environment; protection and lobbying



national ecology interests on world markets; activation of mechanisms and tools for
promoting ecological goods to foreign markets; limitation of access of hazardous
imported goods; boosting trade and production ecologization among countries;
organization and holding international trade negotiations; and developing double- and

multi-sided international agreements.
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