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Will an increasingly intense global competition improve the environment or degrade the environment?  Competition will probably improve the environment in places to which mobile, educated, demanding workers must be attracted, such as advanced service centers and most tourist destinations.  But places of routine operations, hard-pressed to minimize costs of production, will not feel that they can afford to trade amenities or even health and safety for jobs.  Global competition will probably produce greater divergence in natural environments.

Many guardians of the world’s resources and natural environment claim that overconsumption results more from the excesses of rich nations than from population increases in the poor ones.  One can understand, then, how environmentalists would have mixed feelings when asked to cheer a worldwide flood of goods and services flowing from an ever more productive global economy.  The rise of the global economy and freer trade seems not so symbiotic with global environmental protection.  How can the lot of poor nations be raised with only moderate increases in total world output and effluent except by reducing consumption in rich nations, ones in which the younger generation does not feel so rich?  And who is in charge here?  At every turn of these pages, the distribution of income seems to be the central issue.

To carry the argument to the local level, the point is raised that places that address the environmental issues first will enhance their long-term competitive advantage.  True, but the fruits of victory may be a little bitter if more local growth leads to renewed pressure on the local environment.  It is hard to write a scenario in which [city] growth does not clash with the protection of the environment.






Wilbur R. Thompson






(In Kresl and Gappert, 1995) 

Introduction

The disposal of the by-products of industrialized nations’ production and consumption has been a growing environmental issue involving all nations of the world.  As lack of space for disposal, lack of innovative disposal technology, regulations, economics, and public opinions have all applied pressure on producers of the world’s waste to find ways to dispose of the waste, the nations of the world were increasingly in need of economical ways to deal with such waste.  The process of shipping waste to other countries was a growing practice.  The substance and scope of the problem of international waste trade and the organizations working to influence this process are the subjects of this report.

Waste disposal on a global level

While the globalization of waste management has many incarnations, the most controversial process highlighting the international linkages in waste disposal is the international trade of wastes.   The transportation of wastes, hazardous wastes in particular, became an international policy issue in the 1970s following several cases of waste dumping from the United States and Western Europe into communities in Africa, Latin America, and the Caribbean that lacked adequate environmental protection laws against such practices (O’Neill, 1998).  International awareness of the problems related to the dumping of hazardous wastes has increased due to the increasing growth in the amount of waste generated, closure of old dump sites and opposition to the siting of new dumps, and the increasing costs of disposal in developed countries (Krueger, 1999).

The issue of transboundary shipping of hazardous wastes of particular concern is the exportation of wastes by rich industrialized countries to poor developing countries lacking the administrative and technological resources to ensure the proper disposal or recycling of such wastes.  This movement tends to be from the richer countries in the north to poorer countries in the south and from Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries to non-OECD countries.  The main causes of international waste trade are cheaper disposal costs in the south and public and political resistance to new hazardous waste disposal facilities in the north (Krueger, 1999).  The general principle that applies here is the stricter an industrial nation’s environmental laws, the more hazardous wastes it exports (Satchell, 1994). 

Scope of the problem


Accurate figures of the amount of waste generated and traded in the international waste trade are impossible to ascertain.  The definition of hazardous waste various from country to country, the framing and specification of the problem have not reached a consensus amongst analysts, and the illegal trade cannot be precisely measured (Krueger, 1998; O’Neill, 1998).  

Some estimates of the scope of the hazardous waste problem include:

•  300-500 million tons of hazardous wastes are generated internationally each year

•  The majority (80%-90%) is generated by OECD countries with 10% being shipped to other countries

•  The majority (80%-90%) is traded between industrialized countries

•  Greenpeace estimates approximately 5.2 million tons of hazardous waste were exported by industrialized countries to Eastern Europe and developing countries from 1986-1990

•  Greenpeace estimates approximately 2.5 million tons were traded from OECD countries to non-OECD countries from 1989-1994, and

•  Disposal costs in the late 1980s ranged from $2.50-$50.00 per ton in Africa, to $100.00-$2000.00 per ton in developed nations.

(Krueger, 1999, 1998)


Hazardous waste comes in many forms and includes many different toxic substances.  The hazards range from materials containing dioxins and heavy metals such as mercury and lead, to organic wastes.  The wastes may be in barrels of liquid waste, obsolete computer parts, used batteries, or incinerator ash.  Richer, industrialized countries with industry, mining, and other extraction processes are the main sources of hazardous wastes.  Small-scale industry, hospitals, the military, and transportation services also contribute to the waste stream in both rich, industrialized countries as well as in developing nations (Krueger, 1999).  

The way a problem is framed or specified, or how a problem is perceived, influences policy choices and desired outcomes.  Global environmental problems tend to be framed in one of three ways: degradation of the common (e.g. the breakdown of the ozone layer of the atmosphere), transboundary issues (pollution generated in one country effects areas beyond its borders, e.g. acid rain, ocean pollution) and local issues (those having a cumulative effect on the global environment, e.g. destruction of the rainforest).  Hazardous waste disposal can be framed as a transboundary problem and as a local issue widespread across the globe and cumulative in its effects (O’Neill, 1998).  This could be considered an ecological analytical perspective which considers the entire ecosystem with the belief that humans and their actions are part of that system (Flomenhoft, 2003).

The specification of the waste trade as a transboundary issue has been the primary perspective for the issue on the international policy agenda.  The idea of regulating waste trade developed from concern for the equity issues of dumping wastes from rich countries to poor countries.  This environmental justice issue of dumping wastes on countries and populations least equipped to process the hazardous waste safely, a normative perspective of considering social norms of what’s right and wrong (Flomenhoft, 2003), was perceived as “environmental colonialism at its worst” (O’Neill, 1998).  It was an indication of the lengths to which industrialized rich countries would go to dump their environmental hazards onto poorer nations (Krueger, 1999). 

Weak environmental standards and loosely monitored and regulated toxic-waste imports and exports compound the fact that definitions of hazardous waste differ from country to country.  Hazardous materials are frequently mislabeled and poor countries cannot afford the expense of enforcement or the technology to process wastes safely.  Developing countries are often unable to determine the environmental and health effects of certain disposal methods and the materials being processed (Satchell, 1994).  For example, obsolete pesticides no longer used in agriculture in Germany were shipped to Eastern European countries to be used for their agricultural economy (Cobbing, 1992).  Tons of toxic waste from the U.S. were mislabeled as fertilizer and used on farms in countries such as Haiti and Brazil (Cohen and Greens, 2000).

Disposal of some hazardous wastes can be beneficial if handled properly.  Valuable materials can sometimes be recovered from other countries’ wastes.  In 1990, the 24 industrialized nation members of the OECD exported some 40 million tons of waste worth $19 billion dollars for recycling and recovery worldwide.  The recycling industry employs 350,000 people with revenues of approximately 

$38 billion a year with most of those profits being collected by OECD countries (Mackenzie, 1993).   In India, the industry employs thousands of people.  Between 1992 and 1995, India imported 344,000 tons of metal waste and 80,000 tons of plastic waste for recycling providing a legitimate secondary source of materials (Ajello and Ranawana, 1996).  The trade in metal scrap and metal-bearing residues resulted in $37.2 billion dollars of valued by-product per year between 1980 and 1993 (Krueger, 1999).  Thus, the economies of some developing countries benefit greatly from the transboundary trade of wastes.  These countries are opposed to the idea of banning the international waste trade.  “Ideally, waste should be disposed safely near the place of its generation.  But the international movement of waste cannot, and maybe should not, be abolished.  What must be controlled is the way it is moved and, even more important, its final disposal”  (United Nations Environment Program specialist, quoted in Land, 1989).   Countries with growing industrial capacity such as Brazil and India could be hurt economically by a total ban on waste trade.  They would lose a significant source of secondary materials (Krueger, 1999).

However, some hazardous waste exports from Europe and United States have been designated recyclable or for recovery making them exempt from waste laws and thus able to be traded as market goods.  For example, toxic wastes have been designated as fuel for incinerators generating energy (Cohen and Greens, 2000).  Also, for most waste streams, a recovery operation can be claimed even for illegitimate disposal processes and exported legally (Cobbing, 1992), as U.S. law protects the traders of these materials and not the importing country or its people (Cohen and Greens, 2000).  Recycling is intuitively a positive action and has an environmentally correct image.  It can be an important source of valuable byproducts for nations with few natural resources.  However, recycling and recovery of the components of waste that have value often results in large quantities of residues which contain concentrations of chemicals that can create illness and disease and pollute the local environment (Satchell, 1994).

Disposal, recycling, and recovery of hazardous waste and its ingredients can lead to human health and environmental problems when done improperly.  Leakage of toxins into groundwater, soil, rivers, and the atmosphere can occur.  The health and environmental effects can be immediate, such as an acute illness associated with exposure to chemicals, or insidious, such as when toxics enter into the water supply resulting in congenital malformations or diseases not readily apparent such as cancer (Krueger, 1999).

International efforts to address transboundary movements of hazardous wastes

The most sweeping effort to apply restrictions to the international waste trade is the Basel Convention on the Transboundary Movement of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal.  Under the auspices of the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), the convention was negotiated between 1987 and 1989 and signed by 35 countries and European Community in 1989 in Basel, Switzerland.  The agreement went into force in 1992 with 130 parties.  

The convention had three objectives:

1) To reduce transboundary movements of hazardous wastes while minimizing their generation.

2) To promote the disposal of such wastes as close as possible to their places of origin (the “proximity principle”).

3) To prohibit the shipment of hazardous wastes to countries lacking the legal, administrative, and technical capacity to manage them in an environmentally sound manner.  

(Environment, 1999)


The convention includes specific measures designed to meet the objectives listed above.  The agreement in its original form,

•  prohibits exports of hazardous wastes to Antarctica and countries that have banned such imports as national policy

•  prohibits exports to nonparties unless they are subject to an agreement that is at least as stringent as the Basel Convention

•  permits transfers of hazardous wastes only with the prior notification and consent of a “competent authority” in the importing country, and

• promotes the environmentally sound management of hazardous wastes.








(Environment, 1999) 

In December of 1992, the first Conference of Parties supporting the

Basel Convention, under pressure from a “pro-ban” group of Greenpeace and developing and other countries, requested that industrialized countries stop exporting hazardous wastes to developing countries.  At the second Conference of Parties in 1994, the parties agreed to ban transport of hazardous wastes from OECD countries to non-OECD countries.  The decision was not incorporated into the text of the agreement so some parties have questioned its legal authority.  Questions as to the definitions of hazardous waste, what materials should be included under the agreement, legal liability for the trade, the illegal trade of wastes, the final ratification of the agreement, and the processes leading to the reduction of hazardous waste generation are still being answered by the parties of the convention (Krueger, 1999).


As of 1999, the United States, the world’s largest generator of hazardous wastes, had not yet ratified the Basel Convention.  The U.S. considered legislation that made it party to the agreement while not endorsing the amendment to ban all international waste trade (Environment, 1999).

Non-governmental organizations working to address transboundary movements of hazardous wastes

NGOs are actively working to influence the international waste trade.  Through the development of trade agreements such as the Basel Convention, providing information and technical expertise, grassroots organizing efforts, and other activities, NGOs are addressing the issue of hazardous wastes around the globe.  While some are working through international networks, others are working in their region to influence the generation and import or export of hazardous wastes.  Below are brief summaries of some of the environmental NGOs and their roles in the environmental and policy arenas involved with the international waste trade with Greenpeace being the most frequently mentioned NGO in the literature reviewed for this report.

Greenpeace:  Founded in Vancouver, Canada, in 1971 to bring public attention to underground nuclear testing off the west coast of Alaska, the group has grown to be an international organization that prioritizes global environmental campaigns.  With a tradition of “bearing witness” in a non-violent manner, Greenpeace exposes environmental offenders and challenges governments and corporations to live up to their mandate to protect the environment and the future (Greenpeace, 2003).

The organization works closely with other organizations but maintains no permanent relationships with them.  It works to promote debate about environmental choices and uses research, lobbying, and diplomacy, as well as high-profile, non-violent conflict to pursue its goals (Greenpeace, 2003). 

Based in Amsterdam, the Netherlands, Greenpeace now has 2.8 million supporters worldwide with national and regional offices in 41 countries across Europe, the Americas, Asia and the Pacific (Greenpeace, 2003).

As a non-profit organization, Greenpeace has structured its organization to maintain independence.  It does not accept donations from governments, corporations or political parties.  Funding is generated from contributions from individual supporters and foundation grants (Greenpeace, 2003).  As “the most radical of the major environmental organizations,” it had 250 staff and a budget of $11.4 million in 1996 (Lustig and Brunner, 1996).

Greenpeace utilizes adversarial and transformational tactics and strategies as defined by Flomenhoft (2003).  Adversarial techniques include direct action, civil disobedience and boycotts.  These strategies are used to prevent future damage by fighting the offending system or organization.  Transformational strategies include lobbying, education and working within the legal system to influence change.  An example of a transformational tactic includes the current “Greenpeace Cyberactivist Community” where the group has organized a write-in campaign to UNESCO.  The campaign is intended to make UNESCO aware of the current practice of shipbreaking as another means of international toxic waste trade.  Shipbreaking is when obsolete ships are sent to developing countries (e.g. India and Bangladesh) for recycling and recovery.  The recovery often consists of the ship being dismantled off- shore by workers who, with little protection, are exposed to the asbestos used to insulate the ship and the products (often chemical), that were transported by the ship while active (Greenpeace, 2003).  Examples of adversarial tactics include local protests and using mass media.  In June, 2003, Greenpeace activists hung a banner from the European Union building in Belgium calling for ship cleaning before they are sent to developing countries for recycling and recovery (Greenpeace, 2003).  The organization writes reports and releases them to the media.  One recent example is the report on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) exports to Africa and the effects on different African countries (Greenpeace, 2003).  Another tactic is the presence of representatives in specific areas of the world who perform environmental audits on the practices and processes of corporations and countries.  Current audits include the monitoring of the practice of shipbreaking and the export/import of toxic incinerator ash (Greenpeace, 2003).  The group continues its practice of direct confrontation combined with media exposure.  In April 2000, Greenpeace activists boarded a ship in Japan that was intending to off-load a shipment of PCB contaminated toxic waste.  The media was alerted to the fact that the ship was carrying toxic waste from the U.S.  

Local protests and press releases have been used to draw attention to plans to site waste disposal and incinerator plants, primarily in Asian countries.  Incineration was once thought to be the most effective means of disposing waste materials.  It is now recognized to create toxic waste that is a threat to public health and the environment.  Increased cancer rates, respiratory ailments, reproductive abnormalities, among others, are reported in peoples living near incinerator waste disposal facilities.  These effects are known to occur at low exposure rates to many of the metals and other pollutants released during incineration.  Pollutants released are also known to accumulate in food crops (Greenpeace, 2003).   

Greenpeace has also organized a boycott of the ExxonMobil Corporation.  Seen internationally as the primary corporation influencing the ongoing industry campaign to stop any international agreement on ways to solve global warming, Greenpeace is calling for the non-use of ExxonMobil products as well as write-in campaigns protesting the corporation’s policies (Greenpeace, 2003).   

Examples of other work relating to the international waste trade include the Greenpeace Database of Known Hazardous Waste Exports from OECD to non-OECD Countries, 1989-1994.  This type of data was influential in the development of the Basel Convention and the subsequent “pro-ban” coalition including Greenpeace that requested a ban on the export of hazardous wastes from developed countries to developing countries (Krueger, 1999; Cobbing, 1992).  Currently, Greenpeace International is recognized as a primary source for information about the transportation of wastes, including ships intended for shipbreaking, their country of origin, and their destination.  The organization has worked to support African countries in exercising their rights to refuse waste shipments from industrialized nations by providing technical support (O’Neill, 1998; The Economist, 1989).  Greenpeace has campaigned worldwide against the waste trade and has succeeded in stopping several waste transfer plans including a plan to ship millions of used auto tires from the U.S. to the South Pacific island of Tonga for incineration, a plan to ship 8000 tons of petroleum-contaminated soil from Hawaii to the Marshall Islands to be used as landfill to create more usable land-surface area, and a plan to ship tons of toxic incinerator waste from the U.S. to Panama as construction fill for an ocean causeway (Satchell, 1994).  Greenpeace has studied the world system of recycling and recovery and has declared the inability to find a “recovery operation” in a developing country which could not be considered to pose a threat to the workers or the surrounding environment (Cobbing, 1992).  The organization has worked with Shristi, an Indian environmental group that is a watchdog of the international waste trade, to condemn the recycling of western countries’ toxic waste.  Each year, industries in the west produce tons of toxic waste that contain zinc, copper, aluminum and lead that can be extracted for profit.  It is cheaper to do in India, but it is also an environmentally unhealthy process.  “The world’s waste traders know it.  India is receiving the effluent of the affluent” (Ajello and Ranawana, 1996).  The organization has tracked shipments of plastics sent to China, Asia, and Africa.  In China, people sort the plastics with no protection exposing them to bacteria, dust, and the chemicals of what was packaged in the plastics (MacKenzie, 1993).  Since the Basel Convention was adopted, Greenpeace has documented cases of non-adherence to the prior informed consent mechanism included in the accord (Krueger, 1998).  Currently, Greenpeace is working to ensure an end to the international toxic waste trade by calling for a total ban on the practice through amendments in the Basel Convention agreement and calls for the end of manufacturing, use, and disposal of hazardous, synthetic substances, particularly POPs, which are known to be the worst man-made environmental toxins (Greenpeace, 2003).

Basel Action Network: The Basel Action Network (BAN) is a relatively new international network of toxics and development activist organizations that “share a vision of international environmental justice” (BAN, 2003).  Seeking to prevent all trade in toxic wastes, toxic products, and toxic technologies, BAN members work regionally, nationally and globally to ensure that the Basel Convention ban on the export of hazardous wastes from OECD countries to non-OECD countries will not be weakened and will be ratified and implemented.  BAN also works to prevent the future transfer of hazardous and obsolete technologies to industrializing countries (BAN, 2003).

Operating under the auspices of the Secretariat Services of the Asia-Pacific Environmental Exchange (APEX) based in Seattle, WA, the organization’s methods include sharing of information and strategic ideas to be put into place by members in their respective countries.  It also works to ensure that representatives from all countries are participants in the Conference of Parties of the Basel Convention (BAN, 2003).  

BAN is a tax-exempt charitable organization.  Currently, the staff consists of three people, the founder, Jim Puckett, former Greenpeace International’s Toxics Director and coordinator of the Toxic Trade campaign, a Toxics Policy Analyst and a Toxics Research Analyst (BAN, 2003).  The number of members was not reported.

BAN utilizes primarily transformational tactics but also uses adversarial strategies as defined by Flomenhoft (2003).  The organization’s primary transformational forum is the Basel Convention.  For example, the group represented all non-governmental environmental organizations at a special meeting of the Convention held in April 2002, at which the organization helped draft and prioritize the strategic plan of the Convention for the next decade.  The group also was the primary force in stopping certain developed countries in their attempt to change the focus of the Convention away from waste prevention and transboundary movements of hazardous wastes (BAN, 2003).

An example of an adversarial tactic took place in November, 1998.  Activists from BAN and Greenpeace demonstrated in Barcelona, Spain, against the dumping of hazardous wastes in developing countries.  Activists, using a Greenpeace boat, sailed out to a ship, the Encounter Bay, that was scheduled to be part of a shipbreaking operation for recycling and recovery in Asia in the near future.  While on board, they hung a banner reading ‘Stop dumping on Asia” for the media to see.  BAN and Greenpeace demanded that the owners of the ship, and all other European Union-based shipping companies, clean all hazardous materials and wastes out of ships before exporting them for recycling in Asia or China.  Included in the demands was a call for an independent toxics inventory of all ships that were scheduled to be sold for shipbreaking in Asia (Greenpeace, 2003).

Adversarial tactics also include action to expose the international waste trade to the world.   In February, 2002, BAN, together with the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition, SCOPE of Pakistan, and Toxics Link India, released its video entitled “Exporting Harm: The High-Tech Trashing of Asia.”  This video highlighting the health hazards and trade in computer recycling and disposal received major mass media coverage around the world (BAN, 2003).   The group also attends activist gatherings such as the International Campaign for Responsible Technology and holds press conferences and demonstrations with other organizations such as Greenpeace.  In December, 2002, the two groups held a press conference at the Basel Convention Conference of Parties to attack the plan of the U.S. to renew export of obsolete naval vessels that contain PCBs and asbestos to developing countries (BAN, 2003).  

The organization maintains a database of all waste trade around the globe.  

In October 2000, BAN, using its role as an international waste-trafficking watchdog, discovered that Australia was the first OECD country to violate the internationally agreed upon Basel Convention ban on the export of hazardous waste.  The Australian government authorized the export of 60 tons of mining waste containing arsenic to South Africa.  BAN made this agreement violation public through press releases to related journals (Chemistry and Industry, 2000). 

Environmental Defense: Environmental Defense, formerly the Environmental Defense Fund, was founded in 1967 by Yannacone and Wurster and a small group of volunteer conservationists working to protect osprey from the spraying of DDT.  Dedicated to protecting the environment to provide clean air, clean water, healthy food, and a vital, sustainable ecosystem, the organization evaluates environmental problems and works to find and promote solutions.  These solutions must consider the political, economic and social aspects of the problem and the solution itself.  The creation of social and economic systems that are equitable and just are seen as necessary for a sustainable environment (Environmental Defense, 2003).

Utilizing individuals’ abilities to organize people into collective action, Environmental Defense helped launch the modern environmental movement.  It worked to win a ban on the pesticide DDT through legal and policy action (Environmental Defense, 2003). 

Today, Environmental Defense claims to be one of the most influential environmental advocacy groups.  Its staff consists of more Ph.D. scientists and economists than any other group; more than 200 professional are on staff.  The Board of Directors consists of 21 individuals from industry, media, philanthropic organizations, and environmental groups, to name a few.  Based in New York, NY, Environmental Defense now has over 300,000 members (Environmental Defense, 2003).

The group focuses on transformational strategies as defined by Flomenhoft (2003).  The organization’s International Program focuses on developing countries as the center of emerging environmental problems.  As advocates for the environment and human rights, the organization works to influence international financial institutions, governments, and corporations and their investments in developing countries.  The primary strategy is to “follow the money” and influence the investing institutions before the investments and policies are implemented (Environmental Defense, 2003).  For example, through organizational channels, Environmental Defense has applied pressure on Export Credit Agencies (ECAs) that are the largest public financiers of large-scale infrastructure projects such as the Three Gorge’s Dam in China.  ECAs are unregulated by international law, unlike organizations such as the World Bank, so they are not required to comply with the same environmental rules.  Environmental Defense has been applying pressure to negotiate voluntary environmental standards but has not been successful to date (Environmental Defense, 2003).  Education and informational and technical assistance are important tools for the organization.  The group works with native peoples and local organizations in Africa, Asia and Central and South America to promote sustainable, equitable and environmentally just investment and development policies.  The research and subsequent education done by the group is targeted at the public, the media and policy decision-makers (Environmental Defense, 2003).

In relation to international waste trade, the organization won a case before the U.S. Supreme Court in 1994 ending exemptions for the consideration of hazardous wastes in incinerator ash (Environmental Defense, 2003).  Active in the international arena (Lustig and Brunner, 1996), the organization has worked to change the definition of hazardous waste to include incinerator ash, which can contain lead, mercury and dioxins that can poison the environment.  Prior to the change in definition, ash was shipped worldwide without adequate safety precautions.  “We’re stuck with a definition of toxicity that is wholly inadequate,” said Richard Denison of the Environmental Defense Fund (Lief, 1988).  With the change in definition, incinerator waste exemptions were removed and the ash is now considered a toxic waste for the purposes of export and import. 

United Nation’s organization working to address transboundary movements of hazardous wastes

Brief mention should be made of the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) when discussing the issue of international waste trade.  As the organizing agent for the Basel Convention, the UNEP has been instrumental in the worldwide attention being paid to the transport of hazardous wastes.  Established in 1972, it is the voice for the environment within the United Nations system; it acts as an advocate, educator, and facilitator to provide leadership and encourage partnership in concern for the environment.  The perspective taken is one of waste management that encompasses both prevention and disposal.  It works to enable nations and people to improve their quality of life without jeopardizing the environment for the future (United Nations Environment Program, 2003).

Other organizations and agreements working to address transboundary movements of hazardous wastes

Other organizations and agreements include (in alphabetical order):


Bureau of International Recycling


Environmental Research Foundation


Essential Action


European Federation for Waste Activities


Friends of the Earth


Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives


International Maritime Organization


La Paz Agreement: U.S. and Mexico


Organization of African Unity


Paris Convention for the Prevention of Marine Pollution

Shristi

Sustainable Development Policy Institute (Islamabad, Pakistan)

U.S. Agency for International Development

World Bank

World Wide Fund for Nature

Local organizations:

Eco Carpathian Environment Foundation (Romania)

Bryggegrupperne (Denmark)

Conclusion


The issue of international waste trade clearly demonstrates the limitations of a bioregional perspective of the environment.  Pollution and waste from one region clearly impact other areas within the ecosystem.


During the past decade, it has become necessary for countries to begin to work on becoming self-sufficient in terms of hazardous waste disposal.  Hazardous waste management programs have been developed to change the way those who generate hazardous waste store, transport, treat and dispose of those wastes with environmentally safe processes (Probst and Beirele, 1999).  Based on the experiences of those countries that have implemented programs, it is known that 1) it takes a long time; 10-15 years for a hazardous waste management program to be operational; 2) it is necessary to develop a culture of compliance; 3) clear lines of regulatory authority are needed; 4) policies must be in congruence at the national level.  Also, what works in one country might not work in another country.  Each country has its own political, legal and social contexts that influence the success of environmental policies and programs (Probst and Beirele, 1999).


What then, is the future of hazardous waste disposal?  How will industrialized countries deal with the disposal of the by-products of production and consumption?  What policies will be necessary to protect the environment and human health?  Since incineration and landfills have their limitations and cause their own problems, what technologies will be developed to dispose of the hazardous wastes in an environmentally safe manner?  

What will be the future role of NGOs in influencing the needed changes?  If the past is any indication, NGOs will be at the forefront of the issue.  They will be putting the issue of hazardous waste disposal on the public agenda and keeping it there for years to come.  Governments and policy makers will have to respond to the constituents represented by NGOs or risk their positions in their respective political systems.  Corporations and industries will have to respond or risk their future ability to compete in the global market.  To paraphrase Thompson, as stated in the preamble to this report, it is hard to write a scenario in which growth does not clash with the protection of the environment.  
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