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Introduction

As global governance grows more institutionally and politically complex, there
remain often signiªcant gaps between stated policy goals in multilateral envi-
ronmental treaties and what parties have actually done domestically. Addressing
these critical implementation gaps requires better integration of policy-making
and implementation across different geographical scales of governance. In this
respect, regional governance can be a way to better connect global policy with
local management needs. However, the use of regional forums has often been
overlooked in the design and operation of global environmental agreements. As
an exception, however, the parties to the 1989 Basel Convention on the Control
of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal and the
2001 Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants have, based on
mandates in the two treaties, established regional centers focusing on capacity
building and technology transfer.1 These have been set up to assist countries
struggling with treaty implementation due to a lack of resources (as opposed to
a shortage of political will).

The kinds of regional centers established by conferences of the parties
(COPs) to the Basel and Stockholm Conventions do not exist under any other
global environmental agreements, and they have received little scholarly atten-
tion. They are, however, in many ways interesting organizational experiments as
regional focal points for collaboration. Operating in between global treaty bod-

* The author thanks Jörg Balsiger, Stacy VanDeveer, and three anonymous reviewers for construc-
tive comments and helpful suggestions on earlier versions of this article.

1. The Basel and Stockholm Conventions call for the creation of “regional or subregional cen-
ters.” The Basel Convention parties have established “regional centers” and “coordinating
centers,” while the Stockholm Convention parties have created “regional centers” and “sub-
regional centers.” Because there is no fundamental difference in their creation or operation,
this article uses “regional centers” as a generic term for all the centers operating under both
conventions.
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ies and national forums, a few regional centers are mandated to operate under
both agreements, while most are established under the auspices of one of the
two conventions. By 2012, there were fourteen Basel Convention regional cen-
ters and ªfteen Stockholm Convention regional centers. Six of the Basel Con-
vention centers are also active under the Stockholm Convention. In general,
there are surprisingly few studies of treaty bodies in global environmental poli-
tics despite the fact that they perform many tasks.2 However, even if it is recog-
nized that treaty-related bodies such as regional centers can shape events and
outcomes, their activities must not simply be assumed to be important; that
should be evaluated through empirical analysis.

This article—which provides an initial rather than ªnal examination of
the regional centers and their operations—connects with literatures on multi-
level governance, international institutions and organizations, regionalism, ca-
pacity building, and technology transfer. Analyzing the creation and activities of
the regional centers, this article explores the following basic but important
questions: Why did the parties to the Basel and Stockholm Conventions estab-
lish the regional centers? What roles do the regional centers play in treaty imple-
mentation and multilevel governance? The analysis carried out to answer these
two questions is informed by reviews of primary documents produced by treaty
secretariats and regional centers, personal observations at international meet-
ings, and communication with regional center personnel, secretariat staff, and
national ofªcials. Empirical data from these different sources were collected and
examined to gain a better understanding of the different ways in which the re-
gional centers operate and may be inºuential (instead of providing a detailed
assessment of an individual regional center).

The article argues that the parties have set up regional centers in response
to three partially overlapping sets of developing and industrialized country
interests with respect to improving multilevel governance: expanding regional
cooperation (both developing and industrialized countries); attracting more
resources for treaty implementation (mainly developing countries); and sup-
porting implementation projects across smaller groups of countries (mainly in-
dustrialized countries). Further, the article ªnds that the regional centers collec-
tively operate in three broad areas important to treaty implementation: raising
awareness, strengthening administrative ability, and diffusing scientiªc and tech-
nical assistance and information. However, the ability of the regional centers to
better work with national governments and other stakeholders in closing im-
plementation gaps depends on additional resources and stronger political sup-
port. There may also be beneªts to expanding regional center mandates to
support stronger mechanisms for monitoring and compliance, as a way to im-
prove multilevel governance.

The article starts with a discussion of global multilevel governance, institu-
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tional linkages, capacity building, and technology transfer, and discusses how
these interrelated issues are connected to the establishment and activities of the
regional centers. Next is an introduction to the Basel and Stockholm Conven-
tions and an examination of parties’ different interests in creating the regional
centers, as part of a larger attempt to close implementation gaps and advance
the overall effectiveness of these two treaties (thereby improving environmental
and human health protection from hazardous chemicals and wastes). This is
followed by a presentation of the formal mandates of the regional centers and
an examination of three broader areas in which they operate to build up re-
gional governance in support of domestic management and treaty implementa-
tion. The article ends with a discussion about current and future multilevel gov-
ernance of hazardous chemicals and wastes through regional centers, also
identifying areas ripe for more empirical research and analysis.

Global Multilevel Governance and Institutional Linkages

Much global environmental governance is shaped by institutional linkages op-
erating both horizontally and vertically. Horizontal linkages exist between in-
struments and programs at similar levels of social organization, such as connec-
tions between two global treaties like the Basel and Stockholm Conventions
and their associated treaty bodies, including secretariats and COPs. Vertical link-
ages exist among instruments, organizations, and management activities at dif-
ferent levels of social organization. Examples include connections between
global, regional, national, and local regulations and management efforts on
hazardous chemicals and wastes, including the use of regional centers to sup-
port domestic implementation under one or both of the Basel and Stockholm
Conventions. At the same time, public and private sector actors may seek to up-
load standards and ideas from domestic to international levels of authority to
shape the development of rules and standards under multilateral agreements.
Both horizontal and vertical linkages are important in the policy area of chemi-
cals and wastes, but this article focuses primarily on vertical linkages in multi-
level governance.

Growing institutional and organizational density, coupled with an in-
crease in the number of international actors and their activities, create a need for
analysts and practitioners to take seriously characteristics and implications of
institutional linkages.3 To facilitate analysis and separate the inºuence of struc-
tures and of participants, it is helpful to distinguish between governance link-
ages and actor linkages (both of which may exist horizontally as well as verti-
cally). Governance linkages exist when principles, norms, rules, or decisions in
one forum affect activities or outcomes in another. Actor linkages are agent-
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based linkages across institutions as states, IGOs, and NGOs interacting within
and across policy venues create important connections between different fo-
rums. Many of the same participants collaborate under separate chemical and
waste treaties and in different treaty bodies. As a result, there are a multitude of
actor linkages formed by parties and observers who interact on policy-making
and management activities across forums. Both governance and actor linkages
shape political processes and the interests and strategies of regime participants,
linking decisions and outcomes across forums.4

The institutional framework for governance of hazardous chemicals and
wastes is fragmented.5 It consists of several formally independent treaties nego-
tiated at different times. However, even though they are free-standing, and no
single agreement is superior to the others under international law, they are
cognitively and practically connected through a multitude of governance and
actor linkages, including when it comes to the creation and operation of the re-
gional centers. Cognitively, states, IGOs, and NGOs perceive many treaty issues
to be closely connected, and they formulate policy responses and management
efforts based on these conceptual linkages. Practically, states, IGOs, and NGOs
realize that many policy and management issues are linked across forums, as
political developments under one instrument shape debates and actions in
other forums also. Since the 1990s, the international community has taken sev-
eral legal, political, and organizational measures to capture synergies across
treaties and programs intended to promote more harmonized policy-making
and implementation. This includes encouraging regional centers to take on ac-
tivities across multiple treaties.

The parties intend for the Basel and Stockholm Conventions regional cen-
ters to play a number of different roles in treaty implementation, as they seek to
strengthen regional governance for the purpose of supporting local manage-
ment. The regionalism literature identiªes several political, economic, cultural,
and physical reasons for the socially constructed delineation of regions and the
establishment of regional governance structures and bodies.6 At a very basic
level, centers are regional in the sense that they operate at a multilateral gover-
nance scale between the global and the local, assisting several countries at once,
which do not necessarily share national borders. The regional centers are fur-
thermore politically and geographically linked to the ªve traditional UN re-
gions: Africa, Asia and the Paciªc, Central and Eastern Europe, Latin America
and the Caribbean, and Western Europe and Others. Regional center nomina-
tions are made collectively by the countries within each region and then must
be formally approved by the COPs, which have expressed support for the cre-
ation of regional centers in all UN regions as well as for multiple centers within
a region.
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The parties to the Basel and Stockholm Conventions have set up the re-
gional centers to address a wide range of capacity-building and technology-
transfer issues important to treaty implementation. In this respect, the regional
centers are primarily driven by demand. As the regional centers operate along-
side other treaty bodies, including COPs, secretariats, and other kinds of politi-
cal, scientiªc, and technical groups, they exist to provide speciªc services for
which there are stated regional and domestic needs. This article characterizes
the regional centers as “linkage organizations,” based on their treaty-based
mandates and functions. Organizationally linking global forums and policy
with domestic actions, the regional centers operate as independent entities, but
possess limited rule-making authority because they are mandated to address
treaty-speciªc regional and domestic management issues and needs. Their cre-
ation was based on a dual recognition by the parties. First, many countries need
different kinds of assistance to meet treaty-speciªc obligations and commit-
ments. Second, treaty-based regional bodies can be one way to provide at least
some such assistance.

The need for treaty-related assistance draws attention to capacity-building
issues, which are politically controversial under many multilateral environmen-
tal agreements.7 Often a complex activity, capacity building is intended to in-
crease the efªciency (time and resources required to produce a given outcome),
effectiveness (appropriateness of efforts undertaken to produce a desired out-
come), and responsiveness (links between communication of needs and capac-
ity to address them) of government performance.8 Related efforts can target a
wide range of domestic needs and stakeholders. Achieving these open goals of
capacity building may involve a broad range of activities, including improving
regulatory clarity, enhancing administrative capabilities, facilitating technology
use, training public ofªcials, and increasing public awareness and education lev-
els. There are long-standing debates about the most appropriate governance
scales and sites for capacity-building activities, as well as how they should be
funded, designed, and carried out.9 The parties to the Basel and Stockholm Con-
ventions have created the regional centers in part to strengthen treaty-based
capacity-building efforts.

Like capacity building, efforts labeled as technology transfer can involve a
multitude of activities important in many aspects of treaty implementation. At a
very basic level, technology transfer includes the physical movement of existing
technologies from one geographical area or organization to another for the pur-
pose of upgrading equipment and standards. Technology transfer can also in-
volve the communication of technical and scientiªc knowledge and skills from
one policy forum or organization to another.10 In international environmental
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politics, most discussions about technology transfer focus on diffusion of tech-
nology and information from highly industrialized countries to less-industrial-
ized countries. Thus, even if the development and application of “greener” tech-
nology are important sustainable development issues for all countries, debates
and efforts under the Basel and Stockholm Conventions focus on the needs of
developing countries and countries with economies in transition, as the parties
express hopes that the regional centers can facilitate transfer of treaty-relevant
technologies and related information.

Why Regional Centers?

The Basel Convention controls the generation, transboundary movement, and
environmentally sound disposal of hazardous wastes (including discarded haz-
ardous chemicals or used goods containing such chemicals). The agreement was
adopted in 1989 and entered into force in 1992. By 2012, 177 countries and the
European Union (EU) had become parties. The Basel Convention prohibits ex-
port of hazardous wastes to Antarctica and to parties that have taken domestic
measures to ban such imports. Hazardous waste transfers from one party to an-
other are permitted only if an importing party ªrst gives explicit prior informed
consent (PIC). Exports of hazardous wastes to non-parties must also be subject
to an agreement at least as stringent as the requirements under the Basel Con-
vention. Over the years, parties have collaborated to strengthen legal structures
and requirements for waste transports, and have developed a multitude of tech-
nical guidelines for the environmentally sound management of particular waste
categories and streams.

The Stockholm Convention regulates the production, use, trade, disposal,
and emissions of persistent organic pollutants (POPs), a sub-category of partic-
ularly long-lived and toxic chemicals. The convention was adopted in 2001 and
entered into force in 2004. By 2012, 175 countries and the EU had joined, and
the agreement covered twenty-two POPs listed in three annexes to the treaty—
more chemicals are subject to evaluation and likely to be added in the near fu-
ture. The production and use of commercial POPs (pesticides and industrial
chemicals) listed in Annex A are generally prohibited, but parties may apply for
country-speciªc and time-limited exemptions. Annex B lists commercial POPs
for which only speciªed uses are allowed. Annex C lists POP byproducts of com-
bustion and production processes that are regulated through best available tech-
niques and best environmental practices for their minimization. In order to
complement the requirements of the Basel Convention, regulated pesticides
and industrial chemicals can only be imported and exported under speciªc ex-
emptions or for the environmentally sound management and disposal of dis-
carded chemicals.

By 2012, parties had established fourteen Basel Convention regional cen-
ters and ªfteen Stockholm Convention regional centers. Table 1 lists the loca-
tions of all these centers and their approval dates. While the selection of the
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Basel Convention regional centers is not formally time-limited, the Stockholm
Convention centers were initially only endorsed for a period of four years
(with the possibility of re-approval).11 Given the multitude of IGOs working on
capacity-building and technology-transfer issues important to the strengthening
of domestic regulations and management, why did the parties to the Basel and
Stockholm Conventions add to this already dense organizational landscape by
creating the regional centers (and expanding their numbers over time)? Per-
sonal observations at international meetings, and communications with na-
tional ofªcials and secretariat staff, reveal at least three reasons. In general, these
reasons overlap rather than contradict each other, but countries do not necessar-
ily put an equal amount of stress on each of them.

One reason is that many parties express an interest in expanding regional
cooperation, linked to a belief in the existence of regional commonalities. Nu-
merous scholarly publications and policy reports have described the gap be-
tween global policy goals and domestic policy implementation and manage-
ment changes.12 While states and stakeholders are encouraged to think globally
and act locally, the regional level has often been neglected by both policy-
makers and analysts. The major exception is Europe, where the twenty-seven EU
member states engage in extensive regional collaboration and lawmaking on
a host of environmental issues, including many related to the management of
hazardous chemicals and wastes.13 However, in no other geographical region
have countries created similarly elaborate legal and political structures to ad-
dress shared environmental issues.14 Still, many countries articulate support for
more region-based cooperation and hope that regional centers allow for ex-
panded region-speciªc approaches to capacity building and technology transfer,
so that geographically close countries can address issues of common concerns
without having to cater to the needs of parties on other continents.15

A second reason for the development of regional centers stems more from
a desire primarily of developing countries as well as countries with economies
in transition to generate more treaty-speciªc resources supporting capacity
building and technology transfer. Like many multilateral environmental agree-
ments, the Basel and Stockholm Conventions stress the importance of resource
and capacity issues. However, developing countries and countries with econo-
mies in transition continuously complain that too many donor promises have
never been fulªlled, as the regional centers are mandated in the treaty texts
but not guaranteed funding (having failed to convince industrialized countries
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Table 1
Location of Basel and Stockholm Conventions’ Regional Centers and the Dates of Their
Approval by the Conferences of the Parties (COPs)

Location Basel Approvala Stockholm Approvala

Africa
Cairo, Egypt COP-3 (1995)
Ibadan, Nigeria COP-3 (1995)
Pretoria, South Africab COP-3 (1995) COP-5 (2011)
Dakar, Senegal COP-6 (2003) COP-5 (2011)
Algiers, Algeria COP-5 (2011)
Nairobi, Kenya COP-5 (2011)

Asia and the Paciªc
Beijing, China COP-3 (1995) COP-4 (2009)
Jakarta, Indonesia COP-3 (1995)
Tehran, Iran COP-6 (2003) COP-5 (2011)
Apia, Samoa COP-6 (2003)
Kuwait City, Kuwait COP-4 (2009)
Nagpur, India COP-5 (2011)

Central and Eastern Europe
Bratislava, Slovakia COP-3 (1995)
Moscow, Russiac COP-3 (1995) COP-5 (2011)
Brno, Czech Republic COP-4 (2009)

Latin America and the Caribbean
Buenos Aires, Argentina COP-3 (1995)
San Salvador, El Salvador COP-3 (1995)
Port of Spain, Trinidad & Tobago COP-3 (1995)
Montevideo, Uruguay COP-3 (1995) COP-4 (2009)
Sao Paolo, Brazil COP-4 (2009)
Mexico City, Mexico COP-4 (2009)
Panama City, Panama COP-4 (2009)

Western Europe and Others
Barcelona, Spain COP-4 (2009)

TOTAL 14 15

a. Some regional centers existed before they were formally approved by the COP and state that
they were active before the date given in the table. However, some regional centers did not become
fully operational until after a country had been awarded one.
b. The ªrst Basel Convention regional center in South Africa was liquidated in 2007 due to a lack
of funds. The Africa Institute, established in 2009, took over and was also approved as a Stockholm
Convention regional center.
c. By COP-5 in 2011, Russia was not yet a party to the Stockholm Convention. Therefore, the ap-
proval of the Stockholm Convention regional center in Moscow will not become ofªcial until
Russia joins the Convention.



to commit to mandatory contributions). As a result, ªnancial issues are front
and center in heated debates during meetings of COPs. Many countries seek-
ing assistance also express skepticism about the Global Environment Facility
(GEF), the designated ªnancing mechanism under the Stockholm Convention
but not the Basel Convention, and its project requirements. As such, recipient
countries hope that the regional centers can help attract additional resources
from donor countries and IGOs as they provide different kinds of assistance.

A third reason for the establishment of regional centers is that at least
some leading donor countries believe that regional collaboration can provide a
valuable way to support treaty-speciªc capacity building and technology trans-
fer projects with groups of recipient countries. Many industrialized countries
recognize that there is a need for smaller treaty-based projects alongside larger
and more costly IGO-operated projects, even as they have rejected calls for man-
datory funding. Regional approaches may help reduce risks of duplication of ef-
forts and programs across countries in situations where each donor country
works exclusively with one recipient country at the time. In this respect, the re-
gional centers can permit donor countries to work with groups of recipient
countries. This reason for supporting regional centers is a scaled-down version
of why industrialized countries wanted to create the GEF: to pool resources and
efforts. As such, donor and recipient country interests overlap somewhat with
respect to the regional centers (but with little agreement about what constitutes
appropriate levels of funding).

Regional Center Mandates and Activities

The Stockholm and Basel Conventions stipulate that the regional centers shall
engage in capacity building and technology transfer, even if the exact wording of
their mandates in the two treaties differs slightly.16 The ªrst Basel Convention
regional centers were approved by the third COP in 1995. Several of these also
informally took on tasks related to the implementation of the Stockholm Con-
vention following its adoption in 2001 and entry into force in 2004. The ªrst
Stockholm Convention regional centers were granted formal approval at COP-4
in 2009. The treaty-based regional center mandates are fairly short and vague.
Instead, the COPs have the responsibility of supervising the regional centers
and their activities. The regional centers must provide regular reports to the
COPs of their activities to assist parties in implementing treaty-related commit-
ments and obligations. In turn, the respective COPs should evaluate the perfor-
mance of the regional centers and provide guidance for their continued opera-
tion and development.

The legal basis of the regional centers has been speciªed over time. The
Basel Convention in 2003 began to conclude framework agreements between
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the secretariat and either an IGO operating within a region or an organization
established under national law taking on a regional role.17 Ten of the fourteen
Basel Convention regional centers had formalized such a framework agreement
by early 2012. The Stockholm Convention parties have not utilized the same ap-
proach, but instead the COPs’ approval of each center in four-year intervals cre-
ates opportunities for evaluation before possible re-approval. Many Stockholm
Convention parties encouraged the Basel Convention regional centers to also
serve as Stockholm Convention regional centers, because they believed that
joint regional centers could support harmonized implementation in a resource-
efªcient manner.18 However, only six regional centers operate under both agree-
ments, as some countries not hosting a Basel Convention regional center sought
the political prestige of housing a Stockholm Convention regional center, also
wanting to connect a domestic entity to treaty-based regional implementation
efforts.

Several regional centers are housed in national governmental or regulatory
agencies, but others are located in universities and research organizations (for
example, in China, the Czech Republic, and Egypt). In addition, the regional
center in Brazil is linked to a state (as opposed to federal) agency, the one in
South Africa is set up as a separate IGO, and the one in Spain is located within
the Regional Activity Center for Cleaner Production under the Mediterranean
Action Plan (which is part of the United Nations Environmental Programme’s
Regional Seas Programme). No matter where they are located, however, the re-
gional centers should operate independently from the organizations with which
they may be associated. To this end, the Stockholm Convention COP speciªc-
ally noted in a decision that the regional centers “should be perceived as inde-
pendent legal entities from the hosting institution and Government and oper-
ate, to the extent permissible by national laws, as separate legal entities.”19 As an
important part of such independence, ªnancial resources given to a regional
center should be kept separate and only be used for activities relating to treaty
implementation.

Countries engage with regional centers on a voluntary basis. However, a
country’s selection of which speciªc regional center to collaborate with is based
on more-or-less explicit criteria. Countries are generally expected to interact
with centers located within their UN region. However, other factors may also
inºuence which regional center a country chooses to engage. For example, in
Africa, francophone countries join together through the regional center in Sene-
gal, whereas English-speaking countries connect through the center in South
Africa. Many regional centers collaborate with a group of ten to twenty coun-
tries. A speciªc country may also engage multiple regional centers. For example,
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Latin American countries are free to work with any of the regional centers
in South and Central America on separate projects and initiatives. There is also
no formal obstacle preventing a country from working with a regional center
located in another geographical region. Furthermore, regional centers can col-
laborate, including across geographical regions. The two centers in Kuwait
and the Czech Republic, for instance, have worked together on speciªc project
proposals.

A few regional centers, most notably the one in South Africa, have estab-
lished formal agreements with states to gain recognition and build up their
ofªcial membership. Others have opted for less-formal relationships as they in-
teract with different groups of countries. For basic operations, the host country
is expected to provide some ªnancial and in-kind support, and member states
may be required to pay an annual fee. Regional centers can also seek support
from small implementation funds set up under the Basel and Stockholm Con-
ventions, from donor countries, and from public and private sector actors for
providing services. Donor countries that have supported the regional centers in-
clude traditional ones such as Denmark, Finland, Norway, Germany, Sweden,
and Switzerland. Their support ranges from tens of thousands to over one hun-
dred thousand US dollars per project. The EU, the United Nations Environmen-
tal Programme (UNEP), the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals
Management (SAICM), and the GEF have provided similar assistance.20 Re-
gional center staffs are relatively small. Many centers are run by ªve or fewer
full-time or part-time employees. Regional centers may also use external consul-
tants for speciªc projects.

To date, the various projects and activities of the regional centers intended
to support national policy-making and management of hazardous chemicals
and wastes have tended to fall into one of three broad areas: raising awareness,
strengthening administrative ability, and diffusing scientiªc and technical assis-
tance and information.21 The division of regional center operations into these
three areas is somewhat artiªcial as activities overlap—but this structure in-
forms the analysis of the ways in which they engage treaty implementation and
multilevel governance. Furthermore, regional centers build up specialized com-
petencies, in part inºuenced by their location and expertise. For example, re-
gional centers linked with research bodies tend to focus on scientiªc and techni-
cal issues, while regional centers connected to political bodies often work more
on policy-related issues. The three operational areas are discussed below, with
examples of particular activities performed by different regional centers, but this
is not a comprehensive list, and no one regional center performs all of the
activities.
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Raising Awareness

IGOs like UNEP, the World Health Organization (WHO), and the UN Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO) have been engaged in awareness-raising activi-
ties for a long time, partly to prepare for the negotiations of multilateral envi-
ronmental agreements and to support their implementation by increasing the
knowledge among stakeholders about different aspects of environmental and
human health issues. There are many ways to raise awareness, including infor-
mation campaigns and workshops or training sessions that focus on speciªc
policy and management issues. For example, regional awareness-raising work-
shops were critical to communicating basic scientiªc and socioeconomic
knowledge and building political support for the negotiations of the Stockholm
Convention.22 Complementing these kinds of IGO activities, the Basel and
Stockholm Conventions’ regional centers provide a more institutionalized way
of handling some awareness-raising issues at the regional level, compared to the
traditional organizing of ad hoc meetings. In this respect, regional center activi-
ties in this area can be seen as a continuation of a long history of similar efforts,
rather than something completely new.

At least two kinds of awareness are fundamental to treaty implementa-
tion and effectiveness. The ªrst kind has to do with knowledge about the con-
tent and scope of the environmental and human health aspects of a problem.
For national governments, stakeholder groups, and individuals to engage in
meaningful action and take basic protective measures, they must be aware of the
problems associated with hazardous chemicals throughout their lifecycle, as
well as means available to reduce exposure. Many public ofªcials and people di-
rectly handling hazardous chemicals and wastes remain unaware of the risks of
speciªc substances and waste categories. To raise such awareness, regional cen-
ters have generated and communicated basic scientiªc and socioeconomic in-
formation on different aspects of the environmentally sound management of
chemicals and wastes. Spreading such basic information has been a central as-
pect of capacity-building efforts for decades, and remains a critical aspect of ful-
ªlling global policy goals for the environmentally safe handling of chemicals
and wastes.

Regional centers have engaged in educational programs and workshops
designed to inform public and private sector actors about chemicals and wastes
problems. Centers in the Czech Republic, Mexico, Senegal, Spain, and South Af-
rica have aided in national and local dissemination of information about, for
example, controls and restrictions on speciªc chemicals, practices for safe han-
dling, and rights and responsibilities of different groups involved in the
handling of chemicals and wastes. This includes activities that help countries
design and implement domestic public awareness programs and campaigns on
the prevention and handling of hazardous wastes. Similarly, regional centers ad-
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dress awareness issues associated with the management of POPs controlled by
the Stockholm Convention. This includes raising awareness about risks such
as the use of PCBs; releases of dioxins, furans, and other byproducts; the appli-
cation of pesticides in agricultural production; and the use of DDT against
malaria-carrying mosquitoes.

A second important kind of awareness relates to the substance of interna-
tional rules and standards. Many treaty obligations and standards are vague and
open to interpretation. Ofªcials, who have not been part of national delega-
tions to treaty negotiations or COP meetings, but who are responsible for do-
mestic rule-making and enforcement, often do not know about or understand
all the requirements under different multilateral agreements. Therefore, simply
increasing awareness of international rules and standards among domestic pub-
lic, private, and civil society actors can help promote effective implementation.
Regional centers in Argentina, Egypt, Indonesia, and Slovakia have organized
workshops on steps needed for ratiªcation and implementation of the Basel
Ban Amendment, the Basel Protocol on Liability and Compensation, and the
Stockholm Convention. On such legal issues, the regional centers can act as im-
portant links between secretariats and domestic authorities. In addition, many
awareness-raising efforts on rules and standards are closely linked to issues of
administrative capacity.

Strengthening Administrative Ability

The institutions and capacity building literatures have long stressed that coun-
tries with relatively strong administrative capacities are in a better position to
implement and enforce international commitments and standards than coun-
tries with relatively weak administrative capacities. Thus, enhancing countries’
administrative abilities to meet treaty obligations is often a critical aspect of ca-
pacity building. As with awareness-raising, this is an area where IGOs such as
UNEP, the World Bank, and the United Nations Institute for Training and Re-
search (UNITAR) have worked for a long time, but where parties express the
hope that regional centers can take over at least some treaty-speciªc tasks. Fur-
thermore, the ability to effectively incorporate the Basel and Stockholm Con-
ventions into national law is dependent on having well-developed domestic
regulations for waste and chemical management. As such, regional centers have
designed programs and organized training sessions on the development of
chemicals-and-waste legislation, to help build a legal platform for parties to ad-
dress the implementation of a wide range of treaty-based commitments.

The regional centers focus on several aspects of strengthening countries’
administrative ability. One important issue concerns assisting national govern-
ments in the transfer of international rules and standards into domestic law.
Under the treaty, each party to the Stockholm Convention must prepare a Na-
tional Implementation Plan (NIP) outlining how they are going to implement
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treaty obligations, and make efforts to operationalize the plan. These NIPs
should also be reviewed and updated periodically to address new obligations
under the Convention, including the management of additional POPs. Regional
centers in India, Senegal, Spain, and Uruguay have run projects to help develop
NIPs and national review reports. The Basel Convention does not require the
development of NIPs, but many issues of national reporting and transfer of in-
ternational rules into domestic laws are similar to those under the Stockholm
Convention. Regional centers have also worked with countries on issues such as
the domestic operation of the PIC scheme for waste transfers and the develop-
ment of border controls.

Strengthening administrative abilities is not just relevant to national-level
policy makers and regulators; it also involves education and empowerment of
local ofªcials. Many of the monitoring and enforcement activities that ulti-
mately determine treaty effectiveness—for example, the implementation of the
PIC scheme for the international trade in hazardous wastes and the handling of
speciªc POPs and waste categories—are the responsibility of local public ser-
vants. Dealing with these kinds of capacity issues, regional centers in Egypt and
South Africa have organized training seminars for port enforcement ofªcers to
increase their ability to combat and prevent illegal trafªc of hazardous sub-
stances and wastes, as well as providing training sessions on the environmen-
tally safe handling of such materials. Further strengthening administrative abili-
ties at both national and local levels will require the inclusive and active
involvement of people from all domestic sectors, as well as an increase in col-
laboration between public, private, and civil society sectors.

In addition, regional centers have organized activities to help parties cap-
ture synergies in implementing commitments across treaties. This includes
identifying the many ways in which different chemicals and wastes treaties and
their mandates are connected. Importantly, the implementation of one treaty
can facilitate the implementation of another, especially in those instances when
the Basel and Stockholm Conventions cover the same substance or mandate the
use of similar technical standards for the environmentally sound management
and disposal of wastes. These kinds of synergy issues are also important to
the fulªllment of national reporting requirements. In this respect, the work
with parties on data generation and communication that many regional centers
are engaged in can help parties meet reporting requirements under multiple
treaties. This work also draws attention to the importance of parties having ac-
cess to scientiªc and technical assistance and information relevant to treaty
implementation.

Diffusing Scientiªc and Technical Assistance and Information

Availability of technical and scientiªc resources as well as expert knowledge is
central to the implementation of a plethora of standards and regulations on
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hazardous chemicals and wastes. Treaty implementation and compliance may
be improved with a better ºow of relevant technical and scientiªc information
in a format useful to governments and other stakeholder groups.23 This draws
attention to related issues of capacity building and technology transfer under
the Basel and Stockholm Conventions, as well as the need for scientiªc assess-
ments of regional and national conditions and evaluations of management
needs. To date, regional centers have focused less on transferring actual pieces of
technology and more on identifying best available techniques and best environ-
mental practices, and in assisting parties that want to take measures to upgrade
technologies and standards. This is consistent with many other activities, in-
cluding those conducted by the United Nations Industrial Development Orga-
nization (UNIDO) and UNEP on national cleaner production centers.24

For the environmentally sound management of hazardous wastes, the
Basel Convention relies heavily on technical guidelines, based on best available
techniques and best environmental practices. Similarly, the Stockholm Conven-
tion sets technical standards for the control of emissions of byproducts from
stationary and mobile sources. Both conventions also focus on the importance
of switching to alternative, less hazardous, chemicals and non-chemical prac-
tices. Thus, disseminating information about the latest technical standards and
alternatives and facilitating their application is an important part of treaty im-
plementation. To this end, regional centers in Brazil, China, Czech Republic,
Kuwait, Mexico, Senegal, Spain, and Uruguay have organized programs de-
signed to build scientiªc capacity and train national ofªcials and other stake-
holders on issues such as (1) knowledge about cleaner production and waste
minimization; (2) development of technical methods of waste disposal; and
(3) guidelines on the management of speciªc wastes, such as electronic, bio-
medical, and healthcare wastes.

Access to scientiªc and technical information is important not only for
domestic implementation, but also so that parties can engage in critical discus-
sions. However, the generation and dissemination of scientiªc and technical in-
formation across a diverse set of parties can be complicated and controversial.25

Under the Basel Convention, parties have continuous discussions about the de-
velopment of technical standards and guidelines for the environmentally sound
management of a growing number of waste categories and streams. The applica-
tion of technical standards, guidelines, and toolkits is important for the effective
control of POPs under the Stockholm Convention. Consequently, the activities
of many regional centers relate to these kinds of scientiªc and technical imple-
mentation issues. In addition, the operation of the Persistent Organic Pollutants
Review Committee for the evaluation of additional substances involves exten-
sive use of scientiªc and technical data.26 Recognizing the importance of these
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assessments, the regional center in the Czech Republic has organized events re-
lating to effective country participation in this committee’s work.

In several ways, the interplay between science and policy ªgures large in
the implementation of the Basel and Stockholm Conventions. Implementation
also depends on periodic scientiªc reassessments of related environmental and
human health conditions. However, many developing countries, in particular,
express great concerns about the fact that they often lack human resources to
participate in many of the regional and global activities to obtain scientiªc and
technical information. The regional centers can help to improve this situation.
Centers in Brazil, China, the Czech Republic, Spain, and Uruguay have gener-
ated and disseminated basic scientiªc and technical information about chemi-
cals and wastes to support domestic implementation as well as global discus-
sions and regulatory developments. For example, they have informed parties
and stakeholders about environmental and human health problems associated
with particular POPs, as well with a growing array of electronic wastes.

Governance through Regional Centers

In global environmental politics, gaps in treaty implementation remain a frus-
trating problem. A lack of compliance can stem from a multitude of reasons,
and appropriate approaches to improving compliance differ depending on the
issue. The Basel and Stockholm Convention parties may not have identical in-
terests when it comes to the creation and operation of the regional centers, but
they constitute an effort to improve treaty implementation by seeking to
strengthen region-based cooperation. This article has categorized the multitude
of regional center operations into three broad areas: raising awareness, strength-
ening administrative ability, and diffusing scientiªc and technical assistance
and information. It is too soon to pass deªnitive judgment on their effective-
ness, as many regional centers have not been in operation long enough to do so.
However, the diversity in their structures and operations offers an opportunity
to start thinking constructively about their use as linkage organizations. This
ªnal section offers a few observations on the early activities of regional centers
for treaty implementation and multilevel governance.

Because of their broad mandates and the many ways in which they have
been set up to engage national governments and different stakeholder groups,
the regional centers are still developing organizationally. There is also much di-
versity in the number and scope of initiatives carried out by different regional
centers.27 Some regional centers have launched many more projects and have
engaged with many more countries than others. This may be due in part to how
long a regional center has been in operation, but that is not the only deciding
factor. The diversity in regional center structures and operations can have the
beneªt of allowing for some positive organizational experimentation and learn-
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ing, as different regions may also have different needs. Still, the wide range in
activities and inºuence suggests that it is critical that the COPs take their review
obligations over regional centers very seriously. This should include taking steps
to disassociate the Conventions from regional centers that repeatedly under-
perform, even if this is a politically sensitive issue.

As parties review existing regional centers and consider new ones, it is im-
portant that regional centers contribute to multilevel governance, rather than
simply satisfy the political desire of a country to host one. As parties continue to
seek ways to capture synergies across forums, there are obvious coordination
beneªts of having the same regional center take on tasks under multiple treaties,
as in the case of those operating under both the Basel and Stockholm Conven-
tions. Regional centers in the Czech Republic, El Salvador, Spain, and Uruguay
have also gone further, organizing workshops and training courses on issues re-
lating to the ratiªcation and implementation of the Rotterdam Convention on
trade in commercial chemicals, the joint destruction of ozone depleting sub-
stances and POPs, and the handling of mercury. Furthermore, during the ongo-
ing negotiations of a mercury convention that is scheduled for adoption in
2013, several countries proposed that regional centers be ofªcially linked to its
implementation. If so, this would raise additional questions about how best to
harmonize activities and capture synergies across different conventions.

Importantly, the parties have set up the regional centers to non-intrusively
assist countries that seek their services. There is very little that a regional center
(or any other treaty body) can do when a party lacks the political will to meet an
obligation. Many countries protective of national sovereignty are also unwilling
to give authority to treaty bodies on issues of data collection and oversight.
However, as the parties of the Basel and Stockholm Conventions are in continu-
ous (and contentious) discussion about ways to develop improved mechanisms
for monitoring and compliance, involving the regional centers more in these
kinds of activities could perhaps serve to build regional support and promote
synergies across reporting requirements under different treaties. Developing
countries and countries with economies in transition have repeatedly stated
that they want more resources for capacity building and technology transfer as
part of strengthening monitoring and compliance mechanisms. Thus, expand-
ing the activities of the regional centers might help them to move forward on all
of these issues and enhance multilevel governance, if the political will to go
down that route were to emerge.

The ability of the regional centers to support regional cooperation and fa-
cilitate treaty implementation depends on greater resource availability; without
adequate funds it is impossible to run the regional centers in a meaningful way,
as evidenced by the forced closure of the ªrst South African Basel Convention
regional center due to ªnancial problems. Relatively few new and additional re-
sources have been made available to the regional centers, as the funding of the
centers is not assured in the convention texts but relies on voluntary contribu-
tions. As a result, issues of levels and sources of funding remain both critical

34 • Global Environmental Governance and Regional Centers



and contested. However, their ability to help close the implementation gap is
shaped by more than just money. The willingness of countries to use the re-
gional centers even for issues that may be politically sensitive will also greatly
shape their future operation. In addition, regional centers need to expand their
engagement with private sector and civil society groups as partners in carrying
out programs and other activities, as nonstate involvement is important but has
been relatively limited to date.28

As the regional centers undertake activities important to regional coopera-
tion and treaty implementation (albeit some much more than others), the use
of treaty-based regional organizations is a topic that warrants further attention
and research. Building on insights from different sets of literature on multilevel
governance, regionalism, capacity building, and technology transfer, future re-
search should engage in more systematic and in-depth empirical study, compar-
ison, and evaluation of how individual regional centers are set up, organized,
and provide specialized support to national governments and stakeholder
groups. Such analysis could greatly help implementation and effectiveness of
treaties on hazardous substances and wastes. There is also room for further ex-
ploring how various types of regional structures and organizations may ªt into
other areas of multilevel governance such as climate change, biodiversity, or
mercury management. It is high time to take the regional level much more seri-
ously in the study of global environmental politics.

References
Alter, Karen J, and Sophie Meunier. 2009. The Politics of International Regime Complex-

ity. Perspectives on Politics 7 (1): 13–24.
Balsiger, Jörg, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2010. Regional Governance and Environmental

Problems. In The International Studies Encyclopedia, edited by Robert A. Denemark,
6179–6200. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Basel Convention. 2002. Decision VI/3 Establishment and Functioning of the Basel Conven-
tion Regional Centres for Training and Technology Transfer. Geneva: COP-6.

Basel Convention. 2009. Review of the Operation of the Basel Convention Regional and Coor-
dinating Centres. 30th November 2009.

Biermann, Frank, and Bernd Siebenhüner, eds. 2009. Managers of Global Change: The
Inºuence of International Environmental Bureaucracies. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bozeman, Barry. 2000. Technology Transfer and Public Policy: A Review of Research and
Theory. Research Policy 29 (4–5): 627–655.

Brown Weiss, Edith. 1993. International Environmental Issues and the Emergence of a
New World Order. Georgetown Law Journal 81 (3): 675–710.

Brown Weiss, Edith, and Harold K. Jacobson, eds. 1998. Engaging Countries: Strengthening
Compliance with International Environmental Accords. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Chambers, W. Bradnee. 2008. Interlinkages and the Effectiveness of Multilateral Environmen-
tal Agreements. Tokyo: United Nations University Press.

Grindle, Merilee S. 1997. The Good Government Imperative: Human Resources, Organi-

Henrik Selin • 35

28. Sagar 2000; VanDeveer and Dabelko 2001; Sagar and VanDeveer 2005.



zations, and Institutions. In Getting Good Government: Capacity Building in the Public
Sector of Developing Countries, edited by Merilee S. Grindle, 3–28. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Haas, Peter M., Robert O. Keohane, and Marc A. Levy. 1993. Institutions for the Earth:
Sources of Effective International Environmental Protection. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Jinnah, Sikina. 2010. Overlap Management in the World Trade Organization: Secretariat
Inºuence on Trade-Environment Politics. Global Environmental Politics 11 (2): 54–
79.

Keohane, Robert O., and Marc A. Levy. 1996. Institutions for Environmental Aid: Pitfalls and
Promise. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Keohane, Robert O., and David G. Victor. 2011. The Regime Complex for Climate
Change. Perspectives on Politics 9 (1): 7–23.

Kohler, Pia M. 2006. Science, PIC and POPs: Negotiating the Membership of Chemical
Review Committees under the Stockholm and Rotterdam Conventions. Review of
European Community & International Environmental Law 15 (3): 293–303.

Luken, Ralph A., and Jaroslav Navratil. 2004. A Programmatic Review of UNIDO/UNEP
National Cleaner Production Centres. Journal of Cleaner Production 12 (3): 195–
205.

Mitchell, Ronald B, William C. Clark, David W. Cash, and Nancy M. Dickson, eds. 2006.
Global Environmental Assessments: Information and Inºuence. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Oberthür, Sebastian, and Thomas Gehring, eds. 2006. Institutional Interaction in Global
Environmental Governance: Synergy and Conºict among International and EU Policies.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Raustiala, Kal, and David G. Victor. 2004. The Regime Complex for Plant Genetic Re-
sources. International Organization 58 (2): 277–309.

Sagar, Ambuj D. 2000. Capacity Development for the Environment: A View for the
South, A View for the North. Annual Review of Energy and the Environment 25: 377–
439.

Sagar, Ambuj D. and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2005. Capacity Development for the Environ-
ment: Broadening the Scope. Global Environmental Politics 5 (3): 14–22.

Selin, Henrik. 2007. Coalition Politics and Chemicals Management in a Regulatory Am-
bitious Europe. Global Environmental Politics 7 (3): 63–93.

Selin, Henrik. 2009. Transatlantic Politics of Chemicals Management. In Transatlantic En-
vironment and Energy Politics: Comparative and International Perspectives, edited by
Miranda A. Schreurs, Henrik Selin, and Stacy D. VanDeveer, 57–74. Aldershot:
Ashgate.

Selin, Henrik. 2010. Global Governance of Hazardous Chemicals: Challenges of Multilevel
Management. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Selin, Henrik. 2012. Global Multilevel Governance of Hazardous Chemicals. In Hand-
book of Global Environmental Politics, edited by Peter Dauvergne. Aldershot: Edward
Elgar, 2nd edition (forthcoming).

Selin, Henrik, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2003. Mapping Institutional Linkages in Euro-
pean Air Pollution Politics. Global Environmental Politics 3 (3): 14–46.

Selin, Henrik, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2006. Raising Global Standards: Hazardous Sub-
stances and E-Waste Management in the European Union. Environment 48 (10):
6–18.

36 • Global Environmental Governance and Regional Centers



Selin, Henrik, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2011. Institutional Linkages and European Air
Pollution Politics. In Governing the Air: Science-Policy-Citizens Dynamics in Interna-
tional Environmental Governance, edited by R. Lidskog and G. Sundqvist. Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press.

Stockholm Convention. 2006. Decision SC-2/9 Technical Assistance. Geneva. COP-2.
Stockholm Convention. 2007. Decision SC-3/12 Terms of Reference for the Selection of Re-

gional and Subregional Centres for Capacity Building and the Transfer of Environ-
mentally Sound Technologies under the Stockholm Convention. Dakar: COP-3.

Stockholm Convention. 2009. Decision SC-4/23 Regional and Subregional Centres for Ca-
pacity-Building and Transfer of Technology. Geneva: COP-4.

Van Berkel, Rene. 2010. Evolution and Diversiªcation of National Cleaner Production
Centres (NCPCs). Journal of Environmental Management 91 (7): 1556–1565.

VanDeveer, Stacy D., and Geoffrey D. Dabelko. 2001. It’s Capacity, Stupid: International
Assistance and National Implementation. Global Environmental Politics 1 (2): 18–
29.

Victor, David G., Kal Raustiala, and Eugene B. Skolnikoff, eds. 1998. The Implementation
and Effectiveness of International Environmental Commitments: Theory and Practice.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Young, Oran R. 2002. The Institutional Dimensions of Environmental Change: Fit, Interplay,
and Scale. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Young, Oran R., Leslie A. King, and Heike Schroeder, eds. 2008. Institutions and Environ-
mental Challenges: Principal Findings, Applications, and Research Frontiers. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Henrik Selin • 37


