
and aim to formulate policies to sustainably manage that
system through terms that are fair to all and that recognize
the interests and vulnerabilities of each. Both of these
books demonstrate the potential value of scholarly analy-
sis in seeking viable but normatively defensible resolution
to protracted environmental conflicts, and acknowledge
the responsibility of scholars to engage their conceptual
tools and insight with the messy realities of the political
world. Posner and Weisbach might be accused of conced-
ing too much of the aspiration for global justice to real-
politik in their theoretical starting points, and Hiskes of
not conceding enough to it in his, but the proper balance
between philosophical elegance and practical applicability
is bound to be elusive, and the effort to strike it is none-
theless advanced by work that rests of either side of the
scale’s pillar. Those interested in the creative tension
between the demands of justice theory, the complexity of
environmental problems, and the challenges of inter-
national politics will find much to consider in each of
these works, which combine earnest desire for reasoned
agreement and progressive change with keen insight and
provocative policy prescriptions. While these are two quite
different books, their divergent styles and premises con-
cerning the politically possible complement each other,
and together illustrate the rich theoretical landscape on
which environmental politics is now contested.

Climate Change Policy in the European Union:
Confronting the Dilemmas of Mitigation and
Adaptation? Edited by Andrew Jordan, Dave Huitema, Harro van
Asselt, Tim Rayner, and Frans Berkhout. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2010. 304p. $105.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592710003555

— David G. Victor, University of California at San Diego

For more than two decades, the world’s governments have
been engaged in international diplomacy to manage global
warming. Those efforts, so far, haven’t achieved much in
part because most governments have not been willing to
devote much effort to the task. Among the few notable
exceptions are members of the European Union (EU).
The EU was a relative latecomer to the mission of global
warming, but since the 1990s, it has emerged as a reliable
leader. Today, many in Europe think that global warming
is one of the defining regulatory activities of the EU.

EU policies are consistently among the most aggressive
efforts worldwide to control the emissions that cause global
climate change. The EU is also in the lead in preparing to
adapt to likely climate changes at home and helping other
countries brace for the huge changes that will arise in a
warmer world. The EU has translated this leadership in its
own efforts into a big influence on the design of inter-
national institutions. For better or worse, many of the key
elements of prominent international agreements in this

area—such as the Kyoto Protocol and the Copenhagen
Accord—reflect EU ideas.

This new book edited by Jordan et al. offers a careful
assessment of how the EU makes policy related to climate
change. It is part of a large EU-funded project that focuses
on the design, politics, and effectiveness of EU strategies
to adapt to climate change and regulate (“mitigate”) warm-
ing emissions. Written for specialists, it covers a broad
landscape and is well informed.

The Jordan et al. book introduces many arguments,
but four stand out as particularly important. First, EU
policymakers have faced a wide array of challenges in the
policymaking process. Those challenges—what Jordan et al.
call “dilemmas”—included the need to set the agenda and
choose policy instruments that would keep political forces
supportive of regulation. One challenge stands out in this
volume: sharing the burden of costly regulation. The chap-
ters in this book show that the EU’s credibility on climate
change has risen as its member governments and bureau-
crats have discovered ways to share burdens so that cli-
mate policy was politically tolerable within the EU. A few
EU countries—mainly in the northwest—care a lot about
climate change. The rest don’t. The EU’s burden sharing
reflects that. As the EU has expanded in size, so has the
number of members that are less wealthy and less prone to
support costly regulatory policies; for students of politics,
such as Jordan et al., that change in membership reveals
how burden-sharing rules must accommodate the under-
lying differences in preferences and capabilities.

Second, Jordan et al. show that the EU’s ability to forge
a policy has depended only in part on rising concern about
climate change. The really important factor has been suc-
cess with the broader mission of creating a common Euro-
pean market. When the EU forged a renewable energy
strategy (RES), for example, it built the strategy on the
idea that more renewable power would increase Europe’s
energy security, generate jobs, and also lower warming
emissions. But the EU wasn’t successful in forging much
of a common approach until its members had agreed,
notably in the 1990s, to give much more power to Brus-
sels. Even then, the policies that have resulted are far from
a tightly integrated, Brussels-driven scheme. They are an
amalgam of central goals (with a big dose of burden shar-
ing to adjust each country’s own effort) and autonomy for
member states to act as they see fit.

Third, the compromises needed to craft a common EU
policy are especially evident in the emission trading scheme
(ETS)—an American idea that Brussels adopted in the
late 1990s as the centerpiece of its strategy for controlling
emissions. Most economists prefer taxes, and the EU tried
taxes with a proposed carbon/energy tax in the early 1990s.
But at that time, any such fiscal measure would require
unanimous consent, and that doomed the tax. Politically,
the ETS was much easier to craft because as an environ-
mental policy, it needed only majority support. Even then,
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the ETS would have died, however, if Brussels had not left
the member states to make the decisions about how to
allocate the highly valuable emission credits on their own.
The analysis in the Jordan et al. volume adds to a growing
literature on the politics of instrument choice. Nearly all
that literature suggests that when it comes to market-
based instruments, emission trading schemes are politi-
cally easier to adopt because they require less visible
intervention in the economy.

Fourth, and most importantly, the EU’s credibility has
risen in tandem with the integration of the European mar-
ket and the creation of a common body of European law
and administrative procedure. Higher credibility has ampli-
fied the EU’s foreign policy voice. (The decline in the
credibility of the United States on global warming and
many other matters also helped.) That’s the real story
here—as the EU has worked through its dilemmas at home,
it has been able to exert greater leverage on international
agreements. Whether that has led to more effective inter-
national agreements to slow climate change is a topic that
other studies should explore in more detail.

Inevitably, an edited volume that reflects a big multi-
national research project will have some flaws. The chief
trouble with this book is the lack of a compelling com-
mon analytical framework. In addition to the six dilem-
mas, the authors also explore three policy paradoxes and
a host of other side arguments and interesting diver-
sions. Each is based partially on different underlying theo-
ries. The result is interesting expert commentary, but the
central threads of the book and the project are hard to
spot.

The framework, though a bit sprawling, is better able
to explain EU policy on mitigating emissions of warming
gases. The authors have a harder time identifying and
pinning down the forces that explain EU policy on
adaptation—in part because adaptation policies are “main-
streamed” into societies and thus harder to spot, and in
part because they are less likely to affect the internal trade
of goods and services. As Jordan et al. wisely suggest, a
Brussels-centered approach to policy has been easier for
mitigation because policies that regulate warming gases
have a direct impact on trade in goods and services and
thus can draw more reliably on the body of EU law (and
political support from the member states) anchored in the
common market.

Until about two decades ago, the United States was the
reliable leader on most international environmental issues.
All that has changed, and the EU now usually occupies
that spot. Studies like this one from Jordan et al. suggest
that this shift is rooted, partially, in the integration of the
EU, which has made Europe a much more strategic and
powerful actor in foreign policy. What happens at home—
especially in a federation such as the EU where the influ-
ence of central government is still uneven—determines
what governments can get done abroad.

Science in Environmental Policy: The Politics of
Objective Advice. By Ann Campbell Keller. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 2009. 304p. $52.00 cloth, $26.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592710003567

— William Ascher, Claremont McKenna College

In her book, Ann Campbell Keller sets out to explore the
influence that scientists have had in policymaking on two
environmental problems, acid rain and global climate
change, focusing largely on their relative influence in the
three stages of agenda setting, legislation, and implemen-
tation. The narratives on the scientist-policymaker inter-
actions on these issues provide crisp summaries that are
useful background for understanding the interplay between
science and other inputs to the policy process. The major
hypothesis is that scientific findings have declining power
in the process as it moves from agenda setting to legisla-
tion to implementation. This is presented as a refutation
of John Kingdon’s argument that experts have high influ-
ence in devising policies, but not in agenda setting.

Following the chapters on each of these policy stages is
a thoughtful conclusion that emphasizes that even if sci-
entists do not—and cannot—adhere to the “rational ideal”
of pure objectivity, the perception that scientific inputs are
technical rather than political is extremely important for
the legitimacy of the policy processes that incorporate them.
In reality, scientists are often drawn into expressing their
values. Yet the perception of objectivity, allowing some
scientific inputs to be accepted as politically neutral find-
ings, balances the overtly value-oriented democratic par-
ticipation in environmental policymaking. The perhaps
unfortunate subtitle does not signal that Keller naively
believes that scientists are always objective. Her argument
is that as initiatives get closer to the actual formulation
of authoritative policies, the demands for “objectivity”
rise, narrowing the scope of what scientists can plausibly
assert: expressions of findings rather than expressions of
values.

Keller identifies the constraints that emerge in each stage,
ranging from the unwillingness of scientists to go beyond
their self-defined roles to the questioning of scientific accu-
racy by interest-group representatives. An important explan-
atory premise is that different norms pertain to each policy
stage, either permitting scientists to have considerable influ-
ence and to desire to play a significant role, or limiting their
participation as inappropriately “technocratic” or because
they are uncomfortable functioning under those norms.

The author also devotes much attention to the “bound-
ary work,” following Thomas Gieryn, that establishes how
far, and in what modes, scientists are involved in policy-
making. The book has rich information concerning how
existing legislation, institutional arrangements, prevailing
norms, organizational strategies, and behavior of scien-
tists and other actors shape the limits of scientists’ expres-
sions of value positions and policy recommendations. For
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