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Over the past decade, students of domestic public policy have increasingly turned their attention outwards, incorporating analysis of various facets of globalization and internationalization into their accounts of the factors shaping policy processes and outcomes. Scholarship at the junction between comparative public policy and international relations has expanded rapidly, with early generalizations about the importance of attending to extra-territorial influences now beginning to spawn debate over how, and under what conditions, these influences make a difference. This paper explores one important contribution of these debates. It uses Bernstein and Cashore’s delineation of pathways of  nondomestic influence as a framework for examining the forces influencing the policies and practices that are shaping the fate of Canada’s vast boreal forest region. 

Exploring what they call internationalization (“the increased activities and influence of actors, ideas and institutions from beyond state borders”
), Bernstein and Cashore seek to demonstrate the utility of distinguishing four pathways of external influence on domestic policy: “use of the global market; international rules and regulations; changes in international normative discourse; and infiltration of the domestic policy-making process.”
   We will use the boreal case to test the potential of the Bernstein and Cashore framework. Our reflections focus on two primary questions. First, are the framework’s core distinctions clearcut and useful? Second, is the framework comprehensive enough to capture the range of ways in which nondomestic forces operate, or should additional pathways be delineated? 

These reflections on the validity and comprehensiveness of the Bernstein and Cashore model will, we hope, contribute to refinement of theory on the impacts of international factors on domestic policy processes and outcomes. In addition, our examination of the fit between the framework and the case should enhance our understanding of the conditions under which  transnational forces influence Canadian environmental policy processes. More specifically, this analysis will help us assess whether, in the years ahead, Canada’s federal and provincial governments’ are likely to address threats to boreal ecosystems. Our account, we should emphasize, represents only a preliminary sketch of a story in its early stages. It will be some time before we will be in a position to gauge the impacts of the various forces shaping the fate of the boreal environment. 

The Threatened Boreal.

Canada’s boreal region covers about two million square miles,
 accounting for over 50 per cent of Canada’s land mass.  The Canadian boreal represents about one-third of the global boreal zone; about one-half is in Russia, and the remainder in Alaska and the Scandinavian nations.
 Canada’s portion of the boreal contains one-quarter of the world’s remaining large intact forests,
 with most of these “frontier” forests in the northern sections of  the  boreal.
  Wetlands, including an estimated 1.5 million lakes and some of Canada’s largest river systems, cover about one-third of the area.

The Canadian boreal is threatened by industrial development, agricultural expansion, and climate change. Organizations working to conserve boreal ecosystems frequently remind their audiences that significant knowledge gaps continue to hinder attempts to develop a complete picture of the scope and ecological impacts of these threats. Some “facts” concerning the boreal continue to be in dispute. A clear picture of stressed ecosystems does, nonetheless, emerge from the work of a diverse array of credible scientific authorities. Andrew Nikiforuk offers this assessment, citing the warnings of one of Canada’s most honoured scientists, freshwater ecologist David Schindler: “An industrial assault on the boreal, combined with a cascade of stressors from acid rain to climate change, is now degrading the forest so quickly that only a few northerly parts may survive intact as isolated parks.”
 

Industrial exploitation of the boreal has been multi-pronged, with the forest, mining, oil and gas, and hydro-electric industries all playing significant roles. The forest industry has advanced steadily northward, aggressively promoted by provincial government policies aimed at attracting investment in pulp, paper, and oriented strandboard mills. In Alberta, the rate of logging  increased over 500 per cent between 1970 and 1997.
 It is estimated that 97 per cent of all merchantable timberlands in the boreal forest have been licensed for timber harvesting.
 In some southern parts of the boreal, logging by the forest industry has been combined with clearing of forested areas for agriculture. Rates of deforestation on this agricultural frontier have been estimated to equal or exceed rates in Amazonia in the 1970s and 1980s.
 All three prairie provinces continue to sell Crown forest land to farmers for conversion. 

Oil and gas exploration and production have resulted in considerable ecosystem fragmentation. For example, in a 2001 article in the Journal of Environmental Management, ecological researchers Kevin Timoney and Peter Lee estimated that the web of seismic lines across Alberta exceeded 1.5 million km. in total length, and that the oil and gas industry had laid down at least another 440,000 km. of other linear developments such as pipeline corridors and access roads.
 They enumerate a long list of oil and gas industry impacts on Alberta’s ecosystems, including: “loss and disturbance of habitat; landscape fragmentation, dissection, and shrinkage; wetland and riparian degradation; disturbance of wildlife; increased poaching and hunting on access roads; oil spills; salt-water spills; aquifer depletion and pollution ....”
 Gary Stewart, Ducks Unlimited Canada’s leading boreal researcher, notes that in some areas of Alberta, the energy sector harvests as much timber as the forest industry. Like Timoney and Lee, he laments the fact that the Alberta government neither controls nor analyzes cumulative impacts of the two industries.
  

The effects of the first waves of energy developments are, as noted by the Pembina Institute’s Energy Watch program, now beginning to be compounded by new stages of oil sands development using “in-situ” technologies.
 The Pembina Institute emphasizes that these new extraction technologies, “while not requiring the large open pits of surface-mined ores, still result in extensive disturbance to vegetation, wetlands, and wildlife due to the large network of seismic lines, roads and pipelines needed.”
 After nearly 30 years on the backburner, the Mackenzie Valley natural gas pipeline project is once again under active consideration, raising concerns about the fate of the Mackenzie Delta and the numerous world class wetlands in the watershed.
    

In the western boreal, major wetland complexes such as the Peace Athabasca Delta and the Saskatchewan River Delta have already been fundamentally altered by upstream hydro-electric developments.  Parts of several other provinces have been similarly affected. A 2000 report by Environment Canada’s Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Network said that there are 279 large hydro dams in Canada’s boreal shield ecozone (a subzone of the boreal), and that 85 per cent of its drainage basins have been altered – “seventy-seven percent contain major dams, 25 percent have major reservoirs, and 33 percent have rivers whose flows have been altered by water transfers.”
 Dozens more northern hydro projects are on the drawing boards. Proposed projects on rivers in Northern Ontario threaten major wetlands along Hudson Bay, while the Lower Churchill project in Labrador could have a major impact on the eastern boreal.

The effects of global warming are already evident, with climate models predicting that the boreal zone will continue to warm more quickly than areas to the south.
 Climate change will cause an array of interacting impacts, including “drier average conditions, greater annual climatic variation, melting permafrost, altered surficial hydrology and higher rates of wildfires. Vegetation zones are expected to shift northward and up to 16 million hectares of boreal forest may become suitable for agriculture.”
 Each primary impact is likely to trigger cascades of other changes, many of which are difficult to predict. For example, complex changes will be set in motion as a result of the expected shifts in pest patterns and predator behaviour. The impacts of changes in fire patterns will be crucial. Although fire is critical to regeneration of the boreal forest, the evidence to date raises real concerns about forest regeneration under warmer conditions.
 Analysis of how these changes will affect different species is in its infancy, but there are concerns that many will not be able to adapt or shift ranges quickly enough to survive.
 

Perhaps better than anyone else, David Schindler has pulled together what is known about the interactive effects of various stressors. “Warming,” he says,  “is pushing the boreal system to the edge with burning forests and by amplifying the effects of acid rain and ozone holes and logging. We have to adapt our management schemes to give it enough slack to adapt. … The Canadian press carries all this crap on the tropical rain forest while we have ignored the destruction of the boreal ecosystem taking place under our very noses.”
 

The sense of urgency underlying the work of boreal protection groups reflects not only worries about this tide of threatening developments but also a strong sense of the opportunities presented by the region. Stewart Elgie, an environmental lawyer at the centre of efforts to build the boreal conservation movement, puts it this way: 

On a global scale, the conservation prospects in the boreal are so much better than any other forest ecosystem. … For those working on forest conservation, this is really an attractive place to focus.  Most other places are already so heavily fragmented and allocated that there isn’t much room left for large-scale conservation. And if you look at the possibilities for large-scale conservation --  Brazil, Russia and Canada – only one of those is a stable western democracy. So if you consider these factors, this is a very attractive place for those interested in supporting global forest conservation.

The early stages of Ducks Unlimited Canada’s Western Boreal Program (WBP) illustrate the scope of opportunities for global-scale conservation contributions. This research shows that major wetlands complexes throughout the area provide breeding, moulting, and staging habitat for significant percentages of many different waterfowl species, highlighting the significant global impacts Canada could make by protecting these areas.

Canadian Governments’ Responses to Concerns about the Boreal.

Responses to these threats and opportunities will continue to be structured in fundamental ways by ownership patterns and the Canadian constitution’s allocation of responsibilities to federal, provincial, and territorial governments. About 95 per cent of Canada’s boreal is publicly owned (i.e. Crown land), with provincial governments controlling over 70 per cent of the total area.
  The two levels of government have overlapping jurisdiction over the environment. The provincial governments (and increasingly, the territorial governments of the Yukon, the Northwest Territories, and Nunavut) have extensive authority over natural resources and a wide range of environmental policy levers. The extent of federal jurisdiction continues to be debated. Court decisions have supported an expansive interpretation, and proponents of federal activism note several jurisdictional “hooks,” citing federal responsibility for migratory birds, fish, climate change, and First Nations.

Jurisdictional ambiguity has meant that much has depended on the assertiveness of particular governments. Kathryn Harrison shows that federal-provincial relations on environmental matters have oscillated  between cooperation and conflict, with approaches based on collaboration or “rationalization” prevailing during periods of cooperation, and unilateralism more likely during periods of conflict.
 She argues that shifts in the relationship result from cyclical trends in the public’s level of interest in environmental issues. The federal government has been moderately assertive during periods of high salience, thus creating some tensions with the provinces. Ebb flows of  public concern lead to the restoration of more harmonious relations. In these periods, Ottawa retreats, “passing the buck” to the provinces.
  

Harrison notes that “while intergovernmental harmony is often presented as an unqualified good, it is by no means clear that such co-operation has contributed to stronger environmental protection and conservation in Canada.”
 Generally speaking, environmentalists contend that the environment would be better served by a stronger federal role. They argue that consistent national standards are needed to discourage “race to the bottom” maneuvering by provinces eager to attract investment, and that the federal government is better positioned than are its provincial counterparts to resist the demands of powerful resource industries.
 Environmentalists continue to point to jurisdictional bases for a strong federal government role in the boreal, citing as examples federal responsibilities for migratory birds and climate policy. On the latter point, Stewart Elgie says: 

The boreal’s importance as a carbon sink could provide both a climate policy and an economic rationale for conservation. The boreal is the largest terrestrial carbon storehouse in the world, so maintaining the integrity of boreal ecosystems is really important for maintaining climate balance …. The economic rationale is that in a world where carbon will have value as a traded commodity if Kyoto comes into effect, you’ve got the potential to actually generate some revenue around carbon storage as well.

In the territories, devolution of responsibility for land and water is underway, with the territorial governments in the process of achieving more “province-like” powers, and First Nations assuming important responsibilities under land claims settlements. But as Elgie emphasizes, although land use planning in the territories must in most cases now be based on tripartite negotiations, it is important to remember that “the federal government is still the legal owner of the land north of 60. The federal government routinely tries to forget that, but ultimately it is responsible for what we do with lands in 45 per cent of Canada.”
  

Although a strong boreal-conservation policy package would have to involve a much wider array of measures than just environmental assessment and endangered species protection, the combined federal-provincial performance in these two areas does illustrate why many Canadian environmentalists question their governments’ willingness and capacity to respond to threats to boreal ecosystems.  After reviewing the history of federal-provincial dancing around the set of issues raised by arguments for effective environmental assessment (EA) policy, environmental lawyer David Boyd offers this summary appraisal:

A tremendous gulf exists between the theory of EA and the reality of on-the-ground practices in Canada. …. [T]here is a contradiction between governments’ stated goal of improving the quality of EA, and government actions in weakening EA legislation and decreasing the staff, budgets, and resources of environmental departments. Canadian EA laws are hamstrung by the exclusion of many projects, activities, plans, and policies with significant environmental impacts.  Provincial EA laws are weaker and narrower than [the federal law]. Other fundamental flaws include the unfulfilled commitment to sustainable development; the failure to consider needs, alternatives, and the full range of impacts; the lack of independent decision making; and inadequate opportunities for public participation.
 

Ian Urquhart underlines the relevance of these concerns for the boreal. His review of provincial forest management policies in the three prairie provinces (Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba) leads him to express guarded optimism about developments in Saskatchewan.
 In the other two provinces,  however, he finds weak, discretionary environmental assessment policies. Manitoba’s Clean Environment Commission, for example, has been roundly criticized by environmentalists because the Manitoba cabinet retains discretion over what the Commission is allowed to examine and how. Urquhart continues:

Also, environmentalists are critical of the fact that, as in Alberta, there is no environmental assessment of the initial decision to assign a forest management licence (FML). Fundamental issues such as the amount of timber that may be cut annually are settled in the FMLs and are thus not subject to an environmental assessment. Furthermore, the commission lacks the institutional capacity a strong environmental assessment agency requires; its members have tended to be laypeople who lack the sorts of expertise that would strengthen their ability to evaluate projects and management plans; the commission’s staff capacity to conduct investigations is too limited. Consequently, the [Commission] is viewed as an example of political symbolism, an agency that has strengthened, not challenged, the industrial forestry model in Manitoba.
 

The discouraging picture facing Manitoba’s environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) was exacerbated in 1999 when the Federal Court threw out an attempt to force the Canadian government to conduct a full environmental assessment of Manitoba’s decision to issue Tolko Industries Ltd. a logging license covering a huge tract (11 million hectares) of boreal forest.
 The court challenge, which was brought by the Manitoba Future Forest Alliance, left the group’s lawyer frustrated: “This case is the latest and certainly the most extreme to date of a clear pattern of federal and provincial behaviour. The federal government appears to want out of its responsibility for fish, fish habitat, and migratory birds and prefers to let the provinces do what they want with these jurisdictions.”
 

Assessments of efforts by federal and provincial governments to protect endangered species lead to parallel conclusions.  Canada has long been criticized for failing to develop strong policies to protect endangered species. On paper at least, the situation improved with the federal government’s adoption of the Species at Risk Act (SARA) in 2003. This legislation, however, has a number of limitations, most of which reflect the federal government’s limited jurisdiction over habitat as well as its reluctance to use the constitutional powers it does have. Even SARA’s critical habitat sections are limited by application clauses requiring ministerial approval where the territory in question is outside of federal jurisdiction. As well, the federal government has refused to accept arguments that its responsibility for migratory birds provides it with a strong base for broader habitat protection measures. Kate Smallwood, of the Sierra Legal Defence Fund, offers the following assessment:

Despite having extensive constitutional authority to protect migratory birds under Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA) and their habitat, the federal government has failed to fully exercise this authority under SARA. Under section 58, mandatory protection for MBCA birds is limited to federal lands and migratory bird sanctuaries under the Migratory Birds Convention Act. There is discretionary power for federal Cabinet to protect MBCA birds outside federal lands, but this is limited to “habitat to which the [MBCA] applies”. This limitation is problematic because the federal government has sought to restrict habitat protection under the MBCA to nests only. Accordingly, outside federal lands and migratory bird sanctuaries, protection of the critical habitat of MBCA birds is not only discretionary, it is likely going to be restricted to nests only.
 

According to Smallwood, the “lack of mandatory provisions to protect habitat is the fundamental flaw with SARA. Under SARA, habitat protection comes ‘too little, too late’.”
 And SARA thoroughly reflects the government’s view that voluntary, incentives-based measures should be the “primary and preferred means of protecting habitat on privately owned lands.”
 Smallwood continues: “While the conservation community is fully supportive of incentives and stewardship initiatives as a means to protect critical habitat, this approach is all ‘carrot’ but no ‘stick’. The Act fails to provide a legal back up if voluntary initiatives do not work.”
 

While their extensive jurisdiction over land and water puts the provinces in a strong position to protect endangered species and their habitat, provincial efforts have been spotty and ineffective. Eight of ten provinces have adopted some sort of endangered species legislation, but only two (Nova Scotia and Manitoba) received a grade of ‘C’ or better on a 2001 Canadian Nature Federation report card evaluation of the effectiveness of legislation and programs.
 As David Boyd notes, the provincial laws that exist are generally “rife with discretion,” making it difficult to hold governments accountable.
 The federal government claims that SARA will provide it with “safety net” powers that can be used where provincial endangered species efforts are inadequate. Again, though, the mechanisms involved are discretionary, and as its critics have pointed out, the federal government has been very reluctant to employ similar mechanisms in other Canadian environmental laws.

Clearly, then, Canada’s boreal conservation movement faces some daunting challenges. Reflecting on the vision of boreal conservation discussed below,  Stewart Elgie notes that achieving ecosystem integrity in  the boreal will require integrated environmental measures from multiple jurisdictions: “If one wants to put in place an integrated vision for conserving ecosystems, it is going to take a coordinated effort from different jurisdictions – the vision has a limited number of large, anchor protected areas from east to west, with buffers and corridors, as well as islands of protection for critical areas like wetlands. Achieving that is going to involve thinking like an ecosystem, not thinking like a province.”
 

Unfortunately, those hoping to see a realization of such a vision face instead a federal government that has been unwilling to take a lead role in boreal protection, along with provincial governments inclined to use a variety of indirect and direct subsidy policies to promote rapid development of the forest, mineral, oil and gas, soil and water resources of the region. Neither level of government seems disposed to adopt strong environmental protection laws. Meanwhile, cuts to environmental agencies’ budgets and staff levels have increasingly raised doubts about the ability of governments to implement existing policies or lead expansion of the protected areas system. Gary Stewart, the leader of Ducks Unlimited Canada’s Western Boreal Program, elaborates on the latter point, noting that the biggest contribution the federal government could make would be to designate new protected areas north of 600:  “The federal government needs to increase its capacity to identify and permanently protect new national wildlife areas. For example, at the Ramparts River complex up in the Mackenzie Valley, we’ve documented sixty pairs of  breeding ducks per square mile. One year we had seven or eight per cent of the world’s population of Pacific Loons on that one complex. These are phenomenal numbers. Any place else in the world, these places would be treated as treasures.”
 
These and other concerns about prospects for strong government measures to conserve the boreal lead to questions about the perceptions and attitudes of Canadians. The area and its problems continue to be “off the map” for many Canadians, including significant proportions of those who would identify themselves as environmentally concerned. On a symbolic level, “the north” is central to the Canadian sense of identity; as Saskatchewan nature writer Candace Savage puts it, the boreal is the “iconic Canadian landscape.”
 Most Canadians, however, live in large cities in the far south, taking little notice of developments threatening the boreal environment. While threats to wilderness in places like coastal British Columbia have generated concerted, diverse, and sustained responses from the environmental movement, Canadian groups trying to raise alarm bells about the fate of the boreal have had difficulty capturing media or public attention. 

Needless to say, then, Canadian boreal conservation interests have welcomed help from outside the country. American and European allies have responded imaginatively and energetically, in the process illustrating how Canadian environmental politics are being reshaped by the diverse forces of internationalization. 

As the next section will show, most external contributions to boreal politics  can be traced to a few large U.S. organizations, most notably the Pew Charitable Trusts, Ducks Unlimited Inc., ForestEthics, and the World Resources Institute. To preview the story, a core set of developments originated with decisions taken at Pew, a Philadelphia-based set of charitable funds with “dedicated assets” of $3.8 billion. Pew grants have underwritten establishment of the Canadian Boreal Initiative, which has assumed an important coordinating role and helped facilitate productive relationships among key domestic players from the environmental, First Nations, and industry sides of the table. Pew support has flowed  to various facets of the overall campaign, including the Boreal Songbird Initiative, and extensive conservation-oriented research programs being lead by Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) and Fiona Schmiegelow of the University of Alberta. DUC’s U.S.-based older sibling, Ducks Unlimited Incorporated (DU Inc.), has ranked the boreal near the top of the list of priority areas in its continental conservation plan, and has played a key role in leveraging grants from Pew and other U.S. sources into larger amounts of financial support for wetlands-focused boreal projects. 
ForestEthics, as we will see, has been at the centre of the market-based campaigns that have significantly altered the opportunity-constraint complex shaping decisions of forest companies operating in the boreal. And, it can be argued, this whole web of responses would not have happened had it not been for the attention given to the boreal in a 1997 report prepared as part of the World Resources Institute’s Frontier Forests Initiative, The Last Frontier Forests: Ecosystems and Economies on the Edge.
 

We will not elaborate on this story, and examine the fit between developments and the expectations generated by Bernstein and Cashore’s framework.
Pathways for Influencing Canadian Boreal Forest Policy: Applying the Bernstein and Cashore Framework.

Bernstein and Cashore identify four pathways along which external policy actors may try to influence domestic public policy. Pathways one, two, and three, respectively, involve the application of international material, regulatory, and moral pressures.
 Pathway four is distinct in that transnational actors choose to “infiltrate” domestic policy processes rather than try to exert external influence.
   Bernstein and Cashore distill their preliminary observations about the potential of each pathway into hypotheses specifying factors that will influence success or failure. They then use the case of British Columbia (BC) ecoforestry policy to illustrate how each pathway presents transnational actors with particular sets of opportunities and constraints. We will synopsize Bernstein and Cashore’s arguments about each pathway, and then consider whether that component of the framework helps illuminate significant respects in which the boreal conservation effort has been internationalized. 

At the end of this section we should be able to answer two fundamental questions about the comprehensiveness and validity of the Bernstein - Cashore framework. Do all or most boreal-focused initiatives by non-Canadian policy actors flow along the pathways identified by the framework, or does the boreal case suggest that the framework needs to be expanded? Are the pathways fairly distinct, or should the framework be refined to take into account complex interrelationships not considered by its authors?

Pathway One: Market-focused campaigns. Transnational actors choosing this path try to use a jurisdiction’s dependence on external markets to press for changes in policy and practices. Boycott threats are used in an attempt to leverage companies, industries, or governments, with the success of these efforts depending on the credibility of the threat, as well as on perceptions of possible market losses and economic impacts. Development of boycott strategies often intersects with work on eco-labeling and certification schemes. Campaigners bypass domestic politics, using education and media strategies to inform consumers and alter their purchasing decisions. “Middlemen” companies may also be targeted. Bernstein and Cashore’s preliminary hypotheses centre on some fairly obvious determinants of success: the potential of market campaigns will vary depending on the degree of reliance on foreign markets, the malleability of consumer behaviour, and the likelihood that pressure can be maintained.

Boycott campaigns have been used extensively in both domestic and transnational politics around a wide range of issues.
 Various environmental organizations have made use of this pathway, with mixed results.  Bernstein and Cashore note that recent British Columbia forest policy history illustrates successful deployment. In the 1990s, ENGO-engineered threats to  markets in Europe and the U.S. helped persuade BC forest companies and the BC government to reform forest practices rules and add more old growth wilderness to the protected areas system. These pressures had a particular impact on developments that shaped the fate of Clayoquot Sound on Vancouver Island.  While organizations such as Greenpeace and the Rainforest Action Network point to these policy concessions  as a good illustration of the potential of boycott campaigns, Bernstein and Cashore caution that an analysis of the full cycle of BC events in the 1990s indicates that “path one strategies are only likely to produce durable policy change when combined with action along other pathways.”
 

Market-focused campaigns have played a significant part in attempts by external actors to influence policy and practices in the Canadian boreal. The most significant of these have been launched by ForestEthics, a San Francisco-based organization which, interestingly, traces its lineage directly back to British Columbia and the mid-1990s battles over Clayoquot Sound. Launched as the market-focused Clayoquot Rainforest Coalition, ForestEthics is dedicated to protecting endangered forests by increasing awareness of  the environmental impacts and ethical dimensions of  purchasing decisions made by consumers and distributors.
 

Describing the boreal as the “second largest roadless area on the planet – the size of 12 Californias laid side by side,”
 ForestEthics has made the region a centrepiece of its flagship “paper campaign.” Launched in 2000, this campaign seeks to shift paper production towards “post-consumer” recycled fibre, using protests, media coverage, negotiations, and other tactics to pressure large paper retailers to adopt environmental commitments. The first stage of the campaign targeted the office-supply chain, Staples. ForestEthics and its allies organized over 600 demonstrations at the company’s stores, generated a large number of calls and letters, and obtained impressive amounts of media attention. The campaign included ads containing lines such as:  “Ever wonder where Staples gets all the paper that it sells? The ugly truth is that thousands of acres of forests are needlessly destroyed every year to supply Staples with cheap, disposable paper products.”
 

ForestEthics declared victory in late 2002, joining Staples to announce that the company would phase out purchases of paper products from “Endangered Forests,” including the Canadian boreal. Staples agreed to create a new environmental affairs division, report annually on its environmental performance, and commit to a goal of 30 per cent post-consumer recycled content in all the paper products it sells.
 Mindful of the importance of rewarding concessions, ForestEthics responded with a new series of ads under headlines such as: “We’ve been calling Staples names for years: Never thought treehugger would be one of them” and “How leading U.S. companies are saving rainforests without ever chaining themselves to a tree.”
 

ForestEthics immediately announced the paper campaign’s next targets: the U.S. catalogue industry, and one of Staples’ main competitors, Office Depot. It demanded that Office Depot commit to “meet or beat” Staples’ policy commitments, and asked for parallel undertakings from the leaders of the catalogue distribution industry. Noting that each year U.S. companies send Americans over 17 billion catalogues containing over eight million tons of wood fibre,
 ForestEthics awarded the industry the “Most Wasteful Forest Destroyer” citation, and warned that actions similar to those directed at Staples would begin unless companies committed to getting out of endangered forests and maximizing recycled content.
 

ForestEthics opened a new stage of its campaign in July 2004, releasing Bringing Down the Boreal: How U.S. Consumption of Forest Products is Destroying Canada’s Endangered Northern Forests.
 Under section headings such as “Catalogs – a Paper Trail to the Landfill,” and “Disposables – Boreal Forest Going Down the Toilet?” it details which companies operating in the boreal are supplying U.S. consumers with which products, taking pains to praise the three forest companies that have signed the Boreal Forest Conservation Framework (see below). It urges consumers and retailers to reduce consumption of virgin fibers, and to request products with Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification. 

While little research has been done on how those on opposite sides of boycott politics perceive their opponents’ motives and strategies, it seems reasonable to assume that increased use of the tactic by environmental organizations and others has led those threatened to develop increasingly sophisticated ways of assessing the credibility of claims about the likelihood and magnitude of impacts. In return, those designing market campaigns no doubt recognize the importance of maintaining and enhancing the credibility of boycott threats. And such considerations underline the point that these threats will dissipate unless energy is invested in nurturing and expanding the size and intensity of the audience of potential boycotters.

Given these factors it is not surprising that boreal conservation organizations scanning the political landscape for possible allies and supporters have recognized the potential significance of the U.S.’s large community of bird enthusiasts. These organizations will, then, be closely watching a new effort, the Boreal Songbird Initiative (BSI). Using funds dispensed by the Pew Charitable Trusts under the auspices of the Canadian Boreal Initiative, the BSI aims to educate U.S. birdwatchers and naturalists about the importance of the boreal forest to migratory birds.
 According the BSI’s Marilyn Heiman, it was born out of brainstorming among key individuals at Pew and their allies: “They thought that a good experiment would be to see if migratory birds would be a way to connect Americans to the boreal forests of Canada and Alaska.”
 The BSI is not expressly committed to bolstering the audience receptive to boreal-centred boycott messages. If its consciousness-raising work has the desired impacts on American birders, however, expansion of the audience receptive to campaigns like those initiated by ForestEthics seems likely.

Along with its partners in the Boreal Songbird Network (the American Bird Conservatory, Ducks Unlimited, the National Wildlife Federation, and the Natural Resources Defense Council), the BSI wants to raise awareness of the boreal and assist efforts to conserve it. Estimating that there are at least 45 million “bird enthusiasts” in the U.S.,
 it plans to use various “outreach” approaches to persuade groups and individuals to try to influence Canadian government and industry policies. It will use a two-pronged approach: “create a buzz about the boreal in the U.S. and translate that attention into action.”
  BSI leaders frequently note that those concerned about declining  songbird populations have directed most of their attention to destruction of  wintering habitat in Central and South America, while largely ignoring the fragmentation of boreal nesting habitat resulting from industrial development. 

The BSI’s efforts to date have been based in considerable part on a comprehensive study by Peter Blancher of Bird Studies Canada. Entitled Importance of Canada’s Boreal Forest to Landbirds,
 this report was jointly commissioned by the BSI and the Canadian Boreal Initiative, and released in May 2003 on the eve of International Migratory Bird Day. Blancher presents striking findings demonstrating the boreal’s importance. He estimates that boreal breeders account for close to 30 per cent of all landbirds in Canada and the U.S. combined.
 At least 2.5 billion landbirds (from 186 different species) migrate out of the boreal each year, with most of these going to or through the U.S..
 This number includes an estimated 600 million warblers (from 27 species), and 900 million sparrows (from 25 species). In breeding season, Blancher notes, the boreal is home to at least half of the world breeding populations of over 40 different landbird species, including more than 90 per cent of the global populations of Palm, Tennessee, and Connecticut warblers.
 For 14 species, the boreal provides breeding habitat for over 80 per cent of global populations. The U.S. is the biggest recipient of birds migrating out of the boreal. An estimated one billion boreal migrants winter in the U.S,
 comprising about 10 per cent of the U.S. winter bird population.
 During the fall and spring migration periods, boreal birds make up, respectively, 17 per cent and 31 per cent of U.S. birds.
  

The BSI and others have described the boreal’s importance for species other than those covered in the Blancher report.  For example, Ducks Unlimited Canada has shown that the western boreal provides breeding habitat for 12-14 million ducks (from 23 species) each year, and moulting-staging habitat for tens of millions more.
 In addition, it estimates that Ontario’s boreal forest produces at least 7 million waterfowl annually, and that three-quarters of the world’s black ducks breed in the eastern boreal.
 As well, the BSI estimates that the boreal provides important staging and resting habitat for an estimated 100 million shorebirds migrating to and from arctic breeding grounds.

The Blancher report has received wide coverage in birding circles (as well as some coverage in the media generally),
 and has helped generate important spin-offs. For example, boreal birds were a focus of Christmas bird count events across the U.S. in 2003.     

As noted, the BSI and other members of the Boreal Songbird Network have not proposed links between their educational work and future boycott campaigns. They certainly have not been reluctant, however, to highlight the connection between boreal habitat worries and U.S. consumption patterns. For example, BSI material stresses that American public attention is critical because U.S. consumers purchase much of the pulp and wood, oil and gas, and hydro-electric power extracted from the boreal.
  These views are enunciated by the spokesperson for one of the members of the Boreal Songbird Network, the National Wildlife Federation. According to its Senior Vice-President for Conservation Programs, Jamie Rappaport Clark:

[C]onsumer choices made in this country are driving much of the demand for the resources of the boreal. The United States purchased 20 billion dollars worth of Canadian forest products in 2001, most of it cut from the boreal. … Large amounts of the paper Americans receive every day as junk mail, advertising inserts and catalogues comes from Canada’s boreal forest. … More than a third of all newsprint in the United States comes from the boreal forest. … We are also the largest user of Canada’s oil and gas, consuming about  35 billion dollars in Canadian energy products each year. Increasing U.S. demand is fuelling a rapid expansion of oil and gas development in the unspoiled boreal wilderness.
 

Other organizations have supported efforts to highlight the connection between the fate of the boreal and U.S. consumption patterns.  In 2001, for example, the Earth Island Institute launched  its “Boreal Footprint Project” in an attempt to increase Americans’ understanding of their role in boreal destruction.
 

To return to our assessment of the Bernstein-Cashore framework, we can say that nondomestic organizations concerned with conservation of the Canadian boreal region have made extensive use of pathway one approaches. Educational activity led by the Boreal Songbird Initiative and others has set the stage for more extensive exploration of this path in the future. Although Canadian governments do not seem unduly worried at present, concerted and carefully-targeted actions by millions of American consumers would undoubtedly have a major impact on government and company policies. Our brief sketch provides a reminder that a wide range of initiatives will determine whether birders and other U.S. consumers can be galvanized into action. While Bernstein and Cashore cannot be criticized for failing to elaborate fully the range of factors likely to shape the success of boycott efforts, our survey suggests that any analysis must focus considerable attention on whether adequate foundations have been constructed. 

Further elaboration of the pathways framework should also reflect on the role of investors: are influences emanating from “green” consumers enhanced by pressures exerted by “ethical” or “green” investors? Suncor, the energy company that has joined the Canadian Boreal Initiative, would be an interesting case to consider. It is not, according to Vice President for Sustainable Development Gordon Lambert, much affected by market campaigns. He notes that the “fungible” nature of the commodities it delivers would make it difficult to zero in on customers. He does, however, believe that Suncor’s efforts on the sustainability front have some positive impacts on its ability to raise capital: Those efforts, he says, “expose us to a broader range of prospective shareholders, so there are strategic benefits. Another benefit is that European investors do have company sustainability records and commitments more solidly on their radar screen.  For Europeans, it’s becoming a more legitimate factor in how even mainstream funds select firms. We’ve wanted to grow our European investor base for some time, so we do find our sustainability efforts are valued there. Whereas in North American, it’s unfortunate, but for the mainstream investment community they just doesn’t have legitimacy.”

Further research will be also needed to assess what impacts market-based campaigns have had on companies exploiting the boreal. These campaigns do appear to have affected some important companies, including giant retailers such as Staples and Home Depot, and major forest companies such as the three that have endorsed the Canadian Boreal Initiative (Tembec, Domtar, and Alberta-Pacific). But even superficial consideration of the companies that have adopted environmentally progressive management approaches suggests that a unicausal, market pressure interpretation is inadequate. We know, for instance, that at least some of these companies embraced strong sustainability principles before market-based campaigns became a factor. Also, as companies’ varied responses on the issue of certification (and to the Canadian Boreal Initiative) indicate, the industry is not of one mind about how to respond. Jim Lopez, a vice-president Tembec,  the forest company that has been most aggressive in pursuing FSC certification, puts it this way: “There aren’t too many companies that, if they were being quite honest, would say they aren’t concerned about market-based campaigns. The difference is that they don’t know quite what to do about it, whereas we at Tembec feel the environmental policies and strategies we’re implementing put us in a pretty good defensive position.”
 
Pathway Two: International rules. Transnational actors can influence domestic policy by participating in the development and/or enforcement of rules such as those embodied in trade agreements, the policies of international organizations, or issue-specific treaties. Significant rules may be developed by nongovernmental or hybrid organizations such as the International Organization for Standardization, as well as by intra-state processes. Bernstein and Cashore observe that transnational actors increasingly tread this pathway by participating in treaty negotiations and other  international rule development processes, as well as by pushing for rule compliance.
 As they note, rules can be seen as a resource for  transnational actors and transnational-domestic coalitions trying to pressure non-compliant governments: “For example, they can publicize noncompliance, pressure governments to live up to their commitments or press governments to launch disputes against other countries which do not fulfill their obligations.”
 Clearly, as Bernstein and Cashore’s hypotheses suggest, the efficacy of such pressure will depend on whether the rule in question is enforceable and accepted, and on whether the targeted jurisdiction fears that non-compliance will lead to loss of markets or investor confidence.
 

Bernstein and Cashore find that transnational ENGOs involved in the BC ecoforestry case had limited opportunities to use pathway two strategies. At one stage in the softwood lumber trade war, some groups endorsed the stance taken by U.S. forest industry groups, reckoning that lower harvest results might result if, under U.S. trade law, BC was deemed to be subsidizing its forest companies through below-market timber prices. As well, these and other ENGOs did participate in attempts to develop a strong global forestry convention, and then, after these were crushed at meetings preceding the 1992 “Earth Summit” in Rio de Janeiro, in efforts to develop strong private regulatory programs based on forest certification.
 

Analysis of the boreal conservation case generates parallel conclusions: where possible, nondomestic groups have joined their Canadian allies in reminding Canada of its obligations under international conventions. But because international biodiversity and forest protection rules are weak, pathway two strategies have played a relatively small role. 

Environmentalists frequently remind Canada of its responsibilities under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). Pressure from both inside and outside the country played a role in the politics leading to the recent passage of national endangered species legislation (SARA, noted above), a development that will likely have some impact on the federal government’s level of involvement in boreal issues.
 These reminders have also been a part of boreal campaigning. For example, Birdlife International, a global alliance of bird conservation organizations from over 100 countries, gave the CBD a prominent place in a recent call for boreal conservation. Citing a recommendation from a 1999 Canadian Senate subcommittee report on the boreal,
 it argued: “Canada has committed to implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity forest work program, … which calls for renewed effort for conservation and sustainable use of forests. As host to the Convention secretariat, and as a leading player in the Convention, Canada must not delay implementation of its Senate recommendation to protect at least 20 per cent of the boreal forest.”
 

Disappointment over slow progress towards development of a global sustainable forests convention led boreal advocates to join allied forest conservation organizations in pushing for a strong, proactive certification scheme.
 Like other environmental organizations, they have worked for adoption of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification approach,
 and have often merged these efforts with market-focussed campaigning. Regional FSC standards have been developed for the boreal.
The Canadian arm of one of the FSC’s strongest backers, WWF International, has worked with international groups such as the Rainforest Alliance to successfully push companies such as Tembec and Domtar to commit to achieving FSC certification.
  

Bird conservation interests have played a significant part in another pathway two approach that could have significant implications for the boreal. ENGOs on both sides of the border have begun to explore the potential of the 1916 Canada – U.S. Convention for the Protection of Migratory Birds and, more specifically, the Canadian government’s implementing legislation, the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA). While this Act has provided a key foundation for the activities of Canada’s wildlife protection agency, the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS), the MBCA’s habitat protection clauses are fairly weak. Nonetheless, ENGOs have argued that the migratory bird treaty could provide a basis for much more aggressive habitat protection than has heretofore been adopted by the federal government. Here as elsewhere, ENGO arguments boil down to the claim that the federal government’s reluctance to step on the toes of the provinces and politically powerful resource development interests has led it to adopt a much too restrictive view of its environmental management powers. For example, during debate over Canada’s recently adopted endangered species legislation, environmentalists frequently cited an expert opinion contending that the federal government had wide power to protect migratory bird habitat under its responsibilities for implementing pre-1931 “Empire Treaties.”

In a case that has direct implications for the boreal, a cross-border ENGO alliance has recently sought to spotlight Canada’s migratory bird protection performance by using the “citizen submission” sections of the North American Free Trade Agreement “environmental side agreement,” the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC).
 Under Sections 14-15 of NAAEC, citizens or organizations can file submissions alleging that one of the governments party to the agreement is not adequately enforcing one of its environmental laws. In a submission to the Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) filed in 2002, a cross-border coalition of eight groups alleged that Canada is failing to effectively enforce subsection 6(a) of Canada’s Migratory Birds Regulations with respect to logging in Ontario.
  The case is now in its final stages. The CEC Council has authorized the CEC Secretariat to prepare a “factual record,” which will likely legitimate at least to some extent the concerns raised in the submission.  

Despite its obvious deficiencies, the citizen submission procedure does have some potential for those trying to spotlight inadequate environmental policy performance in front of a transnational audience. This case (along with one based on a parallel complaint filed against the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
) has contributed to pressure to re-evaluate long-standing policies of ignoring the “incidental take” of migratory birds that results from logging and other resource development activity. Canadian bird conservationists (including those within Environment Canada) hope that the CEC factual record will provide a foundation for efforts to promote the view that the federal government must take a stronger role in managing bird habitat.

Returning to our assessment of Bernstein and Cashore, we can say that although the boreal conservation movement has limited opportunities to use rule-based regimes, students and practitioners of transnational environmental politics would be advised to consider carefully ways in which pathway two approaches might be applied. In most cases, as here, imaginative campaigners ought to be able to identify ways of bringing international rules into play. 

Pathway Three: International normative discourse. Transnational actors may also try to influence policy processes in target jurisdictions by placing  internationally-accepted norms, symbols, and principles at the centre of their campaigns. They may, for example, try to shame policy makers into living up to international expectations, or highlight discrepancies between governments’ performance and standards explicit or implicit in the rhetoric they are using to legitimate their policies and practices. These and other path three strategies operate “through moral suasion and communicative action rather than coercion or enforcement.”
  Although potentially powerful norms and principles may be closely associated with international institutions and rules, Bernstein and Cashore stress the importance of distinguishing between this pathway and the previous one: “Along this path, international institutions matter because they embody norms of appropriate behaviour. This path thus emphasizes that even if an institution appears weak along one dimension, such as providing binding rules, it may still play a powerful normative role that would be overlooked if institutions were treated monolithically.”
 The success of “normative internationalization” strategies will depend on various conditioning factors, including the moral vulnerability of the target, the potency of the symbols utilized, and the degree to which criticisms resonate with domestic values.

Bernstein and Cashore credit pathway three strategies with a significant role in BC forest environment politics in the 1990s, noting how transnational non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and their domestic allies made effective reference to new norms of biodiversity and ecosystem management that came to dominate forest management discourse during this period.
 During an important period in the mid-1990s, the BC government’s concern for its international reputation also made it attentive to arguments that each jurisdiction should endeavor to protect at least 12 per cent of its territory, to charges that BC logging practices were turning the province into “Brazil of the North,” and to critiques questioning its commitment to addressing the grievances of First Nations.   

The promotion and use of international normative standards by nondomestic groups is easy enough to detect in the boreal case. Canada is often reminded of its obligations to conserve biodiversity and endangered species. As we have already seen, boreal conservation groups have shown themselves adept at the art of symbolic politics. Here, as elsewhere in wilderness politics, we find frequent references to wolves and other charismatic species, skilled juxtapositioning of images of pristine nature against those of clearcut devastation, and careful attention to the importance of timing and staging for maximum impact. For example, in 2003, an alliance of Greenpeace, ForestEthics, and the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) released its report, Through the Trees, the Truth behind Logging in Canada, at the Quebec City meetings of the World Forestry Congress, a UN-affiliated conference at which the host country always tries to showcase its forestry practices to the hundreds of forest scientists in attendance.
  In her remarks accompanying the release, the NRDC’s Susan Casey-Lefkowitz reminded Canadians that the organizations’ members and supporters “do not want to see a global treasure like the boreal lost so that companies can make toilet paper from old-growth trees.”
 

It is also noteworthy that organizations such as the Sweden-based Taiga Rescue Network have linked the boreal environment to social justice issues, seeking to raise concerns about the rights and economic conditions of Canada’s Aboriginal peoples.
 Illustrating how environmental and justice  elements are frequently pulled together, the above-noted Greenpeace-ForestEthics-NRDC report points out that Canada’s boreal forests “contain a rich cultural legacy and are a source of sustenance for Indigenous Peoples – First Nations and Metis. Almost 80 per cent of Canada’s more than 1-million Aboriginal people live in more than 600 communities in Canada’s forest regions and many depend on wilderness lands, waters, and wildlife for their livelihood and spiritual well-being.”
 

It will be some time before we are able to assess the impact of various strategies on Canadian boreal policy. When this story is written, it will probably show a range of ways in which evolving international norms were drawn into the boreal politics discourse.
 It will also undoubtedly remind us that these impacts result from interactions between NGO strategies and particular time- and location-specific political contexts. It will, that is, highlight a point made by Keck and Sikkink (and underlined by Bernstein and Cashore): much depends on “how activists’ messages carried and resonated with domestic concerns, culture, and ideology at the particular historical moment in which they campaigned.”
 

For nondomestic boreal campaigners, recognition of this general point will continue to be accompanied by more specific reminders about fundamental structural features of the Canadian environmental policy making system. In particular, these lessons will highlight the importance of provincial governments. They will underline the federal government’s weak leverage over the provinces on environment and resource development questions, and  reinforce the point that messages that resonate with politically significant segments of  Canadian society and even with important loci of central government power may have little impact on developments in particular provinces. We will continue to see variation in the political situations facing different provincial governments. As shown in Ian Urquhart’s comparative analysis of boreal forest policies in the prairie provinces, different political contexts translate into different policy responses. 
  No one should expect that the combination of political factors that promoted and facilitated the British Columbia government’s positive response to transnational influences in the 1990s will be replicated any time soon in its neighbour to the east. In a parallel way, as developments outlined below suggest, we can also expect differences in the way companies respond to conservationist arguments. 

Again, the early history of boreal politics indicates that Bernstein and Cashore’s map is well-conceived. Their illumination of pathway three reminds us that in most policy case studies, we must attend carefully to the politics of legitimation. Government and industry attempts to legitimate policies and practices increasingly depend on their ability to craft credible links to international norms. Their adversaries will continue to scrutinize these efforts, endeavoring where possible to “spring the legitimation trap” by exposing instances where “talking the talk” is not matched by “walking the walk.”
 
Pathway Four: Infiltrating domestic policy processes. In some situations, say Bernstein and Cashore, transnational actors may try to alter the power balance among domestic interests by providing  resources, ideas, or expertise to existing groups, or by promoting the creation of new groups or coalitions.
 In most cases, linkages to domestic interests will be critical, since foreign organizations choosing to engage in direct policy advocacy are likely to be vulnerable to the argument that they are interfering in domestic politics or violating popular sovereignty. Success will also depend on key characteristics of the pre-existing policy network, including openness, state autonomy from business interests, and the capacity of state actors to implement policy choices.
 

This pathway was extensively utilized in the BC ecoforestry case. Transnational ENGOs responded quickly to the increase in the openness of forest policy networks that followed the 1991 election of the New Democratic Party. External actors focused particularly on the forest land use policy network, deploying a variety of resource transfer and coalition-building strategies in an attempt to influence decisions on the designation of protected areas and special management zones.
 The importation of various political resources helped transform the dynamics of BC wilderness politics. These resources enhanced the movement’s expertise and capacity in fields such as GIS mapping, sharply increased the number of full-time ENGO employees, and spawned important new players such as the Sierra Legal Defence Fund, BC Wild, and BC Spaces for Nature. 

While the term “the infiltration of domestic processes” may leave the wrong impression, importation of resources has had an undoubted impact on the domestic politics around boreal conservation. An important chain of developments began in the 1980s, with work by the Sweden-based Taiga Rescue Network aimed at raising global awareness and concern. This work received a major boost in 1997 with the release of The Last Frontier Forests: Ecosystems and Economies on the Edge.
 This report -- particularly its graphic map displays showing a huge swath of green across the top of the continent-- played an important role in focusing attention on the global significance of the North American boreal. Perhaps most significantly, it helped galvanize interest among key staff at the Pew Charitable Trusts.
 Pew disperses grants totaling about $165 million per year under seven different programs (culture, education, environment, health and human services, public policy, religion, and “venture fund”).
 While over 90 per cent of its “grantmaking” goes to U.S. organizations, Pew has supported a small number of projects outside of the U.S.. Most of these are in Canada, and are “either Trusts-initiated” or of “historical interest.” In 2002, Pew made 31 grants totaling 39.5 million under its environment program. Four of these were under its “Old-Growth Forests and Wilderness Protection” subprogram, which is credited with helping protect more than 162 million acres of critical habitat across North America since its inception in the early 1990s.
 

Through its old growth and wilderness subprogram, Pew has been a major supporter of Canadian boreal conservation work, joining smaller Canadian foundations that began to contribute to this effort in the 1990s. 
 Interestingly, Pew’s decision to give priority to the boreal seems to have resulted not from a Canadian request for support, but in somewhat independent fashion, from the realization of key Pew players that boreal forests constituted a significant portion of the globe’s remaining frontier forests. After engaging a pair of consultants to explore the Canadian ENGO and First Nations landscape, Pew decided on arrangements that channel support into Canada through Ducks Unlimited.
 

So far, Pew has committed over $12 million to boreal campaigns, with most of this going towards promoting public education and the formation of a broad-based Canadian alliance. In 2002, it gave the Canadian Boreal Trust $4.5 million for a scientifically based public education campaign, and in 2003, it granted another $4.5 million to the Trust’s successor organization, the Canadian Boreal Initiative (CBI), for the same purpose.

The CBI has begun to support research on policy and conservation biology,  public education activities, and various forest conservation initiatives. In December 2003, it announced that “an extraordinary alliance” of ENGOs, First Nations, and resource corporations had developed and endorsed a landmark conservation framework. This alliance, the leaders of which will henceforth be known as the Boreal Leadership Council, appears to have been modeled on arrangements that have facilitated productive dialogue between ENGOs and industry actors (and in some cases First Nations) in other recent Canadian land use disputes.
 Interestingly, however, the designers of the CBI chose to leave government agencies on the side-lines. 

Some of the members of the Boreal Leadership Council have already been introduced. It includes four environmental groups (Ducks Unlimited Canada, the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, ForestEthics, and WWF Canada), three Aboriginal organizations (Deh Cho First Nations, Innu Nation, and Poplar River First Nation), three major forest companies (Tembec Inc., Domtar Inc., and Alberta-Pacific Forest Industries Inc. [Al-Pac]), and one energy company (Suncor Energy Inc).
 The alliance reflects groundwork laid by organizations such as Ducks Unlimited Canada and WWF Canada.
 

The Boreal Forest Conservation Framework aims to “conserve the cultural, sustainable economic and natural values” of the boreal. Specifically, it calls for protection of at least 50 per cent of the region in a network of large, interconnected protected areas. On the other half of the landscape, it calls for “sustainable communities, world-leading ecosystem-based resource management practices and state-of-the-art stewardship practices.”
 These goals, the team says, are aimed at avoiding the negative effects of habitat fragmentation on sensitive wildlife populations, and are supported by recent research in conservation biology and landscape ecology.
 The First Nations’ supporters of the framework have already developed large-scale planning processes based on the same principles, using traditional ecological knowledge, the guidance of elders, and conservation biology.       

Numerous major corporations, including forestry giants such as the  Weyerhaeuser Corp. and Abitibi-Consolidated, remain outside the coalition, leading to interesting questions about what factors account for different companies’ stances on the framework. Here it is important to note that none of the companies that have become signatories are marginal players in their sectors. Suncor, for example, is a major integrated energy company with 4,000 employees.
 It plans to invest over one billion dollars per year for the next several years in order to more than double the output of its Alberta oil sands operations, which operate on leases covering 1,800 sq. km., and produce 216,000 barrels of oil per day. Tembec manages 13 million hectares of Canadian forest land in six provinces, and has 11,000 employees, with annual sales of $4 billion from 50 pulp, paper and wood product manufacturing units.
  The three forest industry signatories all rank among the top ten in terms of annual volume of fibre harvested from the boreal.
 

What differentiates these companies from others in their sectors? Each makes a strong business case for pursuing strong commitments to sustainable development and corporate social responsibility. Each, according to CBI Director Cathy Wilkinson, is “looking at taking on voluntary environmental commitments and for new ways of doing business.”
 The forest companies on the list, for example, have histories of working productively with ENGOs (Al-PAC with Ducks Unlimited Canada, and Tembec with WWF Canada). As noted, these companies have established good track records on FSC certification,
 and have been rewarded with recognition as forward-looking entities that appreciate the value of finding proactive solutions to environmental issues.
 They are (and have been) headed by people who see themselves as being at the vanguard of new corporate thinking on social and environmental responsibility. Jim Lopez of Tembec describes an “epiphany” that led his company to adopt new approaches: “Societal standards for users of Crown resources are going to continue evolving. What was acceptable 10 years ago isn’t acceptable now, and what’s acceptable now probably won’t be acceptable ten years from now … We’ve realized that you need to be flexible and dynamic if you’re going to keep ahead of the curve instead of fighting rearguard actions.”
 Gordon Lambert of Suncor offers a similar reflection: “We took a leap of faith. That was based on our sense that better answers come through dialogue, and that we’d rather be at the table than not. It’s not a certainty that CBI is going to be the success we want it to be, … but we simply feel we’ve never been worse off by being at the table versus not.”
 Suncor, he says, operates on the premise that it has to earn societal consent to operate, a position that leads to different approaches than where companies take the view that they have an inherent right to operate. The latter position “puts you in a defensive mode;… you are apt to say ‘who are you to challenge my right to conduct my business activities … I’m not obligated to respond,  as long as we’re aligned with government’s approvals and permits that have been provided to me … then by definition, I’m doing all that’s reasonable’.”  Al-Pac’s former President and CEO, Bill Hunter, says:  “There is a new wave of CEO thinking about the triple bottom line [profit, environment and social effects]. It’s ethical; it’s moral; it’s access to raw materials in the long term. Society should demand that and will demand that. …. I’m scared, but if this [the CBI] works, man, oh, man, what a model it will be for the world.”
 
Hunter’s approach made Al-Pac an ideal partner for Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC).  Gary Stewart of DUC says the relationship reflects the business model that his organization has sought to apply in its boreal programs:

We’ve tried to develop relationships that can lead to partnerships. We try to get to know people really well, make sure there are no hidden agendas, establish some trust, share a vision, and then move forward working at high levels. We want to develop these really true partnerships, and you can’t do that with everybody. It’s all about leadership … That’s the model. When I started six or seven years ago, I had three companies that were recommended to me as being enlightened, progressive companies, companies that weren’t afraid of the consequences of science. I went after all three, and one of them was true and right and it was Al-Pac. The others didn’t pan out.
 

On the spectrum of environmental organizations, Ducks Unlimited obviously sits some distance from ForestEthics, another one of the CBI’s ENGO representatives.  In that ForestEthics’ campaigns have directly confronted the forest industry, its inclusion could be considered risky, but according to a key designer of the initiative, Stewart Elgie, “bringing in a group that was involved in market campaigns seemed like an important way of making sure that the solution might stick. They’re not going to be outside the tent.”
 According to another player near the centre, it was actually the forest companies’ representatives who pushed for including ForestEthics.
 Elgie observes that over the course of their brief histories, market-oriented ENGOs like ForestEthics have had to develop positions on what good forest development looks like. Reflecting on the early stages of the process that led to the CBI, he continues: 

[We] more or less kept market campaign groups at arm’s length because you can’t be trying to build solutions and tossing hand grenades around. But it was necessary to maintain coordination with them because the work they were doing is an important driver on forest conservation issues even if their strategy wasn’t our primary strategy. … It is fair to say that a lot of the forest conservation achievements in Canada in the last ten years have been driven -- or at least supported -- in large part by market pressure. What is bringing timber companies to the table is the fact that their buyers are asking questions and demanding that they do something. It isn’t the only factor, but it’s been one of the biggest changes … that helped to put a lot of these issues over the top.

ForestEthics has certainly not put its boreal-oriented market campaigns on hold. Its July 2004 release of Bring down the Boreal indicates that, if anything, it intends to escalate efforts to push U.S. consumers and retailers to reject uncertified boreal products. Still, its decision to sign the CBI does suggest that it is willing to continue investing political capital in searching for a modus vivendi with the forest industry. For their part, the forest company signatories continue to see benefits to what they characterize as the “big tent” approach. Tembec’s Jim Lopez offers the following comment on ForestEthics’ latest report: “What they did is by no means endorsed by Tembec or the other forest industry signatories. …[But] the whole idea was to allow for different points of view. We thought there would be real benefits to having them in the tent. While I’m dissatisfied with parts of the press release they put out, I can say that we’ve had a great opportunity to educate them about what’s good and not so good about the industry.”
 

It remains to be seen whether ForestEthics’ participation in the CBI will encourage or discourage other forest companies from joining Tembec, Al-Pac and Domtar at the CBI table. Likewise, it is not clear what role market campaigns will play in the future. Cathy Wilkinson of the CBI says: 

We don’t know yet what role those kinds of actions will play. The opportunity is now to develop proactive solutions. International interest and awareness have grown strongly, so it makes sense that in the absence of strong conservation outcomes, we are going to see more and more calls for Canada to do things differently. It seems only logical that this could be part of what transpires. What that will look like, or when it might happen is a good question. …ForestEthics came to the table because they recognize that it takes a lot of energy to start from a constructive place while still recognizing that these levers are important. There’s a place for the push and pull ….

The leaders of the CBI see it as being involved in a two track strategy. On one hand, they want to continue developing and selling a national vision and building a strong base of scientific information. On the other, they want to take full advantage of conservation opportunities as they occur, influencing outcomes in land use planning and protected areas processes, First Nations land claims negotiations, and forest certification deliberations.
 

As noted, the CBI’s approach to achieving the first goal is unique. The  multi-stakeholder processes involved in solving other major Canadian resource use issues have been designed and/or sponsored by governments, and have included – usually in key roles -- government representatives.
 The architects of the CBI have taken a different tack, choosing to leave governments on the sidelines until the list of endorsements from First Nations, environmental groups, and especially, resource industry stakeholders can be expanded. Some of the provinces, it seems clear, will be difficult to persuade. One CBI participant reports that, “Some of the provincial  governments were not happy with our position on the CBI. They thought we were stepping into their jurisdiction: ‘Who were we to try to set the tone or targets for their area of responsibility?’ So we ruffled a few feathers.”
 Another said, “Some of the provincial governments weren’t particularly pleased with the CBI,  because it puts pressure on them. They see themselves as the managers of the resource, and their reaction is ‘who are these folks to come along and tell us how to do our business’.”

While the Boreal Forest Conservation Framework’s protected areas targets go well beyond anything so far embraced by any provincial or territorial government, boreal conservationists are involved in some promising land use planning and protected areas initiatives. Cathy Wilkinson notes, for example, that the Innu Nation’s forest management planning negotiations with the government of Newfoundland and Labrador have led to some important set asides for ecological reasons. The CBI has also supported groups working to identify protected areas and appropriate development opportunities on the east side of Lake Winnipeg and in northern Saskatchewan.
 For the foreseeable future, boreal conservation advocates will try to promote the framework’s grand vision while pursuing initiatives focused on specific parts of the overall area.

Ducks Unlimited’s Western Boreal Program (WBP) deserves special consideration. Pew has provided strong financial support for DUC’s efforts to conserve the boreal. This work, which has so far focused on the western boreal
 (and more specifically, on the 20-25 per cent of the western boreal that is wetland), has been supported by a wide array of government, industry, and NGO partners. It has also begun to receive funding from the North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA), which authorizes U.S. government spending on projects deemed eligible for matching money. Under NAWCA, grants from Pew and other U.S. donors have been leveraged into larger amounts, with DUC’s U.S. parent organization, Ducks Unlimited Inc., playing a central role in designing arrangements.  

Ducks Unlimited Inc. has dubbed the boreal region “the other duck factory” in recognition of the fact that its importance as waterfowl nesting territory almost matches that of the Prairie pothole region of the mid-continent.
 The importance Ducks Unlimited now attaches to the boreal was evident in the latest updating of its continental conservation plan. In a ranking of  priority areas carried out as part of this exercise, the western boreal placed among the top 5 out of 32 areas.
 As noted, DUC estimates that the western boreal hosts 12-14 million breeding ducks each year, and stresses that the importance of the breeding, staging, and moulting habitat provided by the region increases during Prairie drought years. Its research has shown that every year, even in non-drought times, tens of millions of ducks and geese migrate north from the prairies to moult before beginning the fall migration south. 

Begun in 1997 as the Western Boreal Forest Initiative, DUC’s project was renamed the Western Boreal Program in 2002.
 DUC aims to ensure that: 

Canada’s boreal forest will remain an ecologically intact and productive habitat that will continue to sustain a high diversity and abundance of wetlands, waterfowl and associated water birds. We want Canada's boreal forest to remain a vast mosaic of forests, rivers, wetlands and lakes that will continue to function with ecological integrity and support historical numbers of breeding, moulting, and migrating waterfowl and other wetland-dependent wildlife…. Our goal is to help conserve all of the wetlands in Canada's boreal forest through a combination of ecosystem-based sustainable development, that utilizes state-of-the-art best management practices, and by promoting the establishment of an extensive network of large, interconnected wetland-rich protected areas. DUC will use our foundation of strong science and strategic partnerships to help us move toward this goal.
 

The boreal initiative represents a departure from Ducks Unlimited’s traditional approach and foci, which have centred around restoration of wetlands habitat on private lands: “Traditional restoration efforts are unlikely by themselves to be effective or efficient in conserving the vast and diverse WBF [Western Boreal Forest]. Therefore, extensive mechanisms such as the influencing of public policy, using extension programs, and influencing industrial corporate policy will be employed to guide human impacts on the landscape in a wetland and waterbird friendly direction.”
 Here, as in all Ducks Unlimited’s work, however, we find a strong emphasis on science-based planning, and on developing links to partners.
  

Over fifty partners are contributing to various facets of DUC’s WBP. In another example of U.S. influence on boreal politics, early stages of scientific work have been based in part on data gathered in aerial surveys the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has conducted across the Canadian and Alaskan  boreal since 1955.
 These and other reconnaissance data have helped DUC define a series of large study areas.
 In these, it is doing satellite mapping of habitat, detailed water bird surveys, along with analyses of hydrology, water chemistry, and determinants of wetlands productivity.
  The scientific side of DUC’s boreal project encompasses a range of other projects. For example, DUC has been at the centre of detective work on the complex mystery of why two boreal-nesting species, Scaup and Scoters, are suffering serious population declines.
 

DUC’s scientific work has begun to generate planning and project accomplishments. As an example of progress, it cites a watershed-based conservation plan partnership with Al-Pac. The two have signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to govern their “watershed-based conservation” partnership in an 11.5 million hectare area in the company’s Forest Management Area.
 The agreement articulates a shared vision, core values and approaches, and sets out a series of steps that are supposed to lead to integration of a conservation program into Al-Pac’s operating plan. This program, will, according to the MOU, “establish a new standard for sustainable industrial development of the Western Boreal Forest (WBF), achieved through innovative policy, land use practices and partnership development. Watershed-based conservation … will demonstrate the potential to maintain the watersheds of the WBF as healthy ecosystems, consisting of a vast mosaic of lakes, forests, rivers, and wetlands.”
 The program will demonstrate Al-Pac’s “commitment to world leadership in best forest management practices” and allow it to “achieve certification by independent third parties for its exemplary environmental management practices.”
 For its part, DUC hopes to use this model as a template for agreements with other forest companies operating in the boreal.
 Both partners hope the partnership will help provincial and First Nations governments see the value of watershed-based planning.

DUC’s leaders distinguish between the approaches and challenges governing its work in the prairie provinces, and those shaping its “north of 60” operations. In the territories (Yukon, Northwest Territories [NWT], and Nunavut), it has focussed on trying to attain protected area status for large wetlands complexes. It has had to adapt to evolution of the institutional landscape, particularly to the territorial governments’ accession to more province-like status, and to the completion of land claims settlements that devolve substantial land management authority to First Nations.
 Cooperative endeavors with these different players have begun to pay dividends. The leader of the WBP, Gary Stewart, cites some examples:

North of 60 … we have been doing work on some of these large, key wetland complexes and post-glacial lakebed complexes.  These are also very important traditional areas for cultural purposes used for hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering.  Science combined with the traditional knowledge has identified these areas as wetlands of global significance .… Armed with this type of information, you can really capture the attention of governments and industry, and initiate long-term protection strategies that exclude industrial development, yet allow traditional uses. In the Northwest Territories, the protected areas strategy is a community driven process where communities identify areas they want to protect …. We have joined with them on several projects.  [For example,] there are two big peninsulas in Great Bear Lake that the Sahtu First Nations are promoting through permanent protection through Parks Canada under the National Parks Act.  We are documenting wetland and water bird values that are significant in both of these areas. … [A]nother large area that we are involved in at Mills Lake Horn Plateau is 25,000 square km. in size.  … The sponsoring agency is the Canadian Wildlife Service through the Wildlife Act.  It will become a National Wildlife Area that will preclude all industrial development and yet allow all of the traditional uses.  …. The most recent example deals with the high duck densities at the Ramparts River through the community of Fort Good Hope in the Sahtu settlement area. … [W]e are working with the community to move that through to protection.
 

Ducks Unlimited’s focus on the ecological integrity of wetlands systems means that compared to other boreal conservation groups, it puts less emphasis on forest industry impacts and more on the other four sources of pressure on boreal habitat – agricultural expansion, oil and gas development, hydro dams, and climate change. According to Gary Stewart, good forest practices such as replanting, restoration of roaded areas, and measures to minimize impacts on watersheds can mitigate the consequences of logging. On the other hand, agricultural conversion, which has been especially rapid in southern sections of the boreal such as the Aspen and Peace parkland areas of Alberta, can cause longer-lasting problems: “Once the woods are cleared for pasture or grain fields, they don’t go back.”

To return to our appraisal of the Bernstein and Cashore model, we can say that the boreal case suggests that the ways outside interests can influence domestic policy processes are every bit as diverse as the range of strategies and resources deployed by the organizations they are trying to help. The main medium of external influence here has been financial, and Pew and others appear to have given the recipient organizations considerable freedom to design their programs.  As a result, outside support has had an impact on a wide range of work, including network building, educational initiatives, and scientific analysis.

The fact that Ducks Unlimited Canada, the WWF-Canada and other recipient organizations have emphasized building partnerships with a range of stakeholders (along with the fact that they represent the less-adversarial side of the Canadian ENGO spectrum), means that Pew and other U.S. organizations supporting Canadian boreal work have not faced concerns about external interference. This dimension of the story could become interesting if these funders were to become more directive than they have been, or if Canadian recipients of outside funding become more adversarial in their approach or more critical of Canadian governments, companies, or industries. But unless the cast changes significantly, such a turn in the plot seems unlikely. Organizations such as WWF Canada are moderate organizations that have shown themselves able to maintain good relations with even those governments they criticize.  And the main product of Pew’s investments, the Canadian Boreal Initiative, is charting new ground as a leader in the development of collaboration between environmentalists and extractive industries. 

Additional research would be required to test Bernstein and Cashore’s hypotheses on how the utilization of pathway four approaches might be conditioned by the openness of Canadian policy networks, or by the capacity and autonomy of the state actors involved. Here, again, the multi-jurisdictional and multi-threat characteristics of the boreal policy challenge would likely manifest themselves in complex results, with efforts such as  those embarked upon by Ducks Unlimited Canada and the CBI shown to have diverse impacts across different jurisdictions and economic sectors. Bernstein and Cashore suggest that “where authority is fragmented, successful penetration of policy networks will still lead to only minimal policy influence”
 This expectation seems reasonable, although it might be argued that networks of organizations such as those examined in this section will be able to counter fragmentation by bringing together business players from across the sectors, and by helping or pressuring different levels of government to coordinate their responses more effectively.

Analyses of north-south ENGO cooperation often end up pinpointing “capacity building” as one of the major ways in which North American and European groups can help make a difference elsewhere.
 The boreal case suggests that this generalization can be extended to cover Canada-U.S. environmental interaction.  As we have noted, many of the key decisions affecting the future of the boreal will be made by provincial or territorial governments in places such as Saskatchewan or the Northwest Territories. In jurisdictions like these, ENGOs are still small, politically disadvantaged, and very much in need of the kind of political resources external allies can deliver.
 Even major national organizations face difficult challenges in trying to coordinate action across Canada’s diverse geographical and political landscapes. 

Conclusion. 

We started with two primary goals: first, to explore the potential of the Bernstein and Cashore framework; and second, to assess - in at least a preliminary way - the forces shaping the responses of Canadian governments to concerns about conservation of boreal ecosystems.  

The Bernstein and Cashore framework provides a coherent and serviceable basis for understanding the ways in which transnational actors are influencing the political dynamics around boreal conservation issues. Each of the four pathways is currently “in play” and likely to continue being used. Boreal politics underline a couple of points made by Bernstein and Cashore. First, each of these pathway categories may encompass a wide assortment of strategies and approaches. Second, as the links between strategies on different pathways (for example, normative and market-based strategies) illustrate, we can expect to find that as they design and adapt strategies, NGOs slide naturally from one pathway to the next. These and other complexities aside, this test case does not indicate a need to augment, or collapse, Bernstein and Cashore’s categories. They have also done a good job of introducing the questions and dilemmas likely to confront those using each pathway, and of illuminating the forces likely to influence the effectiveness of these efforts. 

The internationalization of boreal politics has had a pronounced impact on the set of forces that will shape the responses of Canadian governments to threats to boreal ecosystems. Whether we focus on the lineup of significant players, on the political resources and strategies they deploy, or on the problem definitions dominating debate, we find clear evidence that the evolution of boreal politics over the past decade has been significantly influenced by pressures and ideas originating from beyond Canadian borders. As a result, the capacity of Canadian boreal conservation interests has been enhanced, and concern over the fate of the boreal has been expanded, both inside and outside of Canada. 

Documenting increased internationalization is much easier than deciphering its impact on policies and practices. This paper has not sought to do the latter, but in addition to demonstrating increasingly extensive and diverse international involvement in boreal politics, it has also noted examples of changes in policies and industry practices. Further analysis will be needed to evaluate the extent of these changes, and test alternative hypotheses about causes. 

The first part of this research will, among other things, have to address the question of the extent to which the forest industry has been persuaded to make meaningful shifts away from the industrial forestry model. With most merchantable timberland in the boreal already licensed for harvesting, the fate of the boreal will depend heavily on whether the industry can be persuaded to adopt the sustainable logging practices that ecologists regard as eminently doable.
 

The second priority must be to assess the determinants of the changes (and non-changes) observed. Assuming that we continue to see variation across both provincial governments and companies in the direction, scope, and pace of change, comparative case study analysis should be able to generate useful evidence concerning the factors that promote or impede changes in resource management policy and practice. On the company side, for example, analysis might profitably focus on differences between laggard companies and the four companies that have distinguished themselves as particularly progressive by endorsing the CBI. While we would expect case studies of companies such as Tembec and Suncor to show that internationalization has had significant impacts, analysis would likely also uncover complex sets of causes, including ones linked to the personal philosophies of company founders and leaders. Such analysis could, for example, explore the interesting case of Suncor, a company that has not been subject to the kind of market-based pressures felt by its forest industry counterparts in the CBI, and one whose philosophy of minimizing environmental impacts seems to have been established before internationalization (or even politicization) of the boreal became a major factor.
 

Looking ahead, it is clear that none of these remaining  questions about the extent or causes of change can be adequately addressed without putting the boreal movement and its potential into broader context. The forces we have described as reflecting internationalization will, most certainly, continue competing with developments associated with the broader term, “globalization.”
 As Ian Urquhart has so persuasively pointed out, the fate of the boreal is likely to be much influenced by the structural evolution of the international forest products industry, including factors such as the success of low cost competitors in places like Brazil and Indonesia.
 The critical question, then, may turn out to be whether the boreal conservation movement can generate sufficient political influence to confront industry “logics” shaped in considerable part by competitors that – from an environmental point of view – deserve to be themselves subjected more intensely to international pressures paralleling those chronicled in this paper.  

Would the course of boreal politics have unfolded in the same way had transnational actors not invested in trying to influence events? This, the core counterfactual question, also needs further research, but the evidence cited here supports a resolute negative answer. Transnational actors played integral roles in generating the sets of forces that have so far shaped outcomes. It is true that not all of these contributions were irreplaceable; for example, it is possible that even without Pew support, Canadians would have pulled together something akin to the Canadian Boreal Initiative. Canadian foundations, after all, were involved before Pew embraced boreal issues. It is, however, unlikely that the timing or scale of this initiative would have been the same had it not been for Pew’s intervention. Likewise, Canadian consumers could theoretically exert some influence on suppliers of products from the boreal, but clearly, market-based campaigns have much more potential when they are directed at --  and backed by -- American and European consumers.        

It is clear that in the years ahead, Canadian governments and resource industries will have to grapple with a complex array of forces pushing for boreal conservation. In certain respects, the past decade in Canadian environmental politics will have prepared them for what they are likely to face. Non-Canadian NGOs and foundations have been involved in many issues, often in ways that enlist the support of U.S. or European consumers of Canadian products, or in ways aimed at highlighting the gap between Canadian performance and the principles Canada professes to embrace. Our survey, however, has also highlighted some respects in which the boreal story will likely be different from those that have unfolded in other zones of Canadian environmental politics. For example, the growing importance of the migratory bird dimension has the potential to bring into play a segment of the U.S. environmental community that has not previously been inclined to look northward.  If it lives up to its early promise, the Pew- supported Canadian Boreal Initiative will identify important zones of ENGO-industry consensus, thereby significantly altering the constraint-opportunity structures that have shaped provincial and federal responses to other ecosystem/biodiversity conservation issues. Canadian governments, it goes without saying, are not used to seeing significant forest company voices endorsing visions based on 50 per cent protected areas targets.

In this area of environmental politics, then, the nature and impacts of outside influences will continue to evolve. It seems clear that, from this point on, Canadian governments pondering boreal options will be scrutinized and influenced by a strong transnational boreal conservation movement. This is good news for  boreal ecosystems, and for those concerned about the significance of these ecosystems for climate change, migratory birds, and biodiversity generally. One might even hope that in the years ahead, Canada, by responding boldly and positively to the arguments of the movement, will put itself in a strong position to exert moral suasion on other countries. 
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