[bookmark: _GoBack]What is the way forward in dealing with the unsustainable consumption and deforestation problem?
Unsustainable consumption and deforestation are some of the world’s major environmental issues that face us in a multitude of ways. Unsustainable consumption can be simply termed as the scenario were resource usage has exceeded the ecosystem's natural capacity.(Stevenson, 2018). Whereas, deforestation is termed as the indefinite destruction of woodland and forest areas for non-forest friendly uses. In this brief policy paper, I shall provide two sets of 3 policy choices to tackle the respective environmental issues, as well as briefly evaluating the policy choices and coming to a considered conclusion as to which one of the policy initiatives I'll recommend for the Prime Minister to incorporate in his/her’s plans to tackle the environmental issues of unsustainable consumption and deforestation. The evaluative criteria I will seek to compare all of the policy areas will be how legally strong they are, how cost effective are they and how inclusive do they seem to be.
DEFORESTATION
To begin, I shall seek to provide some policy suggestions to tackle the problem of deforestation. About 30 per cent of the world’s surface area is covered in forest. Forests provide significant avenues for private and public goods. Examples of could include that they sustain livelihoods, they regulate water flows, they contribute significantly to stabling the climate, provide employment opportunities and create paths for trading of goods. (Stevenson, 2018). The significance that world’s forests have brought to human life is totally invaluable, however we have continuously neglected it’s needs and as a result have brought about initiatives that have weakened the forests’ positive effects on our environment, both on a local and global scale.
This is evident as over the last 60 years, over half of the world’s tropical forests have been totally decimated. Additionally, in 2017, more than a length of football pitch was lost every second, the second highest since 2001 levels. (Ec.europa.eu, 2019). Lastly, over the last 5000 years, over 1.8 billion hectares of forest have been removed to encourage greater human economic growth. (Stevenson, 2018). While these levels of destruction are not new, the current state and cycle should be cause for concern and alarm.
Nonetheless, with this issue being a huge cause for concern, there are three policy initiatives that I believe that can provide a solution to the problem. The first being, greater collaboration, motivated by soft law instruments, among non-state and state actors should be encouraged. This is because with greater collaboration, it brings together like-mined international actors that’ll provide a forum for more innovative and collaborative ideas to be shared. This in turn can foster healthy local communities and create a more responsible forest product industry. This avenue of action is greater legitimatized as it can go hand-in-hand with primacy of national sovereignty, due to soft law instruments which are inherently non-binding and voluntary. An example of such a soft law instrument could be the United Nations’ Forum on Forests in 2000. (Stevenson, 2018).
However, with that being said, greater collaboration can bring about a legally awkward positions for state or non-state actors, due to how weak soft law can be. This is because soft law regulations are not as credible in national jurisdictions, as their hard law alternatives. Therefore, they don’t allow room for maneuver for states to enforce their commitments, through the use of dispute settlement institutions such as courts. This is evident as US foreign policy in the past has exploited the lax nature of soft law treaties by infringing on other states’ rights to sovereignty.(Zenko, 2019). Therefore, these victim states don’t have much legal room to maneuver to counteract illegal foreign state interference.
Therefore, although greater collaboration doesn’t legally bring about the best situation for state or non-state actors, it does, on the flip side, bring about the scenario that it provides splendid cost effectiveness. This is because with greater collaboration, state and non-state actors are initiating ideas and coming together because they feel very strongly about issues such as deforestation. They aren’t being forced to come together but doing so because finding a solution to deforestation is important to them. As a result, it would be likely that greater collaboration isn’t as financially costly such as it’s hard law counterpart, that would require bodies to spend costly number of hours deliberating over what to pass and what not to.
Secondly, another policy that could be put in place to tackle the issue of deforestation is creating greater bonds with indigenous people and standing by them. This is because for large areas of forests around the world, indigenous people have called it home for thousands of generations. Academic research has illustrated that when self-determination and rights to indigenous peoples’ lands are safeguarded, forest areas are usually left standing. Although, often than not, private institutions and governments rarely take not of their rights, so deforestation usually takes place. For example, the Waswanipi Cree people of northern Quebec are being challenged by Canadian businesses, to keep the last remains of their historical land intact and the indigenous peoples of the Amazon, are fighting to keep away plans to build an enormous dam, which would greatly affect livelihoods. (Greenpeace USA, 2019).
Nonetheless, this can be a great policy initiative to enact as the cost effectiveness of the policy is very high and the initiative is up mostly inclusive. This is because to respect the fundamental human rights of the indigenous people, is simply to allow them to live their lives in peace and not become involvement. Also, the most financial cost that would have to be put to this would to designate and advertise that a particular area is a no go for non-indigenous people. This would undoubtably bring about a minimal cost to the State. Additionally, this would greater broaden the inclusivity quota that the government would have as more people’s rights in a country’s designated area are being taken into consideration by the government.
However, on a legal basis this policy might hit gridlock as any legal framework might be able to assure indigenous people rights on the surface of things, however, if an indigenous individual’s rights were to be trampled upon, how will he/she be able to communicate that the authorities. Although, establishing these rights for the literate audience to know what is legal and illegal is a step in the right direction to counteract the effects of deforestation, admittedly.
Lastly, another initiative that could be used to tackle the effects of deforestation is actively taking up the challenges of eradicating the negative norms of the political class. This means that if deforestation is going to be effectively tackled, governments need lead by doing their bit. This has that corruption is scrutinized & policed effectively and effective forest legislation is fairly placed into practice. The practice of corruption is a reap place ineffective forest management, which in turn can encourage armed conflict or organized crime. Additionally, political regimes need to be more welcoming of the newest and most innovative polices, backed by science, to tackle deforestation. This is evident as the United States is taking the lead in introducing legislative acts such as the Wilderness Act to prevent illegal logging. (Greenpeace USA, 2019). This ties directly into the notion that greater urgency to create more legally binding legislature would be the best course of action in dealing with the issue of deforestation.
UNSUSTANTIABLE CONSUMPTION.

It is undoubted that that the consumption of natural resources, both indirect and direct, is an essential avenue in enriching and supporting human life. However, as the 20th century began to take center stage, the degree to which consumption changed in its volume, was considerable. (Stevenson, 2018). At the core individual level, consumption can be broken down to luxury consumption and subsistence consumption. This distinction was first described by Karl Marx who illustrated that these forms of consumption were rooted in the realms of class. Subsistence consumption is associated with the working class, while luxury consumption is associated with the upper or capitalist class. In regard to global climate change, academics have noted how it is important for any form of political initiative to take into account, the differences in how luxury consumption and subsistence consumption causes greenhouse gas emissions. (Stevenson, 2018). In this section, I shall seek to provide three policy initiatives that could be used to fight against the effects of over consumption.
To begin, one policy that could be used to tackle the issue of overconsumption is investing in more innovative and accurate ecological footprint surveys. Ecological footprint mechanisms are usually online tools that are used to educate and make individuals aware of the natural resources that they consume in their everyday lives, either directly or indirectly. This tool is found in a multitude of forms all throughout the internet and take into account categories such as, the size of homes, gender, our shopping habits, the forms and sources of food that we eat and consistency of our travels. The results usually paint a picture of how many planets would be needed to support human activity if every single person on earth lived the way we do. (Stevenson, 2018). An example of a website that does this could be the Global Footprint Network. (Footprintnetwork.org, 2019). The footprint calculator, as it is commonly termed, tend to usually be associated with environmentalist institutions.
Nevertheless, this policy option does well in the evaluative criteria of inclusivity, due to its non-discriminatory mechanism of assessing any member of society on their ecological foot print. However, from both a legal and cost-effective position it is significantly weakened. From a cost-effective position, it will largely require significant government spending so that research can be up to date and would also require more investment in allowing the technology to be more accessible and seamless for everyday people. Additionally, seeing as this initiative is placing responsibly into the individual’s hands, effectively policing the issue would be a problem.
Another policy that could be used to combat the effects of unstainable consumption is through greater government investment in eco-labelling. Eco labelling is essentially an information based initiative that sends messages to consumers that certain products are environmentally damaging or friendly to the environment. The thinking behind this initiative is that by choosing responsible classifications, consumers, I.e. shoppers, can send a clear signal to producers that there is demand from consumers and as a result, shift production away from environmentally damaging products to more environmentally friendly ones. Its effectiveness is evident as the 1992 American programme termed ‘Energy Star’ has been labelled on over 2 billion products purchased, which range from refrigerators, lighting, washing machines and printers. (Stevenson, 2018).
Nonetheless, eco labelling would throw up cost effective concerns for the government. This is due to the fact that the government would have to carry the cost producing billions of pounds on products with these eco friendly signs. Additionally, it could be a great financial burden on the government as these information signs posted on products are only meant to inform consumers and not actively force consumers’ hands in not consuming particular products. From both a legal and inclusive point of view this policy holds considerable credible weight as it is meant to inform as many people as possible.
Lastly, a policy that could be used in combating the effects of unsustainable consumption is through encouraging the employment of carbon neutrality. This initiative has that businesses or private individuals can voluntarily or freely offset the effects of their business practices and contribute to climate change success. This is works through the notion that carbon emissions caused by an entity or individual are cancelled out by funding of other equivalent initiatives in carbon savings. There is usually no government regulations involved so individuals are acting out on what they would deem is behaving responsibly to the global environment. Online charities and companies, such as ‘World Land Trust’ allow individuals to calculate the amount of emissions from domestic energy use, car use and flights and then provide online portals to offset the effects on the environment. (Stevenson, 2018).
Therefore, seeing as this initiative doesn’t rely on major government involvement, the cost effectiveness of this policy is pretty much zero. However, as the government can not get involved, legally this option doesn’t provide a legal groundwork. Additionally, its inclusivity ratio is quite poor as this option can only be realistically explored by wealthy individuals often.
To conclude Mrs. Prime Minister, to able to tackle the climate change issues of deforestation and unsustainable consumption, your government should realize that there are no right and wrong answers. There are a swarm of choices to choose from regarding what initiatives to take when tackle these issues, from choosing to encourage greater cooperation amongst state actors & non state actors, to choosing to initiate more ubiquitous ecological footprint programs. However, I would recommend that your office politically encourage and initiate plans to firstly create greater bonds with indigenous people, to tackle issues of deforestation, and lastly encourage plans to start backing more wider scale eco-labelling initiatives, when it comes to tackling unsustainable consumption. This is because, these two choices provide the greatest amount of positives as respect to negatives.
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