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Abstract

This paper examines environmental ethics problamslved in the fierce coke trade
dispute that broke out between China and the Earofmion in 2004. It finds that the
EU is ethically problematic because it respectsoitsn environment while showing
cavalier disregard for China’s environment, thain@hs subject to environmental ethical
problems because its economic development is daeunhy the “anthropocentric”
worldview while giving little consideration to othexistences in nature and to social
equity, and that the WTO exposes itself to envirental ethical charges because it treats
the land as property and allows freer trade topgepst the expense of biodiversity and
the environment. To be ethically sound, the pajser points out, the EU should heighten
its sense of international environmental equity ahduld not have pressured China into
exporting more coke than it was willing to; Chindthropocentric” worldview should
be tempered by the “eco-centric” worldview; and W&O should implement a series of

reforms.



1.0 Introduction

Since China’s entry into the WTO in 2001, exportnaény products has witnessed a
blistering growth. Included in this list is cokey#al input material for steel production.
When China started its coke export in 1985, it swit 600 tons in a year. This figure
slowly climbed up until 2002 when it began to manmvard more quickly (Zhang, 2004).
In the year of 2003, coke annual export spikedtuignainprecedented pace, ballooning to
13 million tons and accounting for 40 percent af thorld’'s total export (Wang et al,
2004).

However, coke production is a dirty industry. I throcess of coking, huge amounts of
toxic pollutants including S§ PCB and PAHs will be produced. If improperly dispd

of, these pollutants could result in serious darsdagehe environment and human health.
The worst contaminated place in Canada---the SydiaeyPonds is just a legacy of over-
a-century’s coking activities attendant on blossagnsteel production at the Sysco
Steelworks. In the city of Sydney, soil and undeugid water are seriously contaminated;
human and ecological health is also prejudiciaffgaed. Unfortunately, the unchecked
coke production is rehearsing in coke-producingomg in China, especially Shanxi
province, with environmental consequences much evibran those in the Sydney.

In March 2004, out of consideration of serious emwinental degradation, the Chinese
government declared a cutback on coke export duota 12 millions to 9 millions tons

a year in a bid to put brakes on coke productidns Elicited a fierce backlash from the
European Union (EU), however, for the slashed supuld inevitably lead to hikes in
coke prices in the international market, thus dydatreasing the cost of steel production

in the EU and decreasing the competitiveness df gheducts. In response, the EU



threatened to retaliate if China did not rescind tiecision, sparking a trade dispute
between China and the EU that had received widadpaétention from both the media
and the business circle.

With China being pressured by the EU to continygoeting an amount of coke not less
than its export in the previous year (2003) to Ei¢ namely 4.5 million tones, some
environmental ethical concerns arise. Ought thet&pressure China if doing so would
lead to more damages to China’s environment ancahumealth? Should China continue
to worship its GDP growth at the expense of othéstences in the environment? Is the
WTO ethically problematic because freer trade dnpotes is increasingly deemed the
cause of accelerated environmental damages? Whbatdsthey do so that they can be
ethically sound?

These questions are what this paper is concernedt.alh is structured as follows. It
starts with a brief introduction to the coke prailue in China and related environmental
degradation. This is followed by a review of th&kedrade war between China and the
EU. It finally explores the environmental ethicspinations of the coke trade war for the

EU, China and the WTO before a conclusion is made.

2.0 Coke production and itsresulting damages to the environment

Over a period following China’s entry into the WTge growth of coke production in

China had been dizzying. Within as short a timeras year from 2002 to 2003, the coke
production in China jumped by 21 percent, hittirgg Inillion tons a year (Wang et al,

2004). The increase in coke production in the cwdl-province Shanxi was more



profound; its annual coke output in 2003 was 3%g@rmore than that in 2002, shooting
up to 80 million tons (Zhang, 2004).
Shangxi is not only the biggest coke producer im&hproducing more than 50 percent
coke of the country’s total, but also the biggegptaeter of coke, usually contributing
more than 90 percent of the country’ coke expart2003, of 110 million tons of coke
export quota, 100 million tons were from Shanxi &g et al, 2004).
Coinciding with this growth is increased environt@ndamages resulting from the
pollution. The province discharged 4.3 percent n®@ in 2003, compared with one
year before, and its coking industry produced ntbam 40 percent of the provincial total
air pollutants and 30 percent of the provincial twawater discharges (Zhang, 2004).
Although specific statistics are not available tctyre the pollution and its effects on the
environment and human health, many indicators painthe ghastly aftermath in this
province. Shanxi is considered the most polluteavipice in China and its capital ---
Taiyuan---was listed as one of the twenty most ammtated cities in the world in 2005
(Xinhua, 2005). One report has it that pollutedadten obscures the sun and makes the
whole sky in many parts of the province gray, wstinking smell lingering in the air
without an end (Liu, 2004). The book “China’s Wag&isis” has such a portrait of the
Feng River, the watershed of which covers 40 pércéthe province’s area and feeds
more than 46 percent of the province’s populatiorChinese and translated).
® Clean water of the Feng River flows from its souiareonly 3 kilometers before it is
fed by a small coal mine with 1,200 tons of wastgewn plus 800 tons of sewage

every day.



® FEvery year, more than 2.43 billion cubic meterswaiter is drawn from the Feng
River and return it with 560 million tons of waste.

® The Feng River, together with other major tribwgarihas actually become the waste
dumping site of the province’s industry, mainlynihing and coking industries.

® The water of the Feng River is heavily loaded watkic and carcinogenic chemicals;
fish and shrimps have disappeared without any trace

Perhaps the observation by the CEO of China Metadal Industrial Group could lend

more insight into the link between coking and tiheienmental degradation in Shanxi

(in He, 2004. translated)

Dark smokes are unbrokenly billowing up to the skyShanxi Feng River watershed,

and the air is heavily polluted. Rivers are dryiqp and everywhere is ridden with waste

water; arable land is rapidly declining and sois&iously contaminated. Whenever we

think that more than 33 million people are livingsuch an environment, we will cast

doubt on the production of coke on traditional cgkovens.

3.0 Thelnsand Outs of the Sino-EU Coke Trade War

Since 1998, due to environmental concerns, mor@ th& million tons of coking
capacities have been closed down across the wibedbulk of which is located in the
United States and the EU (He, 2004; Yang, 2004 Wil in supply gave rise to
worldwide shortage of coke. The economic resurgehae began in 2003 spurred the
growth of steel industry throughout the world, whitirther widened the gap between

supply of and demand for coke. The result was sgatoke prices in the world market,



driving steelworks in many countries, including tbeited States and the EU, to turn to
China for coke.

Orders for coke that came tick and fast triggeretirge in coke production in China, as
we described above. And there were no sign of sigwDriven by opportunities for
profiteering, investments continually poured intking industry in Shanxi, pumping up
coking capacity by 28 million tons within the year2003 and bringing another coking
capacity of 58 million tons under construction (Myagt al, 2004). If the new or more
capacity is put into use, the burden on the alrestdstched carrying capacity of the
environment will be unbearably onerous and theathte the local resource base
intolerably severe. This ultimately galvanized @la@inese government to take actions to
check coke production.

In March 24, 2004, the Chinese government madecsida to cut back on coke export
guota in order to temper the unexampled growthoé®ocexport in attempting to protect
the environment. This proclamation provided a sparkhe fierce trade war between
China and the EU.

From the stance of the EU, China’s slash in exgadta was nothing different from
adding one disaster to another, as the market méggpoto China’s quota cut by pushing
up the coke price to 400 USD/ton in April, 2004 .eTturtailed supply and consequent
prohibitive coke price not only jargonized the ravaterial security for steel makers in
the EU, but also undercut the competitiveness eir throducts in the global market.
Roiled by such a situation, the EU issued an ulimnato China in May 07, 2004,
demanding China to withdraw its export quota witbime week or it would make an

appeal to the WTO for a final resolution.



But when the final day arrived, the EU did not dil¢he appeal to the WTO as it

threatened, but put off it to 28 May, 2004, patiBcause the appeal to the WTO is not
only time-consuming, making the resolution mearesglfor fixing the problems staring

in the EU’s face, but also hurts the long-termtbifal relationship. Another reason is that
China, faced with such an intransigent threat, gtbsigns of negotiations for the quota
(Huang et al, 2004).

One day before May 28, 2004, China and the EU exh@n agreement, with China

promising to export coke to the EU at an amount lees than that exported in the

previous year (2003), and the EU proclaiming a mafy suspension of its appeal to the

WTO (Wang, 2004b).

4.0 Environmental Ethics I mplicationsfor the EU, China and the WTO

Despite the fact that the Sino-EU coke trade desphad died down as many people
expected, it left us with a lot of food for thougleispecially from the perspective of
environmental ethics, for the starting point ofstiiiade dispute was China’s effort to
stem environmental deterioration and the end resadined to suggest that the EU put
sand in the China’s wheel. As environmental dedgraddas become a global concern,
environmental ethics has been gaining prominendkarglobal endeavor to improve the
environment, and an increasing body of literatimksl the WTO and accelerated global
environmental degradation (Stonehouse, 2000), itofisinterest to explore the

environmental ethical implications in this tradepiite.

4.1 Implications for the EU



By pressuring China into exporting more coke, thuting handicaps on China’s effort
to improve its environment, the EU made itself edally problematic. For one thing, the
EU transferred damages to the environment thatldhi@ave happened to the EU territory
to China’s territory, and the suffering that shoblve been born by the EU’s people to
Chinese people. As noted previously, the EU clat®dn many coking facilities in its
own territory to protect the environment, and imsed coke imports instead. That means
the EU are full aware that the production of cakelétrimental to the environment and
human health, and that the increased coke produgti€hina resulting from increased
export would do more disservice to the environmenthina’s coke-producing regions
or provinces. The moral ground of the EU is morbjestt to question when this coke
trade war is juxtaposed with the EU’s raising thealgy bar on electronic products
imported from China. After this new quality standlas brought into effect, any product
of Chinese manufacture that contains mercury wdddrefused to enter the EU’s
territory, for mercury is a pollutant to the envirnent. The confluence of these two
issues weighs in on the EU’s selfishness, respgdisnown environment while showing
cavalier disregard for the environment in China. tiing is right when it tends to
preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty @& thotic community. It is wrong when it
tends otherwise (Leopold, 2000. in Sterba: 114)lea@y, the EU was wrong in
committing something that could lead to the impa&intnof the integrity, stability, and
beauty of the biotic community in China.

For another, damaging China’ environment in thertstesm is tantamount to damaging
the global environment in the long term. The pregran human knowledge, especially

that in environmental science, has proved thatogichl processes on the planet are



closely interlinked. The dysfunction in ecologiqaiocesses in one region or country
would probably find its way into another region ayuntry. That means, if China, or
rather, Shanxi province loses its fight againseavironmental problem, other regions or
countries, including the EU, could, and in manyesawould, likely to suffer as well
(Rollin, 2000. in Sterba: 119). Indeed, the vasurees of toxicants emitted from China’s
coke ovens could fly thousands of miles away, pioliuthe sky over other countries too.
SO, emissions from China could cause acid rain wordidwichanging the chemical
characteristics of soil and water and damagingstsr& oxicants in the Feng River would
finally reach the Yellow sea, then to Pacific, ahdn to anywhere the water currents
flow. Fishes or other oceanic animals could cahgse toxicants wherever they travel,
probably to a place far away from China. In thissss the damages that the EU inflicted
on China would not all stay within the borders dfifta, but likely spread to the rest of
whole world. What the EU impaired would likely deetintegrity, stability and beauty of
the biotic community in the whole globe.

Therefore, the EU should not have pressured Chitoaeixporting more. It should put an
end to its “double-standards” regarding to the emrent, and stop its practice that
would lead to more environmental damages in Chistahe very least, the EU should
help China to mitigate the negative environmentad dduman health consequences

stemming from augmented export.

4.2 Implications for China
As with the EU, there are environmental ethics ois with the Chinese governments.

While the EU’s problem was hobbling China’s efftartimprove its environment, China’s



problems lie in its understanding of the relatiopdbetween human and nature. While
the EU deepened China’s environmental damages,aChias the initiator of the
environmental damages and failed to rein in theseagjes for a long time before the EU
jumped in.

Ever since China started its policy of reform apeéming to the outside world, China has
been clinging to a principle of “development firsteanup later.” Economic growth,
which means more income and more material consomptiakes precedence over
everything else. The environment is viewed onlyhassource of materials for production
and the dumping place for waste. The rate of ecamgnowth has become a benchmark
for chief government officials’ performance, ane ttriteria for their promotion. Under
the force of such an “anthropocentric’ worldviewydadue to shortage of adequate
technology, economic growth in many places of Clioald only be achieved in a crude
way, implying high environmental cost for genergti@®@DP growth. It has been reported
that half of the twenty worst polluted cities ofetivorld are now in China (Xinhua,
2005b). Another evaluation shows that almost &kns in China are contaminated, and
two thirds of its 338 cities for which air qualitlata are available are seen as polluted
(Wikipedia, 2005). And diseases related to airygah have become the leading cause of
human death (Hood et al, 1999).

As environmental problems point to the negativee@H of industrial activities, the
academic mainstream and the bureaucratic estatdishtend to respond with little more
than modest adjustments to the status quo, sualtaisin coke export quota. It is argued,
however, that these negative effects cannot beecid through improvements in

material efficiency and traditional “end-of-pipe”aste treatmenalone and that any

10



incremental or marginal changes to the economyeatmuld not contribute significantly
to environmental improvement (Mickelson and Rees Homghes et al, 2003).
Environmental improvement calls for fundamentalng®in the worldview.

This is particularly true of China. As long as Glisyeconomic development is measured
only by the rate of GDP growth, and as long as €enpeople are obsessed with the
dream of consuming as much as, or even more thestew people do, little hopes could
be held out for a fundamental improvement in itgimment. One the one side, China is
a country with poor resource base. China’s oilmeseer capita is only eight percent, gas
six percent, and coal 55 percent of the world’sage (Prospect Weekly, 2005). On the
other, China is a country with low resource efficg. China’s energy consumption per
unit of GDP is three times more that of the Uni&tdtes and about ten times more than
that of Japan (EIA, 2005). In 2004, China’s oil somption was 7.4%, coal 31%, iron
ore 30%, and aluminum oxide 25% of the world’s ftotaspectively, while its GDP
accounted for only 4% (Pang, 2005). Given the meagergy resource reserves per
capita and the high resource consumption per dr@P, China’s resource base would
soon be depleted. And the waste and emissions atigeth from its crude economic
activities would soon put the carrying capacitytied environment beyond the limit. As
resource base could not support the huge popujationther round of accelerated
environmental degradation would soon set in, bigtttme due to poverty.

To stem the tide of environmental degradation, €kirfascination with economic
growth should be dampened. Chinese people, governaficials in particular, should

reexamine the relationship between human and naack make a fundamental change
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in their values. Put simply, China’s “anthropocearitevorldview should be tempered by
the “ecocentric” worldview.

At the core of the “ecocentric” are five elemerftls: achieving harmony with nature; (2)
regarding all nature as equal; (3) taking only denmaterial needs from nature; (4)
recognizing the limitation of earth supplies; (53ing appropriate technology; (6)
recycling (Devil et al, 2000. in Sterba; GladwindaKennelly in Bansal and Howard,
1997).

When one’s “anthropocentric” worldview is sufficitintempered (but not replaced) by
the “ecocentric” worldview, fundamental changesldamanifest themselves in his/her
ontology and ethics. To start with, nature is rdgdras an interlinked system of which
human is a part. Humans are not totally superiath&rest of nature, though they are
above the biosphere in the regard of intelliger@madwin and Kennelly in Bansal and
Howard, 1997). Second, all existences, be it soilyer, a tree, or a blue sky, have their
intrinsic value, and should therefore be respeced protected in a proper manner.
Nature is no longer merely the resource base fonamineeds and dumping place for
human waste. Third, sufficient attention will beidp#o social equity, not only within
generations but also between generations. Juseastal basic needs of the marginalized,
poor and most vulnerable segments are satisfiedd@h and Kennelly in Bansal and
Howard, 1997), so the liberties, opportunities @ifare-generating potential of future
generations are preserved (Weiss, 1989). Fourtl, nécognized that economy cannot
grow forever in a closed ecological system, and ttexe are limits on the capabilities of

ecological systems to regenerate or recover framrtipairment by human activities.
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With fundamental changes in China’s worldview, angwin its development paradigm
can be expected. Emphasis would be placed on tléyaf development instead of the
rate of economic growth. People would show more edrout all non-human existences
in nature and about the health of the ecologicatesy in which they live. Current
generations would put a constraint on their appétit consumption so as not to prosper
at the expense of their descendants. And intragéoeal equity would also be taken into
account so that the widening gap between the nchtlae poor would not have happened.
In a word, China’s environment would be in bettestody and the interests of the

disadvantaged social groups and future generatvondd better protected.

4.3 Implications for WTO

International trade has been encouraged since tmdW/ar Two. It has made a great
deal of contribution to the improved economic pergy and enhanced material
consumption the world now enjoys. By eliminatingrked failures, international trade is
claimed to be capable of reducing waste resultirgnfinefficient use of natural
resources.

While it is argued that freer trade, through pramgturbanization and industrialization,
redounds to lowering population growth and furngskige financial means required for
environmental protection (Yu, 1994), a mountingdevice points to the linkages between
liberalized trade and damages to the global enmiemt, ecology and natural resource
base (Stonehouse, 2000). NAFTA, the free tradeeaggat between Canada, the USA,
and Mexico, is claimed to responsible for suffemt/ironment and social wealth in

Mexico (Marijnissen, 2000). Due to pollution caudeyl logging and pulp and paper
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processing, residents living on the border betwten USA and Mexico have seen
growing health problems (Anderson, 2000). Likewige high demands for lumber in
Japan, Korea and Taiwan depleted the forest inippime, and caused significant
damages to the forests in Australia, Vietham, Hmai] and Myanmar (Daigle, 1998. in
Dallmeyer et al). And the Brazilian Amazon rainfetre¢he most biodiverse region in the
world and home to countless species of flora anddais being destructed at an alarming
rate since Brazil's entry into WTO (Borge et al99% Now in China, increased export of
coke demanded by the EU in virtue of the WTO agesdrs inflicting extra damages on
China’s environment as well as human health.

The root of these environmental damages could bedfan the fact that the WTO is an
organization that commits itself to promoting trdm#ween countries and regions. When
it was established in 1946 as GATT (General Agreenoé Tariffs and Trade), little
attention was paid to the environmental consequentéreer trade. Even though in the
Uruguay Round, environmental issues were negotiated specific provisions for
environmental protection were reached (Stonhou@@0)2 Even now the WTO has no
specific arrangements to cope with environmentalas despite the fact that it created the
Trade and Environmental Committee (TEC) in 199that this committee is not so much
concerned about the effect of trade on the envismnas the effect of environmental
policies on trade. This is fully embodied in tharouittee’s work principles (available on

line at: http://www.wto.org/english

(1) The WTO is only competent to deal with traseother words, in environmental
issues its only task is to study questions thateawhen environmental policies have a

significant impact on trade. The WTO is not an emvnental agency. Its members do
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not want it to intervene in national or internatenenvironmental policies or to set
environmental standards. Other agencies that sfizeian environmental issues are
better qualified to undertake those tasks.

(2) If the committee does identify problems, iteittuns must continue to uphold the
principles of the WTO trading system.

More generally WTO members are convinced that aenppequitable and non-
discriminatory multilateral trading system has g l@ntribution to make to national and
international efforts to better protect and conseenvironmental resources and promote
sustainable development. This was recognized imebets of the 1992 UN Conference
on Environment and Development in Rio (the “Earthm#&it”) and its 2002 successor,
the World Summit on Sustainable Development in@iodsburg.

The WTO subjects itself to charges of environmesthics for two reasons. The first
reason is philosophical. Freer trade, a concepingen efficiency of neoclassical
economics, treats land merely as property. It disp@f the elements of land such as soil,
mountains, rivers, forests and so on as a mattexpédiency, not of right and wrong.
The land-relation embedded in it is “strictly ecamo, entailing privileges but no
obligations (Leopold, 2000. in Sterba: 140).” Aseault, it shows no love, respect, and
admiration for land, and a high regard for the lamatue (Leopold, 2000. in Sterba). In
constantly pursuing trade volume and current géloeiEl maximum material
consumption under the trade principles such asns$parency, equity and non-
discrimination,” it turns a blind eye to currentingeations’ responsibility to pass the land,
in as good condition as they inherited from thernfer generations, on to future

generations. If such a philosophy is not correatiatinages to the land are ineluctable.
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The second reason is ecological---the WTO expotsedf ito ethical charges by not
putting a limitation on freedom of action that casislamages to the land. This is best
exemplified in the prevailing of freer trade ovhetprotection of the environment when
conflict between them arises. The effort of thetedhiStates to protect the turtles in the
coastal areas of India, Malaysia, Pakistan andld@m@iwas thwarted by the ruling of the
WTO in the shrimp-turtle case under the principlenon-discrimination. Again USA’s
effort to keep dolphins from being killed in tunahery was hampered by the WTO'’s
ruling under the principle of achieving predictéithrough trade. If these two rulings
led to more loss of biodiversity on earth, the @ptited outcome of the ruling of the
WTO on Sino-EU trade dispute resulted in more dasag China’s environment and
human health. China was forced to make a recessiong the following negotiations in
that it anticipated that the ruling following th&E appellation to the WTO would be, in
all likelihood, in favor of the EU by granting tl#J the right to retaliate against China’s
cutback on coke export.

To make itself ethically sound, the WTO shouldtfiesexamine its epistemology of the
relationship between human and nature, and retgsiay of treating the land as a matter
of expediency. It should respect all elements eflind, including soil, mountains, rivers,
plants and animals etc. and foster a point of wieat all these existences in nature have
their intrinsic value and destructive use of themnld be morally wrong. It should also
realize that the removal of trade restrictions andrket inefficiency would lead to
destructive use of these elements, though doingosdd yield temporary benefits for
some signatory nations. Finally, it should applg tlew ethics---the land ethics---to its

agreements and translate them into action. Spatftjfic
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Highlighting the importance of environmental praiec by incorporating it into
the key trade principles. The existing trade pples, namely trade without
discrimination, freer trade, predictability throudtinding and transparency,
promoting fair competition and encouraging develepmand economic reform
are incapable of providing a forum for stimulatiagtivities of environmental
protection. These principles tend to create thecomseption that the freer trade,
the better for the world, blinding the world to tfeet that freer trade could also
lead to environmental damages, making some regmwneountries worse. A
principle in relation to the environment would besgtal to correct such a
delusion.

Upholding the environmental equity between natioRseer trade cannot be
capitalized on by some countries to pressure abentries into conducting trade
to the detriment of the environment, as in the @ds®ino-EU coke trade dispute.
This becomes particularly important when some aoemtclose down dirty
industries in their own territory while increasitige import from other nations.
While the WTO could not allow signatories to takade actions to protect their
environment in any manner they please, the WTO lghprevent international
environmental inequity from being imposed by onentoy on another country.
Specific provisions should be integrated into th& @Vagreement to preclude a
country or an economic union that has cut down @ty dndustries from
retaliating against other countries that take tradions to attenuate the

environmental damages from the same dirty indisstrie
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Facilitating technological transfer from developeduntries to developing
countries. Many environmental problems in develgpiountries resulting from
increased trade are likely due to lack of adeqtetienologies. This opens door to
international cooperation in promoting trade betwemations while better
protecting the environment. For example, when theresufficient evidence
indicating serious environmental damages are tagliage in an exporter country
as a result of absence of appropriate technoldwy irmhporter country ought to
transfer related technology, provided it is prowedpossess, to the exporter
country at a favorable price.

Structuring the counterpart of CDM (Clean Developtklechanism) into the
WTO agreement. CDM is introduced into the “Kyot@t@rcol” to let countries in
Annex | gain carbon emissions credits by helpingntoes in Annex Il to set up
clean projects. The practice has proved it to lny seccessful. Therefore, it is
worthwhile contemplating about the possibility affusturing an analogous
mechanism, say, Green Trade Mechanism (GTM), imoWTO agreement. If a
country or an economic union closes dirty industiieits own territory and turn
to other countries for import, this country or umiocould be, at the discretion of
the exporter country, required to set up a greejept in the exporter’s territory
before it is entitled to import or import more thitwe exporter is willing to.
Expanding the responsibility of the Trade and Emwminental Committee (TEC).
Whether it is to facilitate technological transfieom developed countries to
developing countries or to structure the GTM irite WTO agreement, it calls for

an infrastructure in place for a solution. As omzbto focusing on the impacts of
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environmental policies on trade, the TEC should @st concerned more about
the reverse, and take more responsibilities. Néviek it is only competent to
deal with trade. It is argued that WTO is robusbwegh to cover trade-related
environmental issues in its purview (Stonehous€020Be what it may, the
WTO should be held accountable and responsible ffeer-trade-related
environmental problems, simply because it is theOM¥ho is the initiator and

facilitator of freer trade.

5.0 Conclusion

The coke trade dispute between China and the ElUghwivas provoked by China’s
declamation of a cutback on coke export quota, drewh attention from both the media
and industry circle. Though a mutual agreement foeged following a series of tough
and enduring negotiations, it could not paper ¢herfact that China was forced to export
more than it was originally intended to, making dstermination to improve the
environment and human health in coke-producingoregji Shanxi province in particular,
bordering on abortion. What spurred China to makehsa big concession was its fear
that the WTO would rule against China’s proclamatigranting the EU to take
retaliatory actions and putting Sino-EU’s bilatetralde relations at stake.

For all that the trade dispute has subsided, ibrd§f much for thought about
environmental ethics. Ethical problems arose onBbeside because it pressured China
into doing something that would cause more damag€hina’s environment and human
health, and because such a thing tends to impaintkgrity, stability, and beauty of the

biocommunity in China or even in the whole globaviEonmental ethical problems arise
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on China’s side because its economic developmest been dominated by the
“anthropocentric” worldview, with little, if any,egard to non-human existences in nature
and to intragenerational and intergenerational tgqéind the WTO is open to ethical
charges because its trade philosophy treats lamelyres property and shows no respect
for other parts than human beings in nature, sscéod, mountains, rovers, forests etc.,
and because its rulings are often issued at thensepof the environment under the
pretext of sticking to its trade principles.

To be ethically sound, the EU should heighten ésse of international environmental
equity and should not have pressured China intorixg more coke than it was willing
to; China’s “anthropocentric” worldview should baffsciently tempered by the “eco-
centric” worldview; and the WTO should implementsting of reforms, including
adding environmental principle to its trading swyste upholding international
environmental equity, facilitating developed cotesrto provide assistance to developing

countries, as well as expanding the responsitsliiethe TEC.
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