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Abstract 
This paper evaluates the significance of financial institutions in environmental policy analysis for sustainable 
development in India. The failure in counting the sanctity of environment as part of a developmental model for 
economic growth in extreme conditions of poverty in developing states as well as the thought of profit over 
sanctity in developed states pertain to the significance of sustainable development. Due to the increased 
industrial activities, environmental quality in India is deteriorating. At the same time the cost of achieving 
environmental gains is too costly and politically difficult. India’s economic and commercial institutions, which 
influence the developmental pattern and shape the access to investment resources are seems to be beyond the 
reach of conventional environmental law controls. This paper analyses the extent to which financial 
organizations can act as environmental co-regulators and the various ways in which governmental regulations 
can be adjusted to better facilitate the role of financial organizations as environmental co-regulators. This paper 
argues that the governmental enrolment of financial organizations like banks, insurers and institutional 
investors into environmental regulatory programmes as co-regulators can enhance the efficacy of governmental 
regulation in this area. The governmental regulatory mechanism will be empowered through the mobilization of 
financial organizations. 
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Introduction 

A new combination of environmental regulation and financial services law can be applied to 

create a new market dynamic, which can promote environmental protection. The 

governments may regulate to integrate environmental policy into the financial services sector 

as it is holding a very important position in shaping the economy at par with development 

activity. This paper explores a framework for reform of environmental regulation through 

financial organizations, driven by three themes. First, the prevailing administrative 

governance is weak in framing an environmental policy and therefore a change of approach is 

necessary. Second, reflexive based ecological modernization regulation can be used to frame 

a better environmental policy with help of financial organizations. Liability rules, economic 

instruments and information tools can be important in providing a proper setting for the 

involvement of the financial sector in environmental matters. Thirdly, specific regulatory 

reforms are necessary with respect to the governance of financial organizations themselves 

for enlarging the role of financial organizations in environmental governance (Richardson 

379).  
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Environmental law is not a discrete field of regulation and it runs counter to the traditional 

classification of law. It is increasingly recognized, yet usually not acted on, that the 

establishment and operation of environmental rules is conditional upon support from non-

state organizations and state organizations outside of the traditional environmental agency 

portfolio (Rhodes 652 & Grabosky 527). Effective environmental regulation uses economic 

and financial institutions to control the environmental behavior. Financial sector has a very 

important impact upon the environmental activities of the economy in addition to its own 

direct resource consumption and pollution. Financial organizations are essentially playing the 

role of gatekeepers within the economy and are strategically well placed to efficiently act as 

surrogate environmental regulators in respect of some environmental policy functions. 

Financial organizations are gatekeepers, enabling business through access to credit, insurance 

and other financial resources to participate in the market. The features like relatively low cost 

to monitor environmental activities, ready access to information regarding corporate 

performance, and financial leverage and resources helps financial institutions to promote 

environmental protection. Financial organizations can also generate funds to pay for 

environmental damage (Richardson 380). 

The government can mobilize financial organizations into a change of regulatory controls 

through a combination of incentive, discursive and authoritative mechanisms. In this 

mechanism of governance, government is empowering and supervising the financial 

organizations for better environmental protection. Governance through financial 

organizations are very much important for todays’ academic and policy discourses due to the 

concerns that the present system of governance seem to be reaching the boundaries of their 

capabilities. The quality of environment is declining worldwide and the cost for rectifying 

environmental damage and acquiring further environmental gains are very costly as well as 

politically difficult. Richardson analyzes, “A core problem is that our economic and 

commercial institutions, which shape access to investment resources and influence overall 

patterns of development, have remained largely beyond the reach of conventional 

environmental law controls” (Richardson 380). 

Financial Sector and Environmental Governance 

Environmental policy, of course, has invariably always been driven by economic concerns 

(Hahn 375). A central feature of sustainability is the principle of integrating environmental 

and economic issues in decision-making, embedding ecological concerns in both government 

and market decision processes (Richardson 4). One of the popular views of environmental 

regulation is that the regulation techniques should be realigned with the imperatives of a 
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deregulated economy so that environmental policy is achieved more efficiently (Anderson; 

Breyer 547 & Stewart 547). Bressers and O’ Toole observe, “Legal instruments are often 

accompanied by financial sanctions, while economic instruments are anchored in legal 

regulations. So rather than making a strict distinction, it is more realistic to refer to a 

continuum in which a wide range of concrete instruments occupy intermediate positions” 

(Bressers & Toole 224). A report by the so-called Lisbon Group, entitled ‘The Limits of 

Competitiveness, argued that economic liberalization and deregulation, both based on the 

rules of conflict, are unlikely to provide a suitable framework for achieving sustainable 

development. As an alternative, the report advocated cooperation between governments, 

business and other entities for the achievement of a sustainable world (Petrella 1995). 

According to Young, “Governance is a social function….it centers on the management of 

complex interdependencies among actors….who are engaged in interactive decision-making 

and, therefore, taking actions that affect each other’s welfare” (Young 2). The Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development report notes that, “Regulation includes the full 

range of instruments by which governing institutions, at all levels of government, impose 

obligations of constraints on private sector behavior” (OECD 1996). A number of scholars 

have advanced arguments regarding ‘multilevel’ governance and regulatory partnerships. The 

shift from government to governance is intertwined, argues Rosenau, with the trend towards 

more internationalized patterns of policy-making involving international organizations and 

other super national actors (Rosenau 291). Thus, effective environmental governance may 

involve a combination of rules, incentives and discursive processes by which the state seeks 

to steer and coordinate the non-government sector (Stocker 17 & Rhodes 652). Fitzpatrick, 

for instance, theorizes the notion of ‘integral plurality’ to describe the reciprocal influences of 

state law and private orderings of civil society (Fitzpatrick 115). According to Freeman, there 

is no purely public realm in modern society, that governance is shared through a process of 

‘negotiated relationships’ between actors in both realms (Freeman 543). Freeman argues that 

in reality governance tends to be ‘dynamic, non-hierarchical, and decentralized, envisioning 

and give and take among public and private actors’ (Freeman 571). Salamon argues that the 

defining feature of the emerging approaches to ‘third party government’ is the ‘massive 

proliferation….in the tools of public action’, such as tax, insurance, loans, contracts and 

regulation (Salamon 1611-1613). He suggests, “Such an approach is necessary because 

problems have become too complex for government to handle on its own, because 

disagreements exist about the proper ends of public action, and because government 

increasingly lacks the authority to enforce its will on other crucial actors without giving them 
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a meaningful seat at the table” (Salamon 1623). Rhodes identifies in governance a series of 

inter-organizational policy networks and linkages involving an array of market and 

nongovernmental entities (Rhodes 46-59). Effective governance, therefore, is widely 

portrayed as involving a reconfiguration and blurring of the traditional demarcation between 

the public and private sectors (Richardson 10). 

The processes by which governance may be modulated through private institutions are 

diverse (Grabosky 530-536). Government can ask banks to submit report about suspicious 

transactions and obligations on businesses to undertake revenue collection for the state. Also, 

governments may compel firms to ensure that their environmental performance assessed and 

certified by private institutions say auditors. This is part of carrying out firms’ obligations 

towards environmental liability insurance.  The auditors, accountants and other professionals 

can develop suitable standards as part of their regulatory roles to undertake effective 

supervision on behalf of the state. Financial institutions are required to collect information as 

and corporations are required to disclose information as to environmental performance. The 

information regarding nature and effect of corporate operations will facilitate governance. 

Again incentives can facilitate the public private regulatory partnership in addition to 

information techniques. Richardson analyzes, “Taxation benefits and the prospect of reduced 

regulatory oversight can be offered to enterprises that agree to adopt approved environmental 

management systems and participate in alternative compliance programmes” (Richardson 11). 

Mobilization of Financial Organizations for Sustainable Development 

For reasons of cost efficiency and political feasibility, environmental law scholarship 

however increasing agrees that the appropriate role is for government to use the least 

interventionist approach (Gunningham & Grabosky 376-379). Literature in the field of 

governance studies also draws attention to the growing importance of regulatory partnerships 

between the state and the private sector (Rhodes 652 & Grabosky 527). Legal reform is 

unlikely to be successful if there do not already exist societal norms capable of supporting the 

legal regulation, although there are usually different norms asserting themselves, which 

creates opportunities for reformers (Hyden 351-355). Black argues that rules aimed at 

promoting high quality conduct should be supplemented by processes that can build ‘shared 

understanding as to the meaning and application of the rules’ (Black 221). 

The mobilization of the financial services sector as a means of environmental regulation 

requires governance reforms at two levels. First, ecological modernization style reforms are 

required to create a general supportive framework for diffusing environmental concern in the 

market and enhancing linkages between economic and environmental issues in business 
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decision-making. In market economies, business normally make their economic decisions on 

the basis of market prices. Where market prices do not reflect environmental harm, liability 

and economic instruments should be used to internalize environmental costs into business 

operations. The nature of liability rules has been debated extensively and there is widespread 

support for strict-based liability standards. Economic instruments such as eco-taxes and 

tradable emission permits are also essential for conveying environmental costs and benefits 

into market transactions and promoting environmental damage internalization among 

developers. If pollution damage and resource consumption are not accurately priced in 

market activity, it is difficult to see how financial organizations can be expected to 

incorporate environmental considerations into their own financial analyses and decisions 

(Richardson 385). 

In addition to environmental pricing instruments, the state must mandate comprehensive 

environmental auditing, disclosure and reporting among companies and, crucially, financial 

organizations themselves. Incorporating environmental costs, liabilities and policies into 

corporate reporting systems is essential to promote proper reflection on environmental 

performance and ensure adequate communication of environmental information to financial 

markets and institutions. Crucially, environmental appraisal through financial organizations 

can ensure that proper reflection on environmental costs and benefits occurs at the very 

beginning of the project cycle before costly investment and design commitments have been 

made. One of the reasons why conventional environment impact assessment regulations have 

not promoted sufficient environmental reflection among developers is that the assessments 

can often occur too late in the development cycle (Wood 1995). For financial markets, 

environmental appraisal and disclosure mechanisms can facilitate credit and insurance risk 

assessments, as well as corporate valuation in stock markets. The environmental reporting 

rules of the Securities and Exchange Commission (USA) and EMAS (EU) are very good 

examples on this point (Richardson 385). 

Internationally, guidelines and coordination mechanisms are needed to promote the 

dissemination and national convergence of environmental policy standards for the financial 

services sector. With harmonization of international standards, enterprises threatened by 

higher charges and controls from the local banking or insurance sector may simply flee to 

jurisdictions with less onerous controls. International governance is underdeveloped in 

respect of environmental regulation of global financial markets. There exist a wide range of 

intergovernmental and transnational industry and financial associations that could provide a 

starting point for formulating and articulating such standards and guidelines (Zaring 281). 
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The second level at which environmental governance reforms need to be undertaken is within 

the financial services sector itself. The important challenge is the redesign of regulatory 

systems to facilitate the role of banks, insurers and investors as environmental regulators. 

Lenders and investors obviously are concerned that the extension of pollution liability or 

other environmental controls to the financial services sector is unreasonable and would lead 

to the retraction of financing from sectors of risk, thereby causing economic problems that 

outweigh any environmental protection advantages. Yet, incorporating environmental 

considerations into lending and insurance decision-making can be to the benefit of these 

financial sectors by reducing their credit and insurance risk (Richardson 386). 

Specific reforms are also required within each arm of the financial services sector. 

Institutional investors display a number of environmental policy-relevant functions. In 

principle, they can channel investment resources into businesses with strong environmental 

performance, and be stakeholders in corporate environmental management, through 

shareholder proposals, voting and share selling tactics. The growth of state contingent 

markets points to an additional role for capital market players in managing large, collective 

environmental performance, rather than specific projects or facilities, and reflecting their 

knowledge through adjustments to corporate valuation. Because of limited monitoring 

capacity and political obstacles, environmental liability arguably should not extend to 

investors except perhaps in circumstances where they are dominant shareholders and have a 

capacity to materially influence corporate environmental performance. Reforms in this sector 

need to focus on: expanding corporate environmental reporting requirements; environmental 

disclosure requirements for investors themselves; and reorientation of fiduciary rules to 

enable due attention to be given to environmental choices in investment decision-making 

(Richardson 387). 

Financial Organizations as Co-Regulators for Sustainable Development 

The financial services sector has generic relevance to the achievement of sustainability in a 

variety of guises: as investors, supplying the resources for environmental initiatives; as 

valuers, pricing risks and estimating returns for companies; and as stakeholders, such as 

shareholders and lenders, exercising influence over corporate management (“Delphi 

International and Ecologic GMBH”). To illustrate, financial organization may demand 

environmental appraisal of borrowers, projects or use pollution insurance to price the 

environmental risks of development (Richardson 20). Financial organizations and markets 

have always, and in many ways increasingly so, been subject to detailed regulation and close 

monitoring to ensure transparency, accountability and prevent unfair dealings in pursuit of 
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certain public policy objectives (Benston 277; Ford & Kay 145). The challenge today is to 

graft onto the financial services regulatory systems an additional stratum of environmental 

controls to steer agents towards sustainable development. But rather than government 

attempting to regulate in minute detail company environmental practices, government bodies 

could mostly confine themselves to regulating at the ‘wholesale’ level, setting the broad 

regulatory parameters and standards for the financial services sector (Richardson 20). This 

would concede to industry and financial institutions responsibility to shape and supervise 

environmental behavior at the ‘retail’ level, with state involvement reserved for the most 

serious cases or environmental management tasks such as biodiversity conservation, which 

may be less amenable to private control (Elliot 170-176). 

The banking sector has investment functions as well, but is most important in terms of 

provision of debt finance, especially for SMEs that lack access to equity markets. In addition 

to the effects of environmental reporting and financial incentive mechanisms, banks can be 

induced to be environmentally responsible lenders through liability rules, tax incentives, and 

prudential regulatory standards that encourage proactive environmental lending and support. 

But for economic efficiency, information and political reasons, governments cannot be 

expected to actually dictate lending strategies to banks. Banks have a relatively strong ability 

to monitor individual projects financed for environmental risks and are able to price 

environmental price through the cost of capital. They can also encourage borrowers to adopt 

environmental safety measures, especially SMEs. However as secured creditors banks 

incentives to monitor borrower’s environmental effects may be bounded, with limited reason 

to take account of the interests of potentially harmed third parties unless of course banks are 

exposed to their borrower’s liabilities, or third party claims that affect borrower’s capacity to 

service loans (Richardson 387). 

The insurance sector has in some ways a greater potential to be mobilized as an 

environmental regulator. Banks are increasingly requiring borrowers to take out 

environmental liability insurance and banks are also insuring themselves against lender 

liability. Insurance is a market mechanism for spreading risk and pricing companies’ 

involvement in environmentally problematic activities. In addition to its traditional economic 

functions, insurance offers a reflexive style of regulation, communicating to economic actors 

the nature and cost of environmental risks, and offering incentives for businesses to operate 

more carefully. The insurance industry has more experience than other financial 

organizations in environmental risk management, is able to facilitate the environmental 

assessment of enterprises and auditing of project facilities, and to price risks through variable 
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insurance premiums and coverage conditions. Insurance also provides a means of supplying 

funds for compensation to victims and repairing environmental damage. By means of its 

premium income, insurers have also become major investors in equity markets, in principle 

allowing them to reinforce their environmental preferences by directing investment away 

from hazardous industries. Governments can strengthen the contribution of insurance by 

setting clear and appropriate liability rules for environmental damage and mandating 

insurance for certain environmentally hazardous operations where judgment-proof firms may 

otherwise under-insure. Governments could also establish compensation funds financed 

through environmental taxes for historic pollution problems for which there are no existing 

responsible parties (Richardson 388). 

In addition to the discrete roles of individual financial sectors, the inter-relationships between 

banks, investors and insurers must also be understood and structured appropriately to advance 

environmental policy. Liberalization of financial markets has blurred the traditional 

distinctions between financial entities; banks for example, are increasingly involved in the 

provision of investment and insurance services, whilst insurers are actively investing in the 

equity markets. As the demarcation between financial organizations fades, it will be more 

appropriate to focus on financial services and products rather than their sponsoring 

organizations. In the current climate, institutional investors would appear to have greater 

relevance to large corporations that rely on financing through the equity market for business 

expansion. Through provisions of debt finance and business advisory services, banks are 

better placed to influence SMEs. In terms of environmental risk management, banks and 

insurers through credit and premium assessment are best placed to undertake this 

environmental regulatory task. Banks and insurers are also both well placed to support 

environmental audits of business facilities and projects and to advise on environmental safety. 

However, insurance markets would appear to offer greater scope for monitoring and 

controlling environmental risks, given that banks often focus on a discrete funded project and 

protecting their loan security, whereas insurers may be covering a wide range of risks for an 

entire enterprise (Richardson 388). 

Barriers to Enrolling Financial Organizations in Environmental Policy 

The shift towards shared governance is not without a number of challenges and potential 

problems for the state. Because of the risk that shared governance may generate confusion 

among regulatees and the broader community as to where final authority and policy 

responsibility lies, it is essential that chains of regulatory control are readily traceable back to 

the primary government authorities. Careful design of monitoring and oversight mechanisms 
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is needed to ensure the state is able to track and verify implementation of policy goals and 

ensure governance systems are democratically nourished (Richardson 12). Grabosky sees the 

challenge as one of ‘meta-monitoring’, by which government agencies focus on ‘strategic 

surveillance’ and ‘monitoring the overall regulatory system’ but engage in ‘authoritative 

intervention’ where third party resources are lacking (Grabosky 544). Even without proactive 

intervention, regulatory partnerships with the private sector may disguise strong state control 

over the policy process. Bennet argues that if power is understood as the capacity to convince 

others to adjust their behavior in accordance with the principal’s wishes, then enlistment of 

others by the state can be understood as an aspect of the exercise of power (Bennet 878). 

Moreover, power may also accrue from the process of enlistment; it is by enlisting other 

institutions that the state can become powerful and achieve its policy objectives. 

Notwithstanding this, the participation of market institutions in the design of regulatory 

processes is important for it helps ensure that regulation is tailored to the institutional 

contexts to which it is intended to apply and, secondly, that nongovernment interests have a 

stake in the success of regulation (Bennet 896). 

Enrolling financial organizations as a means of environmental governance might seem 

anathema to sustainable development. The incentives for financial institutions to better 

address the environment may be lacking beyond the desire to avoid the traditional kinds of 

environmental liabilities. The main conceptual obstacle to connecting financial markets and 

the environment is the rival incentive systems of private capital and environmental policy. 

The incentive systems for private investment and environmental protection differ markedly. 

Investors generally aim to externalize environmental costs, whilst environmentalists wish to 

internalize such costs. Investors and other financial institutions tend to seek to short-term 

gains, whereas environmentalists seek sustainable benefits. Participants in financial markets 

often seek minimal and reducing government regulation, in contrast to the higher levels of 

intervention often demanded by environmentalists (Richardson 382). 

Financial markets to date have mostly recognized negative environmental performance and 

have yet to systematically appreciate that a company’s environmental management can be a 

reliable indicator of good business management. Banks and insurers tend to be concerned 

about the downside risk created by environmental factors and are less worried about their 

upside potential. Market uncertainty can exist as to the relationship between environmental 

performance and business performance and there can be difficulties in obtaining good quality 

information in ways that the sector can rapidly understand and efficiently use. There are also 

barriers to making the environment sufficiently important to merit the attention of some 
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financial institutions when faced with challenges ranging from monetary union, market 

competition and consumer service concerns (Richardson 382). 

There also exist institutional barriers to enrolling financial organizations in environmental 

policy. The most substantial such barriers exist within the state itself. Central banks, 

treasuries and other strategic arms of the state have yet to articulate their responsibilities 

through the lens of sustainable development. Environmental policy can be undermined by 

inadequate inter-agency cooperation and the lack of a shared environmental framework to 

guide decision-making. Bureaucratic self-interest and rivalry exacerbate inter-agency 

coordination failures. Government financial and economic authorities commonly operate in 

isolation from environmental authorities and short-term economic interests frequently prevail 

over long-term environmental concerns in decision processes (Richardson 383). 

Thus, for financial services sector to become environmentally sustainable, a whole raft of 

policy and legal changes are required. Such transformations in operations are needed in both 

public sector authorities involved in economic policy and public finance, and in the private 

commercial sector. In some instances, therefore, there will be a case for direct regulatory 

involvement to require financial institutions to consider environmental matters. Financial 

markets are already highly regulated in pursuance of various public policy objectives and 

there is scope to graft environmental policy into existing legislation. In this respect, 

government incentive measures rather than regulatory commands may be more readily 

acceptable and efficiently implemented (Richardson 383). 

Reflexive law provides a structure to overcome some of the barriers to financial 

organizational action. Reflexive legal requirements such as environmental auditing and 

reporting that generate information and encourage its meaningful consideration can help 

direct corporations and financial organizations towards sustainable development in their 

decision-making. Through environmental liability laws, mandatory insurance and corporate 

environmental reporting requirements, the state can retain a regulatory backdrop, steering and 

facilitating environmental management in the market-place, and reducing the regulatory 

overload problem that comes with hands-on controls. In turn, each financial organization has 

capacities to be instruments of reflexive environmental regulation. The environmental 

appraisal systems used in bank credit risk processes and insurance risk assessments can 

encourage participating enterprises to better reflect on, understand and modify their 

environmental activities accordingly. Through the conditions attached to loans and insurance 

services, environmental policy can be embedded and diffused into economic decision-making 

in a way that would be difficult for external government regulators. The overall aim should 
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be for the state to mobilize financial organizations as part of regulatory chain where, banks, 

investors and insurers are induced to facilitate sustainable development and discipline poorly 

performing companies on behalf of the state (Richardson 383). 

Conclusion 

The principle of sustainability is founded on the integration of environment and 

developmental policies. It seems that the prevailing systems of government tend to fragment 

and disconnect relevant issues and actors (OECD 1996). The nature of environmental 

problems, in particular the scientific uncertainty and extraterritorial effects of environmental 

pollution requires a change in established systems of law and administration. The ideal of a 

wholly discrete system of environmental law is anachronistic, given the need to diffuse and 

embed ecological considerations throughout aspects of social and economic governance that 

influence environmental conditions (Steele & Jewell 7-9). A transformation from a system of 

environmental law to a ‘law of the environment’ is necessary to integrate ecological 

imperatives into social and economic decision-making. The challenge is for environmental 

controls to infiltrate throughout systems of social and economic governance (Richardson 14). 

The environmental law diaspora, whilst retaining core planning, impact assessment and 

conservation management functions, is one that should extend to and inhabit our financial 

and economic regulatory regimes, in which the environment is an issue recognized and 

accounted for among government agencies and private businesses (Richardson 15).  

Sustainable development will not be achievable unless markets place greater emphasis on 

long-term investment and appropriately value the environmental costs and benefits of 

corporate decisions. Such changes could lead to firms whose activities facilitate sustainability 

being viewed as more valuable by markets and acquiring preferential access to finance, 

insurance and investment resources from relevant market institutions (Richardson 17). Role 

of financial institutions as co-regulators will provide financial markets experience and 

expertise in environmental risk management. We need to ensure that all relevant parties are 

doing their role well regarding the reduction of environmental impacts. If the concerned 

parties are not taking care of their environmental responsibilities, then the environmental cost 

will be high in the future. It would be better to prevent environmental problems rather than 

paying a huge environmental cost in the future and this would be cost effective too.  

Effective environmental governance also depends on the state acting as more than a mere 

regulatory backdrop. Governments must retain responsibility for making meta-rules that 

create strategic frameworks for action and reflection, including mechanisms to steer market 

institutions towards positive environmental roles (Richardson 23). Sustainable development 
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strategies and green plans are the ultimate key mechanisms for setting environmental 

objectives within which the state and market can function. In particular, overall ecological 

limits and environmental quality objectives must be developed socially because, whilst the 

market may facilitate resource allocation, it contains no mechanism governing scale- that is, 

the market has no intrinsic tendency to contain growth up to the scale of aggregate resource 

use within biosphere limits (Daly 185). Decentralized financial markets and economic 

instruments cannot effectively coordinate society towards certain environmental goals 

without some government direction. Tradable emission permits, for example, depend first on 

government setting a given environmental standard or ‘cap’ within which trading may occur 

(OECD 1999). Similarly, development lending by banks will not promote sustainable 

patterns of investment without a regulatory umbrella setting environmental goals and 

standards (Richardson 24). 

Harnessing financial organizations as co-regulators for environmental policy does not involve 

privatizing environmental law but rather extending environmental law into previously 

untapped market sectors to provide an additional layer of regulatory controls alongside the 

more familiar administrative ones (Richardson 25). The expertise and the financial resources 

of lenders help the financial organizations to fund eco-friendly projects and environmental 

governance will become more straightforward. Inserting environmental standards within the 

financial service sector can improve the effectiveness of environmental protection. The 

environmental goal of sustainable development should be given importance in environmental 

decision making rather than deference to the sanctity of public regulation. The enrolment of 

financial institutions as co-regulators of environmental governance will better realize 

sustainable development within the untouched areas of environmental protection. 
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