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C H A P T E R  I

CLIMATE CHANGE: 
THE LONG-TERM VIEW

A. HUMAN-INDUCED CLIMATE CHANGE

1. What does human-induced climate change mean?

The conditions in Planet Earth have undergone and continue to undergo 
incredibly dramatic and extreme changes throughout its billions of years 
of evolution. In past eons, there have been extended warm periods, lasting 
millions of years, interspersed with severe ice ages, also lasting millions 
of years. These long-period climatic shifts and climatic cycles are now 
understood to be part of natural Earth and solar cycles, including variations 
in the Sun’s output, the Earth’s orbit, and tectonic cycles. They have shaped 
the world as modern Homo sapiens inherited it some hundreds of thousands 
of years ago. 

However, an absolutely new phenomenon has been occurring for more 
than a century now: an unnatural process of climate change, characterized 
by marked global warming due to greenhouse gas emissions, which in turn 
are generated by the large-scale and cumulative impact of human activities 
on the atmosphere, hydrosphere and biosphere. 

In terms of planetary processes, this event is much more rapid than 
natural Earth cycles, and is creating a complex chain reaction of climatic and 
other environmental changes and impacts. Such changes could tip towards 
an irreversible trend of catastrophic impacts affecting the entire planet and 
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its ecosystems in the next decades and even beyond the 21st century, if 
production, consumption and other human patterns are not reconfigured.

2. What exactly is causing human-induced climate change?

The factors that produce current patterns of climate change are many 
and complex. The biggest factor and clearest indicator, however, is a steady 
increase in the Earth’s average surface temperature. (See boxed text for more 
data on global temperatures.) Scientists refer to current climate change, 
somewhat simplistically but still accurately, as “global warming,” since 
rising temperatures directly lead to other major factors of climate change 
such as melting ice, rising sea levels, and shifting patterns in cloud cover 
and precipitation. 

Such global warming is caused by the massive runaway emission of 
certain gases—carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and a few other 

Global Temperature Trends

Temperatures today are 0.74 °C (1.33 °F) higher than 150 years ago. Year 
2014 is the hottest year on record since 1890, and all 10 of the hottest years 
thus far have occurred since 1990.

The best-known indicator of climate change is the rise in global average 
surface temperatures. Each year and even decade may not always be warmer 
than the last, but global surface temperatures have warmed substantially 
since 1900.

Warming land temperatures correspond closely with the warming trend 
over the oceans. Warming oceanic air temperatures and temperatures of the 
sea surface itself also coincide.

As the oceans warm, the water itself expands, which is among the main 
drivers of the rise in sea levels over the past century.

The frozen parts of the planet or the cryosphere affect, and are affected 
by, local changes in temperature. The amount of ice contained in glaciers 
globally has been declining every year for more than 20 years, which in part 
contributes to the rise in sea level.
Sources:
http://www.climatecentral.org/news/record-2014-hottest-year-18502 http://www.climatecentral.org/news/a-broken-
record-2014-hottest-year-18546 http://ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg1/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf
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industrial gases called chlorofluorocarbons.1 Such gases are collectively 
called “greenhouse gases” (GHGs) because their presence in the Earth’s 
atmosphere leads to what is called the ‘Greenhouse Effect’. 

The Greenhouse Effect occurs when such gases exist in the atmosphere 
at significant amounts that they are able to trap more of the sun’s radiation 
and for longer periods. Keeping this solar heat in the Earth’s atmosphere 
and oceans at a balanced level is in fact crucial to the Earth’s life-sustaining 
capacity. Without GHGs and the Greenhouse Effect, solar heat will quickly 
escape to space, making the Earth’s average surface temperature colder by 
about 15 °C (59 °F) colder than the present average of 14 °C (57 °F), making 
it more inhospitable to life as we know it. (See Figure 1 for diagram)

1  Water vapor and ozone also function as GHGs, but for the purposes of this primer they are not included in 
the same category of GHGs regulated by the Kyoto Protocol, such as carbon dioxide, methane, and others.

https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/5/58/Greenhouse_Effect.svg/998px-Greenhouse_Effect.svg.png

Figure 1. Diagram of the Greenhouse Effect
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Carbon dioxide (CO
2
), methane (CH

4
), and nitrous oxide (N

2
O) are emitted 

to the atmosphere by natural processes such as volcanism, metabolism, 
weathering, and various chemical reactions, and later reabsorbed by other 
natural processes called “carbon sinks.” Generally, these natural cycles 
keep atmospheric GHG levels in long-term balance. However, if GHGs are 
produced at so massive scales that these can no longer be reabsorbed at the 
same rates, they build up in the atmosphere and heighten the greenhouse 
effect. More solar heat will become trapped, thus leading to global warming 
and other climate changes (IBON, 2008, pp. 3-6).

3. How much GHG is being dumped into the atmosphere?

Throughout the Earth’s lifespan, natural processes have contributed 
to GHG levels that allowed it to create a biosphere, sustain life in all its 
diversity, evolve and attain dynamic equilibrium (despite several events of 

https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/d/d2/Diagram_showing_a_simplified_representation_of_the_
Earth%27s_annual_carbon_cycle_%28US_DOE%29.png/911px-

Figure 2. Diagram of carbon cycle
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mass extinction), and finally produce the conditions for humanity to emerge 
and thrive on it. 

Human communities and activities, even just simple forms of agriculture 
and energy consumption, generate GHGs. Nevertheless, in the past hundreds 
of thousands of years, humanity has barely made any dent in the natural 
GHG equilibrium. 

Since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution around 1750, however, 
human impacts on the environment have multiplied tremendously. 
Industrial production, transport, commerce, other services, and household 
consumption all required power to run machinery and provide heat and 
light at large scales. Combustion of fossil fuels became the main sources of 
energy. Meanwhile, industrial and commercial areas proliferated, and small 
pre-industrial farms were converted to large-scale and intensive plantations 
and pastures. These required the clearing of forests, which had served as 

Source: http://co2now.org/

Figure 3. Atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, 
Aug 1958 – Jun 2015
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major carbon sinks, and generated still more GHG emissions (such as in 
cement production and use of fertilizers) (IBON, 2010, pp. 13-15). 

The atmospheric concentration of CO
2
, as the chief GHG that results 

from human activities, is a key indicator of the rate of global warming and 
climate change. Atmospheric CO

2
 levels are increasing at an accelerating 

rate from decade to decade.  Since early 1988, these CO
2
 levels have stayed 

higher than 350 parts per million in volume (ppmv)—which is generally 
viewed by scientists as the upper limit of climate balance. CO

2
 levels have 

breached the 400-ppm limit in 2014, and have reached 402.80 ppm as of 
June 2015 based on data recorded by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration-Earth System Research Laboratory (NOAA-ESRL). (See 
Figure 3 for diagram)

For the past ten years (2005-2014) alone, the average annual rate of 
increase has been 2.11 ppm—more than double the increase in the 1960s.  
(See boxed text: Average annual rates of CO

2
 level increases, per decade) 

Average annual rates of CO2 level increases, per decade

Decade Total Increases Average Annual Rates 
of Increase

2005 –  2014 21.06 ppm 2.11 ppm per year 
1995 –  2004 18.67 ppm 1.87 ppm per year 
1985 –  1994 14.24 ppm 1.42 ppm per year 
1975 –  1984 14.40 ppm 1.44 ppm per year 
1965 –  1974 10.56 ppm 1.06 ppm per year 

1960 –  1964 3.65 ppm 0.73 ppm per year (5 
years only)

As a point of comparison, NOAA explained that during the last 800,000 
years, CO2 fluctuated between about 180 ppmv (during ice ages) and 280 
ppmv (during interglacial warm periods). Before the Industrial Revolution, 
global average CO2 was about 280 ppmv. Today’s rate of increase is more 
than 100 times faster than the increase that occurred when the last ice age 
ended. 
Source: CO2Now.org. 2014. Accelerating Rise of Atmospheric CO2. CO2Now.org website. Accessed 20 May 2015. 
http://co2now.org/Current-CO2/CO2-Trend/acceleration-of-atmospheric-co2.html
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ther industrial G
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w
.greenpeace.org/international/en/cam

paigns/clim
ate-change/science/other_gases/
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Despite efforts in the past decades to mitigate global warming, global 
GHG emissions continue to increase. In the last decade (2001-2010), 
emissions increased more rapidly than in each of the previous three decades 
(1971-2000). By 2010, GHG emissions reached 49.5 billion tons (or 
gigatons/Gt) (Lane, 2014). According to the 5th Assessment Report (AR5) 
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (2014a), CO

2
 

emissions from industrial processes and fossil fuels contributed about 78% 
of the total GHG emission increase from 1970 to 2010. CO

2
 emission from 

fossil fuel combustion and cement production in 2013 was 61% higher than 
that of 1990, the Kyoto Protocol reference year (Global Carbon Project, 
2014).

CO
2
 levels are rising at an accelerating rate, according to research studies, 

because fossil fuels are being burned faster; because many economies are 
giving up previous long-term gains in more efficient use of energy; and 
because the ocean can no longer absorb CO

2
 as fast as before (Canadell et 

al., 2007).

Three industrial gases, because of their chemical properties, are also 
contributing heavily to the greenhouse effect: hydroflourocarbons (HFCs), 
perflourocarbons (PFCs) and sulphur hexafluoride (SF

6
).  Even if they 

are released into the air in rather small quantities, their impact on global 
warming is greater because their molecular structures are more potent than 
that of CO

2
 (Myron B. Thompson Academy, 2006). (See Table 1. Other 

industrial GHGs)

B. RELENTLESS DRIVERS OF CLIMATE CHANGE

The dramatic increases of GHG emissions from decade to decade, and 
from year to year, clearly result in accelerating human-induced climate 
change. 

4. What are the reasons for the relentless rise in GHG emissions?

One obvious factor is population growth, which pushes countries to 
keep up in terms of economic growth, and therefore greater use of energy 
for the producing society’s needs. Another factor is that more than 80% of 
global energy is still sourced from GHG-producing fossil fuels, despite more 
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than four decades since the 1972 Stockholm Declaration that enshrined the 
principle of sustainable development.  Related to this is the slow growth of 
alternative (non-fossil) energy sources, which provided only 18% of global 
total energy supply in 2012—not a big leap from 12% in 1971 (IEA, 2014).

Seen from a broader social framework, however, a much deeper cause is 
clearly at work: the capitalist character of production, which has expanded 
to other parts of the world in the past century from its original base in Europe 
and North America. 

Constantly maximizing profits and minimizing costs, and especially 
encouraged by neoliberal policies from the 1980s onwards, capitalist 
operations create a relentless cycle of overproduction, recession, and 
recovery stimulus. In the process, production and consumption patterns are 
pushed beyond planetary limits. 

This is most clearly seen in the types of economic activities that have 
been producing the most GHG emissions, historically since 1750 and in 
recent decades.

5. Which economic activities produce the most GHG emissions?

A quick look at the IPCC report will show which economic sectors 
produce the most GHG emissions. (See Figure 4: Greenhouse gas emissions 
by economic sectors)

Industry Sector. In 2010, the industry sector was accountable for 21% of 
direct GHG emissions and an additional 11% of indirect emissions through 
electricity and heat production (IPCC, 2014b), for a total of 32%.

The combined production of iron, steel, industrial chemicals and 
petrochemicals alone account for nearly 10% of global CO

2
 emissions 

(Ecofys, 2013). One growing source of non-fuel combustion emissions is 
the growth in the manufacture of cement, bricks, ceramics and glass due 
to the construction boom in many emerging economies (Tulloch, 2014). 
The energy subsector itself accounted for 11% of direct and indirect GHG 
emissions, including through leakages and wasteful venting and flaring of 
gases.
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Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) Sector. In 2010, 
Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) contributed almost 
25% of direct and indirect GHG emissions (IPCC, 2014b). These GHG 
emissions are mainly in the form of methane, carbon dioxide, and nitrous 
oxide. 

The main culprit in this sector is not farming per se, but large-scale 
industrial agriculture as promoted by transnational corporations (TNCs) 
and financial institutions such as the World Bank (WB). Large-scale farms 
under industrial agriculture specialize in high-value crops and livestock 
products that require heavy use of machinery, agrochemical inputs, and 
artificial lighting, and generate methane-rich waste, all of which greatly 
push up GHG emissions (IBON, 2010, pp. 17-18). Deforestation and forest 
degradation accounted for 10.3% of GHG emissions in the atmosphere in 
2010 (Ecofys, 2013). 

Other sectors. The construction and operation of commercial, public 
and residential buildings produced 6.4% (directly, during construction) 
and 12% (indirectly, through lighting, heating and air-conditioning, and 

Source: https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg3/ipcc_wg3_ar5_summary-for-policymakers.pdf

Figure 4. Greenhouse gas emissions by economic sectors



Figure 5. World GHG emissions flow chart, 2010

Source: http://www.ecofys.com/files/files/asn-ecofys-2013-world-ghg-emissions-flow-chart-2010.pdf



12

appliance use) of total GHG emissions. Transport produced 14.3% of total 
GHG emissions. Road transport alone produced 10.5% of human-made 
GHG emissions in 2010 (Ecofys, 2013), yet world vehicle production in 
2013 remained at a high 88 million vehicles, including 66 million passenger 
cars (OICA, 2015). GHG emission of wastewater, landfill sites, and other 
waste-related processing, when totaled, also accounts for about 2% of global 
GHG emission.

(For a detailed distribution chart of GHG emissions and sources, see 
Figure 5.)

6. Which countries are currently spewing the most amounts of GHG 
emissions?

While the main factors for climate change can be traced to the relentless 
production and consumption characteristic of the modern capitalist system, 
and specifically to its long-standing dependence on fossil fuels for industrial 
and commercial needs, these factors vary across the world. It is important 
and unavoidable to pinpoint national responsibility for GHG emissions and 
the resultant climate change, both currently and historically, as a crucial first 
step towards truly global and effective climate action. 

Let us first compare current GHG emissions per country. The simplest 
and most common way to do this is to compute the CO

2
 equivalent of 

each country’s fossil fuel use and cement production. According to the 
Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (Olivier et al., 2014), the 
six largest GHG emitting countries based on their shares of the total GHG 
emissions for 2013 were:

• China – 29%
• United States – 15%
• 28 EU countries (taken as a whole) – 11%
• India – 6%
• Russia – 5%
• Japan – 4%

If other sources of GHG emissions are included, such as land use 
changes and forestry (LUCF), Brazil and Indonesia would join the US, 
Russia, China and India in the top six as of 2005 (Clark, 2011). 
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While China’s huge share, by itself, clearly poses a major and long-term 
impact on climate change as a whole, it is best explained in the context 
of its recent spurts of industrial and urban growth and changing land use 
patterns. The same can be said for other large developing countries (so-
called “emerging economies”) that now rank high among GHG emitters, 
such as India, Brazil, and Indonesia. 

Viewed in a slightly longer-term context (the 1990-2013 period), 
however, the cumulative emissions produced by large developing countries 
remain comparatively small. China, which until the 1980s remained a 
developing country in most respects, overtook EU28 only in 2003 and the 
US only in 2005, in terms of annual GHG emissions. (See Figure 6)

7. Which countries are thus historically most responsible for climate 
change?

It is not enough to limit blame and responsibility for climate change to 
those countries that are listed in the current list of top GHG emitters, because 
climate change is the result of a long historical process. As the Guardian 
(Clark, 2011) stated: “Since carbon dioxide added to the atmosphere can 
stay there for centuries, historical emissions are just as important – or even 
more important – than current emissions.”

Source: http://edgar.jrc.ec.europa.eu/news_docs/jrc-2014-trends-in-global-co2-emissions-2014-report-93171.pdf

Figure 6. Global CO2 emissions per region from fossil-fuel use and cement 
production, 1990-2013
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Viewed in this historical context, the United States (US) and Europe 
clearly stand out as having produced the biggest cumulative amount of GHG 
emissions in the past 160 years. The US has the highest cumulative share of 
GHG emissions in the 1850-2011 period (27%), followed by the European 
Union (EU)–28 (25%). Their combined shares comprise more than one-half 
of the world’s total. The combined shares of the next three, China (11%), 
Russia (8%) and Japan (4%), comprise an additional ¼ of the world’s total 
(Ge, Friedrich and Damassa, 2014).

It is instructive to compare in this regard the historical growth of GHG 
emissions by US, other developed countries, and China in the past 160 
years. By 1902, the US had already surpassed the 750 MtCO

2
 per year mark; 

Germany and Britain combined had nearly reached the same mark. In 1960, 
the US production of GHG emissions was already soaring at 2,858 MtCO

2
. 

By the time China’s annual emissions reached the 1,000 MtCO
2
/year mark 

in 1975, overtaking those of Japan and the UK, GHG emissions by the US 
remained four times higher than that of China. (See Figures 7 and 8)

While the US and Europe are clearly the biggest historical culprits of 
climate change, this should not excuse big developing countries like China, 
Brazil, India and Indonesia from their own responsibility as latecomers in 
the Big Emitters Club. Looking at global cumulative GHG emissions for 

Source: http://www.wri.org/blog/2014/05/history-carbon-dioxide-emissions

Figure 7. Comparison of highest CO2 emitters, 1850-1960



15

the 1990-2011 period, the top 10 emitters (based on their share of the total, 
including LUCF) are as follows:

• United States – 16%
• China – 15%
• EU28 – 12%
• Russia – 6%
• Brazil – 5%
• Indonesia – 4%
• India – 4%
• Japan – 3%
• Canada – 2%
• Mexico – 2%

Per-capita GHG emissions by country

Countries vary greatly in their populations, which often distort their 
proportionate role in generating GHG emissions and, consequently, their 
proportionate responsibility for climate change. Thus, it is also essential to 
compare country-level emissions on a per-capita (per-person) basis.

Source: http://www.wri.org/blog/2014/05/history-carbon-dioxide-emissions

Figure 8. CO2 Emissions Excluding Land-Use Change and Forestry,  
1960-2011
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As shown in Figure 10, the top GHG-emitting countries on a per-capita 
basis in 2011 are Canada, US, Russia, Japan, EU28, Indonesia, China, and 
Brazil, ranked from highest to lowest. All eight are above the global average 
per-capita; the top three (Canada, US and Russia) emit more than double 
this global average. Mexico and India, ranked 9th and 10th, respectively, are 
lower than this global average.2

To put it simply, the biggest per-capita emitters today are the most 
developed countries and a few large and fast-developing countries (also 
known as “emerging economies”). 

C. WORSENING SOCIAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, OTHER IMPACTS

In the US alone, 25 extreme weather conditions – flood, droughts, 
wildfires and storms – were experienced from 2011 to 2012 leading to 1,107 
fatalities and having $188 billion cost of damages (Weiss and Weidman, 
2013).

2 These data on GHG emissions per capita include those from land use change and forestry. The figures will 
vary or even skew considerably, pulling down the ranking of big developed countries (such as US and Canada) 
and pushing up many Mideast countries (most of them very small oil-producing countries such as Qatar, Kuwait 
and UAE) if only CO

2
 emissions from fossil fuels and cement production are computed.

Source: http://www.wri.org/blog/2014/11/6-graphs-explain-world%E2%80%99s-top-10-emitters

Figure 9. Cumulative GHG Emissions, 1990-2011 (% of World Total)
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8. Are extreme weather events related to climate change?

Yes, definitely, although science is still refining its measuring and 
analytical tools to determine how exactly and to what extent climate change 
leads to specific extreme weather events.

The most direct physical and observable impacts of climate change are, 
of course, in the various components that make up global climate, namely: 
warming of the atmosphere and ocean, shrinking of the cryosphere (Arctic 
and Antarctic ice sheets, other mountain glaciers), and the rise in sea levels. 
Derived from these primary impacts are other secondary but nonetheless 
major weather impacts and other environmental impacts.

Physical-environmental changes include extreme weather patterns such 
as more severe droughts and cyclones, and also more slow-acting impacts 
such as gradual changes in major wind and precipitation patterns, warmer 
and longer El-Niño-Southern Oscillation (ENSO) cycles, changes in sea 
ice and river discharge patterns, desertification, and permafrost degradation.

In many regions of the world, extreme weather events have been recorded 
with increasing frequency and intensity in recent decades—some of them 
breaking historical records. Super cyclones (typhoons, hurricanes), extended 
and extensive dry spells and droughts, intense rainstorms and snowstorms, 

Source: http://www.wri.org/blog/2014/11/6-graphs-explain-world%E2%80%99s-top-10-emitters

Figure 10. Per-Capita Emissions for Top Ten Emitters, 2011
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higher storm surges, massive flooding, wildfires, and heat waves are some 
weather forms that have become more severe or been occurring off-season 
in various parts of the world, with direct and disastrous impacts on human 
life, safety, and livelihood.

The most recent assessment report of the IPCC is careful enough to 
weigh the certainty of climate change as factor in particular extreme weather 
events, with such qualifiers as “high confidence,” “medium confidence,” 
and so on. However, it expresses “very high confidence” that “impacts 
from recent climate-related extremes … reveal significant vulnerability and 
exposure of some ecosystems and many human systems to current climate 
variability… [These impacts] include alteration of ecosystems, disruption of 
food production and water supply, damage to infrastructure and settlements, 
human morbidity and mortality and consequences for mental health and 
human well-being” (IPCC, 2014a).

According to a recent UN Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR, 
2015) review, 87% of disasters in 2014 have been climate-related. About 
80% of the disasters in the last decade (2000-2010) were due to storms and 
flooding. In Russia, more than 55,000 people died from heat wave in 2010 
(Goldenberg, 2014). Droughts in the African region became more intense 
leading to famine. In 2013, Typhoon “Haiyan”, one of the strongest tropical 
cyclone ever recorded, devastated the Philippines and left more than 6,000 
people dead (CNN, 2013). Since 2008, 155 million people have suffered 
short or long-term displacement because of these disasters (UNISDR, 2015).

9. How much has climate change affected the biosphere and its 
ecosystems?

Climate has always been an integral part of the biosphere and its 
component ecosystems. Most species and flora-fauna assemblages have 
finely adapted to specific climate conditions in their respective ecosystems 
due to mechanisms such as natural selection. Any change in climate, such as 
temperature and rainfall patterns, will trigger a chain reaction of causes and 
effects that will impart stresses on affected ecosystems, forcing the plants, 
animals, and other organisms in them to adapt or migrate in order to survive, 
or else die off. If the change is huge and abrupt enough, the environmental 
stress may be too great for species and ecosystems to adapt or migrate, 
resulting in species extinction and overall biodiversity loss.
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On land, changing precipitation or melting snow and ice in many 
regions are altering hydrological systems, affecting the quantity and quality 
of water resources. The worldwide shrinkage of glaciers is affecting runoff 
and water resources downstream. Ecosystem disturbances such as droughts, 
windstorms, fires and pest outbreaks have increased in frequency or intensity 
in many parts of the world. 

The oceans are becoming warmer and more vertically stratified. 
Particularly in the tropical Pacific, Atlantic and Indian Oceans, minimal-
oxygen zones are expanding due to reduced ventilation and Oxygen (O

2
)

solubility (IPCC, 2014a). Seawater has been absorbing CO
2
 from the air in 

massive amounts, making oceans 30% more acidic on average. The current 
rate of ocean acidification is unprecedented within the last 65 million years, 
if not the last 300 million years.

In response to these climate changes, “many terrestrial, freshwater and 
marine species have shifted their geographic ranges, seasonal activities, 
migration patterns, abundances and species interactions” (IPCC, 2014a). In 
North America, several animal species are moving to higher elevated land to 
find suitable places to live. Hibernating animals wake up sooner or migrate 
at varying times (US EPA, 2014a). Massive melting of polar sea ice, glacier 
shrinkage, and permafrost warming and thawing in high-latitude regions 
and in high-elevation regions, are leading to the loss of ice habitat and food 
for polar and alpine wildlife (WWF, 2015a).

Increased tree mortality has been observed worldwide. The Amazon 
region, for example, experienced its worst droughts in 2005 and 2010, 
leading to forest fires, withered crops, and massive fish kills (WWF, 2015a). 

All ocean basins are showing altered ecosystem compositions and 
marked changes in abundance, distribution shifts (poleward and/or to 
deeper, cooler waters) for marine fishes, invertebrates and phytoplankton. 
Some warm-water coral reefs are suffering habitat loss due to species 
replacement, bleaching, and decreased coral cover (IPCC, 2014a).

Although scientists are still unclear about the full consequences of ocean 
acidification, it could eventually result in the decline of so-called marine 
calcifiers (mollusks, crustaceans, reef-forming corals, some types of algae 
and phytoplankton). The expanding minimal-oxygen zones are constraining 
fish habitat (IPCC, 2014a).



20

These impacts on marine ecosystems eventually affect coastal 
ecosystems, endangering the habitat and food sources of countless marine 
species, including endangered aquatic animals such as reef fish, whale 
sharks, and marine turtles (WWF, 2015a). 

10. What are the impacts of climate change on human life and society?

The other observed impacts of climate change, as evidenced by science, 
are its cumulative effects on human society: on people’s health, working 
and living conditions, the economy, governance, cross-border issues, and 
international relations—to name a few. 

Climate change impacts, which aggravate preexisting socio-economic 
problems, have already affected 1.7 billion people in the last 10 years 
(UNISDR, 2015). Every year, climate change is contributing to the deaths 
of nearly 400,000 people, mostly from developing countries, caused by 
extreme weather conditions, malnutrition, poverty and infectious diseases 
(Harvey, 2012).

Climate- and weather-related disasters (as already discussed in Question 
#8) have been generating substantial and long-term increases in economic 
losses in recent decades, both globally and regionally (IPCC, 2014a). 

Climate change has also worsened human ill-health to some extent, even 
if science is still in the process of quantifying it. Heat spells have resulted in 
increased heat-related mortality, while changes in temperature and rainfall 
patterns have led to modified distribution of certain water-borne illnesses 
and pests that carry disease, with outbreaks occurring in areas where these 
were previously absent (IPCC, 2014a). For example, heavy rains and 
flooding increase the breeding grounds of mosquitoes carrying dengue and 
malaria, while rodents contaminate water systems, which cause the spread 
of infectious diseases like leptospirosis.

Among many regions and crop types, negative impacts of climate 
change on crop yields have consistently overweighed positive impacts. This 
is particularly true in wheat and maize yields, although also seen in smaller 
scales on rice and soybean yields. Positive impacts are mostly seen in high-
latitude regions, although even there science is unsure whether the balance 
tips is in favor of negative or positive impacts (IPCC, 2014a). Also, food 
supply fluctuations due to climate extremes may combine with commodity 
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trade speculation in destructive ways to result in periods of rapid food price 
increases such as in 2008-2009.

In the fisheries sector, increasing ocean temperatures trigger the 
migration of fish species to cooler waters, affecting traditional fishing 
grounds in tropical waters. Low O2 levels associated with warmer waters 
are also causing fishkills in coastal and lake communities that mainly depend 
on fishing for livelihood. 

The impact of the decrease in food production due to climate change 
is already aggravating the hunger and malnutrition problem in the world. 
According to the World Food Programme (WFP, 2015), the risk of hunger 
and malnutrition could increase by 20% by year 2050 if the impact of 
climate change in the global food system will not be lessened. 

The worsening effects of climate change are leading to major economic 
losses, especially for poor countries that in the first place are less equipped 
to adapt to its many impacts. Climate change is already wiping 1.6% from 
the global gross domestic product (GDP)—more than USD 1.2 trillion a 
year. If this continues, researchers estimate that by 2030, the cost of climate 
change and air pollution combined will lead to 3.2% loss of global GDP. 
The forecast also shows that least developed countries will suffer up to 11% 
of GDP loss (Harvey, 2012).

11. What are the future climate changes, risks and impacts that we face?

The IPCC in its AR5 (2014) has delineated four different pathways for 
the world to take in the 21st century—each pathway based on the amount 
of GHG emissions and atmospheric concentrations, air pollutant emissions, 
and land use, which in turn are further projected to determine four impact 
scenarios for the next decades of this century.

The worst scenario (RCP8.5) assumes very high GHG emissions; the 
best-effort scenario (RCP2.6) assumes stringent measures to drastically 
minimize GHG emissions to keep global warming at a likely level of 
2°C above pre-industrial temperatures. In between are two intermediate 
scenarios (RCP4.5 and RCP6.0) (IPCC, 2014a). (See Figure 11)

The urgency of combating climate change is underscored by the IPCC-
AR5 conclusion that in all four pathways and scenarios, including the 
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best-effort RCP2.6, “surface temperature is projected to rise over the 21st 
century,” likely with global temperature increases that may exceed 1.5°C 
or even much higher. The report warns that, in all four scenarios, “it is very 
likely that heat waves will occur more often and last longer, and that extreme 
precipitation events will become more intense and frequent in many regions. 
The ocean will continue to warm and acidify, and global mean sea level to 
rise” (IPCC, 2014a).

In short, it is already a given, a very likely presumption, that climate 
change stands to deliver great catastrophes (if not serve as the greatest 
catastrophe) in the 21st century. 

If human society does not curb its GHG emissions, climate change 
impacts could wipe out one-fourth of all plants and animals into extinction 
within the century (US EPA, 2014a). The evidence includes global episodes 
of mass extinctions due to previous spells of climate change. As the IPCC 
warned (2014): “While only a few recent species extinctions have been 
attributed as yet to climate change…, natural global climate change at 
rates slower than current anthropogenic climate change caused significant 
ecosystem shifts and species extinctions during the past millions of years” 
(IPCC, 2014a).

Source: https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_SPM.pdf

Figure 11. Annual anthropogenic CO2 emissions
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In terms of impacts on human life and society, we face the following 
dangers under all four scenarios, varying only in degree and extent (IPCC, 
2014a):

• Risk of severe ill-health and disrupted livelihoods resulting from 
storm surges, sea level rise and coastal flooding; inland flooding in 
some urban regions; and periods of extreme heat.

• Systemic risks due to extreme weather events leading to breakdown 
of infrastructure networks and critical services.

• Risk of food and water insecurity and loss of rural livelihoods and 
income, particularly for poorer populations.

• Risk of loss of ecosystems, biodiversity and ecosystem goods, 
functions and services.

The IPCC also concluded that “many aspects of climate change and 
its associated impacts will continue for centuries” even if human-induced 
GHG emissions are stopped at this point—with risks of abrupt or irreversible 
changes increasing as the degree of global warming increases.

This conclusion does not mean, however, that humanity’s choice is a 
stark one between the devil and the deep blue sea. According to the IPCC, if 
all countries of the world agree to pursue the best-effort pathway (RCP2.6), 
global warming will be unlikely to exceed 2°C by the end of the 21st century 
(2081-2100), and will stabilize beyond 2100. A stabilized global average 
temperature will not automatically stabilize all other aspects of the global 
climate system, and it will take still more centuries or even thousands of 
years for the global climate to stabilize in most respects (IPCC, 2014a).
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C H A P T E R  I I .

THE RIO MANDATE 
AND THE KYOTO PROTOCOL

A. THE GLOBAL RESPONSE AND THE RIO MANDATE

1. How did the world’s peoples and states wake up to the climate change 
problem?

The Greenhouse Effect had been discovered in the 1820s, and as 
early as 1896 Swedish scientist Svante Arrhenius had already shown that 
doubling the CO

2
 content of air would gradually raise global temperatures 

by 5-6° C. In 1938, this was further explored by Guy Callendar, an English 
steam engineer and inventor, who suggested that the global warming trend 
reported since the 19th century was being caused by increased GHGs from 
the burning of fossil fuels. By the late 1950s and early 1960s, scientists 
began to take seriously the threat of human-induced global warming and 
its looming impacts within the next 100 years. They began to collect data 
on atmospheric CO

2
, correlate it to global temperatures, and try to create 

scientific models of climate change (AIP, 2015).

In the 1970s, concern for climate change began to spread beyond the 
confines of science, to policy-making bodies, mainstream national politics 
and, through media reports, to the wider public. This concern was further 
made urgent by serious droughts and a global food crisis in 1972, two global 
oil crises (in 1973 and in 1979), more scientific findings confirming the 
theory, and the rise of the environmental mass movement (AIP, 2015).
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In June 1972, the UN Scientific Conference, also known as the First 
Earth Summit, met in Stockholm and adopted a declaration that was to raise 
the issue of climate change as a global threat requiring policy-driven action. 
Over the next 20 years and impelled to implement the 1972 Stockholm 
decisions, concern for the atmosphere and global climate slowly gained 
international attention and action (UN Chronicle, 2007).

In the late 1970s and through the 1980s, the issue of climate change entered 
center-stage and loomed bigger and bigger in the discourse of international 
bodies, increasingly bringing together scientists and government policy 
makers. The 1st World Climate Conference convened in 1979, and the 
World Climate Research Program was established by the United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP), World Meteorological Organization, 
and the International Council for Science in 1981. The Toronto Conference 
on the Changing Atmosphere was held in 1988; it paved the way for setting 
up the IPCC in the same year (Fleming and Baff, N.d).

Finally, the UN General Assembly (UNGA) in 1989 identified climate 
change as a specific and urgent issue, making climate change even more 
prominent in the international public debate and political agenda. The 2nd 
World Climate Conference (1990) stated that climate change was a global 
problem of unique character for which a global response was required, and 
called for negotiations to begin on a framework convention without further 
delay (UN Chronicle, 2007).

2. What is the importance of the 1992 Rio Conference?

International response to climate change paved way for the UN 
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED, also known as 
the Rio or Earth Summit) in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro. This was attended 
by 172 governments and about 2,400 non-government organization (NGO) 
representatives around the globe (UN, 1997). 

Going beyond the 1972 Stockholm conference and declaration, the 
1992 Rio Summit called on governments to rethink their focus on economic 
development and find ways to stop pollution and the destruction of natural 
resources. Environment and sustainable development were the principal 
themes of the Summit. Its main message focused on the need for states to 
recognise and redirect their plans and policies to ensure that they would take 
into account any environmental impact from their economic decisions (UN, 
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1997). In this sense, the climate discourse was no longer limited to scientific 
and technical discussions but was now placed at the very center of the main 
themes of environment and sustainable development.

Two important legally binding agreements were signed at the Summit. 
These are:

• United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) – the Rio Summit’s most historical output and defining 
international treaty thus far on climate change; the treaty’s objective 
is to stabilize GHG concentrations “at a level that would prevent 
dangerous anthropogenic (human induced) interference with the 
climate system” (UNFCCC, 2014a).

• Convention on Biological Diversity – a comprehensive, binding 
agreement focusing on the sustainable use and conservation of 
biodiversity (WWF, 2015b).

The Rio Summit adopted three other important but non-legally binding 
agreements, which called on governments to reframe their approaches to 
development on the basis of sustainability. These are the Rio Declaration 
on Environment and Development, Agenda 21, and Forest Principles (UN, 
1997).

By end-1992, the UNFCCC had been signed by 158 states, and entered 
into force in 1994. One of its first tasks was to create an inventory of GHG 
emissions and removals of industrialized countries. In March 1995, the 
first Conference of the Parties to the Convention (COP) adopted the Berlin 
Mandate. Signatory countries had realized that the emissions reduction target 
set in the Convention was not enough, and so paved way for discussions 
that led to the Kyoto Protocol. (UN Chronicle, 2007) The KP, among other 
things, was supposed to define and enforce stronger climate commitments 
for developed countries and countries in transition. (IBON, 2012a, p. 8).
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B. THE PROMISES OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL

3. What is the Kyoto Protocol?

The Kyoto Protocol (KP), adopted at COP 3 (Kyoto, 1997), is a legal 
instrument that complements and adds to the UNFCCC. Indeed, it is 
considered as a cornerstone that gave some enforcement structure to the 
UNFCCC. KP opened for signature in March 1998 and came into force on 16 
February 2005 (UN Chronicle, 2007). The detailed rules for implementing 
KP, known as the Marrakesh Accords, were adopted at COP 7 (UNFCCC, 
2001). 

The 192 parties to KP (191 states and the European Union) represent 
practically all UN member-states. Only four countries are not part of the 
KP: the United States (which signed but did not ratify the Protocol), Canada 
(which withdrew in 2011), Andorra, and South Sudan.

KP’s aim was to substantially reduce GHG emissions mainly by 
industrialized countries, through major adjustments in production and 
consumption patterns, and enforced through state policies. These measures 
have become better known as “mitigation” commitments. The commitments, 
which are legally binding, oblige 41 countries plus the EU as a whole to 
reduce their GHG emissions to an average of 5.2% below 1990 levels in the 
first commitment period, which started in 2008 and ended in 2012. 

Protocol

The term “protocol” is used for an additional legal instrument that 
complements and adds to a treaty. A protocol may be on any topic relevant 
to the original treaty and is used either to further address something in 
the original treaty, address a new or emerging concern or add a procedure 
for the operation and enforcement of the treaty—such as adding an 
individual complaints procedure. A protocol is “optional” because it is not 
automatically binding on States that have already ratified the original treaty; 
States must independently ratify or accede to a protocol.
Source: http://www.unicef.org/crc/files/Definitions.pdf
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List of Annex I countries

Australia, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Monaco, The Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, 
Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom, and the United States. The 
European Union is included as a Party in its own right.

These targets were derived from what scientists determined were 
required to prevent runaway global average temperature increases of 
more than 2° C by 2100. The IPCC had earlier indicated (in 2001) that if 
GHG emissions are not drastically reduced, global temperature would rise 
gradually through the 21st century. But by 2005, this conservative view 
of gradual climate change had been overturned by new scenarios of more 
abrupt and irreversible climate change even if average global temperature 
increase only exceeds 2° C, and lead to serious and large-scale disruptions in 
human environments and ways of living within a few generations (roughly, 
around 2050) (Harding, 2007). These projections lent KP targets a higher 
level of urgency.

4. What are the key provisions of KP?

a. Division into Annex I/II and non-Annex I countries

Under the KP, parties were categorized into three main groups according 
to different commitments: Annex I countries, non-Annex I countries, and 
Annex II countries.  

Annex I countries (37 developed countries and the EU taken as a whole), 
consist of countries that were Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) members in 1992, plus countries with so-called 
“economies in transition” (EIT) such as Russia and other former Soviet-bloc 
countries. The KP obliged Annex I countries to reduce their GHG emissions 
to levels specified for each of them, and to submit an annual GHG inventory.
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Annex II, a subset of Annex I, consists of countries that are OECD 
members but less the EIT parties. They are required to provide finance to 
help developing countries undertake mitigation and adaptation programs and 
provide technology to developing and EIT countries for the same purpose.

Non-Annex I countries (155 developing countries, including China and 
India) have no such binding obligations as Annex I countries, because they 
were not the main GHG sources prior to the climate treaty. But they too, are 
committed to share the common responsibility of all countries, to monitor, 
reduce, and report their GHG emissions, and may also join selected GHG 
reduction schemes such as the Clean Development Mechanism.

This strict distinction between Annex I and non-Annex I countries 
was made in line with the principle of Common But Differentiated 
Responsibilities and Respective Capabilities (CBDR-RC), agreed upon by 
Member States at the 1992 Rio Earth Summit (UNFCCC, 2014b). (For a 
more detailed discussion of the CBDR-RC principle, read Chapter V)

b. Mitigation targets

Mitigation refers to policies and measures towards reducing GHG 
emissions and also towards enhancing carbon sinks (i.e., natural and artificial 
systems that massively absorb CO

2
 from the air). Examples of mitigation 

measures include reduced use of fossil fuels and gas-guzzling technologies 
towards their eventual phase out and replacement by non-GHG-producing 
and more ecological energy sources and technologies. Examples of carbon 
sinks are forests and wetlands, in addition to oceans.

Under the KP’s first commitment period (CP1) from 2008 to 2012, 
Annex I countries were obliged to achieve clear cut GHG reduction targets 
of 5.2% below 1990 levels. Various countries have agreed to different targets 
to meet this overall objective. (See Figure 12) 

For the US, for example, even though it was not a signatory, KP defined 
that its GHG emissions be 7% below 1990 levels.  For most of the EU, an 
8% reduction below 1990 levels was defined, while Canada and Japan were 
assigned a 6% reduction target each. However, since many countries had 
increased their GHG emission levels in the meantime, meeting their KP 
targets meant around 15% reduction below 2008 emissions.
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Source: http://www.scielo.cl/fbpe/img/ede/v35n1/tb01-02.jpg

Figure 12. Mitigation targets of different countries in the 2008-2012 period
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An Annex I country that fails to meet its CP1 obligations was to be 
penalized by having to commit to deeper emission cuts under the second 
commitment period (CP2). 

c. Adaptation and climate finance

Adaptation, in the context of the UNFCCC, means making the needed 
adjustments in natural or human systems so that they can cope with or be 
resilient to climate change, that is, reduce their vulnerabilities to its impacts. 
A few examples of adaptation measures are: strengthening defenses against 
rising sea levels and flooding, changing farming and livelihood strategies, 
better management of soil and water resources, and many more.

KP also reaffirmed the principle that developed countries (as listed in 
Annex II) are obliged to assume the bulk of the immense cost to support 
(in terms of finance and technology) the adaptation measures and other 
climate-related projects as originally agreed in the UNFCCC. (Adaptation 
and Climate Finance will be discussed in more detail in Chapter IV)

d. Flexibility mechanisms

The KP also included three mechanisms, supposedly to facilitate 
its implementation, but in reality to encourage countries (especially the 
Annex I countries) to fulfill their mitigation targets. The mechanisms are 
International Emissions Trading (IET), Joint Implementation Mechanism 
(JIM), and Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). 

Under the IET, countries may buy and sell GHG emissions “units” and 
“credits”. Those countries that have emissions units to spare – emissions 
permitted them but not “used” – may sell this excess capacity to countries 
that are over their targets. Countries can also earn credits for reducing GHG 
totals by planting or expanding forests (“removal units”) or for carrying 
out JIM or CDM projects, and then either sell these credits or “bank” them 
for future use. The IET thereby creates a carbon market which is expected 
to pressure countries to use energy more efficiently, tap alternative energy 
sources with low or no emissions, and cooperate among each other to 
achieve the global mitigation targets. 

The JIM program allows an industrialized country to pay for its GHG 
emission-reducing projects in other countries, which would then be treated 
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as emission credits that it can apply to its emission target. JI-recipient 
countries are supposed to benefit from foreign investment and advanced 
technology, but will not receive additional credit towards meeting their own 
emissions caps.

Under the CDM, an industrialized country can finance emissions-
reducing or emissions-avoiding projects in developing nations, and would 
then be awarded credits that can be applied to meeting its own emissions 
targets. CDM-recipient countries are supposed to benefit from advanced 
technology that uses energy more efficiently, aside from having foreign 
investments. The CDM schemes appeal to industrialized countries and 
private businesses, because it allows them to finance and profit from “green” 
projects in poor countries where costs are lower.

The essential point that underlies all three mechanisms is that KP 
commitments may be monetized and traded as “commodities” in a global 
carbon market. However, the actual implementation of the IET and behavior 
of this carbon market has led to different results that complicated and 
eventually defeated the very purpose of the KP. (Flexibility Mechanisms 
will be discussed further in Chapter III)

These mechanisms also allowed a convenient escape hatch for Annex 
1 countries and their corporations from actually significantly altering their 
dirty (extractive and polluting) production systems. 

C. THE UNRAVELING OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL

5. What were the defects and handicaps that led to the unraveling of the 
KP?

While the Kyoto Protocol, as it was originally envisioned, could have 
been a major step forward in reducing the factors that drive climate change, 
eventually it unraveled and proved inadequate because it was hobbled by 
major defects and obstacles during its entire existence. There were key 
points of failure at the level of basic premises and at the level of enforcement 
and implementation.
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KP had several outstanding defects:

• The overall GHG reduction target (5.2% below 1990 levels) was a 
meager one, a matter of too little too late, which even if achieved 
would have barely made a dent in global warming.

• Two of the biggest GHG-emitting countries, the US and Canada, 
have kept out of the Protocol and therefore have not been legally 
bound to comply with its target reductions.

• The three mechanisms (IET, JIM and CDM), by providing market-
based ways of complying with emission caps, have served to 
sabotage the essential aim of ensuring that the industrialized 
countries actually reduce their domestic GHG emissions instead of 
paying their way out.

In addition, other obstacles external to the KP but prevalent in 
international processes and national affairs have hindered its full-scale 
enforcement. For example, many TNCs and some oil-producing States 
function as very powerful and aggressive lobbies to protect the dominance 
of fossil fuels as the global energy source. There was also the prevailing 
reluctance among many governments and economies to make the crucial 
leap to renewable energy sources, many of which remained untested or with 
unproven viability or profitability at large scales (The Sustainable Scale 
Project, 2003).

6. Why is the overall GHG reduction target of 5.2% too meager and too 
late?

The target of reducing GHG emissions to 5.2% below 1990 levels by 
2012 was too meager because it was unlikely to stabilize current atmospheric 
CO

2
 levels, which required much deeper and drastic cuts. As early as 1990, 

in fact, the IPCC had already stated that a deep cut of 60-80% in GHG 
emissions was needed just to slow the process of climate change to a rate 
that would allow ecosystems and human systems to adapt. 

The KP had been in fact extensively criticized for its low mitigation 
ambition, which fell far short of the 15% emissions reduction by 2010 and 
further 20% reduction by 2020 sought by many developing countries. Had 
all the targets set by KP been achieved by 2012, they would have merely 
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postponed by 10 years the drastic rise of atmospheric CO
2
—and this is 

according to the most optimistic estimates (Gang, 2007).

While the KP targets were defined in 1997 and had a baseline of 1990, 
it came into force only in 2005. By that time, GHG emissions had already 
risen substantially. Global emissions soared by nearly 40% from 1990 to 
2009, according to the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency 
(The Guardian, 2011). Basically, this meant that KP was merely catching 
up with a fast-accumulating backlog and, at that rate, was basically fighting 
a losing battle.

This also made the emissions cuts pledged by individual countries 
more difficult to achieve, except for some that voluntarily started reducing 
their emissions even before KP went into effect. Other countries faced 
greater difficulties in reaching their targets. In addition, KP was not able to 
effectively address the runaway GHG emissions in certain large non-Annex 
I countries with fast-growing economies, such as China and India, which 
did not sign the treaty but have started to contribute big chunks to the annual 
rise in atmospheric CO

2
.

In this sense, even a most successful KP barely represented any progress 
at all, and did not result in stabilizing global GHG concentrations.

7. How did the US and other big industrialized countries undermine the 
KP?

The United States was a signatory to the KP but did not ratify it, while 
Canada (which signed and ratified the treaty) withdrew in 2011. During the 
negotiations, industrialized countries led by the US and encouraged by its 
intransigence also insisted on low GHG-cut targets under KP. 

The two biggest reasons raised by developed countries for their foot-
dragging on KP’s mitigation targets were that: (1) deep cuts in the use of 
fossil fuels that generated the bulk of GHG emissions would seriously harm 
their economies; and (2) different yardsticks applied to developing countries 
was “unfair”. 

In an effort to keep the KP alive, a number of developing countries 
bent back on their demands and allowed the original targets to be relaxed. 
At the behest of the US and other industrialized countries, three so-called 
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“flexibility mechanisms” (IET, JIM, CDM) were implemented. These 
allowed the industrialized countries to escape real GHG emissions cuts by 
using their financial clout in the carbon markets and by transferring their 
GHG-emitting and polluting industries to poor developed countries.

Thus, together with giant TNCs that were among the most dependent on 
fossil-fuel resources and technologies, the highly industrialized countries 
conspired to undermine and dilute the KP, distort its original intent, and 
set it up for eventual failure. The same intransigence resulted in the Doha 
Amendment failing to come into effect, thus allowing the KP to expire by 
end-2012.

8. Nevertheless, were KP’s reduction targets for the 2008-2012 period 
achieved? 

United Nations (UN) statistics indicate that, yes, collectively, the Annex 
I countries that bound themselves to the Protocol were able to meet their 
collective 5.2% target—the equivalent of 24% reduction of GHG emissions 
between the base year (generally 1990) and the 2008-2012 period. However, 
looking more closely at per-country emission cuts, even that low level of 
achievement was attained in a spotty manner.

Among the 36 countries that fully participated in the CP1, 21 countries 
including the EU were able to meet or even exceed their targets, but many of 
them were not top emitters. The combined emissions of Latvia, Lithuania, 
Romania and Ukraine, for example, account for only about 1% of the global 
total of GHG emissions, and so their KP success barely made a dent (Gelis, 
2015).

There were only eight Annex I countries that failed to reach their KP 
target cuts in the 2008-2012 period (Morel and Shihslov, 2014). Many 
of these, however, were among the top-ranked emitters, such as Canada, 
Australia, New Zealand, Greece, and Italy. 

At the top of this list of countries is the US, which did not ratify KP 
and was therefore not bound to pledge any emissions cuts. Yet, rather than 
effectively implement its own voluntary cuts, the US even hiked up its 
emissions by practically 4.7% from year to year, from 1,650 million MT of 
CO

2
 eq. in 1990 to 6,526.6 million MT in 2012 (US EPA, 2014b). 



37

Another example is Canada, which signed the KP in 1997 and ratified it 
in 2002, with an initial emissions cut target at 6% lower than its 1990 level. 
As it turned out, by 2011, Canada’s GHG emissions ended up being more 
than 20% above 1990 levels, triggering its decision to withdraw from the 
Protocol to save itself from massive penalties. 

Finally, and alarmingly, KP could not do anything to prevent the two 
biggest current GHG emitters of all—the US and China—from spewing 
out even more huge amounts of GHG to negate all the cuts made by other 
countries in the 2008-2012 period (The Guardian, 2011).

D. CURRENT STATUS OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL

9. What is the current status of the KP?

The KP entered into force in 2005 and ran through a first commitment 
period from 2008 up to 2012, after which it was to expire. At COP18 (Doha, 
2012), member-states agreed to extend the life of the KP through the Doha 
Amendment, which defined a so-called second commitment period that 
would run from 2013 until 2020. 

Under the Doha Amendment, Annex I countries were to collectively 
reduce their GHG emissions to at least 18% below 1990 levels. Also, they 
should have reviewed their CP2 targets by 2014, at the latest, to raise the 
ambition of their reduction commitments to reach at least 25%-40% below 
1990 levels by 2020.

However, as of 7 August 2015, only 40 parties had ratified the Doha 
Amendment. It is therefore not yet effective, since a total of 144 signatories 
are needed for the amendment to enter into force (UNFCCC, 2014c). Thus, 
the KP has basically remained dormant after CP1 expired by end-2012.

On the other hand, at COP17 (Durban, 2011), member-states also 
agreed to create a new, comprehensive, and legally binding climate treaty 
by 2015, which would come into effect in 2020, and also to increase pre-
2020 mitigation action by all countries to sufficient levels. This has created 
the impetus for a new process towards an agreement for a new protocol in 
COP21, to be held in Paris in end-2015.
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Is this the place to say that with a dormant, if not dead KP, and a new 
climate agreement to take effect in 2020, the world now has not only 
commitment and ambition gaps, but a serious deficit in political will to stave 
this planetary emergency?

10. What is the place of KP in history?

In many respects, the Kyoto Protocol will go down in history as a failure. 
The very act of restarting the process towards a new protocol by COP21 is 
already an official, if implicit recognition by all countries that the KP has 
failed to deliver on the ultimate UNFCCC objectives.

On the other hand, KP can also be seen as an important first step in 
global climate action, a testing ground for climate mechanisms (if only to 
measure emissions and keep track of emissions pledges), and an experience 
rich in lessons on how cooperation among nations in climate action can be 
achieved. 

The question now is whether the countries, governments, and other 
stakeholders throughout the world have learned the lessons of the Kyoto 
Protocol, and whether the people of all countries can mobilize enough 
political will to influence the new protocol that is taking shape—or will this 
new protocol be merely a rehash that will allow the ever-growing threats 
and impacts of climate change to devastate the world.
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C H A P T E R  I I I

FALSE CLIMATE SOLUTIONS

In lieu of the premises and principles that drove Kyoto Protocol, Northern 
states and transnational corporations have been offering a broad range of 
false climate solutions. These so-called “solutions” promise to solve or 
greatly assuage the climate crisis (and the crises in food and energy too) 
basically by relying on market-based mechanisms, technology-obsessed 
fixes, and financial schemes based on the profit motive. 

By all indications, these have not succeeded. At the same time, these have 
only distracted governments and resources from directly confronting the 
fundamental cause of climate change, which is the predominant production 
and economic system that survives by relentlessly belching out increasing 
quantities of anthropogenic GHG emissions.

A. CARBON TRADING AND REDD

1. What are the so-called ‘flexible mechanisms’ under the Kyoto Protocol?

The Kyoto Protocol was amended to permit countries, especially the 
industrialized countries, to use three mechanisms to earn points, which 
were then counted as contributing to their GHG emission reduction 
commitments. These were the International Emissions Trading (IET), Joint 
Implementation Mechanism (JIM), and Clean Development Mechanism 
(CDM). These three market-based mechanisms have greatly watered down 
the Kyoto Protocol.
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International Emissions Trading (IET) or carbon market. The KP 
allowed countries to buy and sell GHG emissions “units” and “credits” 
among themselves. A highly industrialized country that emitted GHGs way 
beyond its targeted limit, for example, could buy from another country that 
had emissions units to spare. IET is also called carbon market, because 
GHG emissions units and credits are measured in CO

2
 equivalents.

Joint Implementation Mechanism (JIM). This program allowed highly 
industrialized countries to meet part of their required GHG emissions cuts, 
not by directly buying carbon units from other countries, but by paying for 
emissions-reducing projects in the so-called “transition economies”.

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). This program provides 
for industrialized countries to finance emissions-reducing or emissions-
avoiding projects in developing countries, again to earn “certified emission 
reduction” (CER) credits towards meeting their own emissions targets. 

JIM and CDM are also called “carbon-offsetting” mechanisms, and 
operate on the same market-driven premises as the main carbon market. 
Offset projects in the global South are commonly in the form of forestry 
projects, energy efficiency and renewable energy, large dams, and solar 
electrification programs (Earth Peoples, 2014). 

2. Why have these market-based mechanisms failed to reduce GHG 
emissions as a whole?

Basically, these mechanisms created and drove the market in carbon 
credits. This carbon market allowed Annex I countries and corporations 
unable or unwilling to meet real cuts in their own GHG emissions to “buy” 
real GHG emissions cuts and trade these among themselves. 

In effect, the system privatized the air to the benefit of the wealthiest 
countries and TNCs and turned it into a commodity so that the biggest GHG 
polluters could buy their way out of their real GHG emissions obligations 
and delay decisive action towards long-term climate solutions (Rising Tide 
North America and Carbon Trade Watch, 2010).

CDM projects in the global South have been criticized as environmentally 
and socially unjust. Many such projects, especially dams and biofuel 
plantations, have caused the destruction of biodiversity, flooded ecosystems 
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and deforestation. They have led to the displacement and repression of 
indigenous peoples (IPs), violating their rights to land, territory, and cultural 
identity (Earth People, 2014).

One of the growing CDM projects found in developing countries is 
the Montalban Landfill Methane Recovery and Power Generation Project 
located in the Philippines. This project claims to reduce GHG emissions by 
around 5.9 MTs of CO

2
 in ten years by means of capturing and converting 

methane from trash into electricity. Aside from the electricity that the project 
creates, it can also generate CER credits for the Carbon Capital Markets – a 
London-based carbon trading investment and brokerage firm that is funding 
the project – in return for their investment to the project. Carbon Capital 
Markets have the choice to use or re-sell their credits to companies who 
want to reduce their emission caps (Agricultural Transition, 2012).

Another controversial CDM project is the Barro Blanco Hydroelectric 
Power Plant Project in Panama. The project is located across the Tabasara 
River, which is near the territory of the Ngöbe–Buglé indigenous community. 
If completed, the project could earn saleable credit for emission reductions 
of global industrial corporations at the expense of the possible displacement 
and flooding of the Ngöbe–Buglé territory (Garside, 2015).

3. What is REDD+ and why is it being criticized by various sectors?

Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD) 
is a program to reduce atmospheric CO

2
 by offering incentives to developing 

countries to conserve forests, which serve as natural carbon sinks. Because 
of the limited scope of the original REDD, it was expanded into REDD+ 
to further increase forest cover through conservation, sustainable forest 
management, and enhancement of forest carbon stock (UN-REDD, 2009).

Since much of forested areas in the global South belong to indigenous 
people’s (IP) communities, REDD mainly targets to provide financial 
incentives to them and other forest-dependent communities (Rising Tide 
North America and Carbon Trade Watch, 2010).

While the upfront objective of REDD+ is commendable, its underlying 
mechanism is a form of carbon offset, which again allows industrialized 
countries and TNCs to avoid reducing their own GHG emissions by 
financing GHG-absorption projects in the global South. Put simply, the 
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scheme is analogous to a factory dumping garbage into a river, and then 
funds communities along the river to undertake cleanup campaigns instead 
of improving its own in-house waste treatment process.

REDD+ distorts the fundamental environmental impetus for conserving 
forests and planting trees by framing the process into a financial and market 
mechanism. It has thus become a source of profit for corrupt bureaucrats, local 
authorities, and agro-forestry companies in developing countries. REDD 
funding has gone into monoculture tree plantations, including genetically 
modified trees, which destroy original forests and their biodiversity (Earth 
Peoples, 2014). 

REDD’s definition of forests is also questionable, because it allows 
rainforests to be converted into monoculture plantations as long as the 
plantation falls under REDD’s definition of forests. For example, oil palm 
plantations in Southeast Asia are considered as forests under REDD’s current 
definition. Hectares of rainforests are being converted into plantations 
despite significant amounts of GHG released in the conversion process and 
the loss of biodiversity (Hance, 2009).

With forests now liable to be financialized under REDD+, IPs and other 
rural communities have become more susceptible to landgrabs, becoming 
rent-paying tenants in their own land or forced to leave their own ancestral 
lands and traditional sources of livelihood (Rising Tide North America and 
Carbon Trade Watch, 2010).

B. ‘CLIMATE -SMART’ AGRICULTURE

4. What is “climate-smart” agriculture?

In recent years, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO) and the World Bank have been pushing for “climate-smart 
agriculture” (CSA) ostensibly for all forms of agriculture—farms, crops, 
livestock, aquaculture, and fisheries—to adapt to the aggravating effects of 
climate change (Nasowitz, 2014). 

CSA features practical agriculture techniques (e.g. mulching, 
intercropping systems, conservation agriculture, crop rotation, integrated 
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The case of IP displacement in Kenya

Many REDD+ initiatives all over the world face strong opposition. 
One such case is Kenya’s Embobut Forest. The project was designed by 
the Kenyan government and the World Bank, and has led to a series of 
displacements of Sengwer people, the indigenous people occupying the 
area and who have traditional land rights. The Sengwer consider their 
eviction as illegitimate, while the Kenyan government sees it as a necessary 
and well-justified step towards conservation and global climate initiatives. 

The Sengwer accuse Kenya’s government and other REDD+ promoters 
of using indigenous forestlands for agricultural expansion and profit-making 
purposes, and of using the twin problems of poverty and population growth 
as major threats to national forests. Population growth and lack of access to 
biomass energy substitutes generates major friction in rural zones. Poverty 
forces people to rely more on natural resources to cover their basic needs 
and derive some income. This leads to more pressure on Kenyan forests. In 
addition, Embobut’s forest population swelled further due to landslides and 
people fleeing cities after Kenya’s 2007-2008 disturbances. These Internally 
Displaced Persons (IDPs), just like the Sengwer, are seen as squatters, and 
a series of evictions were carried out to safeguard urban water supplies and 
to protect the forest.

In opposing REDD+ projects, IPs and their NGO supporters insist that 
this project illegally ejects traditional occupants from their lands in the 
false name of “climate action” but with the real aim of financial profit. The 
Kenyan government, in supporting the REDD+ projects, has led in evicting 
the Sengwer, targeting individuals for persecution, and burning down 
houses.
Source: Bartolome, Ivanka Puigdueta. 2014. Environmental Disconnect Between Global and Local Actors: The 
Case of REDD+ and Embobut Forest. Research on Security and Transnational Governance. Accessed 22 May 2015. 
http://resetweb.org/environmental-disconnect-between-global-and-local-actors-the-case-of-redd-and-embobut-
forest/
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crop-livestock management, agroforestry) and innovative practices such as 
better weather forecasting, resilient food crops, and risk insurance. (World 
Bank, 2014)

CSA expects to strengthen food security by increasing agriculture’s 
productivity, reducing GHG emissions, increasing carbon sequestration, and 
strengthening farmers’ resilience to climate change. It supposedly offers a 
“triple-win” solution for farmers by helping them to (1) adapt to climate 
change, (2) increase yields, and (3) mitigate climate change by reducing 
emissions (TWN, 2014a). 

CSA has been fully supported by the newly launched Global Alliance 
for Climate-Smart Agriculture, which includes 20 governments and 30 
organizations and corporations, including McDonald’s and Kellogg’s. 
On the other hand, it has met serious concern and criticism by a growing 
number of civil society organizations (CSOs) and grassroots organizations 
representing food-producing sectors.

5. Why has CSA been criticized by many sectors?

Farmers’ organizations and food sovereignty advocate groups are 
criticizing “climate-smart” agriculture as a false climate solution. In 
September 2014, a coalition of 107 CSOs issued a statement criticizing 
CSA as a “deceptive and deeply contradictory initiative.” The criticisms 
revolve around three points:

Extension of carbon trading. Most CSA projects are funded from 
carbon trading and offsetting, which have already been roundly criticized 
because of their “emissions-cuts loophole” nature and their negative impacts 
particularly among IPs and other rural communities (Asian Farmers, 2014).

No environmental and social criteria. The CSA framework does not 
have any criteria or definition on what can or cannot be considered as 
“climate-smart agriculture.” Industrial approaches that can increase GHG 
emissions and farmers’ vulnerability by driving deforestation, use of 
genetically modified (GM) seeds and synthetic fertilizers, and intensifying 
industrial livestock production are accepted in the “climate-smart” label 
(TWN, 2014b).
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Promotion of agribusiness. The involvement of corporate giants in the 
CSA opens the door for more aggressive promotion of agribusiness and 
industrial agriculture, which undermine food sovereignty, rather than real 
climate solutions that are rooted among and mostly benefit the billions. 
For example, Yara (the world’s largest fertilizer manufacturer), Syngenta 
(GM seeds), McDonald’s, and Walmart are all at the “climate-smart” table 
(TWN, 2014b).

Industrial agriculture, even if it wears a “climate-smart” mask, 
is one of the key drivers of climate change because of its promotion of 
synthetic fertilizers, pesticides, monoculture, heavy agriculture machinery, 
deforestation, and other practices that generate significant GHG emissions. 
Industrial agriculture is fossil fuel-based and energy intensive compared to 
small-scale agroecological farms, which use GHG-producing agrochemicals 
minimally, if at all, and which are better at capturing atmospheric CO

2
 due 

to its inexpensive agroecological management practices (e.g. composting, 
water harvesting, cover cropping, etc.) (Zinn, 2015).

C. GREENWASHING DIRTY ENERGY

Old, dirty, and discredited sources of energy are being aggressively 
pushed because they supposedly emit less or no GHGs, and are even being 
repackaged as new, clean, and promising sources. These include big dams, 
nuclear power, biofuels, and even more fossil fuels “redesigned” to “burn 
more cleanly and efficiently”. In short, dirty energy is being green washed 
as yet another false climate solution.

6. Why is nuclear power not a solution?

Nuclear energy is presented as a “clean” substitute for fossil fuel energy 
because it does not directly emit substantial amounts of GHG. Most developed 
countries promote this kind of energy because it is one of the cheapest, most 
efficient and carbon-friendly means of generating electricity. Big capitalist 
powers like the US, Russia, Germany, and Japan have made nuclear power 
a lucrative business by licensing their technology for developing countries 
searching for new energy sources (Jacobs, 2014). (Table 2 shows the 
unrelenting expansion of nuclear power plants worldwide.)
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Despite the huge potential of nuclear energy as a power source, however, 
there are painful trade-offs. The production of uranium fuel, the construction 
and operation of nuclear power plants, and the disposal of nuclear wastes 
involve large-scale processes that still consume immense energy and 
produce substantial GHG emissions, apart from the well-proven hazards of 
nuclear meltdowns, leaks, and other accidents (IBON, 2010, p. 27).

Table 2. Nuclear reactors around the world

Country Reactors 
operable

Reactors 
under 

construction

Reactors 
planned

Reactors 
proposed

US 99 5 5 17
France 58 1 1 1
Japan 48 3 9 3
Russia 34 9 31 18
South Korea 23 5 8 0
China 22 27 64 123
India 21 6 22 35
Canada 19 0 2 3
UK 16 0 4 7
Ukraine 15 0 2 11
World Total: 437 70 183 311
Source: Anderson, Richard. 2015. Nuclear power: Energy for the future or relic of the past? BBC News. Accessed 22 May 
2015. http://www.bbc.com/news/business-30919045

Apart from such indirect contributions of nuclear energy to GHG 
emissions, most criticisms remain valid about the well-documented 
environmental, health and safety hazards of nuclear power and nuclear 
waste. Countries and peoples of the world should not be made to choose 
between the evils of climate change impacts and those of nuclear meltdowns 
and wastes (Earth Peoples, 2014).
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7. Why are mega-dams not a solution?

Big hydroelectric dams (mega-dams) are being reconsidered as a “clean” 
energy alternative because they don’t burn fossil fuel and thus supposedly 
do not produce GHGs. However, they are in fact sources of GHG due to the 
decomposing trees, vegetation and other flooded organic materials inside 
and around the dam reservoir (Rising Tide North America and Carbon 
Trade Watch, 2010).

Apart from mega-dams’ contribution to GHG emissions, again, most 
previous criticisms against their negative ecological impacts remain valid. 
These include flooding, death of biodiversity, deforestation, displacement 
of entire IP and other rural communities, and destruction of their livelihoods 
(IBON, 2010, p. 28).  

The case of mega-dam displacements

Sardar Sarovar

The Sardar Sarovar Dam on India’s Narmada River has displaced more 
than 250,000 mainly indigenous people. The World Bank had to withdraw 
from the project in 1994 after an independent review found systematic 
violations of its social and environmental policies. After this humiliating 
experience, the bank stayed out of mega-dams for more than a decade.

Three Gorges

China’s Three Gorges Dam is the world’s largest hydropower project and 
was completed in 2008. It generates as much power as eight large nuclear 
power plants, but displaced more than 1.2 million people, and ravaged the 
ecosystem of the Yangtze River. The Chinese government has acknowledged 
the problems of the project, but continues to export its technology overseas.

Merowe

In 2003, the Chinese government decided to fund the Merowe Dam 
in Sudan as its first big overseas hydropower project. The dam displaced 
more than 50,000 people and caused serious human rights violations. 
Chinese banks and companies are by now involved in some 330 dams in 74 
countries, leading an unprecedented global dam building boom.
Source: Bosshard, Peter. 2015. 12 dams that changed the world. The Guardian website. Accessed 22 May 2015. 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/blog/2015/jan/12/12-dams-that-changed-the-world-hoover-sardar-
sarovar-three-gorges
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It must be noted, however, that smaller-scale (micro and mini) 
hydroelectric or multi-purpose dams can be designed and deployed in such 
a way as to minimize their ecological impacts and maximize their benefits to 
the communities they serve, and to the wider public and economy especially 
if they support national power grids.

8. Why are agrofuels not a solution?

Agrofuels or biofuels are “liquid fuels manufactured from plants 
grown in large-scale monoculture plantations.” The most common types of 
agrofuel are ethanol (manufactured from sugarcane and corn) and biodiesel 
(manufactured from rapeseed, palm, soybean and jatropha). 

Agrofuels are blended with conventional gasoline for running 
automobiles and similar machinery. Because of this fairly easy hybridization 
of agrofuel and fossil fuel technologies and the “clean and green” tag, the 
demand for agrofuels has increased in the global North, mainly in the EU 
and US. 

There are three big problems with biofuels. First, they promote 
monoculture plantations, which have been widely criticized for undermining 
food production, forest cover, and biodiversity, and for being associated 
with slavery and other human rights abuses, especially of IPs and other local 
communities. Second, they allow fossil fuel technologies “a new lease on 
life,” and a good excuse to postpone the transition to cleaner and non-GHG-
emitting alternatives, such as electric cars.  Third, biofuels are produced 
through industrial agriculture methods, which emit substantial GHGs due 
to extensive use of fossil fuels and agro-chemical. And lastly, biofuels when 
they burn also release similar amounts of GHG as fossil fuels; this is only 
offset because biofuel plantations act as carbon sinks (IBON, 2010, pp. 29-
30).
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D. GEO-ENGINEERING AND OTHER HIGH-TECH SCHEMES

9. What is geo-engineering and why is it being offered as a climate 
solution?

Geo-engineering is the “intentional, large-scale human intervention in 
the environment to counteract global warming and climate change” (IBON, 
2010, pp. 31-32). The basic approach of geo-engineering is to employ high 
levels of technology at large scales (in some cases at the global scale) to 
drastically intervene in atmospheric processes, with the aim of controlling 
a major factor that drives climate change. The key feature of such schemes 
is their being high-tech and large-scale, emphasizing the supposed power of 
technology to fix the ailing biosphere.

Most geo-engineering technologies fall under either of two categories: 

First, Solar Radiation Management (SRM), which focuses on 
reducing radiation absorbed by the Earth by shielding the planet from 
sunlight through chemical and mechanical means (IBON, 2010, p. 31).

Second, Carbon Dioxide Removal (CDR), which seeks to capture or 
remove CO

2
 from the atmosphere in massive amounts through the use of 

The case of Planktos Science

“Save the world and make a little cash on the side.” That’s the motto 
of Russ George, the entrepreneur behind Planktos Inc. who believes that 
adding iron sulphate to the oceans will stimulate plankton blooms and so 
absorb enough atmospheric CO2 to offset GHG emissions from fossil fuels.

Financed by a Canadian investor, Planktos set out on a fishing boat to 
massively iron-fertilize the Pacific Ocean, hoping to profit by selling carbon 
offsets to whoever wanted them. George believed that ocean fertilization 
could become a $100 billion enterprise. 

Eventually, the London Convention, which regulates ocean dumping, 
and the Convention on Biological Diversity both passed resolutions banning 
iron fertilisation experiments except under restrictive conditions.
Source: Hamilton, Clive. 2015. Geongineering is no place for corporate profit making. Accessed 25 May 2015. 
http://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2015/feb/17/geoengineering-is-no-place-for-corporate-profit-
making
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large-scale mechanical devices, or the high-tech manipulation of natural 
carbon sinks in order to increase their CO

2
 absorption (IBON, 2010, p. 31).

(For examples of geo-engineering technologies under the two categories, 
see Tables 3 and 4.)

10. Why are SRM schemes not a solution?

SRM interventions have been widely criticized as ‘non-solutions’ 
to climate change because they do not address the direct cause, namely, 
high levels of human-generated atmospheric GHGs. SRM only focuses on 
reflecting back the sun’s heat by deploying high-tech devices at very large 
or global scales. 

Such technologies require long-term investment, which only highly 
industrialized states and TNCs can afford. They are also subject to the 
precautionary principle, and require long-term tests and global governance 
challenges. Even if they do work, sudden removal or malfunctioning could 
lead to unprecedented hazards, including rapid and extreme temperature 
fluctuations, which will then require more high-tech and large-scale 
interventions (IBON, 2010, p. 31 ).

11. Why are CDR schemes not a solution?

Most CDR schemes modify (“geo-engineer”) complex terrestrial and 
oceanic ecosystems, usually using high technology at large scales—not 
by reducing GHG emissions by industry and other human activities, but 
by sucking these emissions back to carbon sinks. Indeed, these may result 
in major reductions of atmospheric GHG. However, these have also been 
widely criticized as false solutions to global warming because, with some 
exemptions, most of these avoid reducing GHG emissions at point of source, 
which are dispersed throughout the planet. Most of these are designed to 
operate at high-tech levels and in very large scales, like SRM, possibly with 
yet-unknown or unpredictable side effects and potential points of failure. 
Entire ecosystems and communities stand to be greatly affected by CDR 
failures (IBON, 2010, p. 31).

Carbon capture and storage (CCS). There are more viable mitigation 
schemes under the carbon capture and storage (CCS) approach, which 
aims to capture GHG emissions at point of source—coal-run or oil-run 



Table 3. Solar Radiation M
anagem

ent schem
es

G
eoengineering technology

D
escription

Countries of Key 
Researcher/A

dvocate

Aerosolized sulfates in the 
stratosphere

Pum
ping aerosolized sulfates into the stratosphere to block 

sunlight, thereby low
ering the Earth’s tem

perature. This has no 
effect to low

er the level of GHGs in the atm
osphere.

Germ
any, Russia, USA

Space shades

Trillions of sm
all, free-flying spacecrafts w

ould be launched a 
m

illion m
iles above the Earth to form

 a cylindrical “cloud” 60,000 
m

iles long, aligned w
ith the orbit of the sun, w

hich should divert 
about 10%

 of sunlight aw
ay from

 the planet.

USA

Cloud w
hitening

Spraying seaw
ater into clouds to increase their condensation 

nuclei; the clouds w
ill be “w

hiter” and w
ill reflect m

ore of the 
sunlight aw

ay from
 the Earth.

UK

Desert covering
Covering large expanses of deserts w

ith reflective sheets to 
reflect sunlight aw

ay from
 the Earth.

USA

Arctic ice covering
Covering snow

pack or glaciers in the Arctic w
ith insulating 

m
aterial or a nano-film

 to reflect sunlight and prevent m
elting.

USA

W
hite roofs and pavem

ents
Painting roofs and road surfaces w

hite to reflect sunlight (low
-

tech geoengineering).
USA

“Clim
ate ready” crops

Includes technologies to increase albedo (reflectivity) and to 
m

ake plants and trees drought, heat or saline resistant.
UK

Space m
irrors

Putting a superfine reflective m
esh of alum

inum
 threads 

betw
een the Earth and the sun.

USA

Source: Diana Bronson, Pat M
ooney, and Kathy Jo W

etter. 2009. Retooling the Planet? Clim
ate Chaos in the Geoengineering Age. Sw

edish Society for N
ature Conservation, Accessed 25 M

ay 2015. 
http://w

w
w

.etcgroup.org/sites/w
w

w
.etcgroup.org/files/publication/pdf_file/Retooling%

20the%
20Planet%

201.2.pdf



Table 4. Carbon D
ioxide Rem

oval schem
es

G
eoengineering 
technology

D
escription

Countries of Key 
Researcher/A

dvocate
Ocean fertilization 
w

ith iron or nitrogen
Adding nutrients to ocean w

ater to stim
ulate the grow

th of CO
2 -absorbing 

phytoplankton to prom
ote carbon ocean sequestration of CO

2 .
Australia, India, USA

Carbon capture and 
sequestration

Diverse technologies that use biological, chem
ical or physical processes to 

bury carbon in geological form
ations such as depleted petroleum

 reserves, 
coal beds or deep seabed (CO

2  lakes).
Canada

Biochar
Burning biom

ass through pyrolisis (in low
 oxygen environm

ents so carbon 
is not released) and burying the concentrated carbon in the soil.

N
ew

 Zealand, UK, 
USA

Carbon sucking 
m

achines or 
synthetic trees

Extracting CO
2  from

 the air by using liquid sodium
 hydroxide, w

hich is 
converted to sodium

 carbonate, then extracting the CO
2  in solid form

 to be 
buried.

Canada, UK, USA

Ocean upw
elling 

or dow
n-w

elling 
enhancem

ent

Using pipes to bring up nitrogen or phosphorus enriched seaw
ater to the 

surface to cool surface w
aters and enhance ocean sequestration of CO

2 .
UK

Adding carbonate to 
the ocean

Increasing alkalinity to prom
ote ocean sequestration of CO

2 .
Australia, UK

“Enhanced 
W

eathering”
Controlling levels of atm

ospheric CO
2  by spreading fine-pow

dered olivine 
(m

agnesium
 iron silicate) on farm

land and forestland.
N

etherlands

Large scale land-
use change/
rainw

ater harvesting

Engineering large-scale changes in w
ater m

ovem
ents in order to provoke 

cloud form
ation to reflect sunlight.

UK

“Crop Residue 
Ocean Perm

anent 
Sequestration”

Storing carbon by dum
ping tree logs into seaw

ater.
USA

Genetically 
engineered 
algae and m

arine 
m

icrobes

Engineering com
m

unities of synthetic m
icrobes and algae to sequester 

higher levels of carbon dioxide, either for altering ocean com
m

unities or 
for use in closed ponds

USA

Source: Diana Bronson, Pat M
ooney, and Kathy Jo W

etter. 2009. Retooling the Planet? Clim
ate Chaos in the Geoengineering Age. Sw

edish Society for N
ature Conservation, Accessed 25 M

ay 2015. 
http://w

w
w

.etcgroup.org/sites/w
w

w
.etcgroup.org/files/publication/pdf_file/Retooling%

20the%
20Planet%

201.2.pdf



Table 5. W
eather m

odification m
echanism

s
W

eather m
odification 

m
echanism

D
escription

Cloud seeding

Converting the supercooled droplets of liquid w
ater in a cloud to ice crystals. 

Supercooled w
ater rem

ains in a liquid state even below
 the freezing point. The 

substances m
ost com

m
only used to transform

 w
ater droplets to ice crystals are dry 

ice (solid carbon dioxide) and silver iodide.

Fog and cloud dispersal
The use of dry ice as a seeding agent can cause w

ater droplets in fog to condense 
on ice crystals, after w

hich they precipitate out of the air. In the process, fog banks 
and clouds m

ay disappear.

Hail suppression
The atm

osphere is flooded w
ith nuclei on w

hich m
oisture can condense and freeze. 

The m
ore nuclei present, the argum

ent goes, the less likely large pieces of ice (hail) 
are to form

.

Lightning suppression
Seed thunderheads w

ith very sm
all alum

inum
 fibers in an attem

pt to dissipate 
electrical charges in a cloud.

Hurricane m
odification

The use of cloud seeding techniques to dissipate the energy stored in a hurricane. 
Proposals have been m

ade for the seeding of both the hurricane center (its eye) and 
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inds that surround it.

Frost prevention
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Overview of current CCS projects

Globally, there are 14 large-scale CCS projects in operation; eight more 
are under construction. The 22 projects represent a doubling since the start 
of this decade, with total CO2 capture capacity of around 40 million tons per 
annum (Mtpa).

Another 14 large-scale CCS projects are at the most advanced stage of 
development planning, with a total CO2 capture capacity of around 20 Mtpa.  
A further 19 large-scale CCS projects are in earlier stages of development 
planning, with a total CO2 capture capacity of around Mtpa.

Large-scale CCS projects in the power sector include:

• The world’s first large-scale power sector CCS project – the 
Boundary Dam Integrated Carbon Capture and Sequestration 
Demonstration Project in Canada (CO2 capture capacity of 1 Mtpa) – 
operational by October 2014

• Start of commissioning activities on a new-build 582 megawatt 
(MW) power plant in Mississippi (CO2 capture capacity of 3 Mtpa) 
and expected to start operating in the first half of 2016

• Petra Nova Carbon Capture Project at the W.A. Parish power plant 
near Houston, Texas (CO2 capture capacity of 1.4 Mtpa) under 
construction, with CO2 capture to start by end-2016.

Outside the power sector:

• Uthmaniyah CO2-EOR Demonstration Project in Saudi Arabia was 
launched in July 2015. The project’s CO2 capture capacity is at 0.8 
Mtpa from the Hayiwah NGL (natural gas liquids) Recovery Plant.

• The world’s first iron and steel project to apply CCS at large scale 
started construction in the United Arab Emirates in the latter part of 
2013. The Abu Dhabi CCS Project (CO2 capture capacity of 0.8 Mtpa) 
involves CO2 capture from the direct reduced iron process used at 
the Emirates Steel plant in Abu Dhabi.

Source: Global CCS Institute. N.d. Large Scale CCS Projects. Accessed 23 May 2015. https://www.
globalccsinstitute.com/projects/large-scale-ccs-projects
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power plants, for example—and bury these into safe underground sites 
for long-term storage. Although these don’t necessarily fall under the geo-
engineering category, most projects as of now are likewise large-scale, 
which only big corporations and states can afford to finance. Unresolved 
safety concerns remain about storage, including the possibility of leakage 
induced by earthquakes or other points of failure (IBON, 2010, pp. 26-27). 

Developed countries—including the US, China, and 27 EU countries – 
have placed significant number of resources to develop CCS technologies 
(Forbes and Ziegler, 2010). CCS is also promoted by the UNFCCC as a 
CDM project activity that can be used by industrial countries as a carbon 
offset mechanism.

12. Why is geo-engineered weather modification dangerous?

Weather modification is also a geo-engineering response to climate 
change that “addresses neither the causes nor the mechanism of climate 
change itself but only seeks to alter its outcomes.” Weather-modifying 
technologies are employed to sidestep or compensate for the impacts of 
climate change. The drawbacks are that such technologies create agronomic 
and geopolitical impacts that may benefit some areas and cause harm to 
other areas. Weather modification can also be used as a military weapon, 
such as the cloud seeding done by the US during the Vietnam War (Bronson, 
Mooney and Wetter, 2009). 

13. Why must we be wary of other climate solutions offered by biotech 
and nanotech?

Nanotechnology. Nanotechnology is the high-tech manipulation of 
materials at the molecular or atomic level, to produce useful products or 
to facilitate processes otherwise impossible or too expensive to achieve. 
Seemingly the opposite of most geo-engineering technologies, nanotech 
applications are usually employed at very small scales. As of now, nanotech 
research and applications require huge finances. There are efforts to employ 
nanotech in producing solar cells and batteries, in water purification, and 
other climate-related interventions (Earth Peoples, 2014).

GMOs. Biotechnology is capable of producing genetically modified 
organisms (GMOs) designed to easily adapt to the changing climate or to 
serve as carbon sinks. These include GM crops said to be resilient to extreme 
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environmental conditions, GM trees for agro-forests, and GM algae and 
marine microbes for water-based carbon sinks (Earth Peoples, 2014).

Such biotech and nanotech solutions present a wide range of actual and 
potential hazards to human and ecological health, including the introduction 
of new carcinogens and toxic material, threats to biodiversity, and so on. In 
the spirit of the precautionary principle, all biotech and nanotech consumer 
or community applications must undergo strict scientific testing and 
evaluation processes before they are considered for deployment, especially 
at the scales required for massive mitigation (Earth Peoples, 2014).

In addition, because biotech and nanotech processes are mostly 
developed in big corporate laboratories for profitable applications, these are 
rarely employed and controlled at the scale of communities and for purposes 
of public use and free access. Biotech and nanotech solutions to the climate 
crisis are therefore suspect as attempts by TNCs to profit from the world’s 
efforts at mitigation and adaptation.

E. CORPORATE-DRIVEN CLIMATE FINANCE

14. What is corporate-driven climate finance, and why should people be 
wary of it? 

The World Bank (2014) estimates that around USD 224 billion (62%) a 
year has been given by private entities for climate finance, while about USD 
135 billion (38%) came from the public sector – mainly from development 
banks and government aid. This shows that the bulk of money allotted 
for climate finance came from private corporations. This raises questions 
about the real motives of big business, the sector most responsible for GHG 
emissions resulting in climate change, for investing in climate finance. 
Clearly, their top-most motives are the maximization of profit and ensuring 
that mitigation and adaptation programs remain within the parameters of 
big-corporate interests.

For example, the IBON Primer on Climate Finance (2012a) has shown 
that the overall trend in recent years has been for mitigation to receive a 
bigger share: 55–56% for mitigation per se, and 67–81% if REDD is 
included. In contrast, only from 10% to 22% are allocated for adaptation, 
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and from 19% to 33% if multi-focus (mixed mitigation-adaptation) projects 
are included. 

Developed countries, multilateral development banks and investors 
envisage private finance playing a significant and expanding role in climate 
financing. While climate finance should properly be state-led and mainly rely 
on public sources, the corporate agenda (especially for big firms engaged 
in “green business” and quick-fix climate solutions) is to convert climate 
finance from a form of social justice measure into a profitable investment.

15. What is the Green Climate Fund, and what are its limitations? 

The Green Climate Fund (GCF) is the “operating entity of the financial 
mechanism of the UNFCCC.” It aims to provide funding support from 
developed countries to developing countries to be able to “limit or reduce 
their greenhouse gas emissions and to adapt to the impacts of climate change 
(Green Climate Fund, 2015).

GCF has been dubbed as the “largest and fastest-growing climate fund” 
(Climate Funds Update, 2015). It garnered about USD 10.2 billion pledges 
from possible donor countries during the COP20 in Lima in December 2014. 
However, industrialized countries have remitted only 1% of the amount 
pledged (Goldenberg, 2015).

CSOs, developing countries and other NGO groups are criticizing 
the GCF on several counts. First is around the unclear “business model 
framework” of the GCF. After years of discussion, the GCF Board has not 
yet finalized the financial instrument that the Fund will use and the extent 
of the private sector’s involvement in the GCF through its Private Sector 
Facility (PSF). Another concern is the possibility that the GCF will turn out 
as another imitation of the World Bank’s Climate Investment Fund that is 
criticized by CSOs because of lack of accountability to affected grassroots 
community and evolution as a loan facility instead of producing debt-free 
grants (Wu, 2013).

Lastly, GCF has no clear rules on climate financing. During its board 
meeting in South Korea last March 2015, the GCF Board failed to ban fossil 
fuel funding for climate finance. A clear case is the USD 1 billion loan of 
Japan for “high-efficiency” coal-fired power plants in Indonesia and another 
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USD 630 million loan for coal plants in India and Bangladesh, which are 
under climate financing (Goldenberg, 2015). 
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C H A P T E R  I V

ISSUES IN THE DRAFT 
PARIS CLIMATE TREATY

The Kyoto Protocol was crippled by loopholes and amendments, from 
the onset and as it ran through the first commitment period (2008-2012). 
A so-called second commitment period was to run from 2013 to 2020, as 
defined in the Doha Amendment. But its provisions are not yet effective 
since the Amendment has not reached the required number of accepting 
Parties for it to come into force. 

At the same time, COP 17 (in Durban, 2011) opened up a new process 
to create a new, comprehensive, and legally binding climate agreement by 
COP 2015 in Paris, which will take effect in 2020 and is hoped to guide 
global climate action in the coming decades. 

What all countries, peoples, and governments of the world face now 
is therefore a two-fold process that is expected to reach its climax in Paris 
in end-2015: a new climate treaty that will replace the Kyoto Protocol by 
2020, and a decision on pre-2020 climate action that may or may not go 
beyond the provisions of the Kyoto Protocol.

On both levels, issues of global impact and conflicts of fundamental 
interest between developed and developing countries—the same ones 
that hobbled the KP, and new divisions as well—have characterized the 
negotiations in the run-up to Paris.
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A. THE PROCESS TOWARDS A NEW CLIMATE PROTOCOL

1. What is the Durban Platform?

At COP 17 (Durban, 2011), member-countries agreed on the need to 
“draw up the blueprint” for a new, comprehensive, and legally binding 
agreement to deal with climate change beyond 2020. Such an agreement is 
hoped to bring the world closer to the ultimate objectives of the UNFCCC: 
to bring atmospheric GHG to levels that will stop human-induced climate 
change, and at the same time to pursue sustainable development. 

The Durban Platform is the defined process of negotiations under 
the UNFCCC to bring about this new protocol, legal instrument or other 
outcome, which will be adopted by COP 21 (Paris, 2015) and come into 
effect by 2020. 

The Ad hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform (ADP) is the 
UNFCCC subsidiary body created in Durban for managing the process of 
creating and adopting this new climate protocol. It has three objectives:

• First, to elaborate on the contents of the draft negotiating text of the 
2015 agreement; this work is often called “Workstream 1”; 

• Second, to enhance pre-2020 climate actions, in order to close the 
so-called “ambition gap”; this work is also called “Workstream 2”; 
and

• Third, to advance work on the information related to the intended 
nationally determined contributions (INDC; see Section D of this 
chapter for INDC details)

In February 2015, at the Geneva ADP talks, Parties agreed to an 86-page-
long “Geneva text”. The original text was produced during COP 20 (Lima, 
2014), with additions made in Geneva, as the basis of negotiations. The 
nitty-gritty of the negotiations began in Bonn, Germany in early June 2015. 
Two more ADP sessions will be held (also in Bonn) before the Paris COP: 
one from 31 August to 4 September, and the next from 19 to 23 October.



61

2. What are the major issues arising from the on-going talks?

In COP 17 (Durban 2011), six core elements to be contained in the 2015 
agreement were identified: 

• Mitigation
• Adaptation
• Finance
• Technology development and transfer
• Transparency of action and support, and 
• Capacity-building

These six elements, individually and in combination, carry major issues 
that define the debates around the draft Paris treaty, the decision on pre-2020 
commitments (also up for discussion in Paris), and climate action in general. 
As in past COPs, the debates are especially heated between developed and 
developing countries and between governments, the business sector, and 
people’s organizations. 

The rest of this chapter will dwell one by one on these major issues, 
describe the distinct positions of the different camps (developed and 
developing countries, governments vis-à-vis business and civil society), 
and expound on how these issues can be resolved in favor of the interest of 
the people of the world, in the form of building blocks for a truly effective 
global and sustained action for climate justice.

B. ON MITIGATION AND ADAPTATION ISSUES 

3. What mitigation issues are being debated in the run-up to Paris?

As discussed earlier (in Chapter II), GHG reduction targets under the 
Kyoto Protocol were too insufficient to slow down climate change and 
prevent serious damage. Key industrialized countries reneged on the overall 
5.2% reduction target—either by not ratifying the KP (the U.S. case), by 
later withdrawing (the case of Canada), or by simply not complying and 
facing the minor legal consequences of non-compliance. 

Annex I countries that were not able to meet their KP targets have been 
penalized only with a mere “naming and shaming” quasi-judicial procedure 
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(Vaughn, 2011). Such countries are supposed to be compelled to undertake 
steeper emission cuts in the 2nd Commitment Period (CP2, supposedly 
from 2013 to 2020) according to the Doha Amendment. But many of them 
have not even acceded to this Amendment, which makes it non-enforceable 
as yet.

Because of KP’s failure, even with renewed mitigation efforts, average 
global temperatures are projected to increase by a range of 2.0-3.7 °C by 
2100 (relative to the 1850-1900 period) or by a higher range of 3.2-5.4 °C in 
the worst-case “business-as-usual” scenario (Sabine et al., 2014).

The IPCC estimates that, if cataclysmic climate change is to be avoided 
and global warming eventually stabilized, the increase in global average 
temperature by 2100 must be kept below 1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels. 
To do this, a global GHG reduction of at least 60–70% is needed from 
2000 to 2050. This means that industrialized countries must cut their GHG 
emissions to far less than half of 1990 levels by 2030.

Here lies the two-sided problem. Most developing countries want the 
below-1.5 °C cap applied, while most developed countries are pushing for 
a higher 2 °C cap. Developing countries do not want the higher cap, since 
it would mean in reality a 3-4 °C rise in tropical regions (where mostly 
developing countries are located), which would bring severe impacts on 
their peoples and economies. Small island developing states (SIDS) are 
especially vulnerable; a temperature rise of even less than 1 °C of will bring 
them more intense storms and storm surges, rising sea levels, more severe 
drought and other life-threatening impacts.

On the other hand, developed countries realize that a below-1.5 °C 
cap will burden them with huge GHG emissions cuts in the next years and 
decades—steeper than what they had committed to the Kyoto Protocol 
for the 2008-2012 period, thus imparting an enormous and unacceptable 
economic cost to them. Even the higher 2 °C cap would clearly hurt those 
industrialized countries that have not fully prepared to make the drastic 
transition to low-carbon economies.

One big collateral issue for COP 21 is how to ensure that the global 
mitigation efforts will suffice to achieve the below-1.5 °C target, and how 
these efforts will be distributed among the developed and developing 
countries in a differentiated manner. This big gap between the urgency of 
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catching up on adequate mitigation to avoid climate cataclysm, on one hand, 
and the capacity or self-limitation of countries to do their share, on the other 
hand, is what is called the ‘mitigation gap’. 

Generally, developing countries cannot bear the same mitigation burden 
as the developed countries. This is the over-arching reality underlying the 
principle of Common But Differentiated Responsibilities (CBDR; see 
Chapter V for details), and the crucial UNFCCC provision that distinguishes 
between Annex I and non-Annex I countries. This reality remains even 
as significant changes have affected the economies, GHG emissions, and 
mitigation efforts of many countries (e.g. the rise of the BRICS - Brazil, 
Russia, India, China, and South Africa). The Paris agreement will stand 
or fall on this central issue of mitigation, guided by the findings of climate 
science and the CBDR principle.

4. What adaptation issues are being debated in the run-up to Paris?

Since climate change impacts are global, climate adaptation measures 
require a global response. All countries are agreed that adaptation must be 
pursued as a global effort, and reflected as a major component in the Paris 
agreement and in individual country efforts that contribute to the global 
goal. There is also agreement that developing countries, which face huge 
adaptation challenges, need commensurate financial support from developed 
countries in this regard.

The debate is on the details of how exactly member-states will meet their 
own adaptation needs while contributing to the global effort. Developing 
countries demand that developed countries provide them with obligatory 
and predictable support through definite delivery mechanisms and channels, 
and with indicative timelines. Developing countries also demand that 
adaptation and mitigation not be separated and disconnected from the other 
elements of the means of implementation (MOI). There is also a push for 
member-states with higher capabilities to contribute to the general effort to 
support countries with lower capabilities and higher susceptibilities. These 
are again, in keeping with the CBDR principle, which is a cornerstone of 
the UNFCCC. 



64

C. ON CLIMATE FINANCE

If temperature rise in the 21st century is to be limited to below 2° C, it 
is estimated that climate action (including mitigation and adaptation) would 
need funding of about USD 1 trillion per year. A much bigger amount will 
be needed at a much faster rate if the temperature cap is to be below 1.5° C. 
This has brought about a big set of issues revolving on climate finance, both 
in the short and long-term.

5. What are the issues on pre-2020 financial commitments?

At Cancun (COP 16 in 2010), industrialized countries committed to 
provide funds to support concrete climate actions by developing countries, 
rising to USD 100 billion per year by 2020 (UNFCCC, 2011). However, so 
far there has been no clear implementation plan for this. Instead, developed 
countries have tried to backtrack or dilute these obligations. In the run-up to 
Paris, they want to make these financial commitments not legally binding, 
and avoid setting numerical targets on the excuse that “it is impossible” 
to preempt their national budgetary cycles (in the case of public finance 
sources) or to force investors (in the case of private finance sources). They 
warn that this issue could be the “deal-breaker” in Paris.

Developing countries, on the other hand, have repeatedly insisted on 
developed countries’ pre-2020 financial commitments by providing a clear 
roadmap and time-bound financial targets. They are concretely proposing, 
for example, that developed countries commit USD 50 billion in climate 
finance by 2015, increasing annually by increments of US 10 billion, until it 
reaches USD 100 billion by 2020.  It is worth mentioning that this USD 100 
billion figure was not drawn up scientifically, but was one of the outcomes of 
the midnight deals in Copenhagen during COP 15. Nevertheless, this figure 
must be the floor, and not the ceiling, since with the increasing impacts 
of climate change it is not just mitigation and adaptation that needs to be 
financed. There is also the issue of loss and damage – either from phenomenal 
disasters or from slow-onset climate impacts (i.e., fields ultimately turning 
dry or infertile over time as a result of weather unpredictability, etc.).

6. What are the climate finance issues beyond 2020? 

All countries are agreed that climate finance must be a fundamental 
building block of the Paris agreement, as a critical element for ensuring and 
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sustaining high-level and long-term climate action outcomes, especially in 
providing support to developing countries. 

Developing countries want the Paris agreement to ensure scaled-up 
and legally binding finance commitments by developed countries (and 
developing countries with sufficient capabilities as well) in the post-2020 
period, and to address gaps in the current financial architecture and flows 
that cannot be filled up by individual member-states. They want enhanced 
climate finance premised on the full implementation of pre-2020 financial 
commitments and USD 100 billion as starting point, and on top of earlier 
commitments on development aid. They want, as in pre-2020 climate finance, 
a clear roadmap on scaling up the finance, including targets, timelines and 
sources that are measurable, reportable and verifiable. 

In short, developing countries want the Paris agreement to squarely 
resolve the same major issues that have hobbled climate finance in previous 
years, which revolve around adequacy, accessibility, predictability, 
sustainability, transparency, and additionality.

Specific institutional mechanisms such as the Green Climate Fund 
(GCF), among others, are expected to serve a central and comprehensive 
role in post-2020 climate finance. Developing countries want to ensure that 
the GCF and other climate finance mechanisms do not become yet new 
tools of indebtedness and domination, but rather follow the well-established 
principles of democratic governance and development effectiveness. 

Developing countries want to ensure that the GCF is aligned with the 
core elements of the Paris agreement, with a scale and reliability of funding 
high enough to cover the different needs and allocations (e.g. mitigation, 
adaptation, technology transfer, and capacity building) of countries, both in 
the short and long term. In this regard, they want the GCF to be capitalized 
immediately and substantially, with an initial resource mobilization reaching 
magnitudes of USD 15 billion by 2015. Many consider the level of GCF 
funding as a “key benchmark” of how serious developed countries are with 
their commitments. In Paris, this issue can lead to a showdown.

Developed countries have played lip service and token deliveries to 
their climate finance commitments in the past, but their record is mostly of 
vague or broken promises. Again, as in pre-2020 climate finance, developed 
countries generally want to make post-2020 financial commitments not 



Table 6.  Status of Pledges for GCF’s Initial Resource Mobilization as of 
10 July 2015 In US Dollar

Governments Pledges
Signed

Australia 187.0
Austria 25.0
Belgium 54.3
Chile 0.3
Czech Republic 5.3
Denmark 71.8
France (Grant) 577.9
Germany 1,003.3
Iceland 0.2
Indonesia 0.3
Japan 1,500.0
Latvia 0.5
Liechtenstein 0.1
Luxembourg 6.7
Malta 0.1
Mexico 10.0
Monaco 0.3
Netherlands 133.8
New Zealand 2.6
Norway 257.9
Panama 0.5
Poland 0.1
Republic of Korea 100.0
Sweden 581.2
Switzerland 30.0
United Kingdom (Capital) 968.8
United Kingdom (Grant) 242.2



Table 6.  Status of Pledges for GCF’s Initial Resource Mobilization as of 
10 July 2015 In US Dollar

Governments Pledges
Not yet signed

Belgium 14.7
Canada (Grant) 155.1
Canada (Loan) 101.6
Canada (Cushion) 20.3
Colombia 6.0
Finland 107.0
France (Loan) 381.3
France (Cushion) 76.3
Hungary 4.3
Italy 334.4
Mongolia 0.0
Panama 0.5
Peru 6.0
Spain 160.5
Switzerland 70.0
United States of America 3,000.0
Grand Total 10,197.9

Source: Green Climate Fund. 2015. Status of Pledges and Contributions made to the Green Climate Fund. Green 
Climate Fund website. Accessed 15 Aug 2015. http://news.gcfund.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Status-of-
Pledges-2015.7.10.pdf
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legally binding and not tied down to concrete numerical targets. They also 
want to spread the responsibility to all countries except the least-developed 
ones. And most importantly, they want private sources of climate finance to 
play a big role (see next point).

7. What is the debate on sources of climate finance?

Both public and private sources of funding have important roles to play 
in climate finance, and both have to be scaled up. However, developed 
countries are pushing for a dominant role for private sources, arguing that 
public finance is not enough and that corporate sources are much bigger. 
Given certain conditions, public finance is indeed able to leverage larger 
scales of private finance. But developing countries are concerned that big 
corporate interests, if allowed to predominate, may hijack and redirect 
climate action as a fresh and lucrative field of profitable investment. 
Developing countries look at public finance as the mainstay, with private 
finance only supplementary. 

Developed countries insist that they should not be made to carry the 
heaviest burden of climate finance, and point to certain large emerging 
economies such as BRICS as also capable of sharing the burden. Developing 
countries recognize these other sources, such as those commonly categorized 
as South-South Cooperation (SSC), which could be tapped through 
multilateral and bilateral channels. However, there is a big difference 
between the legally binding financial commitments of developed countries, 
which must comprise the bulk of climate finance, and SSC as a voluntary, 
mutually beneficial, and country-driven collaboration among developing 
countries that is not an obligatory part of the UNFCCC mechanism. 

(For a more thorough discussion on the various ramifications of climate 
finance, please refer to the 2012 IBON Primer on Climate Finance.)

D. ON INTENDED NATIONALLY DETERMINED CONTRIBUTIONS

8. What are “intended nationally determined contributions” (INDCs)?

In COP 19 (Warsaw, 2013), countries agreed to “initiate or intensify 
preparation of their intended nationally determined contributions” (INDCs) 
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on all aspects of mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology development 
and transfer, and capacity building. All countries were enjoined to submit 
their INDCs before COP 21—by March 2015 for those ready to do so—so 
that these will feed into the process of forging the Paris agreement. 

The process allows member-states to immediately and collectively 
construct their own INDCs, which presumably avoids the danger of any 
interest bloc controlling the drafting of the Paris agreement. But there are 
unresolved debates on whether the INDCs are legally binding commitments 
and on what types of climate measures do they cover.

Most developing countries want INDCs to cover all six core elements 
(i.e. mitigation, adaptation, climate finance, technology transfer, and 
capacity-building support to developing countries) that the Paris agreement 
will cover. They want the INDCs to address the elements in a balanced 
manner, as an entire package and under a single mandate in the wider context 
of the UNFCCC, and at the same time reflect the principle of CBDR. In this 
sense, the INDC vehicle is seen by many member-states as the heart of the 
new post-Kyoto regime.

This point has turned into a sticky issue because most developed 
countries insist that INDCs should mainly focus on mitigation, and deal 
later with the other elements. The danger in mitigation-focused INDCs is 
that Annex I countries are attempting to use it as a “back-door” to dilute 
their mitigation commitments, spread out the mitigation responsibility to 
the rest of the world, deprioritize other elements, and thus short-circuit the 
Paris agreement. 

As a minister of an African country warned: “The end of the Kyoto 
Protocol is … giving way to the pre-eminence of a bottom-up mitigation-
only approach on INDCs that, if not managed in a balanced and equitable 
manner, may result in least-effort mitigation efforts from Annex I Parties 
and increased pressure on non-Annex I Parties to close the mitigation gap” 
(TWN, 2014c). 

9. How are INDCs consistent with the Kyoto Protocol?

Under KP, developed countries with the biggest responsibility for GHG 
emission reduction (as listed in Annex I) were obliged to undertake legally 
binding commitments commensurate to their definite and measurable 
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collective effort, in the explicit form of Quantified Emission Limitation and 
Reduction Objectives (QELROs) while developing countries (non-Annex I 
countries) only had to undertake “nationally appropriate mitigation actions” 
(NAMAs). Under KP, the binary division between Annex I and non-Annex 
I countries, resulting in differential commitments, were explicitly based on 
the principles of CBDR-RC and equity.

In COP 19 (Warsaw, 2013), this binary division is no longer explicit 
and automatic. Member-countries are now allowed to “self-differentiate” in 
preparing their respective INDCs. The INDC vehicle is supposed to resolve 
many difficult issues, including that of differential commitments as the most 
sensitive one. But it also poses the danger of diluting the principles and 
provisions of the UNFCCC in the guise of allowing “nationally determined 
contributions.”

Many developing countries now concede that the world has evolved 
beyond the original binary division of Annex I and Non-Annex I Parties, and 
that large non-Annex I economies have become top-ranked GHG emitters 
in recent decades. But most developing countries insist that their basic 
distinction from developed countries remains, and that the principles of 
CBDR-RC and equity remain applicable in the INDC preparation process. 

Developed countries, on the other hand, are attempting to use INDCs 
to blur and dilute their historical burden of shouldering mitigation 
commitments. There is the danger that in their INDCs, developed countries 
will avoid indicative metrics where they really matter, such as in GHG 
reduction targets and finance, technology, and capacity building support to 
developing countries. There is also the danger that INDCs of developing 
countries are made to focus on sharing the burden of mitigation and climate 
finance without due regard to their respective circumstances capabilities.

There is a strong demand, especially among developing countries, for the 
INDC process to require that member-states provide sufficient information 
about their contributions in a clear, transparent, measurable and comparable 
manner, and that these INDCs be made publicly available and subject to 
scrutiny by all stakeholders, or at least to peer review, for comparison 
and validation that they are indeed adequate, fair and equitable. This is 
particularly critical in computing the member-states’ levels of mitigation 
ambition to ensure that the aggregate contributions are indeed sufficient to 
achieve the global long-term below-1.5˚C and 2˚C goals. 
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E. ON PRE-2020 TARGETS

10. What are the main issues in the pre-2020 actions on climate change?

Developed and developing countries broadly disagree on what elements 
should be contained in the decision text on pre-2020 climate measures. 
The differences are particularly pointed on how to address the big gaps 
in the Bali Roadmap—further clarifying and implementing the decisions 
taken under the Bali Action Plan (2007) and matters relating to KP’s 2nd 
commitment period (2013-2020).

Developing countries are pushing for the Paris decision on pre-2020 
action to clearly and comprehensively address these gaps as top priority. 
Despite the increasingly remote possibility, developing countries are still 
calling on all states to ratify the Doha Amendment and thus put Kyoto’s 
CP2 into effect. They still invoke the current KP as the legally binding basis 
for addressing pre-2020 gaps.

They want the pre-2020 decision to immediately accelerate the 
implementation of developed countries’ increased commitments in the 
form of QELROs and support to the NAMAs of developing countries. In 
particular, they want to increase QELROs to reach at least 40% below 1990 
levels by 2020.

The gaps are not just in mitigation but also in the five other areas 
(adaptation, finance, technology transfer, capacity building and transparency 
of action and support). They particularly want adaptation needs to be 
highlighted separately without reducing mitigation targets.

Developed countries, on the other hand, insist that there is no need 
for these, since existing climate bodies and institutions are already acting 
on implementation issues. They insist that the scope of Workstream 2 is 
limited: to address mitigation issues and nothing more. They want to focus 
on technicalities that will become relevant only in the post-2020 period 
while the glaring gaps in the pre-2020 are evaded—delaying tactics that 
they also employed during the failed Copenhagen COP. 
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C H A P T E R  V

TOWARDS 
A REAL CLIMATE SOLUTION

A. COMMON BUT DIFFERENTIATED RESPONSIBILITY

It is axiomatic that the response to climate change, which is a global and 
long-term phenomenon, must be also fully global, comprehensive, effective, 
science-based, and sustained—involving all countries, their governments 
and communities, and all sectors. At the same time, the burden of carrying 
this global and comprehensive response must be shared equitably. In 
this regard, we must uphold the principle of “common but differentiated 
responsibilities and respective capabilities.”

1. What is CBDR?

The principle of “common but differentiated responsibility” (CBDR) 
evolved from the notion of the “common heritage of mankind”. It is, at the 
same time, a manifestation of general principles of equity in international 
law (CISDL, 2002).

In its general form, CBDR means that all states must take collective 
responsibility for the environment, but their contributions will differ based 
on their varying levels of  development.

This concept was first officially enunciated at the first UN Conference on 
the Human Environment in 1972 and the resulting Stockholm Declaration, 
which described CBDR as “the applicability of standards which are valid 
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for the most advanced countries but which may be inappropriate and of 
unwarranted social cost for the developing countries” (UNEP, 1972). 

This concept was formally enshrined as Principle 7 of the 1992 Rio 
Declaration, which states (Ranii, 2014): 

In view of the different contributions to global environmental 
degradation, States have common but differentiated responsibilities. 
The developed countries acknowledge the responsibility that they 
bear in the international pursuit of sustainable development in view 
of the pressures their societies place on the global environment and 
of the technologies and financial resources they command.

2. How was the CBDR principle further applied to the issue of climate 
change?

The CBDR concept, along with the clarifying phrase “and respective 
capacities”, was centrally applied to the global agreement on climate 
change, when it was further enunciated in Articles 3 of the UNFCCC (UN, 
1992), which states:

1. The Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present 
and future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in 
accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities 
and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country 
Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the 
adverse effects thereof.

2. The specific needs and special circumstances of developing 
country Parties, especially those that are particularly vulnerable 
to the adverse effects of climate change, and of those Parties, 
especially developing country Parties, that would have to bear a 
disproportionate or abnormal burden under the Convention, should 
be given full consideration.

Since the UNFCCC was ratified by most of the world’s countries 
(including the United States and other nations who would later back out 
of the subsequent Kyoto Protocol), the CBDR-RC concept has become a 
central principle of international law, with application not just in climate 
action but also in closely related issues of sustainable development.
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3. How does CBDR-RC recognize differentiated responsibilities?

The CBDR-RC principle recognizes that the largest share of historical 
and current global GHG emissions originated in developed countries. On the 
other hand, GHG emissions in most developing countries are still relatively 
low, especially when computed on a per-capita basis. 

The CBDR-RC principle also recognizes that GHG emissions by 
developing countries are growing as they try to meet their social and 
development needs. These countries too must sooner or later reduce their 
emissions, but in a different way: their first and overriding priorities must 
be economic and social development and poverty eradication, and their own 
climate mitigation and adaptation efforts will greatly depend on financial 
resources and transfer of technology that developed countries are mandated 
to support them with (IBON, 2008, pp. 72-73).

In addition to the differentiated responsibilities among countries, 
restorative justice and the principle of equity further requires distribution of 
responsibility according to historical per capita emissions not just on a per-
country basis, but more significantly on a per-polluter basis. The greatest 
burden of climate action must be on the most industrialized countries and 
their transnational corporations (wherever these are located), as well as on 
Southern elites, that have caused and benefited the most from exploiting the 
global commons (IBON 2008, p. 91).

We concede that the world economy has indeed changed since 1992, 
and differentiation of responsibilities must reflect the changes in per-
country GHG emissions and levels of development in the two decades since 
then. The new climate protocol being negotiated for 2015 should reflect 
these changes, but must remain in the context of the principles of CBDR, 
restorative justice and equity, which remain valid.

B.SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AS THE REAL SOLUTION TO 
CLIMATE CHANGE

The societies and economies of most countries, as currently configured, 
are relentlessly generating GHGs and other pollutants and depleting the 
planet’s resources in unsustainable ways, and in the process reinforcing 
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social inequalities—thus worsening climate change and its impacts. The 
ultimate way out of the climate crisis is therefore by building sustainable 
and equitable societies. This leads us to the principles relating to sustainable 
development.

4. What is sustainable development?

First of all, development should revolve not around profit, and not 
around growth for its own sake, but around the people and the planet. 
Development is not simply about producing and marketing more and more 
commodities, with profit as the driving force and corporations as the main 
beneficiaries. Real human development is about enhancing the quality of 
people’s lives, enlarging people’s choices in all their economic, social, 
political, and cultural dimensions, and ensuring that these lives and choices 
are sustainable and compatible with planetary ecological balance. 

The Declaration on the Right to Development defines development as 
“an inalienable human right,” to which every human person and all peoples 
are entitled. The right to development is thus both a right of individual 
persons and a collective right of peoples (UNGA, 1986).

For development to fully serve the people’s needs, it must be seen from 
the broadest and long-term view. This means taking into account the needs 
of all people of all countries in their diversity, and meeting these needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs. In short, real development must be sustainable development.

The most frequently quoted definition, from the Brundtland Report, 
states that sustainable development contains within it two key concepts:

• the concept of needs, in particular the essential needs of the world’s 
poor, to which overriding priority should be given; and

• the idea of limitations imposed by the state of technology and social 
organization on the environment’s ability to meet present and future 
needs.
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5. How do unsustainable economies generate and aggravate the climate 
crisis? 

In recent years, especially after the 2008 global economic and financial 
meltdown and going into the post-2015 era, there has been a great avalanche 
of critical literature on the flaws and failures of the global capitalist system. 
There is growing agreement among different actors that this system has had 
a central role in climate change, since capitalism is fundamentally based on 
an economic paradigm obsessed with the relentless production and trade for 
profit reinforced by a profligate consumerist lifestyle. In short, capitalism 
(which encompasses developed and developing countries alike) has resulted 
in unsustainable economies that generate and aggravate many factors for 
climate change.

Despite claims of rapid development based on GDP growth and 
technological advances, the capitalist system has proved unsustainable 
because it rapidly depletes natural resources, produces waste and pollution, 
and results in destructive cycles of depression and extreme inequalities.

All these factors generate more massive GHG emissions and discourage 
drastic emission cuts, despite dire warnings about climate change and despite 
more than two decades of climate talks, simply because deep emission cuts 
lead to losses in production and profit. These factors also worsen a broad 
range of physical, economic, and social vulnerabilities of countries and 
communities to the various impacts of climate change, especially in the 
global South and among poor people (IBON, 2012b, pp. 10-16).

6. Why does sustainable development require systemic change? 

The concept of sustainable development, in contrast to the dominant 
capitalist paradigm, emphasizes interconnectedness and balance — of 
people in society, both in space and in time, between people and nature, 
between economic production and social organization. The focus is on 
raising the quality of life for all, and not the quantity of consumption or 
material wealth for a few. 

Realizing this kind of development requires system change because its 
pillars are the very opposite of the capitalist paradigm. Such a system change 
cannot remain in the mode of piecemeal policy reforms that remain within 
the same paradigm, but must be in the context of building alternatives to the 
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current global capitalist system. At the same time, this change in the system 
should not be merely structural, legislative or technological, but must also 
be reflected and amplified in thoroughgoing changes in social norms and 
values, individual lifestyles and mindsets.

7. How does sustainable development provide long-term solutions to the 
climate crisis?

Ecological transition period. First, there is a need to effect a transition 
to a more ecologically sustainable set of technologies and methods of 
production. Extremely destructive and carbon-belching methods will have 
to be stopped the soonest. Nevertheless, economies have to undertake a 
transition period where problematic branches and methods of production 
are steadily phased out while other existing ones are adapted and new, more 
sustainable methods are introduced and expanded (IBON, 2012b, pp. 18-
19).

This ecological transition will have clear components in agriculture (often 
defined as agro-ecology); in manufacturing, extraction and construction 
industries that emphasize reduced inputs and waste outputs and long-term 
usability and serviceability of products; and especially in energy where 
fossil fuels must give way to renewable, decentralized, and less polluting 
or hazardous energy systems. International governance and cooperation—
the UNFCCC, the Financing for Development and post-2015 processes 
are among the most important venues—will also play an important role 
in the transition to make it less painful and more equitable and positively 
reinforcing (IBON, 2012b, pp. 19-20).

In this regard, there must be free worldwide access to breakthrough 
technologies and financial support for the transition to sustainability, 
especially in renewable energy and more input-efficient production.

Democratic decision-making and planning. Second, to implement 
this ecological transition and make it rooted in a truly participatory, 
comprehensive and long-term manner, democratic decision-making and 
planning are necessary. Ownership and control of resources, to be real 
and not just formalistic, must empower people to decide or participate in 
decisions on how resources are going to be used according to their needs, 
priorities and goals. (IBON, 2012b, pp. 21-22).
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Democratized ownership and control over productive resources. The 
third component is related to the second. Capitalism behaves as it does—
intractably and destructively—because capitalists control the basic means 
of production (especially in high finance and industry) while the vast 
majority of people only have marginal control. Therefore, to implement the 
ecological transition period and democratic planning, the ownership and 
control of the means of production must be democratized by moving towards 
more inclusive, cooperative, and community-based forms of property and 
management (IBON, 2012b, pp. 22-25).

Sustainable living. Fourth, switching to a more ecologically sustainable 
and socially equitable mode of production also entails a redefinition of human 
development—away from the idea that wellbeing means overconsumption 
and profligacy—to achieving a sustainable level of consumption necessary 
for people’s genuine wellbeing. 

In an alternative social system based on sustainability and equitability, 
achieving wellbeing goes beyond the production and provision of material 
welfare to the higher goal of developing human potentials, through 
education, culture, and participation in community life. This fundamentally 
different approach imposes less demand on the planet’s carrying capacity; 
at the same time, it provides a more profound and sustainable basis for 
human fulfillment and development (IBON, 2012, pp. 25-30).

C. SOCIAL JUSTICE AND PEOPLE’S SOVEREIGNTY

8. What is climate justice?

The principle of social justice must underlie the whole range of climate 
measures, because these responses must not merely be technology-based 
or finance-driven but rather address frontally a long history of injustice and 
inequalities that are closely linked to climate change and its impacts. 

The long-standing demands of the developing countries in relation to 
climate change mitigation and adaptation, including financial and technology 
support, for example, are clearly in the framework of addressing the age-old 
social, economic, and political imbalances imposed by developed countries 
and aggravated by climate change impacts. 
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The principles of CBDR and “polluter pays” in fact imply an aim of 
restoring or achieving equity, if only in the form of compensatory climate-
related finance and technology support provided by the most industrialized, 
high-emissions, and financially capable countries to the poor countries most 
vulnerable to climate change impacts.

The world’s poor in their billions, especially the urban and rural poor in 
Third World countries, are the most vulnerable to climate change impacts. 
They must therefore be most prioritized and urgent beneficiaries of climate 
programs relating to mitigation and adaptation and other environmental 
programs as well. Thus we have pushed for climate justice in the broader 
context of social justice, environmental justice, and development justice 
(IBON, 2013).

9. Why is people’s sovereignty crucial to real climate solutions?

At the international level, it would appear that producing and 
implementing effective climate solutions are mostly the duty of states 
and multi-state bodies, with states exercising their respective national 
sovereignty and negotiating a global consensus with their respective national 
interests in mind. This would then be translated at the national level by each 
individual state mobilizing all its constituencies and resources to meet its 
climate obligations.

We should, however, view the principle of sovereignty in the context of 
people’s sovereignty. This means the assertion of sovereignty by the broad 
masses of the people to implement these real and long-lasting solutions to 
climate change, through the many modes and channels of action ranging 
from government policies and programs, through consultative mechanisms, 
to community or civil society mobilization. It is the duty of governments 
and multi-state processes to listen to the voice of the people and their 
organizations, and empower them to act on climate issues.

The people organized in communities, civil society organizations 
and other genuine participatory structures are the foundation for national 
sovereignty. They have essential roles in defining, guiding and determining 
the work of any and all major conferences and official processes for defining 
and managing climate action at the local, national, regional and global 
levels. We must, in particular, give primacy to the role of social movements 
in achieving a genuine and long-term solution to climate change.
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10. What is the role of social movements?

Building sustainable and equitable societies, described above as the long-
lasting solution to climate change, is attainable only through the assertion of 
people’s sovereignty—principally by means of social movements. 

The general role of people’s movements in society is as highly 
concentrated catalysts of social change. This has been particularly true in 
the past two centuries or so (representing the heyday of capitalism) until the 
present, throughout which various social movements pushing for radical 
system change have proliferated and persisted.

Such movements have been channeling local and popular initiatives 
among communities, workplaces, schools, and increasingly, in the online 
world, and shaping them into coordinated actions at higher levels of national 
and international scope. Social movements are typically meant to influence 
official decisions and actions on a specific set of social issues or demands, 
and to mobilize and combine efforts to achieve common social projects. 

In the process, they actively engage governments, corporations, and other 
institutions of governance at the national level, while actively promoting 
concrete alternatives that the people can already start constructing from 
the ground up. At the same time, social movements become a dynamic 
framework for animating diverse coalitions. As proven in history, they 
eventually grow to play major roles in social upheavals that radically 
transform societies across continents. 

People’s organizations and social movements, especially those 
representing the poor and marginalized which comprise the biggest bulk of 
the people in most countries, must therefore be prepared to merge and scale 
up their efforts not only to push for specific climate actions or for a more 
comprehensive and effective climate agreement, but for thoroughgoing 
system change towards sustainable and equitable societies (IBON, 2012b, 
pp. 31-34).
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People’s call to action for climate justice

Keystone XL protest action

Keystone XL is a proposed tar sands pipeline project that would bring 
an estimate of 800,000 barrels of tar sands oil per day from Canada to the 
US to be refined, exported and burned. Groups opposing the project believe 
that this will cause massive environmental problems due to possible oil 
spills along the pipeline and the high amount of greenhouse gas emission 
that will be left by tar sands oil. 

Because the project requires a presidential permit to progress, US 
Pres. Barack Obama is under strong pressure from the oil industry, business 
groups and the Canadian government to approve the project. 

Last February 2013, an estimate of 35,000 people composed of climate 
and environmental activists, indigenous Canadian groups, and landowners 
across the pipeline project held the “largest climate protest in US history” 
in Washington to demand Obama to shut down Keystone XL. Protesters 
from 30 states in the US and Canadian provinces carried banners as a show 
of force before Obama decides on the case. They believe that the issue is 
the “defining test” of Obama’s second term and it will prove his sincerity to 
protect the future generation from the climate change crisis.
Sources:
Goldenberg, Suzanne. 2013. Keystone XL protesters pressure Obama on climate change promise. The Guardian 
website. Accessed 22 Jul 2015. http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/feb/17/keystone-xl-pipeline-
protest-dc
350.org. 2015. Stop the Keystone XL Pipeline. 350.org website. Accessed 22 Jul 2015. http://350.org/campaigns/
stop-keystone-xl/

People Surge

The destruction caused by Super Typhoon Haiyan, one of the strongest 
storms recorded in the planet, is believed to be one of the biggest impacts 
of climate change. More than 6,000 people in the Philippines were killed by 
the storm and its aftermath left more families in poverty. 

Two months after its devastation, an alliance of Typhoon Haiyan 
survivors and supporters organized the “People Surge”v. Originally, it was 
formed to call for government support and accountability to the Haiyan 
victims. After a year, People Surge became a movement that demands 
to “hold accountable the world’s top polluter countries, as well as their 
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extractive and pollutive industries, for the unabated carbon emissions from 
the fossil fuel industries, and their continuing plunder of the environment in 
colonies and neo-colonies such as the Philippines.”

One year after the Haiyan onslaught, then Philippine Climate 
Commissioner Naderev Saño together with People Surge held a 1,000 km 
“Climate Walk” dedicated to the Haiyan victims and other communities 
impacted by the climate crisis, and a global call for Climate Justice. The 40-
day journey started from “Kilometer Zero” at Rizal Park (Luneta) in Manila 
to “Ground Zero” in Tacloban City. Other major activities of the movement 
include protest actions against climate change and relief mobilization for 
the typhoon victims. 
Sources:
Repollo, Zeph. 2014. People Surge: to Rage and Love for Justice. 350.org website. Accessed 22 Jul 2015. 
http://350.org/people-surge-to-rage-and-love-for-justice/
Sabillo, Kristine Angeli. 2014. In the know: What is People Surge?. Inquirer.net website. Accessed 22 Jul 2015. 
http://newsinfo.inquirer.net/580604/in-the-know-what-is-people-surge

People’s movement in Manipur

Indigenous communities in the northeastern region of Manipur, India 
are facing threats of displacement due to two proposed dam projects: 
The Mapithel Dam of Thoubal Multipurpose Project and the Tipaimukh 
Multipurpose Hydroelectric Project. Aside from mass displacement, activists 
claim that these projects will sink villages near the area, severely affecting 
the livelihood of IPs and biodiversity. 

Groups opposing the construction of the dams have experienced 
repression and human rights violations committed by Indian military forces. 
Despite the presence of military troops in the area, people affected by the 
projects have organized and campaigned to stop the construction of the 
dams until a thorough review on the negative impacts of the projects has 
been made. 

International groups opposing the project are also pushing for the 
institutionalization of a legal mechanism that can hold corporate violators 
accountable for exploiting the land and resources in Manipur. These groups 
are also calling for international financial institutions to refrain from 
providing financial and technical support to the Manipur dam projects.  
Source:
Peoples’ Goals . 2015. Dam(ned) Communities: Violence and Eviction in the Manipur Region. Days of Action for 
Development Justice website. Accessed 22 Jul 2015. http://peoplesgoals.org/devjustice/campaigns/manipur/
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D. TOWARDS A PEOPLE’S PROTOCOL ON CLIMATE CHANGE

11. What are the prospects in the Paris 21st Conference of Parties and 
beyond?

It now appears that the biggest emitters are ready, at COP 21 in Paris, 
to commit to some limited level of GHG emissions cuts—but based on 
their own self-defined capacity, pace and limitations, and not based on what 
science requires as evidenced in the IPCC’s most recent report. Climate 
finance will also be a hugely contentious issue at COP 21, with developed 
countries pushing all-out to privatize and corporatize climate finance.

The biggest capitalist powers and their TNC allies stand to lose the 
most if the Paris COP accedes to the solid and persistent demands of the 
majority of poor and developing countries. Led by the United States, they 
are doing their utmost to produce an outcome document that will have token 
concessions on the six identified core areas (mitigation, adaptation, climate 
finance, technology, and capacity building) but will give them the initiative 
in creating new areas of investment and profit from climate action while 
leaving them much leeway in preserving as much as possible their traditional 
areas of investment and profit. For these aims, they have been exercising 
covert and overt pressure through powerful political and corporate lobbies 
within the UN system and other global multilateral bodies.

The developing countries have also been actively participating in 
the climate talks in a fairly organized way, as big and vocal blocs such 
as the Group of 77 with China, the African group, the Arab group, the 
Least Developed Countries (LDCs), Like-Minded Developing Countries 
(LMDC), the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), Coalition for 
Rainforest Nations, and the Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our 
America (ALBA). 

Civil society organizations and social movements with advocacies on 
climate, development and people’s rights, including major international 
NGOs and people’s alliances, are likewise gearing for battle in Paris. 
They demand the Paris COP not to lock them out or severely restrict their 
numbers. They are consolidating their positions and demands on climate 
justice, challenging their governments to carry these into the halls of 
the Paris COP—and since these  would not be enough to deliver on real 
solutions to the climate crisis , to pursue the struggle beyond the halls of the 
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United Nations. Many of them have been conducting major mass actions, 
walkouts, and other forms of protest inside and outside the halls of the 
previous COPs, from Copenhagen in 2009 to Lima in 2014, to demonstrate 
the lack of transparency, legitimacy and credibility of the outcomes and the 
urgency of the need for real climate solutions. Their voices will be heard in 
Paris and beyond, whatever the official outcome will be.

Whatever the outcome will be in Paris, and as the world enters the 
threshold of the post-2015 era, it remains a top imperative for the people 
of all countries, through their movements and organizations, to assert 
their urgent and long-term demands for climate justice and sustainable 
development. We need to actively participate in a point-by-point critique of 
COP 21 and its outcomes. Raising crucial questions on both substantial and 
procedural issues now helps us shape real long-term solutions to the climate 
crisis and understand the principles of sustainable development. 

On the other hand, focusing on Paris is not enough. We already know 
from experience that while many of the building blocks for a good agreement 
might be in place, these would most likely turn out to be inadequate and 
often incoherent, hobbled by intentional ambiguities and gaps. The Paris 
outcomes may provide positive openings for the people’s movements to 
pursue, but we must go beyond the official agreement. On this point, we 
offer the People’s Protocol on Climate Change.

12. What is the People’s Protocol on Climate Change?

The People’s Protocol on Climate Change was first conceptualized in 
October 2007 in an Asia Pacific Research Network (APRN) conference 
attended by some 170 participants, including IBON International. It was 
initiated as a global campaign that aims to provide a venue for the people 
and their grassroots organizations, especially from the South and its 
marginalized sectors, to participate in the process of drawing up what was 
then anticipated as a post-2012 climate change framework as the Kyoto 
Protocol began to unravel (IBON, 2008, pp. 77-81).

The People’s Protocol is a framework agreement adopted and 
supported by people’s movements, and their supporters both outside 
and inside governments, to serve as a common agenda for campaigning, 
policy advocacy, and lobby work on climate change issues in and out of 
the UNFCCC processes and government delegations. In that regard, the 
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People’s Protocol acquires renewed relevance in the current situation as the 
world enters the post-2015 period.

13. What are the basic values and principles of the People’s Protocol?

The core development values and principles of the People’s Protocol are 
social justice and human rights, responsibility, respect for the environment, 
and people’s sovereignty. All these values and principles have been 
elaborated earlier, and we merely restate these here in summarized form.

Climate change is a social justice and human rights issue, as it arises 
from the gross injustices of runaway capitalism, and in turn perpetuates and 
enhances these gross injustices especially against developing countries and 
marginalized sectors, which are most vulnerable to climate change impacts. 
The call for climate justice underscores this framework of social justice and 
human rights.

Responsibility, as expressed in the principle of common but differentiated 
responsibilities calls for globally inclusive equity. This means that Northern 
countries, transnational corporations, and national elites must bear the 
greatest responsibility for the climate crisis and exert the greatest efforts 
to undo it, through mitigation and by supporting the adaptation efforts of 
Southern countries and their poor and marginalized.

Respect for the environment is linked to social justice and human rights, 
in the sense that the long-term solution to climate change is by building 
sustainable and equitable societies, where the needs of the people and the 
planet take center stage instead of the pursuit of super profits. Respect for 
the environment and equitable access to resources are the foundation for 
sustainable development. 

Genuine, long-lasting solutions to climate change are attained by 
asserting the sovereignty of the people, through their social movements 
and through genuine participatory structures, as the foundation for national 
sovereignty. In this regard, civil society in general and grassroots people’s 
organizations in particular must be strengthened.

The full text of the People’s Protocol has been reprinted as an appendix 
to the IBON Primer on Climate Change (2008) and as an annex to the IBON 
Primer on Climate Finance (2012a).
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