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From Poznan to Copenhagen

The recently-concluded UNFCCC Conference of Parties 
in Poznan drew over more than 9,000 participants from 
over 180 countries, including almost 4,000 government 
officials; 4,500 representatives of United Nations agencies 
and bodies, intergovernmental organizations and non-

governmental organizations; and more than 800 accredited members 
of the media. The high-profile and multiple-session Poznan event was 
just a continuation of the process towards an international climate 
change agreement. An agreement that should encompass a strategy 
for the key building blocks of the Action Plan namely mitigation, 
adaptation, technology, investment and financing. That said, it is just 
but fitting to take stock of what has been achieved so far at Poznan, and 
ask “Is there is any silver lining to the looming Copenhagen cloud?” 

In this Bankwatch issue, we feature interesting insights and 
perspectives on climate change and the politics surrounding the issue. 
We have devoted the entire newsletter to climate change, an issue that 
is, supposedly, “a matter of grave concern throughout the world” if we 
are to believe Asian Development Bank president Haruhiko Kuroda 
The ADB president’s assessment stands on strong scientific ground, 
of course. If not averted, climate change will hit “poor people ... not 
only in developing countries but also the poor in developed countries 
... hardest” according to UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change chairperson Rajendra Pachauri. But what the ADB says and 
what it does is another matter altogether.

Our cover story “A Climate Justice Deal in Copenhagen?” 
by Isagani Serrano delves into the intricacy and insurmountable 
challenges in achieving “fairness and justice” as indicated in the 
principle of common but differentiated responsibilities (CDR). He 
warns us about pitfalls ahead though he still shares modest optimism 
that there is chance for a climate justice deal given the most cogent 
fact that “there is a limit to growth in this finite planet.”

Deforestation is another climate issue, and an especially 
contentious one at that during the Poznan negotiations. Among 
the more dangerous proposals that threaten both the climate and 
the integrity of the international talks is the persistent move to use 
industrial plantations as carbon offsets for carbon trading. Chris 
Lang’s article “The ADB is Destroying the Mekong’s Forests and the 
Planet’s Climate” provides a very cogent account of the ADB’s role 
in perpetuating forest destruction in the Mekong Region, particularly 
in Vietnam and Laos. 

Climate change is more than just warming temperatures. There 
are very human, almost kaleidescopic aspects to the issue that are 
increasing in complexity, urgency and interest. Look at Bardukh 
Gabrielyan’s “Interesting Process in Poznan” for a first-hand narrative 
on Poznan side events and plenary sessions. Tea Soentoro’s “Gender 
Justice in National Climate Regime: Still a Long Way to Go” brings 
to fore the need to engender climate change, which affects food, water 
and health. These are the bases of women’s livelihood, yet surprise, 
surprise, women are remain vastly underrepresented in policy-making 
around climate change issues on different community, national and 
global levels. 

In the article “Imperatives Amid Uncertainty: The Case for Global 
Action Against Dangerous Climate Change”, Red Constantino tells us 
why, as a definite and imminent threat, climate change needs specific 
outcomes in Copenhagen.

A sense of urgency in averting the deadly, potentially irreversible 
consequences of climate change is an urgent global priority requiring 
global action. And time is of the essence. n
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A Climate Justice Deal
in Copenhagen?

isagani r. serrano

on Climate Change [UNFCC], Art. 3.1). This means 
the effort sharing in stabilizing greenhouse gas (GHG) 
concentrations at whatever emission stabilization 
scenarios (450ppmv, 550ppmv, 650ppmv of 
carbon concentration in the atmosphere) must be 
based on differentiated share of responsibilities for 
what happened and continues to happen and on 
differentiated levels of development.

Paraphrasing Durning’s (1991) conception 
of ecological classes, we could classify countries 
and peoples of the world into overconsumers or 
high emitters, underconsumers or underemitters, 
and sustainers or those living within sustainable 
limits. These may correspond to the three levels of 
development of Baer et al (2008) — (a) industrial 
countries which are all of OECD; (b) advanced 
developing countries like China, India, Brazil 
and other East and Southeast Asian countries; and 
(c) least developed countries like most of Africa.

In every country, rich or poor, we would find 
these classes sharing basically similar circumstances. 
A rich Filipino in Forbes Park must have the same 
lifestyle and level of carbon dioxide (CO2) emission 
as his counterpart in an OECD country. The 600 or so 
million of non-poor, middle class, and rich Chinese 
and Indians would be a mix of sustainers and high 
consumers.

The excluded 
underconsumers or 
underemitters would be 
over 2 billion poorly fed; 
poorly educated; jobless; 
voiceless; lacking access 
to health care, water 
and sanitation; and 
living in degraded 
environments. They 
suffer more from 
the impact of 
climate change 
although they 
contributed little 
to it. They must 
have primacy 
in the right to 

Difficult but not impossible.
Fairness and justice as implied in the principle 

of common but differentiated responsibilities (CDR) 
remains contested up to now. Rich and high-emission 
countries (so-called Annex 1 countries) stubbornly 
insist that this principle unduly favors advanced 
developing countries whose emissions are rising 
fast, e.g. China, and who I think are being unfairly 
treated here. Now there is even a suggestion to drop 
this principle for being an obstacle to negotiations. 

The other reasons have to do with implementing 
that “fair share” principle. There are proposals on 
the table (e.g., green development rights, common 
but differentiated convergence, contraction and 
convergence by 2050, etc.). Negotiators have 
to decide what is a politically acceptable justice 
formula that can best meet the formidable challenge 
of climate stabilization in a short time.

The case of China is tricky and problematic. 
It is true China’s emissions are rising fast because 
of its high growth levels and reliance on dirty coal. 
But it is equally true that China’s emission level on 
average is still way below that of the US on a per 
person share. China is chalking up the world’s raw 
materials, accepting mountains of waste foreign 
countries reject in their own backyards, but is 
also recycling the wastes of the world and doing 
sustainable agriculture and massive tree planting. 
Who is crediting China for having probably the 
highest carrying capacity anywhere on this planet — 
which means housing, feeding, educating, taking care 
of one of every six of humanity in a comparatively 
small space? China produces cheaply for all of us 
but absorbs most of the carbon shit for it. Who is 
paying for that? But you may also ask: why can’t 
China shift at once to clean production and produce 
long-lasting goods? If it can help bail out the global 
economy with its surplus money, why can’t it spend 
for eradicating its own poverty and cleaning up its 
own backyard? 

No easy answers to these questions.
Climate justice demands that countries act “on 

the basis of equity and in accordance with their 
common but differentiated responsibilities and 
respective capabilities” (UN Framework Convention 

(cont’d. on page 2.)
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development and should be the main beneficiaries of 
resource transfers between and within countries. 

The ‘global deal’ to avert catastrophe seems 
simple enough: the rich in rich and poor countries 
must give up much more so that the poor and all of 
us may live sustainable lives.

High-emission countries must commit to drastic, 
deep and binding cuts on their GHG emissions from 
their 1990 levels and help developing countries with 
‘soft’ money and clean technology. The contraction 
required of them is huge whatever the agreed emission 
stabilization scenario. This ranges between 20 to 50 
percent, or higher, by 2020 up to 2050. The reduction 
covers all six gases of the 1997 Kyoto Protocol — 
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 
(N2O), hydroflourocarbons (HFC), perflourocarbon 
(PFC), and sulphur hexafluoride (SF6) — which 
are translated into CO2 tons equivalent (CO2teq) in 
each country’s GHG inventory. 

Developing countries have a right to 
development, a right that should not be taken 
as license to pollute the environment. Right to 
development under the CDR principle is not only 
about growing the economy; more important is 
satisfaction of basic needs leading to a decent level 
of security and well-being for all. Baer et al, authors 
of the greenhouse development rights (GDR) 
approach, suggest an income of $9,000 per person 
per year, a level all countries could converge into 
as they realize their mitigation commitments. Non-
Annex countries who all fall below that should be 
entitled to transfers (ODA, technology, etc.) and be 
allowed to increase their emissions as they strive 
towards that income goal.

Income as a measure is debatable but probably 
cannot be helped. And what is the equivalent carbon 
footprint of $9,000 GDP per capita? Probably about 
9 tons of CO2 per person. Can that level be reached 
by developing countries without despoiling the 
environment and destabilizing the climate system? 
Considering world population projections of 7.6 
billion for 2020 and 9.1 billion for 2050, you can 
imagine how much energy and carbon that would 
mean.

The Millennium Development Goals (MDG) is a 
flea hop from that suggested income target but should 
be a step forward if met by 2015. Unfortunately 
that’s not likely to happen considering the global 
financial, food and fuel crises which undermine the 
capability of many governments to deliver on their 
commitments. 

Developing countries have 
a right to development, a 
right that should not be 

taken as license to pollute 
the environment. Right 
to development under 

the CDR principle is not 
only about growing the 

economy; more important 
is satisfaction of basic 

needs leading to a decent 
level of security and

well-being for all.

Copenhagen...(cont’d. from page 1.)
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It is but fair for 
developing countries 

to ask for a bail-
out for eradicating 
world poverty and 
rehabilitation of 

environment that is 
equivalent to that given 
to big banks and others.

The G77 and China can offer something rich 
countries cannot refuse. Stabilizing population at 
sustainable levels should be a big deal. It would be 
a big offer from countries like the Philippines who 
is projected to reach over 100 million in 2020 and 
nearly 150 million by 2050. Non-Annex 1 countries 
are spared from binding mitigation commitments 
but they can help, say, by levying a progressive 
carbon tax on their own rich overconsumers and by 
moving early on towards soft energy and low-carbon 
or zero-carbon pathways to development. It won’t 
do to continue harping on emission allowances and 
transfers without giving something big in return. 

Non-Annex 1 countries must avoid the 
unsustainable path taken by industrial countries. This 
should be their part of the bargain. The earlier they 
shift to clean production and consumption, the better 
for our planet and for all of us. Sustainable agriculture 
and fisheries, forest conservation, renewable energy 
and delivering on their MDG commitments by 2015 
can be their best bets in climate change mitigation 
and adaptation. A truly green revolution in both 
agriculture and fisheries, and avoiding deforestation 
can contribute hugely to carbon capture and reducing 
carbon footprint. All these deserve to be compensated 
by way of financial and technology transfers which 
G-77 and China have been pounding on ever since.

It is but fair for developing countries to ask 
for a bail-out for eradicating world poverty and 
rehabilitation of environment that is equivalent to 
that given to big banks and others. This demand 
should be forcefully raised in the UN Financing for 
Development Conference in December in Doha and 
all the way to the climate negotiations in Poznan and 
Copenhagen.

But whatever comes out of the negotiations in 
Poznan in December 2008 and in Copenhagen in 
2009, all the contraction and convergence efforts 
must result in keeping the aggregate global emission 
down to the desired emission stabilization scenario. 
Which means 450 parts per million of CO2 or CO2 
equivalent that hopefully could keep average global 
temperature below the dreaded 2-degree Centigrade 
— the threshold we are advised to respect, or we’re 
dead.

It is a tall order. At the rate aggregate global 
emission is going—an increase of two parts per 

million per year—we are only three and a half 
decades away. We are in deep trouble even before 
our collective best efforts could meet the 2050 target 
convergence.

Something has got to give here. Otherwise no 
deal, and no deal in Copenhagen means back to 
business as usual (BAU) scenario. But let us take a 
look at what it takes.

In 1990 — the reference baseline for both 
the climate convention and the MDGs — the UN 
interagency panel on climate change suggested 
that if we are to succeed in stabilizing the global 
climate system, each individual then living would be 
‘entitled’ to only 1500 kilograms of CO2 emission. 
That was the allowable carbon footprint per person, 
his/her ‘rightful’ share of the skies, or right to shit the 
environment, if you like. That time an American was 
already doing about 20,000 kilograms of CO2 while 
a poor Filipino or Afghan, only about 600 or less. 

More, the 1500 kg norm assumed that (1) 
existing forests are left alone and (2) not one more 
soul added to the then 5.3 billion inhabitants of this 
planet. Of course, the two assumptions turned out to 
be impossible.

Annual global CO2 emissions increased from 
23 billion metric tons in 1990 to 29 billion metric 
tons in 2004. Some would welcome this as a sign 
of prosperity, meaning an indication that economies 
are growing. Others see this as ominous — every 
increase in the economy corresponds to a certain 
increase in CO2 emissions.

US carbon emissions, 
about a quarter of 

the world’s total, are 
simply unacceptable 

and destabilizing to the 
global climate system. 

Its per capita CO2 
emission level has seen 
little or no reduction at 

all since 1990. 
US carbon emissions, about a quarter of 

the world’s total, are simply unacceptable and 
destabilizing to the global climate system. Its per 
capita CO2 emission level has seen little or no 
reduction at all since 1990. Europe, Japan and other 
industrialized nations may have succeeded in cutting 
down but their collective achievement does not 
even come up to the Kyoto Protocol’s minimalist 
benchmark. From a climate justice perspective, 
these are far too short of the required deep cuts, to 
say nothing about paybacks to underemitters and the 
environment. 

(cont’d. on page 4.)
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Global warming will 
continue even when we 
had done our collective 

best because of the 
time lag. It is payback 

time. Let it not be 
said, though, that we 
did not do enough for 

climate justice.
But the chances of negotiating a just deal could 

be much better now than ever before. The climate 
scare is a big driver and very few would contest its 
basis in science and the rise in alarming indicators. 

Recession, though it cuts in multiple ways, may 
be a big blessing. The deeper it cuts and the longer 
it lasts, perhaps the better for all of us. Less growth, 
less emission. Less materials input less stress on 
the environment. Cleaner production and universal 
reduction in per capita consumption means less 
carbon footprint and healthier living. Involuntary 
cutdown will happen even without the Poznan and 
Copenhagen negotiations.

The situation compels the US and other rich 
countries to slow down, rethink and adjust their 
economies and lifestyles. For instance, the US 

government can just let its three auto giants go 
down. It could reduce its dependence on private cars, 
and revive its train and public transport system. It 
can support the community movements in different 
states that have already shifted to organic farming 
and sustainable production and consumption. This 
time around it must do its own version of MDGs to 
help its growing number of poor, hungry, homeless, 
and jobless attain a decent standard of living. Unlike 
in all previous climate negotiations, the US should 
put its lifestyle on the chopping block, as it were. 
There is much, much more the US must and can do 
to keep its fair share of the deal.

No quick fix to climate change, obviously. I 
only hope the global crisis could be a better educator 
this time around, meaning that finally we shall have 
realized there is a limit to growth in this our finite 
planet. Global warming will continue even when we 
had done our collective best because of the time lag. 
It is payback time. Let it not be said, though, that we 
did not do enough for climate justice. n
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Copenhagen...(cont’d. from page 3.)
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The PRRM is an NGO in the Philippines dedicated 
to bringing development especially to the poorest 
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The ADB is Destroying
the Mekong’s Forests and

the Planet’s Climate*

Chris lang

atmosphere: “Valuable forests are being felled for 
timber and making paper, for grazing and farming, 
and for plantations to supply a growing demand 
for energy.” In case we were not sure about the 
ADB’s green credentials, the Bank’s press release 
tells us that “The forests act as lungs for our planet 
and can store the carbon that is emitted into the 
atmosphere today.”3

But ADB loans have had a major impact on 
the forests of the Mekong Region, which shrank 
by 68,000 square kilometers between 1990 and 
2000. The ADB has funded roads that have 
opened up areas of forests and facilitated exports 
of timber. For example, Route 9, which runs from 
the Vietnamese port of Dong Ha to Savanakhet in 
Laos, is one of the roads used by Vietnamese logging 
companies to export timber from Laos — much of 
it illegally. The road passes close to two National 
Biodiversity Conservation Areas. Before agreeing 
to finance the project, the ADB admitted that the 
road would “exacerbate illegal trade of wildlife and 
log export.”4

ADB loans have had 
a major impact on the 
forests of the Mekong 

Region, which shrank by 
68,000 square kilometers 
between 1990 and 2000.

Plantations are another source of ADB-funded 
deforestation. In Laos, the Bank acknowledges 
that its Industrial Tree Plantations Project 
created and increased poverty. Under the project, 
eucalyptus plantations replaced forests important 
to the livelihoods of local communities. Reports 
produced for the Bank acknowledge that “plantation 
establishment has not always been consistent with 
environmental care,” and “healthy forest” was 
converted to tree plantations under the project.5

Just outside the climate change conference 
in Poznan this morning, Friends of the Earth held 
a demonstration against the World Bank’s funding 
of coal-fired power plants. World Bank figures on 
stilts wearing black suits fought against polar bears, 
throwing pieces of coal at them.1 “This is a typical 
example of how European NGOs just don’t get it 
on climate change,” someone behind me said. It 
turned out he worked with the Asian Development 
Bank in the Bank’s climate change unit. He told me 
that climate change is going to be decided in India 
and China, where we need to develop “clean ways 
of burning fossil fuels.” By this he meant carbon 
capture and storage — and he admitted that no such 
technology exists today.

The ADB has funded 
roads that have opened 
up areas of forests and 

facilitated exports
of timber.

I pointed out that the World Bank and the ADB 
continue to fund coal-fired power plants, suggesting 
that it is the Banks, not the NGOs, that “just don’t 
get it.” He mentioned that the ADB had last year 
approved a US$900 million loan for a coal-fired 
power plant in Vietnam.2 “I’m probably more critical 
of the ADB than you are,” he said.

A major focus of the discussions in Poznan 
has been on forests and their role in addressing 
the climate change crisis. The banks, corporations, 
financiers, governments and UN agencies who are 
suddenly enthusiastic about how forests can save 
the planet have played a major role in destroying the 
forests they now claim they want to preserve.

Earlier this year, the Greater Mekong Subregion 
Working Group on Environment produced a video 
with funding from the ADB. The video, titled “Forest 
for the Future,” explains that burning fossil fuels 
is not the only way that carbon is released to the (cont’d. on page 6.)

Through funding coal-fired power plants, the Asian Development Bank is helping 
accelerate climate change. Its destruction of forests makes things worse.

* Chris lang can be reached at http://chrislang.org. the article was posted on 22 december 2008, http://chrislang.
org/2008/12/22/the-adb-is-destroying-the-mekongs-forests-and-the-planets-climate/, Published in WrM bulletin 137, 
december 2008[0].
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Nevertheless, the Bank planned to carry out 
another tree plantations project in Laos, which 
was eventually cancelled as the issue of industrial 
plantations in Laos became more controversial, and 
the ADB knew that it was being watched closely by 
NGOs in Laos and internationally.

In Vietnam, the ADB gave a US$33 million loan 
for a project aimed at rehabilitating degraded forests. 
As is often the case with ADB and government 
statements on forests, farmers are blamed for 
deforestation, while the history of logging, and 
destructive development projects is downplayed or 
ignored completely. The project was explicitly aimed 
at “reducing slash-and-burn cultivation practices 
which jeopardize forests,” according to an ADB 
project document.6

The ADB is a major funder of Vietnam’s 5 million 
hectare “reforestation” programme, which includes 
one million hectares of industrial tree plantations 
to feed the pulp and paper industry. Another 
ADB-funded project, the “Forests for Livelihood 
Improvement in the Central Highlands,” includes 
30,000 hectares of “high-yielding plantations” – 
industrial monocultures, in other words.7

As part of a Special Export Zone on the border of 
Laos and Vietnam, the ADB is considering funding 
a wood processing plant in Lao Bao. The plant 
would buy eucalyptus and acacia plantation timber 
from Laos and Vietnam and produce “knock-down 
furniture, wood chips, and construction materials.” 
A Bank project document notes that “at present 
[there is] some concern about increasing areas of 
monoculture tree areas in Viet Nam.”8 Of course it 
does not mention the Bank’s role in promoting these 
monocultures.

It seems unlikely that little good will come out 
of the Poznan climate negotiations — whether for 

Mekong's Forests...(cont’d. from page 5.)

1. the demonstration, which took place on 9 december 2008, was organised by Campagna per la riforma della banca 
Mondiale, Central and Eastern European bankwatch network, Friends of the Earth international, Jubilee south, oil 
Change international, servizio Civile internazionale and sustainable Energy and Economy network. 

2. in october 2007, adb and the Vietnamese government signed an agreement for the us$931 million Mong duong Power 
Plant Project. the plant will burn low grade coal to generate 2,200 MW of electricity when it starts up in 2012.

 “Mong Duong Power Plant Project Signed,“ adb press release, 9 october 2007. available at: http://www.adb.org/
Documents/News/VRM/vrm-200715.asp

3. “Thailand Kicking the CO2 Habi,t“ ADB Thailand Country Office, 5 June 2008. Available at: http://www.adb.org/Documents/
News/TRM/trm-200803.asp

4. asian development bank, “Summary Initial Environmental Examination of the Proposed East-West Corridor Project (Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic and Socialist Republic of Viet Nam),” 1999.

5. Chris lang and bruce shoemaker, “Creating Poverty in Laos: The Asian Development Bank and Industrial Tree 
Plantations“, World Rainforest Movement briefing paper, April 2006. Available at: http://chrislang.org/2006/04/25/creating-
poverty-in-laos-the-asian-development-bank-and-industrial-tree-plantations/

6. “ADB to Rehabilitate Degraded Forests in Viet Nam,“ adb press release, 20 March 1997. available at: http://www.adb.
org/Documents/News/1997/nr1997014.asp

7. “Forests for Livelihood Improvement in the Central Highlands, Vietnam,“ adb Project information document. available 
at: http://pid.adb.org:8040/pid/LoanView.htm?projNo=34341&seqNo=04&typeCd=2&projType=GRNT

8. “Wood Processing in Lao Bao,“ ADB Project/TA Concept Profile. Available at: http://www.adb.org/Documents/Profiles/
gMs/data/inV019.doc

people, forests or climate. The UN fails to discriminate 
between plantations and forests, meaning that 
ADB-funded forest destruction to make way for 
plantations could be included under programmes 
for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 
Forest Degradation. The ADB, of course, will not be 
protesting. n

Endnotes

Chris Lang worked for two years with Towards 
Ecological Recovery and Regional Alliance 
(TERRA), an NGO based in Bangkok which works 
in Burma, Cambodia, Laos, Thailand and Vietnam. 
TERRA aims to support local communities rights to 
make their own decisions about their environment.
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Interesting Process in Poznan
gabrielyan bardukh 

During the last four days of 
the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC), we attended more 
than ten meetings of side events 
and plenary sessions regarding 
different aspects of the climate 
change problem. As a result of 
attending these meetings, the 
aims, objectives and approaches 
of the conference have become 
clearer. As it is, the first Kyoto 
protocol is ending and there 
is a necessity to work out new 
concepts and approaches for 
a second protocol, which will 
hopefully come into force in 
2012. There is a need to engage 
more countries to reduce their 
emissions, particularly developed 
countries which do not seem to 
have any intention of reducing 
their CO2 emissions. There is an 
impression that most countries try 
to avoid their responsibilities and 
create different excuses; saying 
that to fulfill their obligations, 
they would need additional 
financial means from developed 
countries. For example, during 
of one of the plenary meetings, 
Russia has suggested to address 
the individual approach for each 
country, taking into account 
physical–geographical features. 
In my opinion, while this may 
be correct, this should not be the 
only principle without suggesting 
real measures to reduce own CO2 
emissions, and relying on the aid 
from developed countries.

Recently, we had an 
opportunity to meet government 
officials from Armenia and to 
discuss the Armenian position on 
climate change at this stage. As 
was mentioned by the head of the 

delegation, Mr. Aaram Gabrielyan, 
Armenia was suggesting a new 
approach to solving the problem 
— obliging countries to reduce 
the growth in temperatures, but 
not in the economy.

The first Kyoto 
protocol is ending 

and there is a 
necessity to work 
out new concepts 

and approaches for 
a second protocol. 

There is a need 
to engage more 

countries to reduce 
their emissions, 

particularly 
developed 
countries.

During the discussion with 
Armenian government officials, 
they proposed to conduct a meeting 
between CIS governments and 
CIS civil society groups to talk 
about the possibilities of CSO 
engagement in the decision-
making process and in the 
negotiations on climate changes 
problems, and to foster a closer 
interaction between governments 
and NGOs on this issue. Frankly, 
this kind of initiative was very 
surprising because they usually 
avoid this kind of cooperation 
and the release of important and 
accurate information. But maybe 
now is the time for a closer 
engagement with CSOs and for a 

greater public awareness on this 
issue.

On 5 December 2008, we 
had a meeting with Oxfam GB 
representative and policy adviser 
on climate change and private 
sector, Kate Geary. She explained 
the process happening in the 
conference and the problems 
at this stage of the UNFCCC 
and in the coming meeting in 
Copenhagen, where the second 
protocol will be approved or 
where amendments will be done 
in the existing protocol.

On December 6, the meeting 
on new technology transfer, 
where we heard presentations 
prepared by Australia, 
Bangladesh, EU, etc., proved to 
be very interesting. Mainly, the 
problems of competence and of 
new technology transfer from 
developed countries to developing 
countries had been raised. On 
the same day, the meeting with 
CIS government representatives 
was held where the CACAM 
(Central Asia, Caucasus, Albania, 
Moldova) countries’ position and 
their roles were discussed. n

PERSPECTIVE FROM THE REGION
(CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS)

Gabrielyan Bardukh is a 
member of the Environmental 
Survival non-governmental or-
ganization. He is a member of 
RSC-Caucasus Advisory Council 
and Board member of Public En-
vironmental Information Center 
in Yerevan. He holds a PhD in 
Hydroecology and Fishery.
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As Indonesian civil society 
organizations (CSOs) hosted 
a meeting with Mr. Rahmat 
Wietolar who is both the 
President of the COP 13 to the 
UNFCCC and the Indonesian 
State Minister of Environment, 
in Bali in December 2007, some 
Indonesian women held placards 
bearing the call ‘no gender justice 
without climate justice.’ It was a 
signal not only to the Indonesian 
officials and other participating 
governments but also to the 
CSOs which strongly pushed 
for climate change, that gender 
issues need to be included in the 
climate talks.1

Daeng Bau, a peasant 
woman from South Sulawesi in 
Indonesia, who went to COP 13 
in Bali told us:

“Since around 1989, we 
have lost a dependable climate. 
To what, we don’t know. When we 
saw the mango trees blossoming, 
we knew for sure that the rainy 
season was coming. We prepared 
our corn seeds, planted them. 
In the following years, the rainy 
seasons came late. And when 
it came, it rushed, inundating 
the river banks where we had 
planted our vegetables. Our 
seeds were spoiled. We no longer 

‘No Climate Justice Without 

PERSPECTIVE FROM THE REGION
(SOUTHEAST ASIA)

get good yields during the 
rainy season… During the 
dry season, we can plant 
vegetables. We get water 
from the river, only 50 meters 
from our fields. But we have 
to get the water by hand. We 
carry two buckets of water, 
climbing uphill with full 
buckets. Last dry season, I 
planted ten rows of lettuce; 
I went back to the river to 
and fro ten times daily.”  She 
added that her neighbors who 
worked as laundry women in 
Makassar City usually asked 
their daughters to replace 
them while they grew plants 
during the rainy season. 
“That’s why many girls in my 
village cannot continue their 
education.”2

Daeng Bau’s experience 
with climate change reflects 
the experiences of many 
women in other places too.3 

Women’s voice is 
understood literally

In a meeting between 
the COP 13 President and 
the Indonesian Civil Society 
Forum in December 2007 in 
Bali, where Daeng Bau told 

the Minister her experiences, the 
latter expressed his commitment 
to include gender considerations 
in the climate negotiations.4 
However, a year thereafter, gender 
considerations were still not 
included in the Indonesian national 
policy on climate change. In July 
2008, the Indonesian President 
established a National Council for 
Climate Change, with the State 
Minister of Environment acting 
as the Executive Chair. Gender 
or women’s considerations were 
not included in the programs of 
the Council. The members of this 
National Council consist of 18 
ministries and state agencies that 
do not include the Ministry of 
Women’s Empowerment. 

The Indonesian delegation 
headed by the Indonesian State 
Minister of Environment went 
to COP 14 to the UNFCCC in 
Poznan, Poland in December 
2008, without any issue on women 
and gender in their agenda. The 
Minister was subsequently asked 
about his commitment in Bali 
to incorporate gender issues and 
considerations in all national and 
international policies to address 
climate change. His response was: 
“There are many women already 
among the staff or decision-
makers in the State Ministry 

Gender Justice’ 
A PERsPECTIVE TO ENGENDER ThE ClIMATE TAlks 

AMONG OuRsElVEs AND WITh ThE ClIMATE REGIME
tea soentoro
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of Environment.” Though it 
was explained to him that it is 
not merely about increasing 
the number of female staff but 
more about integrating gender 
considerations in the national 
policy and program, it would 
seem that his understanding on 
gender considerations was limited 
to the fact that many women 
work at the Ministry. Women’s 
voice is understood literally, not 
contextually.

Women nurture 
children, so they can 
nurture plants too

The Indonesian First Lady, 
Mrs. Ani Bambang Yudhoyono, 
and the Indonesian Minister for 
Women’s Empowerment are at the 
forefront of the campaign “Plant 
and Nurture 10 Million Trees” 
launched on 1 December 2007 
by six (6) Indonesian women’s 
groups5 linked closely with the 
government.6  

The purpose of this campaign 
was to give “meaningful 
contribution to the conservation 
of the environment, which in turn 
will benefit the global community 
in responding to several issues 
on climate change.”7 The First 
Lady’s reasons for turning 
this campaign into a specific 
women’s activity were: first, “…
the natural character of women 

is to love, nurture, educate and 
care … if this caring of children 
is adapted to trees … and women 
will plant trees, they will be 
nurtured until they grow big…”; 
and second, “…50% of the 
Indonesian population is women; 
of 230 million people, around 
115 million of that are women. 
Furthermore, 66 million of this are 
adult women… So, if 10 million of 
them plant trees, then it will be a 
meaningful achievement…”8

The role of women 
in challenging the 
impacts of climate 

change is still within 
the patriarchal 

paradigm of wives 
as mothers, not as 
decision-makers in 
their families and 
communities. It 

does not address 
the need to 

empower women 
who encounter 

increasing gender 
injustices due to 
climate change.

This line was reiterated 
in the speech of the Minister 
of Women’s Empowerment, 
Prof. Dr. Meutia Hatta 
Swasono, at the 22nd Congress 
of PERWARI (Indonesian 
Women’s Association) held from 
November 24 to 27, 2008 in 
Jakarta, with the theme ‘Women’s 
Role in Challenging the Global 
Warming’.  

In her speech, she explained 
that women as household keepers 
can contribute to avoid climate 
change through adaptation and 
mitigation programs such as, 
among others, planting their 
house gardens, reducing use of 
electricity, choosing fuel that 
produces the least pollutant, 
avoiding use of chemical fertilizer, 
managing waste, and increasing 
efforts to make compost.9

Clearly, this approach of 
considering women’s perspective 
on climate problems is not to 
address the gender injustices in 
society that are increasing and 
multiplying due to the impact of 
climate change. This is because 
in this campaign, women are 
urged to respond to the climate 
change problems through a 
tree-planting program primarily 
because women are the ones who 
nurture the local wisdom. The 
role of women in challenging the 
impacts of climate change is still 
within the patriarchal paradigm of 
wives as mothers, not as decision-
makers in their families and 
communities. It does not address 
the need to empower women 
who encounter increasing gender 
injustices due to climate change. 

No gender justice 
without climate 
justice

Solidaritas Perempuan/SP 
(Women’s Solidarity for Human 
Rights) is one of the civil society 
organizations that challenges the 
problems of climate change using 
a different perspective. The call 
of ‘no climate justice without 
gender justice’  was promoted 
actively within the Indonesian 

(cont’d. on page 10.)

“Since around 1989, we have lost a dependable climate. 
To what, we don’t know. When we saw the mango trees 

blossoming, we knew for sure that the rainy season 
was coming. We prepared our corn seeds, planted 

them. In the following years, the rainy seasons came 
late. And when it came, it rushed, inundating the river 
banks where we had planted our vegetables. Our seeds 
were spoiled. We no longer get good yields during the 
rainy season… During the dry season, we can plant 

vegetables. We get water from the river, only 50 meters 
from our fields. But we have to get the water by hand. 

We carry two buckets of water, climbing uphill with full 
buckets. Last dry season, I planted ten rows of lettuce; 

I went back to the river to and fro ten times daily.”  
She added that her neighbors who worked as laundry 

women in Makassar City usually asked their daughters 
to replace them while they grew plants during the rainy 

season. “That’s why many girls in my village cannot 
continue their education.”

-Daeng Bau, a peasant activist from South Sulawesi, Indonesia
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delegation to COP 13 in Bali 
2007 and to COP 14 in Poznan.  
Furthermore, the call was also 
adopted by the male-dominated 
civil society organizations in their 
statements in Bali.10 After COP 
13 in Bali, SP engaged actively in 
policy advocacy to include gender 
considerations in the national 
law and policies such as, among 
others, the bill on adaptation and 
mitigation of climate change. 

Nadi brought up this call 
of ‘no climate justice without 
gender justice’ during  the Asia 
Conference on Climate Justice 
in July 2008, which was attended 
by more than 100 CSOs from 
various Asian countries. This call 
was introduced at the plenary on 
the notion of justice. The women 
caucus of the conference came out 
with several planned activities. A 
representative of Nadi was also in 
COP 14 in Poznan as a member 
of the Gender CC-Women for 
Climate Justice, and was actively 
promoting gender justice during 
the discussions.

Climate change 
exacerbates gender 
injustices

Societies, with its different 
nuances and dynamics, determine 
the roles and responsibilities of 
women and men: women in the 
private sphere, men in the public 
one as decision-makers; women 

nurture family, men work to feed 
the family. They are expected to 
perform particular behaviors: 
women obey, men decide; 
women are soft, men, strong, and 
so on. Discrimination, violence, 
double burden, stereotypes, 
and subordination that leads to 
marginalization, are all gender 
injustices experienced by women 
that are derived from this social 
construction. Class, caste, 
religions, cultures, sexuality,11 
political beliefs, poverty, and other 
social and political conditions are 
intertwined and tend to strengthen 
each other.

The story of Daeng Bau 
reflected the existing gender 
injustices (e.g., double burden 
of women: nurturing family, 
working in the city and in the 
field) made worse by climate 
change, which affected not only 
her (e.g., heavier work in the 
fields, increased poverty which 
means more work to get more 
income) but also her family (e.g., 
more girls could not go to school 
anymore as they have to help 
mothers in the housework). 

Climate change exacerbates 
gender injustices.12 Although 
climate change affects everyone, 
it is not gender-neutral. Daeng 
Bau’s story is an example of 
how women’s experiences are 
different from men due to their 
gender roles and responsibilities. 
Climate change magnifies 
existing injustices, reinforcing 
the disparity between women 
and men in their vulnerability 

to and their capability to cope 
with climate change. Therefore, 
women, as the majority of 
the world’s poor, are the most 
vulnerable to the effects of climate 
change. When poor women lose 
their livelihoods, they slip deeper 
into poverty, and the injustices 
they suffer from because of 
their gender, also increases. The 
intensifying conflict on resources 
and food due to drought and crop 
failure as well as land conflict 
and displacement due to the 
intensive promotion of agrofuel 
increases the discrimination and 
subordination of women and the 
violence against their persons.

Although climate 
change affects 

everyone, it 
is not gender-

neutral. Climate 
change magnifies 
existing injustices, 

reinforcing the 
disparity between 
women and men in 

their vulnerability to 
and their capability 
to cope with climate 
change. Women, as 
the majority of the 
world’s poor, are 

the most vulnerable 
to the effects of 
climate change.
Addressing the climate 

change problem therefore needs 
to go along with efforts to reduce 
or eliminate gender injustices. 
Otherwise, it will only bring more 
work for women as illustrated in 
the campaign of the Indonesian 
First Lady and the Minister of 
Women’s Empowerment. The 
main deliberation remains:  
whether the (adaptation and 
mitigation) solution offered will 
reduce and eliminate existing 
gender injustices, or maintain, 
strengthen and multiply the 
existing one.

Gender Justice ...
(cont’d. from page 9.)
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Many activists 
(including some 
female activists), 
are gender-blind. 

Programs and 
approaches need 
to be developed 

not only for climate 
activists but also for 
women’s groups to 
encourage them to 
expand their views 

in looking at the 
gender injustices.

A sound gender 
justice policy  

Due to the gender blindness 
of the national policymakers, it 
is a huge challenge to address 
climate problems through a sound 
gender justice policy. This gender 
blindness of the policymakers 
results in a non-awareness of 
the different problems faced by 
women and men due to climate 
change in particular, and to other 
problems in the society in general. 
The demand to include gender 
and women’s considerations is 
therefore made in response to, 
among others, the tendency to 
place women within the context 
of their domestic role as wives and 
mothers, but not within the public 
sphere that provides space for 
women as decision-makers. They 
are not aware that this paradigm 
actually strengthens women’s 
domestic’s role and increases the 
double burden and stereotyping 
of women. Furthermore, this 
non-understanding results also 
in a lack of analysis of the 
gender injustices encountered 
by women as caused by climate 
change and by proposed market-
based solutions to address it such 
as environmental degradation, 
loss of land and forest, loss of 
livelihood, state violence due to 
land grabbing, and so on. 

The education of the 
policymakers through the 
gender mainstreaming and 

transformation processes, the 
provision of space where there can 
be discourses with gender experts 
and practitioners on women’s 
situation and gender injustices 
related to climate change, and the 
provision of information on the 
best practices in gender-sensitive 
national policy and program on 
climate change, are some of the 
activities that can be developed.

Gender 
transformation is a 
deeper process that 

raises awareness 
about gender 

injustices, among 
policymakers 

for instance, and 
complements 

intellectual 
understanding 
with emotional 

awareness. Both 
these understanding 
and awareness will 
hopefully transform 

perceptions and 
behaviors towards 
women and gender 

injustices based 
on an intellectual 

understanding and  
personal awareness 

about gendered 
social construction 

and the gender 
injustices that 

are derived from 
that, and further 

encourage a 
willingness to 

change. 
There is a need to work 

more on gender transformation 
instead of gender mainstreaming. 
Gender mainstreaming involves 

recognizing women’s situation 
due to their gender and integrating 
that into the decision-making, 
and the need to include gender 
considerations.

Gender transformation is 
a deeper process that raises 
awareness about gender 
injustices, among policymakers 
for instance, and complements 
intellectual understanding with 
emotional awareness. Both these 
understanding and awareness will 
hopefully transform perceptions 
and behaviors towards women 
and gender injustices based on 
an intellectual understanding 
and  personal awareness about 
gendered social construction and 
the gender injustices that are 
derived from that, and further 
encourage a willingness to 
change. An intellectual awareness 
that usually addresses problems 
in more pragmatic ways, would 
therefore be built up together 
with an emotional awareness 
that creates compassion to 
work for women and eliminate 
gender injustices. The analysis of 
women’s experiences regarding 
their problems and struggles for 
survival,,and its causes, is usually 
an effective component of this 
process.

All these changes 
will influence the 
decision-making 
in policies and 

programs towards 
becoming more 
gender-aware, 

address gender 
injustices by 

providing space for 
women in public, 

and include gender 
considerations 

in the policy 
and program to 
eliminate and 

prevent further 
gender injustices.

(cont’d. on page 12.)
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The gender transformation 
process usually leads to a change 
of relations at the personal 
level — be it at home or at 
work — by gradually breaking 
down stereotypes of women 
and female colleagues, giving 
more respect to women as equal 
partners, and providing women 
the space to talk and act. This 
transformation process involving 
the understanding and awareness 
of gender as a social construction, 
and of gender injustices, 
actually transforms the cultural 
construction individually and 
collectively as it is introduced in 
structured programs.

All these changes will 
influence the decision-making in 

policies and programs towards 
becoming more gender-aware, 
address gender injustices by 
providing space for women 
in public, and include gender 
considerations in the policy and 
program to eliminate and prevent 
further gender injustices.

Policymakers are not 
the only one, many activists 
(including some female activists, 
too) are still gender-blind. Similar 
programs and approaches need to 
be developed not only for climate 
activists but also for women’s 
groups to encourage them to 
expand their views in looking at 
the gender injustices that occur in 
women’s domestic lives and that 
occur as a result of state violence, 

ignorance, and threats to the 
environment and climate. n

 is the Network 
Adcocacy and Campaign 
Coordinator of the NGO Forum 
on ADB. Before, she was the 
Policy Coordinator of Nadi, an 
Indonesian NGO that monitors 
the public and private financial 
institutions. She is a member of 
Solidaritas Perempuan (Women’s 
Solidarity for Human Rights), 
an Indonesian association that 
works on women’s rights. Tea 
Soentoro can be reached at tea@
forum-adb.org



B A N K W A T C H

 13Fourth Quarter 2008  BANKWATCH 

Imperatives Amid uncertainty
ThE CAsE FOR GlOBAl ACTION AGAINsT 

DANGEROus ClIMATE ChANGE1

renato redentor Constantino

You will find in the November 2005 issue of 
Rolling Stone magazine a beautiful sketch of human 
thinking about the topic of this conference. It is in 
the article by the writer Bill McKibben, who tried 
to divide an all-too human appraisal of the issue that 
brings us all here today in his own inimitable way.

First, said McKibben, there is the “I wonder 
what will happen?” era.

At some point this is followed by the “Can this 
really be true?!” period.

Later on, this is superseded with the era he 
called “Oh shit!”

Oh shit. This is the era that all too many today 
now find themselves in. And out of the realization 
that things have gone really bad, more and more 
are now finding themselves riding the crest of wild 
mood swings.

There is quiet fear. There is paralyzing despair. 
There is energizing anger. For those who have had 
their fair share of campaigning, notwithstanding 
the bad climatic situation that we find ourselves in 
today, I suspect there have even been moments of 
insane joy, not over ecological or human tragedy, 
but over the incremental inches 
when negotiations did not end 
as hoped for but which did not 
capsize as the bad guys wished, 
when the side of the good guys 
advance, particularly looking 
back since the time the issue of 
climate change first leaped out of 
sophisticated thermometers and into 
lunch conversations, salons, farms 
and factories, boardrooms, and 
even pillow talk.

And rightly so. This 
is personal. It has to be. 
Otherwise we won’t make 
it.

It can be unnerving 
talking about the 
gravity of risks that 
we will increasingly 
face without dramatic 
action. I think it is 
easier for some to talk 
about the problem 
in terms of parts per 
million concentrations 
of carbon in the 

atmosphere, or the tiny temperature increases on the 
dial that takes the place of millimeters of distance 
that we are covering as we slide steadily towards the 
cliff.

I can understand.
I think the language of hard science is needed 

not just for accurate information but to separate from 
pain those who have to measure the very impacts of 
the colossal ignorance and incredible indifference 
that have brought us to where we are today.

Since the mid-20th century, increasing global 
temperatures have been changing the face of life as 
we know it, largely because of human production of 
greenhouse gases.

Its consequences are disproportionately 
slamming down on those who are least responsible 
for the problem.

We live in one planet where the sun seems to 
shine on two worlds.

Without dramatic cuts in greenhouse gas 
emissions, the payback for the poor will be 
immense:
• In a few decades, the lives of millions of people 

will be threatened by floods due to rising sea 
levels, especially among small islands 

and in the mega-deltas of Asia and Af-
rica where many are already drowning 

in oceans of poverty.
• Diseases borne by insects that 

thrive in warm temperatures will flourish 
and envelope areas previously unreached, 

swarming the lives of impoverished 
households with illnesses and further 

straining the already over-burdened 
health systems of developing 
nations.

• By 2050, over a billion 
people are expected to face 
severe fresh water shortage.

• Dry areas will get drier. 
In some countries, crop 
yields could drop by 50 
percent by 2020.
• We may see 
the mass extinction of 
species, which will 
further reduce to 

(cont’d. on page 14.)

* The views expressed in this piece are from the author’s alone and does not reflect a FORUM position.
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desperation families who rely on the biodiversity 
of their ecosystems for their livelihood.

• Countless families will be subjected to the wrath 
of more intense storms and drought, without 
any other means of shelter apart from the empty 
pledges of rich nations.

To name but a few of the impacts.
This much the scientific community shared to us 

last year, on the occasion of the release of the Fourth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change.

The picture has not changed much, except for 
the fact that the prognosis is becoming more grim.

What do I tell all of you here, who represent 
if not the affluent then the enlightened from our 
respective hemispheres?

To say that despite everything that we have 
done so far we have not done enough, seems to be 
insensitive. But to the families on the 
receiving end of climate change, this is 
the simple truth.

To the developing world 
the unfettered increase 
in global temperatures 

will be an unimaginable, 
terrible thing, like the 
collapse of Lehman 
Brothers and Merrill 

Lynch, but on a daily, 
household basis.

To the developing world —to the most 
vulnerable— the unfettered increase in global 
temperatures will be an unimaginable, terrible thing, 
like the collapse of Lehman Brothers and Merrill 
Lynch, but on a daily, household basis.

Around 750 million people 
rely on glacial melt waters 
today from the Himalaya-

Hindu-Kush region. If today 
we are witness to the carnage 

wrought by fossil-fueled 
conflicts, tomorrow, we will 

see more resource-driven wars 
without meaningful, urgent 

climate action.

Imperatives...(cont’d. from page 13.)

Without dramatic cuts in greenhouse gas emissions, the payback for the 
poor will be immense:

• In a few decades, the lives of millions of people will be threatened by floods due 
to rising sea levels, especially among small islands and in the mega-deltas of Asia 
and Africa where many are already drowning in oceans of poverty.

• Diseases borne by insects that thrive in warm temperatures will flourish and 
envelope areas previously unreached, swarming the lives of impoverished 
households with illnesses and further straining the already over-burdened health 
systems of developing nations.

• By 2050, over a billion people are expected to face severe fresh water shortage.
• Dry areas will get drier. In some countries, crop yields could drop by 50 percent 

by 2020.
• We may see the mass extinction of species, which will further reduce to desperation 

families who rely on the biodiversity of their ecosystems for their livelihood.
• Countless families will be subjected to the wrath of more intense storms and 

drought, without any other means of shelter apart from the empty pledges of rich 
nations.
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How much is needed to 
ensure that emissions 

levels are brought down 
drastically? Just a 

fraction of what it seems 
the rich countries are 
prepared to shell out 
to save the livelihood 
of destitute corporate 

marauders and 
mercenaries.

Have we really done enough?
What do we tell the child in South Asia who 

has learned to live with fetid floodwaters swirling 
around her waist and who now, because her family 
needs to move again to higher refuge, will have to 
again parse away a dream of slippers or new pencils 
from her wishlist this year?

What do we tell the mother who today faces her 
children with nothing — neither food nor the table 
they once had — because the rains that should have 
fed their crops did not arrive again as expected, and 
when it finally came, it came in such an unrelenting 
torrent that it washed away everything?

What do we tell the father living in a village 
where fresh water fed by receding Himalayan 
glaciers is rapidly dwindling? The father who is 
thinking more and more of the available water that 
his household badly needs, which is on the other side 
of a mountain range, across the border and under the 
protection of a people fearfully aware of the thirst 
increasingly governing the lives of others?

Around 750 million people rely on glacial melt 
waters today from the Himalaya-Hindu-Kush region. 
If today we are witness to the carnage wrought 
by fossil-fueled conflicts, tomorrow, without 
meaningful, urgent climate action, we will see more 
resource-driven wars.

While great investments 
in energy efficiency, 

renewable energy and more 
are required to decarbonize 
development in the South, 

the truth is, decisive 
climate action is itself a 

development opportunity 
that can help build a low 

carbon, more efficient and 
equitable economy.

Not so long ago I met Lina Tagusi, a mother of 
four in a poor, indigenous community south of the 
Philippines, who was testing by tasting the toxin 
level in poisonous yams that she was forced to feed 
her children. The yams were so toxic that it required 
numerous preparations — after it was dug from the 
ground it was scrubbed and then washed and then 
sliced into very thin pieces, which were then left out 
to dry in the sun, and then wiped again and washed 
anew. To alleviate hunger, she fed her children a 
wicked root crop.

When I met her, Lina’s village was still 
recuperating from a disastrous, prolonged drought 
that had visited her region three years previously. 
They simply had no breathing space, apart from the 
deadly yams.

“Last time old people in my village remember 
eating this was in World War II,” Lisa told me. “It’s 
like there’s another world war,” she said.

And maybe Lisa’s right.
Unless we confront climate change on such a 

footing, ultimately everybody loses.

Our task is to drastically 
strengthen Kyoto and work 

towards a post-2012 agreement 
that is commensurate to the 

magnitude of the challenge that 
we face today.

It makes me seethe in anger to hear the incredibly 
callous discussions in the US and the West about 
the bail-out package necessary to save rapacious 
corporations and executives.

What figure is Washington talking about? 
US$700 billion?

And yet how much is needed to ensure that 
emissions levels are brought down drastically? 
Just a fraction of what it seems the rich countries 
are prepared to shell out to save the livelihood of 
destitute corporate marauders and mercenaries.

How much is needed to ensure that vulnerable 
countries are able to adequately adapt? The debate 
in vogue now in the West is about $700 billion. 
Here is something to think about — the amount so 
far provided to finance the adaptation needs of least 
developed countries is $92 million, which is less 
than what people in the US spend on suntan lotion 
per month.

Science is telling us that we still have time to 
act, though the window for action is rapidly growing 
smaller.

At most, the eminent scientist James Hansen 
reminds us, we have “ten years — not ten years to 
decide upon action but ten years to alter fundamentally 

(cont’d. on page 16.)
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the trajectory of greenhouse gas emissions,” if 
we are to keep global temperatures as far below 2 
degrees as possible — 2 degrees being the threshold 
of climate sensitivity beyond which damage to the 
earth’s climate may become irreversible.1

To accomplish this, we must confront an 
undeniable fact: global greenhouse gas emissions 
must go down by at least 30 percent, if not 40 percent, 
from 1990 levels by 2020, with huge emphasis on the 
high end of the range, with global emissions peaking 
by 2015 and falling afterwards.

To achieve this, we need global action. 
Otherwise, we will fail.

And global action means confronting hard 
realities.

For starters, we need to confront the North-
South divide, so that Annex 1 countries — the rich, 
those historically responsible for climate change and 
with the most capacity to act — actually take the lead 
in ensuring economy-wide domestic emission cuts, 
paying for a significant part of emission reductions 
that need to take place in the developing world, and 
channeling massive funding for adaptation to those 
who need it the most.

But we also need to see beyond this divide. We 
need to differentiate within the so-called developing 
country group, known to many as the G77, and 
recognize that countries such as Saudi Arabia, 
Singapore, Korea and Israel, with their higher per 
capita gross domestic product, should also begin to 
take on economy-wide commitments.

And yes, we also need to recognize that 
emerging economies with high total emission 
figures such as China, India, Brazil and South Africa 
should also begin to get engaged, either through 
sectoral or other quantified action commitments 

for emission limitations or reductions through, for 
instance, renewable energy targets or action to stop 
deforestation. By 2020, it is vital that they contribute 
to the global effort in a fair and equitable manner.

It is vital to acknowledge clearly that for every 
year that action is delayed, the goals become much 
harder to reach, while our ability to limit the damage 
and assist the peoples that will suffer the most will 
be progressively impaired.

There are those who will say that such action 
impinges directly on what some have taken to calling 
“the right to development.” This term has been used 
recently and too often in the wrong context, and I find 
it misleading. It implies that economic development 
and climate action are incompatible. Studies — and 
experience — continue to demonstrate that this is 
not so.

While great investments in energy efficiency, 
renewable energy and more are required to 
decarbonize development in the South, the truth 
is, decisive climate action is itself a development 
opportunity that can help build a low carbon, more 
efficient and equitable economy. 

We also need to surface a kind of unconscious 
chauvinism here and we need to confront it squarely. 
The fact is, reference to the “right to development” 
is sometimes made as an extension of the Ping Pong 
game between the biggest emitters in the North and 
the South, with OPEC countries cheering in the 
rafters. “You go first before I do,” says one side to 
the other. Then the ball is whacked back to the other 
side. In the meantime, we are supposed to forget 
about the right of Bangladesh and Niger to survive 
and the right of Tuvalu and Fiji to keep their very 
culture from being extinguished by the rising tide.

So where should we begin?

Imperatives...(cont’d. from page 15.)
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The old saying remains valid: we must start from 
where we are and build from what we have. Good 
thing we are not starting from zero and building 
from scratch.

Public awareness of climate change is at an 
all-time high, though understanding of the gravity 
of its impacts is still far from ideal. Sustainable 
energy industries continue to enjoy phenomenal 
growth while the number of countries adopting 
progressive sustainable energy policies such as feed-
in tariffs continue to increase. A country such as 
China, for instance, long pilloried by 
leading global polluters, is actually 
putting in place measures that will 
significantly limit its emissions by 
2020 compared to present trends, 
which unfortunately cannot be said 
of major emitters in the industrialized 
world.

Most importantly, the two most 
important elements needed for the 
kind of global response required 
to turn things around are alive and 
kicking.

We have Kyoto, the only legally 
binding global instrument available 
for greenhouse gas emission 
reductions. For all its flaws, and as 
the product of too many compromises 
— they are many — our task is not 
to discard Kyoto and whittle away 

the small window that we have to 
come up with a theoretically better 
agreement. Our task is to drastically 
strengthen Kyoto and work towards 
a post-2012 agreement that is 
commensurate to the magnitude of 
the challenge that we face today. 
We need to remind ourselves about 
how little time we have.

Because this campaign has a 
science-prescribed deadline. And 
there is no reboot button.

We also have insurgent 
movements from below that are 
rapidly gathering strength and 
linking arms across the globe in the 
fight against extractive industries, 
and the proliferation of dirty, 
destructive energy projects such 
as coal-fired power plants and 
climate change-inducing transport 
development. What we need to do is 
to help make sure that civil society 
groups working on strengthening 
Kyoto build far stronger ties with 
the movements, and that movements 
mobilize to ensure that all countries, 
including largest emitter developing 
nations, truly take on measures to 

limit greenhouse gas emissions based on common 
but differentiated responsibilities.

It is easier, of course, to call for a stronger Kyoto 
agreement but far more difficult to itemize what it 
should contain. Issues remain contentious.

Let us go further to a practical plane and spell 
things out. It might be helpful to start with a sketch 
of what we do not want and proceed from there.

So, what do we not want to see as the Copenhagen 
round of negotiations end in 2009?

(cont’d. on page 18.)

We need:
• An agreed successor to Kyoto fortified with deeper 

cuts from Annex 1 countries, the inclusion of 
developing countries with the capacity to act such 
as Saudi Arabia and South Korea, and with a 
track encouraging the voluntary participation of 
countries such as China and Brazil to engage in 
sectoral cooperation agreements and follow the 
commitment route after 2020.

• The return of the US to the negotiation table with a 
far stronger cap-and-trade regime.

• A big technology transfer and adaptation package 
— a compensation package — that comes with (1) 
predictable, additional money that is commensu-
rate to the magnitude of adaptive need; (2) delivery 
mechanisms that ensure that resources are rapidly 
directed to the most vulnerable; (3) a governance 
structure for the technology and adaptation funds 
that is under the full authority of the UNFCCC 
and not the unaccountable, non-transparent and 
inherently undemocratic World Bank; (4) the pro-
vision of sustained institutional support, capacity 
building, software training, and so on.
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Here is an idea of a really bad outcome:
• Under the UNFCCC, an agreement constituting 

the absurd continuation of the long-term dialogue 
— a policy of protracted constructive ambiguity; 
an extension of the global stage where the new 
business-as-usual today is displayed: officials 
delivering speeches after speeches prefaced or 
finished with the words “business as usual is 
no longer an option,” after which, nice speech 
delivered and with absolutely no progress made, 
people carry on business as usual.

• A successor to Kyoto without any teeth: neither 
deeper cuts among Annex 1 countries nor 
developing country commitments to decarbonize.

• An adaptation agreement that may take the form of 
a protocol, with little money and with little impact, 
for without dramatic emissions reductions, the 
adaptive capacity of society and ecosystems will 
simply be exceeded.

None of these outcomes will bring us any closer 
to the target of keeping global temperatures to as far 
below 2 degrees as needed. None of these agreements 
create win-win pathways for developing countries. It 
will not save the climate.

If these are the outcomes that we should avoid, 
what exactly should we work for?
We need:
• An agreed successor to Kyoto fortified with 

deeper cuts from Annex 1 countries, the inclusion 
of developing countries with the capacity to act 
such as Saudi Arabia and South Korea, and with 

a track encouraging the voluntary 
participation of countries such 
as China and Brazil to engage in 
sectoral cooperation agreements 
and follow the commitment route 
after 2020.
• The return of the US to the 
negotiation table with a far stronger 
cap-and-trade regime.
• A big technology transfer and ad-
aptation package — a compensation 
package — that comes with (1) pre-
dictable, additional money that is 
commensurate to the magnitude of 
adaptive need; (2) delivery mecha-
nisms that ensure that resources are 
rapidly directed to the most vulner-
able; (3) a governance structure 
for the technology and adaptation 
funds that is under the full authority 
of the UNFCCC and not the unac-
countable, non-transparent and in-
herently undemocratic World Bank; 
(4) the provision of sustained insti-
tutional support, capacity building, 
software training, and so on.

Such an outcome will signal to 
the world that a real shift towards 

real climate solutions is at hand. A real start, one 
that is grounded and with an ambition equal to the 
climate challenge.

But how do we get there? In the short time that 
we have, there is really only one way. And this is 
by combining the epic efforts being exerted by 
civil society organizations and progressive partners 
on the international negotiations arena — with the 
equally determined resistance from the ground led 
by communities and peoples organizations fighting 
extractive industries and the spread of false solutions 
such as supposedly safe nuclear and supposedly 
sustainable agrofuels.

I have been fighting the spread of dependence 
on coal-fired power for over a decade and in this 
period I have had the privilege of working with fine 
women such as Jintana who led her community in 
defeating a monstrous proposed coal power project 
in Prachuab Kiri Khan, Thailand; and Maliwan who, 
with her people, continues to resist the expansion of 
the dreaded Mae Moh coal power station in Thailand 
that has claimed the lives of hundreds of villagers; and 
Romana, Elay and Athena who, together in a spirited 
and years-long popular struggle, killed a proposed 
coal plant in Negros Occidental, Philippines which 
probably delayed, if not stopped, a plague of coal 
projects from being constructed throughout their 
region.

The five fine women and the people they worked 
with fought dirty energy primarily to shield their 
communities from harm. But they did so, fully aware 
that, although the amount of emissions they could 
prevent would be negligible compared to developed 

Imperatives...(cont’d. from page 17.)
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country emissions, everything will count in the end. 
They fought with the climate clearly in mind because 
to them it was always about solidarity with the most 
vulnerable.

International arena activists and resistance from 
below — combined and with common targets — 
this to me is the real climate justice movement. The 
problem is two separate elements do not a movement 
make. Discussion and debate is slowly taking 
place but the conversation is far from established, 
because of too many mistakes, disagreements 
or insurmountable differences. On one side are 
intolerant, narrow-minded ambitions that appear 
to disregard the confines of the arena available, 

or at least what will be in play in the next two or 
three years. On another is blinkered pragmatism 
that accepts as perpetual the enormous role played 
by instruments and institutions responsible for the 
massive disenfranchisement of poor peoples. Both 
perspectives forget or ignore the strength that one 
side can provide to the other — and the urgency that 
should compel all to aspire for greater unities.

Because with the two elements combined, 
we would all be in a better position to deliver the 
right conclusions by Copenhagen, and to see the 
agreements through.

Combined, we will have better odds to 
implement the necessary goals of the global 
Greenhouse Development Rights project, which I 
believe should serve as an overarching framework 
as well as a bridge to further bind the global climate 
justice movement. The Greenhouse Development 
Rights project or GDR should be waged as a 
framing campaign nationally and used intensively 
both to confront large emitting local elites and to 
promote the urgent need to radically reorganize and 
reorient economies towards actually sustainable and 
equitable pathways. The GDR should be highlighted 
nationally with the view in mind of creating early 
momentum that can later allow the translation of 
its principles and aims into actual international text 
entering negotiations for the Third Commitment 

I have been fighting the spread of 
dependence on coal-fired power for 
over a decade and in this period I have 
had the privilege of working with fine 
women such as Jintana who led her 
community in defeating a monstrous 
proposed coal power project in 
Prachuab Kiri Khan, Thailand; 
and Maliwan who, with her people, 
continues to resist the expansion 
of the dreaded Mae Moh coal power 
station in Thailand that has claimed 
the lives of hundreds of villagers; 
and Romana, Elay and Athena who, 
together in a spirited and years-long 
popular struggle, killed a proposed 
coal plant in Negros Occidental, 
Philippines which probably delayed, if 
not stopped, a plague of coal projects 
from being constructed throughout 
their region.
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Period. The truth is, there is really more in common 
between the working peoples of the South and the 
North than there is between the poor and the rich 
in the North or the South. The conversation to 
overthrow the order that has brought about global 
ecological crisis needs to happen within the working 
class across boundaries.

Almost a century ago, the most famous luxury 
liner in the world sailed out in its maiden voyage 
as a symbol of what was thought to be the limitless 
reach that the wealthy had attained in the world. 
Everything was theirs for the taking, it seemed, until 
the fateful night the liner struck an iceberg, and the 
celebration of excess ended as a demonstration of 
folly with the sinking of the Titanic.

I cannot fault you for thinking the story sounds 
like a story of our times. The parallels are obvious. 
There are even real physical links to the subject 
of this very conference. Here is an interesting 
fact. Though it cannot be directly related to global 
temperature changes, many believe that the source 
of the iceberg that sank the Titanic came from the 
Jakobshavn Glacier — the fastest moving Greenland 
Glacier, which also happens to be one of the most 
closely monitored, climate-impacted places in the 
world today.

The Lord Buddha gave us 
the key tenet a long time ago: 
“There are only two mistakes 

one can make in the fight 
against climate change,”

he said. 
“Not starting, and

not going all the way.”
We can even discern the plight of peoples from 

small island nations facing oblivion in the words of 
a survivor of the Titanic, Helen Churchill Condee, 
who wrote about her experience: “The only space of 
deck slopes high towards the stern,” wrote Condee, 
“and on this diminished point huddle the close pack 
awaiting death with the transcendent courage and 
grief that had been theirs for the last two hours.... 
Over the waters only a heavy moan as of one being 
from whom ultimate agony forces a single sound.”2

But the parallel ends there.
Our world will not and does not have to be a 

planetary Titanic for a very simple fact. It should 
be obvious. Thanks to science, we know where the 
iceberg called two degrees is and how near we are 
to running into it. We also know that there is enough 
time, though so preciously little of it, to take control 
of our planet of a ship and to turn it around.

Our work is cut out for us and we must see this 
struggle through, together.

The writer Rebecca Solnit reminds us about an 
oft-neglected imperative — that our imagination must 
be adequate to the possibilities arrayed before  us.

The Lord Buddha gave us the key tenet a long 
time ago: “There are only two mistakes one can 
make in the fight against climate change,” he said. 
“Not starting, and not going all the way.”

The Buddha is wise.
We should be wise, too.  n
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