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Two Cheersto Kyoto Treaty
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Weliveinanageof risk —the*"risk society” to useanotable phrase of German
sociologist Ulrich Beck. There seemsto be no escape from the culture of warning
andthe paliticsof prediction, prevention and compensation. Every now and then,
theworld issubjected to comprehensive reports on the global impact of climate
change. They underlinethethingsthat have now becomeal too familiar: melting
ice capsinthe polar region and submergence of tropical islands, with the poor
underdevel oped countries bearing the brunt of these devastating changes. All in
all, agrim picture of floods, drought and suffering. For the not-so-amused green-
bashers, who consider al thisaload of hubrisand exaggeration, thereisan e ement
of concerntoo— collapse of the tourism industry, astourists bound for tropical
paradisesand theglistening Alpine skiing retreatswill have no destinationto goto.
Clearly, endless prosperity, ahi-tech economy, abullish market and titanic mergers
that imulategrester growth aswell asmany of thehuman activities (anthropogenic
factors) that modify or destroy thenaturd ecosystem areat the heart of the problem.
Problemsthat get compounded dueto faultlinesliketheoil crisis, the debate over
renewable and non-renewabl e energy resources and, of course, atmospheric
warming—all of which areinterlinked. Themessageisfrighteningly clear; more
freak weather conditions, massivedisplacement of popul ationsand enormous|oss
of life.

On February 16, 2005, theworld took itsfirst concerted step toroll back the
emissonof ‘ greenhousegases  believed linkedto dlimate changewith theenactment
of the Kyoto Treaty. After seven yearsof wrangling and haranguesthat madethe
1997 Kyoto Protocol atypical case of ‘no step forward, two steps back’ and
despited | scepticism chalengingitsefficacy, the 2005 Treaty hasacertain symbolic
vaueattachedtoit that thereisno mutua gain, unlessthereiscollective cooperation.

Thissymbolismfindsresonancein Rousseau sfableabout the* hunter and the
stag’ . Rousseau describesfive hunterswho join handsto hunt astag. They agree
to cooperate and mount acoordinated hunt and to sharethe spoilsequaly, giving
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each sufficient meat to feed hisfamily. But then one of thefivebreakstheringto
pursuearabbit that providesenough food for hisown family. Asaresult, the stag
escapes and the other four huntersgo hungry. Themoral isthat placing persona
needs(read individua interestsof States) over the collective destroys cooperation.
I ssuesrelating to global warming havefor long been bitterly trapped inthisfable.
Negotiations on environmental issues are a complex process, for they are a
combination of scientific uncertainty with national interest and of social activism
with economics. Any negotiationstowards cooperation can only be successful
when competing interestsfind away to generate mutual gain. From 1997 till the
enactment of the Kyoto Treaty, politicsand economicsplayed akey rolein policy
discussions on global warming and routinely took precedence over scientific
arguments. Thefollowing factorswereevident:

Fird, thelinkagefactor. Theability of the* South’ devel oping countriesto use
environmentd issuesasanimportant tool for bargainingisasignificant featurein
the ‘North-South’ divide. For developing countries, linking environmental
destructiontotheir poverty and popul ationwasaway to extract aid and technology
transfer from the developed *North’ countriesin order to speed up devel opment
activities, putting them on theroad to solving theillspresent in their sphere.

Second, the scientific findings. Theseinvariably comeinto conflict with the
political choicesthecountriesexercise. Whilescientific findingsclearly indicated
that the environment wasrapidly declining withtherisein globa temperature, yet
State policies, aswitnessed in the negotiation process, were conditioned by the
impact of such findingstotheir interest. For example, thelow-lying countriesfelt
morevulnerableto the global risein temperature which could submergetheir
countriesowing to theriseinthe sealevel, accompanied by the melting of theice
inthe polar region. For such countries, whichfall mainly inthe‘ South’, it was
imperativethat the*North cut down carbon emission. Against this, the‘ North’
countrieswerenot vulnerableto risng sealevels. Instead, reducing emissonwas
a major domestic worry, as it would mean closing industries leading to
unemployment. This, in particular, wasthetone of the USvis-a-visthe Kyoto
Protocol —amindset articulated by GeorgeBush Sr.inRioin 1992: “I have some
responsibility for acleaner environment, and dso aresponsibility tofamiliesinthis
country who want to work, some of whom can bethrown out of work if wegofor
too costly an answer to someof these problems. And | am not going to forget the
Americanfamily. Andif they don’t understand that in Rio, too bad.”*

Third, the politica consideration. National interest, sovereignty and theright
to devel opment overshadowed the negotiation process. Despitetherealisation
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that the North could not do without the South and vice-versa, power politics
between the two sides dominated discussions, particularly onissuesreatingtothe
emissions ‘trading’ mechanism, the clean devel opment mechanismand carbon
‘snks’. TheUS, in order to set the agenda, strongly advocated emission cutsto
thoseindustrialised countriesthat backed clean-up projectsin the devel oping
countries. The* South’, onthe contrary, felt that such aswap offer would restrict
their right to devel opment, making them hostageto US dictates.

TheKyoto Treaty: Key Features

Under the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, industriaised countriescommitted themsdlves
to binding reductionsin greenhouse gasesemissions (GHGs), averaging 5.2 per
cent below 1990 level s between 2008 and 2012. The mandated reduction ranged
from 8 per cent for the European Unionto 7 per cent for theUSand 6 per cent for
Japan and Canada. Australiawasallowed an 8 per cent increase, whileRussia's
target was fixed at O per cent. Compared with the opening positions in the
negotiations— 15 per cent for the EU; 5 per cent for Japan and O per cent for the
US*—theend result inthe Kyoto Treaty can be summed up asatidy compromise.

Theagreement, ratified by 141 nations, callson 36 industrialised countries—
theUS, Australiaand Monaco are not part of thetreaty —to reinin therel ease of
carbon dioxideandfiveother gases, i.e. methane, nitrousoxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons and sul phur hexafluoride, from the burning of oil and coal and
other processes. Implementation of the agreement was delayed by astruggleto
meet therequirement that the Treaty beratified by those countriesthat account for
55 per cent of theworld' semissions. The Clinton Administration Sgned the protocol
in 1997, but the Senate refused to ratify it, citing potential damagetothe US
economy andinsisting that it a so cover countrieswith fast-growing economies,
suchasChinaand India. President Bush'sunilateral withdrawal fromthe protocol
temporarily jeopardised the Treaty.® However, the* 55 per cent’ goal wasreached
in October 2004, nearly seven yearsafter negotiationshad begun, with Russia's
formd ratification.* Astheagreement comesintoforce, theindustrialised countries
will bescrambling to put together astrategy to make surethe Treaty’ sobligations
aremet. Somecountriesare ponderinga‘ carbontax’ to punish polluters—amove
opposed by businessgroups—while othersfavour expansion of renewableenergy,
particularly nuclear power, and promotion of energy-saving technologies.

Theunderlining feature of the Treaty isthe encouragement of international
cooperation. The clean devel opment mechanism, for example, will encouragethe
richindustridised countriesto finance projectsthat reduce emissionsin developing
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countriesinreturnfor credit against their own emissionstargets. The Treaty has
sgnificant implicationsfor devel oping countries. Although they will not berequired
to reduce emissionstowards specific targets, they will berequired to act voluntarily
tolimit production of GHGs. The devel oping nationswill benefit fromthe Kyoto
Protocol Adaptation Fund, whichthey can useto pay for measuresto anticipate
and protect themsel vesfrom negativeimpactsof climate change.

TheMessageisin theWarming

CanthentheKyaoto Treaty hdpinitiatean environment-consciousenergy policy?
Giventhefact that international politicsisdeeply rooted inthe power axiom, a
green-clean energy policy will continueto clashwith national and strategicinterest.

Theworld needs energy. World popul ation has passed the six-billion-mark,
yet one-third of the population lacks el ectricity. Poverty, suffering and global
devel opment requires congtant, stableand affordable supply of energy. Thecurrent
high priceof ail, though not good for the public mood, isaboon for alternative
energy, in particular, nuclear energy. But central to the debate on conventional/
non-conventional energy arethe oil lobbyists, who have orchestrated an anti-
nuclear campaign solely to protect their businessinterests. Here, therole of the
mediais striking: it readily gulps bad news on nuclear plants, whereas their
effectivenessand safety standardsare hardly ever analysed. The subject hasto be
demydified.

Nuclear energy isneither dead nor dying; 31 countriesuse nuclear energy and
accountsfor 16 per cent of world'selectricity.® France generates 79 per cent of its
electricity through nuclear power; Belgium 60 per cent; Sweden 42 per cent;
Switzerland 39 per cent; Japan 34 per cent, Britain 21 per cent and the US 20 per
cent.® Inthetrue spirit of the Kyoto Treaty, devel oping countries must encourage
aternative sourcesof energy and fund thetechnol ogy to the devel oping countries.
Increasing global warming should make the case strong for nuclear energy and
‘North-South’ cooperationinthisfield will bewelcome. Giventhefact that theUS
hasexpressed gravereservationsover Russia snuclear technology supply to India,
itsrecent offer to part with civilian nuclear technology for energy-hungry Indiais
indeed apositivesignal. Moreover, the | AEA can be effectively strengthened to
check whether suchtechnology isbeing diverted for military purposes.” Inthelight
of thisdevelopment, External AffairsMinister K. Natwar Singh’ srecent remark at
the Conferenceon” Emerging Nuclear Proliferation Chalenges’ organised by IDSA
and Pugwash-Indiaissignificant. Hesaid, “ Thereisaneed for amindset changein
dealing with emerging nuclear proliferation challenges. Approacheswhich have
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falledtorestrain, let alone punishthoseguilty of proliferation need to bereplaced
by anew framework which, on theonehand, iseffectivein curbing proliferation
and, at the sametime, doesnot inhibit | egitimate cooperation in peaceful uses of
nuclear energy by Stateswhose non-proliferation records are beyond doubt...
We are committed to further strengthening our regulatory framework in keeping
withthechanging technical and security chalenges.” Inthe caseof India, someof
its nuclear plants are under IAEA safeguards, including the Russian-built
K oodankulam plant in Tamil Nadu.

Therisk attached to nuclear energy —health hazards, cost effectivenessand
environmental scare—though not basel ess, should not bean excuseto negatethe
importanceof clean energy. There surely have been more human desthsand hedlth
hazardsfrom oil exploration cum shipping and coal minesthan nuclear plants.
Moreover, nuclear plantsfollow health security and safety precautionsmorethan
any other conventiona energy units. Sometime halfway through thiscentury, there
will be 10 billion energy-hungry peopleand taking theexhaudtibility of fossil fues
and globa warming into consideration, surely nuclear energy definesitspoint. We
may yet be glad that we know how to tamethe atom.
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