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From November 13th through 24th, the Dutch city of The Hague will host the UN Climate Summit, officially titled the Sixth Conference of the Parties to the Climate Convention, or COP-6. The Hague Summit is critical, as it is there that the final decisions for the implementation of the 1997 Kyoto Protocol will be taken. The Kyoto Protocol is in danger of becoming the most corporate-friendly environmental treaty in history, not only at the expense of social and political equity between North and South, but also to the detriment of the climate itself. A growing body of research warns that the rules for implementing the Protocol as promoted by an unholy alliance of Northern governments and corporate lobby groups would result in a net increase of greenhouse gas emissions rather than the average reduction of 5.2% agreed upon in 1997. On top of that, many of the corporate activities that might become eligible for ‘carbon credits’ after COP-6 – including nuclear energy as well as industrial and genetically-modified agriculture and tree plantations – have serious negative social and environmental impacts.



The US government first introduced market-based mechanisms into the Kyoto Protocol in order to ensure that the agreement did not threaten US corporate interests. Since then, technical discussions about these neo-liberal instruments have completely dominated the UN climate negotiations. Corporate lobby groups were quick to embrace greenhouse gas emissions trading— a perfect tool for pre-empting government regulation. Business interest in the issue of climate change has reached an unprecedented level spanning all industrial sectors. The net effect of corporate involvement, however, will be a corrupted and anaemic Kyoto Protocol. Corporations – efficiently organised in a complex web of national, regional and global groupings – have engaged in proactive lobbying to prevent what they consider to be the worst case scenario— binding government regulations to force businesses to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Indeed, the large-scale global offensive launched by these industrial interests has been a key force behind the adoption of dubious market-based mechanisms to solve the climate crisis. These ‘solutions’ have served as the Trojan horse upon which corporations have galloped into the climate talks and systematically proceeded to weaken and distort the Protocol from the inside. 



A gradual shift has taken place. After years of pure and unapologetic obstruction, most transnational corporations (TNCs) have now adopted what they claim to be a more ‘constructive’ approach. Business, they argue, will not block the negotiations nor prevent the implementation of the Kyoto Protocol at COP-6. Instead, they will focus on ensuring an unlimited use of the Protocol’s market-based mechanisms. The  Kyoto Protocol opened up possibilities for countries to meet their reduction commitments through emissions trading and a range of other pseudo-solutions that have gained disturbing mainstream political acceptance in the run-up to COP-6. Both the biotech and the nuclear energy sectors are hungrily eyeing the subsidies, carbon credits and new business opportunities that could emerge from the Kyoto mechanisms. Industry and countries including the United States hope to avoid the placement of any ceiling whatsoever on the amount of their reductions that can be achieved `abroad’ through emissions trading. A whole new industrial sector has emerged even before consensus has been reached on the Kyoto rules— the emissions brokers. The attraction is clear— the market in global greenhouse gases could grow to trillions of US dollars over the next decades. Most corporations have discovered that huge profits lie ahead if they manage to shape the Kyoto mechanisms to their interests. 



Corporations claim to have the climate situation under control. They argue that carbon and energy taxes and other effective regulations should be avoided at all costs in the name of international competitiveness. The solutions, they claim, can be found in voluntary agreements between governments and industry and in an unimpeded free market permitting the development of new and improved technology. Market-obsessed governments and industry lobby groups have shifted the debate into a realm dominated by technocratic solutions and industrial concerns like securing profits and strengthening global corporate dominance. The key challenge at COP-6 will be to bring the commodification of the climate to a halt. The alternative is climate policies that pursue real emissions reductions and equity, a complete withdrawal from fossil fuel dependency and the ever-increasing growth in energy production and use.



Record number of lobbyists

Reflecting the huge interests at stake, over 12,000 people will attend COP-6, a minority of them government delegates. In addition to over 4,000 journalists, there will be a similar number of ‘observers’, including a record number of corporate lobbyists.1 Over 1,000 industry lobbyists attended the last climate summit of similar importance, COP-3 in Kyoto. Representatives of corporate lobby groups from the US, the EU and Japan will clearly outnumber environmentalists— an unusual situation for negotiations on what is without doubt today’s most serious environmental problem. ��

License to Pollute?

Despite broad public, scientific and political consensus about the need for urgent action to combat climate change, greenhouse gas emissions continue to be spewed into the atmosphere at an ever-increasing rate. Years of negotiations have resulted in a mere 39 industrialised countries agreeing to a pitifully low collective reduction of 5.2% by 2008-2012.2 In fact, a global reduction of at least 60 – 70% is needed in the first half of the 21st  century in order to avoid cataclysmic climate change due to global warming, according to the UN’s own Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

 

The 1997 Kyoto Protocol was celebrated by the nations of the world as the first legally-binding treaty to set limits to greenhouse gas emissions. The climate debate entered quieter waters after Kyoto, and the negotiations have since circled around the three market-based ‘solutions’ enshrined in the Protocol— emissions trading, joint implementation (JI) and the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). Emissions trading allows the 39 governments committed to collective reductions under the Protocol to trade the right to pollute among themselves. Under this scheme, due to start in 2008, a country might choose to buy emission credits from another country that managed to reduce its emissions below its Kyoto targets. Joint implementation and the Clean Development Mechanism grant Northern governments and corporations emission credits through special projects aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the host country. These projects can be carried out among industrialised countries and corporations (JI) or between one industrialised government or company and one Southern country (CDM). Although the rules and procedures have not yet been agreed upon, hundreds of projects are already planned and many are even being implemented. A typical CDM project could be the Dutch government financing a factory producing energy-efficient light bulbs in Russia, or BP Amoco installing solar panels in Zimbabwe. The logic behind the market-based mechanisms is that it is less expensive for Northern countries to invest in reduction projects abroad than it is for them to reduce emissions domestically. 



A disturbing reality lurks behind these benign-sounding mechanisms— they enable industrialised countries and their corporations to buy the right to pollute and to escape even the meagre commitments laid down in the Kyoto Protocol. It has been argued that similar trading schemes, such as the US programme to reduce sulphur dioxide emissions to combat acid rain, have worked successfully. However, this argument does not take into account the negative health and economic impacts suffered by poor and disadvantaged communities in the US through these schemes— a phenomenon referred to as ‘environmental racism’.3 The hypothesis that such schemes will be efficient on the international level is also flawed. One must not forget the absolute impossibility of monitoring emissions from millions of sources spread all over the world, not to mention the lack of a binding regulatory system to enforce emissions limits.4 



Not only will the market-based mechanisms fail to achieve the agreed reduction targets for greenhouse gas emissions, they could catalyse serious environmental and social catastrophe on a scale unimaginable. These mechanisms effectively turn greenhouse gases into commodities, locking-in existing North-South inequities in the use of the atmosphere and natural resources and opening-up many new and harmful profit-making opportunities for TNCs— essentially creating a new market out of thin air. 



Through these schemes, TNCs and their Northern governments will be entitled to buy countless cheap emission credits from the South, through projects of an often exploitative nature, thereby imposing on the South what the India-based Centre for Science and Environment refers to as ‘carbon colonialism’.5 Furthermore, all of the `low-hanging fruit´, or cheap credits, will have been harvested by the North when it comes time for Southern countries to reduce their own emissions, saddling them with only the most expensive options for any future reduction commitments they might make.



Since the introduction of these market-based solutions in 1997, subsequent international climate negotiations have been deadlocked around technical discussions about their scope and implementation, essentially paralysing the process. The political pressure to open the floodgates for these commercial escape mechanisms continues to intensify, further weakening an already anaemic Protocol and scuttling any hopes of securing the political agreement necessary to avert the climate crisis. 



A recent study released by the German Federal Environment Agency clearly stated that current Kyoto Protocol emission reduction targets are hopelessly insufficient for the goals of climate stabilisation and prevention of serious damage.6 The report estimates that if industrialised countries do not go beyond the 5.2% reduction by 2008-2012 as outlined in the Kyoto Protocol, average global temperatures will increase by 2.7 degrees Celsius by 2100. This would not only cause a dramatic 41 centimetre rise in sea levels, but would also threaten agricultural production and up to 40% of natural vegetation around the globe. The report prescribes an emissions cut by industrialised countries to far less than half of 1990 levels by 2030 in order to avoid this nightmare scenario.7



But there is no need to look far into the future to see the horrendous impacts of climate change. The number of catastrophes caused by rainstorms, tropical cyclones, droughts, and other climate disruptions is increasing year by year, resulting in terrible damage and human suffering. Examples from the recent years include enormous mudslides in Venezuela, a devastating cyclone in the Indian state of Orissa, and massive floods in Mozambique.8 A team of scientists from the Vrije Universiteit in Amsterdam recently confirmed that climate change is clearly having an impact on the frequency and intensity of natural disasters.9 The authors conclude that “at least part of the damage caused by weather extremes is due to human-induced climate change.”



What’s at Stake in The Hague

COP-6 in The Hague is intended to wrap up three years of negotiations on the implementation of the Kyoto Protocol. The Protocol describes a general framework, but the filling in of precise rules and guidelines was postponed for later negotiations. A work programme was agreed upon at the November 1998 COP-4 in Buenos Aires, with COP-6 as the deadline. Final decisions will be taken on the so-called Kyoto rulebook, which includes accounting methods for emissions, rules for the three market-based mechanisms, and compliance issues. Also on the agenda is ‘capacity-building’ to allow Southern countries to participate in the Kyoto mechanisms.



The chilling reality is that the climate summit in The Hague holds the portent for an agreement that will not only enable Northern governments and their corporations to escape their promised CO2 reductions, but will allow them to significantly increase their emissions. This calamitous scenario will unfold if the wide range of fraudulent ‘solutions’ promoted by some Northern governments and the unified corporate climate lobby are written into the Kyoto rulebook. Powerful forces are demanding that COP-6 end with a mandate for the Kyoto commitments to be fulfilled through emissions trading, the use of ‘carbon sinks’ (carbon absorption via forests, wood products, soil and industrial agriculture) and nuclear energy. The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), ostensibly set up to facilitate the transfer of funding and technology for energy efficiency measures to Southern countries, could become a tool for subsidising nuclear energy projects, as well as industrial agriculture and tree plantations (including genetically manipulated crops), options with dire social and environmental consequences. 



Umbrella Group vs. EU and G-77

“The climate change treaty is becoming more of an economic treaty than an environmental treaty, and countries are looking for a competitive advantage. Giving credits for carbon sinks will likely make European countries lose some advantage because they do not have as many forests or agricultural areas as the US”.       —  Frank Maisano, Global Climate Coalition.10



In the run-up to COP-6, negotiations have been marked by a split between the two major players in the UN climate talks— the European Union and the so-called umbrella group, led by the United States. The umbrella group, which also includes Japan, Australia, Canada, Russia and Norway, promotes the unlimited use of the Kyoto mechanisms, a position identical to that of the major industry lobby groups. To ensure that countries reduce emissions at home, the EU has been pushing for a limit to the use of market-based mechanisms. The EU’s proposal is that at least 50% of reductions should be achieved domestically, but the umbrella group fiercely opposes any such limits. The EU has also voiced doubts about the inclusion of carbon sinks under the market-based mechanisms; the umbrella group, on the other hand, calls for an unlimited use of carbon sinks. The EU has proposed a ‘positive list’ for the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) that limits the projects to sound technologies such as renewable energy, thereby excluding nuclear energy investments.11 The umbrella group, on the contrary, wants all technologies to be included in both the CDM and under JI. Finally, the EU is arguing for financial sanctions for countries that fail to meet their Kyoto obligations, while the umbrella group opposes binding measures (such as penalties and fines) for non-compliance. Observers report that with the approach of COP-6 there are signs of a narrowing gap – disturbing news considering what is at stake.12



Will the EU Sell-Out in The Hague?

The EU has history of watering down its demands in the heat of the negotiations and accepting compromises so as not to be left at a competitive disadvantage to the US. This clearly was the case at the Kyoto Summit, where the EU finally committed to reductions of only 8% instead of the 15% it had announced in advance. Moreover, the EU ultimately bowed to pressure to cram the Kyoto Protocol full of market-based instruments. According to the Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP), the EU has failed sorely when it comes to delivering its promises during UN climate negotiations. The US “sets the agenda while the EU … comes across as reactive, weak and fragmented,” the IEEP concludes.13 The EU’s tendency to backslide will more likely than not also come into play with the crucial issue of limiting the use of emissions trading in fulfilling the Kyoto targets. The EU started off at COP-4 in Buenos Aires with a demand for a ‘concrete ceiling’, and then in 1999 defined this maximum limit for emissions trading at 50%. This demand is currently the EU’s opening bid for COP-6, but when the negotiations get tough a compromise of far less than 50% can be anticipated.14 The G-77 countries have collectively demanded a far higher maximum of 70%.15

 

Apart from its feeble negotiating strategy, the EU has seriously undermined its credibility with the failure of its own climate policies. For starters, greenhouse gas emissions in the EU are increasing at a rapid pace, in direct contradiction to Kyoto obligations. These embarrassing and climate-endangering failures to live up to Kyoto promises are a product of the EU’s own devotion to the market. EU plans like the Trans-European Networks (TENs), a €400 billion programme for new transport infrastructure projects to facilitate growing trade volumes, not to mention the liberalisation of energy markets, make the achievement of the Kyoto targets even more unrealistic. To add insult to injury, the EU’s future strategy for implementing its Kyoto commitments leans heavily on emissions trading and voluntary agreements with industry.16 An EU-wide CO2/energy tax remains a distant dream, due to unbending opposition by business and a number of EU governments. Attempts in 1992, 1995 and 1997 to introduce a very modest EU-wide energy tax were quickly snuffed, whereas in 1998 the watered-down Monti Proposal17 was surprisingly rejected by a coalition of conservatives and UK New Labour MEPs in the European Parliament.18 Although the battle is not yet over, the close alliances between industry and national governments opposed to an EU energy tax are a major stumbling block to progress in this area.



The EU’s Climate Failure

Because CO2 emissions from the transport, energy and other sectors continue to increase sharply in most EU countries, total emissions will increase by 8% between 1990 and 2008-2012 unless urgent action is taken.19 The Trans-European transport Networks (TENs) alone are predicted to increase CO2 emissions from the transport sector by 15 to 18%.20 Additionally, newly liberalised energy markets will reduce energy prices and consequently increase both consumption and CO2 emissions. An EU-wide greenhouse gas emissions trading system is forecast to start in 2005, “to provide experience,” before global rules begin operating from 2008.21 



The European Commission’s proposal for how to fulfil the EU’s Kyoto commitments received heavy critique from environmental groups and Members of the European Parliament (MEPs). Green MEPs warned that the emissions trading scheme should not replace an EU-wide eco-tax, and asked for more radical measures in the transport sector. They also asked for a clear monitoring and sanctioning system, as, “the biggest polluters tend to benefit from emissions trading as they gain the right to pollute.”22 Christian Democrat MEP Jorge Moreira da Silva attacked the Commission’s proposal for being, “unambitious, ill thought-out and over-reliant on flexible mechanisms.”23��









From Saving the Climate to Free Trade in Greenhouse Gases

“The fundamental success of the Kyoto Protocol negotiations was the decision to employ market-based mechanisms as a primary means of achieving greenhouse gas emissions reductions.”  — International Climate Change Partnership, an industry lobby group involving BP Amoco, TotalFinaElf, Statoil and many other TNCs.24



Emissions trading became a serious factor during the COP-2 climate negotiations in Geneva in July 1996. It was during this round of negotiations that the US government, the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases, for the first time announced that it would support a binding UN climate treaty. The commitment, however, came at a price— greenhouse gas reductions should be pursued through “market-based solutions that are flexible and cost-effective,” US negotiator Tim Wirth explained.25 The message was clear— the US government would only accept a climate treaty that did not threaten US corporate interests. Over the next 18 months until COP-3 in Kyoto, US negotiators stubbornly forced market-based mechanisms onto the agenda. The result was a Kyoto Protocol with a very meagre commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and with the prominent inclusion of the three market-based mechanisms. An escape route was thus opened-up for Northern governments hoping to avoid cutting emissions at home, as well as new creating new avenues for the boosting of corporate profits. A satisfied Al Gore, then US vice-president, praised “the magic of markets” as the way forward in tackling climate change.26 Environmental NGOs warned against potential ‘loopholes’, while the Danish minister of environment went a step further and labelled emissions trading as “climate fraud.”27



Since the Kyoto summit, the US has continued to steer the negotiations towards the Protocol’s current dominance through market-based mechanisms. After the last official negotiations session before COP-6 in Lyon from 11-15 September, US lead negotiator David Sandalow reaffirmed the US position— no limits on the use of emissions trading and no restriction on the use of carbon sinks. The second key US demand, that large Southern countries like China, Brazil and India accept emissions reduction targets, is closely linked with a desire to use the Kyoto mechanisms to their full potential. If these countries accept greenhouse gas limits, they will consequently have plenty of emissions credits to sell to US corporations. Several initially sceptical Northern governments have further undermined the Kyoto Protocol by gradually embracing greenhouse gas trading. Japan, for example, was quick to jump on the emissions trading bandwagon. At COP-4 in Buenos Aires, the Japanese delegation pushed for the inclusion of corporations, and not only countries, in the market-based mechanisms. This vision has since gained further momentum, opening the floodgates wider for climate fraud and profiteering from the Kyoto Protocol. 



As mentioned, an EU-wide emissions trading programme is under development, but also individual member states have ‘backed-down’ from a critical stance on the market-based mechanisms. The Netherlands for instance plans to achieve 50% of its reduction commitments abroad through emissions trading.28 Sweden and Finland are promoting the use of ‘carbon sinks’, driven by the potential to earn carbon credits and make massive profits from industrial tree plantations. The UK, France and several European Commissioners are pushing for the inclusion of nuclear energy investments in the Clean Development Mechanism. Within the EU, the Danish government is one of the few that still officially opposes the attempts to undermine the Kyoto Protocol by allowing climate fraud. “We will cut the 21% of greenhouse gas emissions as we promised in Kyoto, and we will do it at home,” Danish environment minister Sven Auken said in March 2000.29 While the Danish government’s position illustrates alternatives to entirely selling out to commercial interests, this critical stance is under growing pressure from Danish industry and the Ministry of Finance, which wants to buy cheap emission rights abroad to enable the continued export of electricity from coal-fired power plants.30

 

The US offensive to turn the UN climate treaty into a trade agreement for greenhouse gases was intended to protect US corporate interests and placate the business lobbies that vehemently opposed any international rules. While most US lobby groups continue to obstruct the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, they have fully embraced emissions trading just like their counterparts in other Northern countries. Corporate lobby groups, on the national, regional and international levels, have lobbied for the unrestricted use of market-based mechanisms since the Kyoto meeting. They have played a key role in pushing more and more governments, not the least in Europe, into the emissions trading trap. Industry has grabbed this golden opportunity to simultaneously pre-empt government restrictions on their expansive ambitions and at the same time open up lucrative new opportunities for profit-making.



The Climate Fraud Catalogue

The way in which the crusade for a global treaty to prevent catastrophic climate destabilisation is being hijacked and degraded is truly terrifying. Not only are countries seeking to escape their reduction obligations by buying carbon credits elsewhere, resulting in paper transactions with no benefit for the climate, but they are also demanding that credits be awarded for practices that are destructive or just plain absurd. The ambitions of the biotech and nuclear industries to hitch a free ride by jumping onto the Kyoto Protocol bandwagon fall under this category. Both sectors claim that their controversial technologies are fully eligible for carbon credits and subsidies from the Clean Development Mechanism. The International Primary Aluminium Institute also falls under the absurd category with its claim that the substitution of aluminium for heavier materials in cars reduces CO2 emissions from car use, elegantly avoiding the uncomfortable fact that aluminium production is one of the most energy-consuming industrial activities.31 Anticipating the huge profits that can be reaped from the commercialisation of the atmosphere, a new industry is emerging— the global greenhouse gas emission brokers.



Hot Air Trade

The best-known form of climate corruption with candidature for inclusion in the Kyoto Protocol is the trade in ‘hot air’— spare emissions permits offered up for sale. The amount of hot air that can be bought in the global carbon market could be large enough to allow the US to meet nearly all of its Kyoto commitments by doling-out money for permits, without having to spend a cent on reducing emissions at home. Major providers of hot air will be Russia, the Ukraine and Kazakhstan, the CO2 emissions of which are some 45% below 1990 levels.32 These cash-strapped countries are eager to offer their massive surplus emissions rights in return for hard currency. Trade in hot air could reach some US$30 billion per year.33 As the buying and selling of hot air does nothing to help global warming, this form of climate fraud will undoubtedly lead to a net increase in emissions rather than the 5.2% reduction that is the Kyoto target.34 



EU countries have also entered the hot air game. The UK government, which has reduced its CO2 emissions beyond its Kyoto commitments and plans to sell the difference, has announced that it will offer CO2 credits worth one billion pounds to the US and other potential buyers. This is a clear case of climate fraud, as the reduction is a side effect of closing down coalmines and instead pumping up more natural gas – which is only slightly less damaging to the climate – from the North Sea.35 Rather than letting the climate benefit from this reduction, the UK hopes to cash in and sell its ‘right to pollute’.



Bubble Economy

It is not only governments that can trade emissions permits and carbon credits— corporations can also get in on the act. Corporations have already started trading emissions, reaching trading volumes worth 50 billion US$ in 1999.36 The emissions trading market could swell to astronomic proportions. The Electric Power Research Institute, for instance, estimates that the total value of carbon dioxide permits could be $13 trillion by 2050.37 This explains the explosive emergence of a global market for emissions, despite the fact that the Kyoto rulebook is yet to be finalised. The World Bank has established a Prototype Carbon Fund that mobilises funds from Northern governments and corporations and pumps them into projects in Southern countries. The World Bank in return pays out carbon credits, related to the emissions reductions achieved, as dividend to the investors. Among the first investors in the Bank’s Prototype Carbon Fund were the Dutch government and corporations such as Mitsubishi and Shell.38 The World Bank also hopes to land a role in running the CDM, a rather shameless ambition considering the institution’s continued promotion of fossil fuel dependency in the South. The Bank aggressively promotes the privatisation of the energy sector, and a mere 1.4% of its lending for energy projects between 1980 and 1997 involved renewables.39 



Governments and corporations investing in the World Bank’s Carbon Fund are rewarded with cheap carbon credits, but taking the lead also de facto means developing the rules of the game and exploring where and how the largest profits can be made down the road. Meanwhile, UNCTAD, the UN agency for trade and development, has assisted in the creation of the International Emissions Trading Association. This partnership with players such as the Australian Stock Exchange, the International Petroleum Exchange, Shell, BP Amoco, Statoil and Tokyo Electric Power, aims to create a global emissions market, with or without the Kyoto Protocol.40 Both BP Amoco and Shell have adopted internal emissions trading systems, and the companies are developing plans for CDM projects. In its distorted interpretation of what is clean and climate-friendly, Shell is betting on earning emissions credits by supplying more natural gas for heating and power and liquefied gas for cars, and by building gas-fired power plants. 



Carbon ‘Casino Capitalism’

The dominance of emissions trading within the climate change negotiations has given rise to a new, fast-growing profession— emissions brokers. SGS Group (Societe Generale de Surveillance), Trexler and Associates, Winrock International, Evolution Markets LLS and other ‘greenhouse gas credit brokers’ identify projects that are eligible for receiving carbon credits and help buyers and sellers get together. “What we are seeing is a convergence of capital and environmental markets,” Richard Sandor of the Environmental Financial Products Company told the Financial Times.41 Like other global financial markets, the emissions market will also feature transactions that are purely speculative. Trading house Mitsubishi, for instance, envisages “a business in which we purchase emission rights at low prices and sell them at higher prices for profit.”42 



“The potential rewards for smart players in the field are enormous,” according to Natsource, a New York-based “over-the-counter broker of energy derivatives.”43 Not only will emissions credits be traded, their derivatives will also constitute a billion dollar market.44 Hedge funds will also undoubtedly find a niche, as will speculating in ‘futures’ and ‘options’. There is a real danger that the entire range of controversial speculative instruments known from the global financial markets could emerge in the emissions trading game.



Sinks: Soil, Agriculture and Forests

“We have been saying all along sinks are important, sinks are important, sinks are important. The administration seems to be coming our way”. 



                                               — Frank Maisano, Global Climate Coalition.45



The US has repeatedly threatened not to ratify the Kyoto Protocol unless carbon sinks are included. The reason for this obstinacy is that the US administration expects that ‘sinks’ may cover up to half of its annual reduction obligations by 2010.46 US agri-business corporations, with Monsanto leading the pack, see ‘carbon sequestration’ as a highly lucrative new market and have lobbied hard to get the US government to defend forests and farm land ‘sinks’ as a source of carbon credits. At Monsanto, there is great excitement about the expanded sales of ‘climate-friendly’ Roundup herbicide and genetically modified Roundup Ready seeds, not to mention the future earnings potential of marketing genetically modified crops with a higher carbon absorption capacity.













Carbon Sinks Dramas47

Alberta-based energy utility Transalta is financing a project in Uganda in which cows are fed in a way that reduces the volume of gas they fart. The project allows Transalta to buy time for its three coal-fuelled generating stations. 



New England Electric Systems, a coal-burning utility holding company, has paid the Malaysian Innoprise Corporation (which manages the commercial exploitation of a 972,000 hectare timber concession) to carry out `reduced-impact´ logging in part of its concession. The logic to this is perverse and absurd— New England Electric can earn credits from logging if “it causes less deforestation than would otherwise have occurred”. The Malaysian Innoprise Corporation can make money both by logging and then by replanting. It has already signed a deal with the Electricity Generating Board of the Netherlands to plant dipterocarp trees on logged-over land; this will offset part of the CO2 emitted from the Dutch company’s power plants.



The Federation Internationale de l´Automobile has arranged to offset 5,500 tonnes of carbon emitted annually by Formula One car racing by planting 30,000 trees in Chiapas, Mexico on lands inhabited by indigenous communities. This deal is a bargain at the price of 38,000 pounds per year. The project is backed by the Mexican government, and will be audited by a team from Edinburgh University.



In the US, the World Resources Institute brokered a deal in 1998 between Applied Energy Services Inc. of Virginia and the organisation CARE. In order to make a proposed coal-fired power plant in Connecticut more acceptable to regulators, the company will spend US$2 million to make 40,000 farmers in Guatemala plant 50 million pine and eucalyptus trees and implement agroforestry, terracing and fire control. Support comes from the US Peace Corps, USAID and the Guatemalan Directorate General of Forests.��

The Canadian government is eagerly pushing for measures that would enable governments to receive credit for carbon stored in forests, soils and wood products. The Canadians want to include all kinds of carbon sinks imaginable, including carbon stocked in wood products like furniture and houses and even paper stored in landfills! However, the West Coast Environmental Law Association concluded in a recent study that giving, “credit generated by sequestration that will happen in any event will allow more greenhouse gases to enter the atmosphere.”48 Allowing sinks would enable Northern countries to emit some 12.5% more greenhouse gases than permitted under the Kyoto Protocol.49



Growing trees to remove CO2 from the atmosphere by allowing it to be absorbed in the wood may sound benign, but in fact this scheme is quite dodgy.50 There is serious scientific uncertainty about the capacity of forests to act as stable carbon sinks, and it is moreover virtually impossible to adequately measure the sequestered carbon.51 Beyond this, the promoters of carbon sinks deliberately ignore the very destructive impacts of large-scale industrial tree plantations around the world. These plantations cause significant social and environmental upheaval by displacing communities, aggravating inequalities in land ownership, encouraging deforestation, destroying animal and plant diversity and depleting water resources.



Monsanto Smells Climate Profits

Monsanto has been a major player in the corporate climate lobby since 1998. One of the most controversial corporations around due to its aggressive promotion of genetic engineering, Monsanto has discovered the potential for lucrative gains through the Kyoto mechanisms. 



At COP-6, Monsanto will promote the unrestricted use of carbon sinks. The company has high hopes for the granting of emissions credits for CO2 sequestration through so-called low-tillage farming. Technologies that facilitate the soaking up of carbon dioxide by soil are major profit-making assets in the emissions trading market. According to Monsanto, massive amounts of carbon will be stored in the soil if farmers reduce or stop ploughing and instead use its herbicide Roundup and the corresponding Roundup Ready genetically modified crops.52 The company estimates this ‘climate friendly’ technology will be enough for meeting up to 30% of the US reduction targets. The tillage practices promoted by Monsanto obviously would mean massively increased sales of Roundup and constitutes a major profit-making asset in the emissions trading markets. As icing on the carbon absorption cake, Monsanto also fantasises about the massive profits it could earn with genetically modified plants and trees that take up or store carbon more efficiently.53 The company’s plans for genetically engineered forests with faster growing trees are already quite well developed, and Monsanto has entered a joint venture with three major paper companies to apply genetic engineering to industrial forestry.54 The company expects its Roundup Ready forestry products to be ready within a few years. 



“The socio-economic implications of GE forestry are huge. This is especially true in Southern countries where forest-based cultures are more directly impacted by increased production and bio-colonialism. Tropical fruit plantation economies will be dragged further into the dead-end ‘development’ model invoked by the ‘Green Revolution’, rather than re-establishing sustainable community-based autonomy.” 55



Monsanto first appeared on the climate scene at COP-4 in Buenos Aires in November 1998. The New Scientist magazine reported that, “delegates are having pressed into their hands copies of a report from the company explaining how its products could help soils round the world suck-up carbon dioxide from the air. Good old-fashioned soil husbandry would do the same thing, of course, but the profits aren’t so good.”56 Robert B. Horsch, Monsanto’s President for Sustainable Development, proudly explained that, “Monsanto and others worked hard and successfully at the meeting to persuade delegates to look into agricultural carbon ‘sinks’ as a way to reduce atmospheric greenhouse gases.”57 One of Monsanto’s partners in crime was the World Business Council on Sustainable Development (WBCSD), echoing general industry support for an unlimited use of sinks.58



After COP-5, Monsanto has continued to work strategically to shape the negotiations in such a way that corporations can cash-in on climate change. Monsanto’s Peter Hill was represented in the panel that wrote the May 1999 Special Report on Land Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).59 The panel, brimming with people with vested interests in emissions trading, reached “unrealistically and unjustifiably optimistic conclusions about the possibility of compensating for emissions with trees,” writes the World Rainforest Movement.60



Monsanto has been very active in sponsoring conferences and workshops in the US on the potential for carbon sequestration.61 The main coup in the company’s pursuit of profit from the climate crisis, however, has been its victorious lobbying to gain the support of the Clinton administration. ��

Climate Change: a Comeback for Nuclear Energy? 

Climate change offers the last window of opportunity for a nuclear comeback in Europe, where many countries intend to shut down nuclear power plants and some have opted for complete nuclear energy phase-outs. The Clean Development Mechanism might, however, breathe new life into the nuclear industry. This industry, supported by the US, Japan and other Northern governments, is lobbying for the inclusion of nuclear technology as one of the possible options for the CDM, which would give a massive boost to the proliferation of nuclear power plants around the globe. Some influential Southern governments, like China and Brazil, are also in favour of including nuclear energy projects within the CDM. 



Greenpeace has calculated that carbon credits could reduce the construction costs of new nuclear power plants in China by between 10 and 40%.62  The nuclear industry itself believes that the percentage might be even higher.63 In short, this would turn the Clean Development Mechanism into a new subsidy for the nuclear industry.64 Predictably, the nuclear industry callously views climate change as, “the best friend we have had in the past 40 years.”65



The EU opposes nuclear energy in the CDM, and is arguing for the inclusion of a list of ‘positive technologies’ like renewable energy projects and energy efficiency and demand management schemes. Its position is however weakened by the fact that the UK and France fully support the incorporation of nuclear energy into the CDM.66 The UK government is in fact encouraging British Nuclear Fuels to build nuclear power plants in China, through which the UK would earn carbon credits. Within the European Commission there is also growing support for the idea that nuclear energy is necessary for fulfilling the EU’s greenhouse gas reduction commitments, a position publicly defended by the EU Commissioner for Energy Policy and Commission Vice President Loyola de Palacio.67



What the nuclear lobby conveniently neglects to mention is that nuclear power is indirectly responsible for colossal CO2 emissions through its energy-intensive activities such as the construction and decommissioning of reactors; the extraction, processing, transport and reprocessing of nuclear fuel; and the storage and treatment of nuclear waste. Furthermore, nuclear power is the least cost effective – not to mention the most dangerous – method of producing electricity. It is no coincidence that the clearest voice against the infiltration of the CDM by nuclear energy comes from the Association of Small Island States (AOSIS), the member countries of which are first-hand witnesses to the dangers of nuclear waste transport and nuclear tests often conducted in their waters.68



The Corporate Strategy: From Opposition to Co-optation

The prime business goal for the climate summit in The Hague is to ensure unrestricted emissions trading, including the full use of carbon sinks. The corporate lobby - involving not only fossil fuel companies but virtually all sectors of industry - is inspired by the desire to pre-empt what they consider to be the worst case scenario— binding government regulations on business. Moreover, most companies have discovered that huge profits can be reaped if they succeed in shaping the Kyoto mechanisms in their interests. 



This lobbying strategy is a far cry from the corporate approach to climate change in the early 1990s. Business has gradually moved away from its initial aggressive, defensive strategy of denying the existence of climate change and disputing its causes. Later, the focus was on attempts to delay decision-making, including emphasising the high costs of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and stressing the responsibility of developing countries. Today, industry has overwhelmingly adopted a ‘constructive’ approach— promoting voluntary action by companies in combination with market-based ‘solutions’. 



The shift was clearly visible in 1997, when industry first pushed for voluntary action as the most effective solution in the run-up to the Kyoto Summit. After Kyoto, industry quickly embraced the Protocol’s market-based mechanisms and clamoured for their expansion. This transformation in corporate strategy is a calculated response to the gathering momentum of the political process around climate change, especially in Europe. Faced with the risk of being marginalised, which could have resulted in governments adopting climate policies in conflict with the corporate agenda, industry realised that engaging in negotiations about solutions was a more effective way of delaying or avoiding regulatory action.



















The Reality of ‘Voluntary Action’

Corporate lobby groups routinely claim that government intervention to reduce CO2 emissions is counter-productive and that they themselves can handle the situation through investments in new technology. Typically, these claims are ‘backed’ by glossy publications full of heart-warming case studies from TNC-run factories where emissions per production unit have been reduced.69 Missing from these evasive reports are overall figures on the status of global CO2 emissions by these same corporations, to say nothing of ‘side-effects’ like emissions from the highly unsustainable transport systems they promote.



The UN’s Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD) recently published a report on voluntary environmental initiatives by industry that concludes that these voluntary initiatives, “often result in non-compliance, double standards, inadequate targets or standards, or ‘greenwashing’.”70 Elaborating on the strategic use of ‘greenwash’ by polluting companies, the report states that, “the illusion of more profound change stems partly from the fact that the TNCs and business or industry associations involved are big players on the international stage and are actively publicising their new approach through the media, corporate advertising, publications, conferences and international institutions.”71��

European-based corporations and their lobby groups generally made the shift earlier than their counterparts in North America, mainly due to political realities in Europe, where climate change has been a hot political issue since the early 1990s and where the political risks of continued denial were greater. On the other side of the Atlantic, business has now also jumped on the bandwagon of political engagement in order to promote market-based mechanisms. But the domestic political reality, with environmental issues carrying less weight with the public, enables many US business groupings to follow a hypocritical twin-track path— promoting market-based ‘solutions’ in the international climate negotiations, while domestically denying human-caused climate change and opposing ratification of the Kyoto Protocol by the US Congress.



As the oil industry itself has put it, the challenge for companies on both sides of the Atlantic is not to try to settle the political dispute, but “rather to seek responses to hemispherically distinct expressions of consumer interest that can also serve shareholders.”72 However, despite this geographic strategy split over how to respond to environmental policy pressures, industry has been disturbingly united and well-organised during climate negotiations over the past year. Cooperating in international groupings like the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and the International Climate Change Partnership (ICCP), they have closed ranks in order to dominate the political process.



‘The Europeans’: Voluntary Action Will Do

The most influential European corporate lobby groups are without exception very energetic players in the climate debate. Groups like the employers’ organisation UNICE, the chemical industry federation CEFIC and the European Roundtable of Industrialists (ERT), which brings together 45 of the largest European corporations, are involved in intense lobbying both in EU capitals and during UN climate negotiations. Given the more challenging political climate in which they operate, these European groupings were quicker to embrace a proactive agenda in order to avoid the threat of government regulation to force emissions cuts and in particular to shirk the much dreaded EU-wide CO2/energy tax. While their agendas are virtually identical, they each have their own priorities and distinct working styles.



The three corporate heavyweights have converged upon an undisputed primary target in their campaigns towards COP-6— the unlimited use of the Kyoto mechanisms as an escape route from forced emissions reductions in Europe. Another demand is that emission credits obtained through any of the three mechanisms be fully tradable and interchangeable. Finally, European TNCs are lobbying for full acceptability of carbon sinks under CDM and JI projects, and oppose the exclusion of any technology, including nuclear energy and biotechnology.



Although the international climate negotiations are an important battlefield for European industry, their crusade for self-regulation is primarily waged at home, where they target European Union institutions and national governments. The most active and sophisticated approach in this field has come from the ERT, which fully exploits its exceptionally privileged political access to both the European Commission and national governments.73 The Roundtable has wrapped its message to the EU in a glossy new report strategically released in mid-October, just a month prior to COP-6.74 Featuring case studies of voluntary action by industry to reduce CO2, the ERT hopes that the EU will refrain from political moves that would conflict with the corporate agenda. This ‘positive action’ approach, also adopted by other major industry groups, was pioneered by the ERT with its 1997 climate report launched in the run-up to Kyoto. In those days, former Assistant Secretary-General Caroline Walcot made no secret of the fact that the ERT had chosen to engage “in a positive debate with governments to promote measures on a voluntary basis,” mainly due to the political consensus about human responsibility for climate change— a fact which the ERT disputed.75



In steering EU climate policies away from government regulations such as an EU-wide energy/CO2 tax and towards corporate-friendly solutions like voluntary initiatives and emissions trading, the major lobby groups have counted on the help of the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS). CEPS is a golden example of the corporate think-tanks that have mushroomed all over Brussels during the past few years, inspired by the influential role of such groups in US politics. In the run-up to The Hague, a CEPS working group on ‘EU Climate Change Policy: Priorities for COP-6” organised a series of workshops. The working group, chaired by BP Amoco’s Barbara Kuryk, delivered workshop reports with corporate policy recommendations to EU decision-makers.76



The strategic transformation of industry is clearly visible in the cases of BP and Shell, the two uncrowned kings of climate greenwash. After having undergone expensive corporate facelifts, they now present themselves as leaders in reducing CO2 emissions and supporting renewable energy. To convince the public that they have turned-over a new leaf, they employed a highly sophisticated mix of PR methods including BP’s “Beyond Petroleum” and Shell’s “Profits and Principles” advertisement campaigns. But under the layer of corporate PR, the reality is that both companies continue to increase their oil production year-after-year and have no intention of changing this in the near future. Although both companies have remodelled their images in response to strong pressure from the environmental movement in Europe, Shell and BP Amoco remain active members of US lobby groups such as the American Petroleum Institute and the Business Roundtable (BRT). These US-based industry lobbies still actively oppose the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol and wage multi-million dollar disinformation campaigns about climate change.



US: The Boldest Offensive

The United States, responsible for 25% of the world’s greenhouse gas emissions, is predictably home to some of the most aggressive corporate climate campaigns. Beyond the well-established major business groups like the Business Roundtable (BRT), the US Council for International Business (USCIB) and the American Petroleum Institute (API), corporate virulence towards climate change has also given birth to single-issue groups like the Global Climate Coalition (GCC) and the secretive Climate Council.



From the early 1990s until the birth of the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, the main strategy pursued by US industry has been to pour millions of dollars into disinformation campaigns that deny the existence of climate change and confuse the public. These campaigns have made use of deceptive reports and the promotion of scientists sceptical of climate change to counter well-reviewed evidence. Such tactics have been complimented and boosted by countless reports warning of the disastrous impacts that a commitment to binding emissions reductions could have on the US economy. To delay government action, US corporations have also insisted that any agreement without binding targets for Southern countries would be unbearable for the economy, while at the same time cynically lobbying these same countries to reject environmental obligations as a hindrance to development.



These old strategies have by no means been abandoned, however since 1997, US climate industry lobbies have embraced two new goals— preventing the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol while simultaneously promoting self-regulation and fighting for the unrestricted use of emissions trading and carbon sinks. This strategy secures a ‘win-win’ situation for business no matter what happens. Decision-makers, generously supported with financial contributions from industry, have helped to grease the way for corporate victories in US climate policy. One example is the 1998 Senate resolution (passed 95-0), which prevents the US from signing any climate agreement that excludes Southern countries from binding commitments or harms the US economy. Business also celebrated the Congressional decision to cut funds for global warming research as well as recent legislation which encourages voluntary action by industry as the panacea to climate change. 



This diversity of strategies could at first glance appear contradictory; however, it jives with the reality and subtleties of both domestic and international political processes. 



Since 1998, BP and Shell, as well as major US companies like Ford, Texaco, Daimler-Chrysler and General Motors, left the Global Climate Coalition. This corporate lobby group is the most vociferous proponent of denial and obstruction strategies towards climate change, and the target of environmental campaigns and negative media coverage. The Global Climate Information Project (GCIP) and the Information Council for the Environment (ICE) were disbanded for the same reasons. Rather than celebrating these changes as signs of a constructive new approach to the climate crisis, it should be recalled that large oil corporations remain active members of even darker groups such as the American Petroleum Institute. The birth of new alliances such as the Pew Centre and ‘Safe Climate, Sound Business’ reflect pragmatic moves by corporations to hedge their bets. While pursuing their campaigns to block effective government policies, they simultaneously cultivate progressive corporate images and position themselves at the forefront of the emerging emissions markets.



Speaking With One Voice on the International Front

During international climate negotiations, strategic splits on issues like whether to deny the reality of climate change are dropped in favour of a strong common position for industry. This is most visible within business groups operating at the international level, such as the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD), the Transatlantic Business Dialogue (TABD) and the International Climate Change Partnership (ICCP).



This collective and compromised position has been fine-tuned over the last few years at major UN negotiations. The hundreds of business lobbyists present at the two main rounds of negotiations following the signing of the Kyoto Protocol – COP-4 in 1998 in Buenos Aires and COP-5 in 1999 in Bonn – presented a united front under the leadership of the International Chamber of Commerce. The ICC, one of the most influential corporate forces behind world trade and investment deregulation, is also a forceful player in the global environmental debate. As the ICC’s Juahni Santaholma explains, the group has facilitated the participation of business in the climate process by being present at the UN negotiations with strong delegations.77 The ICC’s mission for the upcoming summit in The Hague is crystal clear— the unimpeded use of all of the Kyoto mechanisms including carbon sinks so that lucrative new markets can be opened-up, and the side-stepping of real action on climate change.



Both the ICC and the WBCSD are well positioned to facilitate the participation of business in the global climate debate. Pioneers of ‘corporate environmentalism’,78 they have developed strong links with UN agencies and have greatly contributed to the successful portrayal of TNCs as part of the solution, and not the problem— a mirage also reflected in the Kyoto Protocol. Björn Stigson, then President of the WBCSD, acknowledged this victory. “One of the major outcomes of Kyoto was the recognition that business is a key engine that will drive us towards a more sustainable future.”79 The WBCSD, a coalition of some 140 CEOs of major corporations, is working closely with the World Bank and UN development agencies such as UNDP and UNCTAD in pilot schemes for the CDM and emissions trading.



Another corporate group that has chimed-in to fortify the voice of industry at the UN climate negotiations is the Transatlantic Business Dialogue (TABD). The TABD, primarily concerned with pushing EU-US trade deregulation, has been active on climate policy since 1997. Its approach is particularly strategic— profiting from its well-established daily working relations with both the US and the EU administrations, the Business Dialogue encourages both negotiating parties to “speak with one voice” at the UN negotiations in promoting a “market-based approach.”80



Industry has also joined hands internationally in a number of specific groupings that work primarily on climate change issues, such as the veteran London-headquartered International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association (IPIECA) and the International Climate Change Partnership (ICCP). Both lobby groups parrot general industry demands and priorities for COP-6. The ICCP, which represents a wide range of industrial sectors, has strategically focused its efforts on keeping the US government from compromising its bold stance. The group, which claims to take a “constructive and responsible” approach, opposes public involvement in the Clean Development Mechanism and outright rejects considering issues of equity COP-6.



Economic Globalisation vs. Climate Stability 

There is no escaping the conclusion that what were initially environmental motivations for the climate talks, have now largely been usurped by corporate interests. Using the full toolbox of corporate lobbying and greenwash techniques, business has succeeded in promoting itself and global free trade in greenhouse gases as the solutions to the climate crisis. The Kyoto Protocol has been corrupted in order to give TNCs – the main culprits behind accelerating climate change – a privileged status as implementers of the market-based ‘solutions’.81 Carbon trading opens up new markets for corporations and enables them to fully exploit the financial opportunities arising from the climate crisis, whether from the massive markets in environmental end-of-pipe technologies or through the widening range of subsidised climate fraud. The inclusion of market-based solutions in the Kyoto Protocol has opened-up a Pandora’s Box that will end in the complete undermining of the Kyoto reduction targets. In the process, the global warming debate has been reduced to a technical discussion, and pressing fundamental questions about efficiency, justice and equity are ignored. 



These deeply disturbing developments are intrinsically linked to the ideology behind the on-going process of economic globalisation. Northern governments remain blindly committed to the neo-liberal dogma that embraces deregulated market as the solution to every imaginable problem. After having seen governments agree to the marketisation of one area of society after another, the commercialisation of the atmosphere should not come as a big surprise. Emissions trading and other ‘market-based solutions’ (such as voluntary agreements between government and business) fit seamlessly in the political climate that pervaded the 1990s. Influenced by corporate ‘environmentalist’ groupings like the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD), governments and international institutions have embraced the idea that there is no contradiction between corporations pursuing profits and corporations solving environmental problems. 



Indeed, according to this line of thinking, market liberalisation is good for the environment, as corporations are seen to know best how to solve ecological problems (through technological improvements). The dominance of market-based mechanisms in the UN climate talks consolidates this shift in the discussion away from technology transfer and the redistribution of public funding to assist climate efforts in Southern countries, and towards a reliance on another damaging neo-liberal trend of the 1990s— private capital flows. Predictably, industry lobbyists are also profiting from the climate debate by using the opportunity to call for further deregulation of barriers to foreign investments, echoing the corporate ambitions behind the failed Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI).82 The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) Business Dialogue on Climate Change, for instance, stated in May that a “framework which reduces political, economic, and regulatory uncertainty will increase capital flows and lead to the diffusion of technology,” specifying free capital flows and protection of intellectual property rights as key demands.83



The massive push to model the Kyoto Protocol rulebook in their interests is part of a much broader, multifaceted offensive by corporations and their lobby groups. The aim is nothing less than the deregulation and marketisation of every field of society, and the pre-emption of any movement towards binding regulation or government intervention that would interfere with corporate conduct. The very same struggle that is being played out between corporations and activists in the climate discussions is also taking place in other global arenas, including the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and in the United Nations with its Global Compact with TNCs. Northern governments aggressively identify with the commercial interests of ‘their’ corporations in the climate talks, just as they do with international trade policies in the WTO. For instance, the US government’s Climate Change Action Plan explicitly mentions how its climate strategies aim at “positioning our country to compete and win in the global market.”84



A closer look at corporate attempts to appear environmentally responsible exposes the irreparable damage that would result if businesses were left to their own devices in countering climate change. In fact, it is the corporate strategy of globalising unsustainable Northern lifestyles and consumption patterns that constitutes one of the most serious threats to the earth’s ecosystems today. Behind the myth of self-regulation is a naked attempt by corporations to control the global environmental debate before public pressure forces them to enact real change.



Corporations try to sell the illusion that continued trade and investment liberalisation, such as embodied in the WTO agreements or the collapsed MAI, are a prerequisite to sustainable development. But their ideal deregulated economic framework only increases the global dependency upon a fossil fuel-based development path. WTO agreements serve to consolidate and globalise unfair and totally unsustainable agriculture, energy and transport models that rely on an ever-increasing use of resources and accelerate global climate change.



The growing economic and political power of TNCs - another prime feature of economic globalisation - has become an intimidating barrier to effective action against global warming. The process of corporate-led globalisation involves floods of international mergers and the creation of mega-corporations with massive resources and political clout. This dramatically increased economic and political reliance on corporations throws up new hurdles to making governments reject the corporate climate agenda. It is hardly surprising that Southern countries are eager to grab opportunities to reap additional income through selling carbon credits, by providing space for industrial tree plantations, and so forth. Most of these countries are crippled by foreign debt, and following intervention by the IMF their economies have been restructured to depend on luring foreign investors and an unsustainable over-dependency on exports.



The Way Forward: Climate Justice

The main challenge in The Hague is to stop the Kyoto Protocol from being further perverted by market-obsessed governments and corporate lobby groups. The political space that has been appropriated by this unholy alliance, for the deeply flawed ‘market-based’ mechanisms, needs to be reclaimed. 



Calling a halt to the market-mania that has colonised the UN climate talks is a prerequisite to moving towards effective and socially just solutions to the climate crisis. A first necessity is an acknowledgement by the North of its ecological debt to the South (80% of all CO2 emitted since 1850 has come from the North).85 A fair solution also implies the full recognition of equity between and within nations, with equal rights to the atmosphere for all human beings. Highly developed models for an equitable path to reducing global CO2 emissions to sustainable levels exist, such as ‘Contraction and Convergence’, or ‘Contraction, Convergence, Allocation and Trade’ developed by the Global Commons Institute.86 However, real equity cannot be achieved in any regime which opens-up the potential for the commercialisation of the atmosphere. 



It must be said that most environmental NGOs have failed to challenge the steadily growing dominance of market-based mechanisms in the UN climate negotiations. A number of mainstream NGOs have even actively endorsed emissions trading and entered into partnerships with corporations including some of the biggest contributors to climate change.87 These alliances have given corporate strategies undeserved legitimacy, and have provided momentum for the market-based climate regime. By justifying this model, they have made it even more difficult to promote real alternatives. 



Any sustainable solution certainly implies an end to all new oil exploration and a just phase-out of existing exploitation projects. A smooth and fair transition will be required for all communities and workers currently dependent on unsustainable businesses. The burden must be overwhelmingly bared by the largest producers of greenhouse gases— the corporations themselves. Ecological taxes are an obvious part of the realignment of economic policies towards more social and ecological ends.



Real solutions imply a profound societal transformation— a sharp turn away from fossil fuel dependent economies. The addiction to ever-increasing energy consumption needs to be broken, as even renewable energy will have negative social and environmental impacts if current growth patterns are to be sustained.88



The burden is now on grassroots movements all over the world to increase pressure on governments to adopt real solutions to the climate crisis rather than caving-in to corporate ‘greenwash’. It is clear that increased synergy between various grassroots movements and groups, for instance those campaigning on global trade and investment issues and those that work solely on climate change, is sorely needed. Such a convergence of knowledge and campaign experience could form the foundation of a new politic emphasising movement-building and participatory democracy as the means to achieve climate justice. 
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�Section II��

Corporate Lobby Groups – An Overview



What follows is an overview of the major corporate lobby groups active on climate change issues, looking at EU, US, and international groups and some of their main strategies and methodologies.



The European Corporate Climate Lobby

As global warming increasingly became a big political issue within Europe and government action became more likely as a result, industry groups stepped up their efforts to prevent actions that might interfere with the conduct of business. Rather than establishing new specialised lobby organisations on climate issues, European industry has preferred to work through established corporate lobby groups such as the employers’ organisation, UNICE, the chemical industry federation, CEFIC, and the European Roundtable of Industrialists (ERT). 



These groups, under the leadership of the ERT, joined their voices in a pre-emptive move to promote industry voluntary action as an alternative to government regulation — particularly the proposed EU-wide energy tax. Simultaneously, European corporate groups have been pushing for the unrestricted implementation of the Kyoto mechanisms, including full acceptance of carbon ‘sinks’ and nuclear energy as legitimate greenhouse gas reduction possibilities. 



The ERT’s ‘Positive Action’

The European Roundtable of Industrialists (ERT), a club of 48 ‘captains of industry’ of the largest European TNCs with privileged access to EU and national decision-makers, has been at the forefront in promoting industry self-regulation over government-enforceable mechanisms. Targeting COP-6, the ERT released a new report on climate change in mid-October.89 The report showcases some company schemes that supposedly reduce greenhouse gas emissions based on the sorts of voluntary approaches championed by the ERT and others. 



“It was felt that the ERT message needed to be refreshed,” explained Katie Harris, co-ordinator of the ERT’s Working Group on Climate Change.90 The message to the EU is that it should, “offer business the flexibility needed to develop appropriate approaches,” in other words, refrain from imposing regulatory measures on industry. The report is a strategically timed effort to influence EU decision-makers. “As always, the ERT message will be communicated by ERT members to the European institutions,” Harris explained.91 



In the report, the group calls for voluntary action by industry and market-based solutions for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. As proof of industry’s commitment, the report profiled a number of factories in which ERT member corporations invested in new technologies and as a result, supposedly reduced total CO2 emissions. However, statistical information about the amount of global CO2 emissions caused by ERT member companies remains suspiciously absent. Based on these isolated examples, the report recommends technological development, Joint Implementation and emissions trading as the ways forward. The ERT urges the European Commission and national governments to gather public support for these ‘solutions’ and to “avoid politicising the issue.”92



The ERT launched this ‘positive action’ approach in the run-up to the Kyoto Summit back in 1997, when its ‘Environmental Watchdog Group’ issued a similar glossy report outlining, ‘How to Choose the Right Policies for Europe’.93 The 1997 report signalled a major shift in lobbying strategy on the part of European industry. Then Assistant Secretary-General Caroline Walcot told the media that the report, “was intended to mark a new, positive tone,” and a move away from earlier ERT reports on climate change, which she admitted were, “defensive.”94 The 1997 report stressed that it considered the proposed EU CO2/energy tax as an example of “how to get it wrong.”95 The industry group clearly saw that government action on climate change was unavoidable, and that efforts were needed in order to head off potential threats to industry. The ERT remains confident that its strategy of corporate environmentalism, seeking to position industry as part of the solution, will take the wind out of the environmental movement’s sails. As Caroline Walcot puts it, “The green groups are creaking with age ... The lesson from COP-2 was that they just don’t recognise that it is a different world, with different needs. All they succeed in doing is making it more difficult for industry to take positive action on a voluntary level.”96 



CEFIC: Opposing environmental regulation

Both UNICE and CEFIC have fully embraced this approach and actively lobby in the EU capitals and at UN climate negotiations for industry voluntary action as the alternative to government regulation. CEFIC, comprised of national chemical industry federations as well as companies like BP, ICI, Monsanto Europe, Novartis, Repsol, Shell, and Union Carbide, has a long tradition of fighting government regulation.97 CEFIC insists that the chemical industry is highly energy consuming and particularly exposed to world competition, therefore any measure that increases its energy costs vis-à-vis other trading partners, such as through energy taxes, will profoundly impact its competitiveness.98 The chemical industry argues instead for voluntary agreements with governments on implementing energy efficiency schemes in the sector99, to be complemented with the purchase of emissions permits from the world market. CEFIC rejects any absolute targets being imposed on the chemical industry and bluntly threatens to, “relocate to cap-free countries,” warning that the end result will not help the environment and will bring massive job losses to the EU.100



UNICE: Avoiding Binding Targets

The European employers confederation, UNICE, lobbies hard for voluntary agreements in its detailed responses to every EU policy proposal as well as at UN meetings on climate issues. At the last UN negotiations before COP-6 (in Lyon, France from September 11-15th), UNICE was given the floor during the closing session — an opportunity it used to reiterate its demands for the unrestricted use of the Kyoto mechanisms to achieve reductions. At the same time, UNICE is still hoping to avoid binding reduction targets. Referring to European competitiveness, UNICE cynically demands that the EU should delay ratification of the Kyoto Protocol until Southern countries have also committed to greenhouse gas reductions and until the major trading partners, such as the United States, have ratified the Protocol.



European Lobby Groups Fighting Ecological Taxes 

The three major European industrial lobby groups all actively oppose an EU-wide energy tax— a proposal that would help to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the region. UNICE consistently claims that an EU energy tax would destroy industry’s global competitiveness and would neither create jobs nor significantly reduce CO2 emissions.101 They argue instead that any new EU climate policy or measure should undergo a Business Impact Assessment similar to the concept of an Environmental Impact Assessment, whereby any new legislative measures are “tested for their cost-effectiveness, as well as for their potential impact on the Single Market and industrial competitiveness.”102 At a meeting with EU Transport Commissioner and Vice-President Loyola de Palacio in September, UNICE boss Dirk Hudig claimed that the high energy bills of European companies are, “threatening EU competitiveness.” Hudig called on the EU to, “realise how essential it is to cut energy taxes in Europe to more reasonable levels, in line with those paid by our competitors.”103 



CEFIC has also done its utmost to dodge the imposition of an energy tax over the past decade. Former CEFIC Director for Climate Issues Bent Jensen recalled attempts by then Environment Commissioner Carlo Ripa de Meana to introduce such a tax back in 1991, “We took a very hard step on that. He left Brussels in a hurry. Really, industry did not want this taxation.”104 Emissions trading is also being used to justify CEFIC’s anti-tax position with their claim that trading, in combination with voluntary agreements, completes the ‘environmental toolkit’ that business can use to reduce emissions, making the introduction of new taxes completely unnecessary. 



CEPS: European Think Tank Joins the Climate Debate

Europe, and particularly Brussels, has in recent years witnessed the mushrooming of corporate think tanks. Inspired by the influential role of similar think tanks in US politics, institutes like the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) aim to shape the EU political agenda around corporate interests.105 In the run-up to COP-6, CEPS has formed a working group on ‘EU Climate Change Policy: Priorities for COP-6’, chaired by BP Amoco’s Barbara Kuryk106 The group aims to contribute to steering EU political discourse away from government regulation and towards corporate-friendly ‘solutions’ like voluntary initiatives and market-based mechanisms. It also wants to see Southern countries accept binding CO2 reduction commitments.



CEPS, one of the most active corporate think tanks in Brussels with 40 paid staff, has throughout the year organised a series of workshops on the corporate agenda for COP-6.107 The workshops are followed by reports with policy recommendations to be submitted to decision-makers in Brussels and the EU capitals. The latest CEPS report, from September 2000, presents feedback to the European Commission’s proposals for an EU-wide emissions trading scheme, which the group has much praise for. The climate working group, with the active participation of mega-corporations such as BP Amoco and Lafarge, has succeeded in building links with mainstream environmental groups including Climate Network Europe (CNE) and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF). CNE even went as far as to co-sponsor CEPS’ May 19 workshop on voluntary industry action.



The Climate Greenwash Vanguard: Shell and BP Amoco108

Shell and BP Amoco, both formerly ardent critics of global warming theory, have shifted their strategies dramatically. These masters of climate greenwash have undergone expensive corporate makeovers and now present themselves as leaders in reducing CO2 emissions and supporting renewable energy. Their goal is to prevent public opinion from turning against them, as happened numerous times in the past decade.109 Moreover, by giving the impression that they can solve the climate threat themselves, they aim to avoid government regulation and, more generally, any public debate about the desirability of corporate-led globalisation. In this regard, the two oil giants are seeking to completely transform their image from oil companies with flawed environmental and social records, to ‘energy companies’ committed to taking action to combat climate change, without having to dramatically change their behaviour. The PR company Burson-Marsteller, an expert in ‘reputation management’, argues that “corporate reputation has a direct impact on a company’s ability to achieve policy-related goals.”110 



These two ‘energy companies’ employ a highly sophisticated PR strategy to convince the public that they have changed. Expensive TV and newspaper advertisements portraying an environmentally-friendly image are at the heart of this strategy. In many cases, small-scale environmental projects which the companies fund are used to justify the green credentials of the corporation as a whole — projects which often cost less than the advertisements used to showcase them to the general public.111  While highlighting these environmentally-friendly activities, the ads are silent about the companies’ destructive core business practices. Both Shell and BP Amoco continue to increase oil production year after year and have no intention of changing that in the next decades.

















Double Standards

The hypocrisy of these two mega-corporations is underlined by the fact that both remain members of lobby groups such as the American Petroleum Institute and the Business Roundtable, which vehemently oppose the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol and any binding commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In August of this year, it was revealed that BP Amoco has contributed money in the last four years to most of the members of the US Congress who have consistently voted against environmental policies, including opposing US ratification of the Kyoto Protocol.112 





Shell: Greenwash Giant

From being one of the most despised companies in the world just a few years ago, Shell, aided by a massive advertising budget and specialised PR companies, has managed to reshape its image into an environmentally and socially enlightened company. Shell’s support for the South African apartheid regime and its well-documented involvement in human rights violations in the Niger Delta, to mention just two examples, seem to have been largely forgotten by the mainstream media. The company’s ‘Profits and Principles’ ad series stretched the boundaries of corporate greenwash to further extremes. TV spots, newspaper ads and a glossy report all claimed that profits and principles need not be contradictory goals, but can be part of any company’s ‘win-win’ approach. Meanwhile, Shell continues to be responsible for appalling living conditions in Nigeria’s Ogoniland.113



Stating its concerns about climate change, the company has announced new investments in renewable energy worth US$500 million in the next years. While a seemingly large sum, in actuality it amounts to less than 1% of Shell’s annual expenditures. In fact, the company’s annual investments in renewable energy are not much larger than the advertising budget used to improve its tarnished image. In 1998, for instance, Shell spent US$30 million on contracts with PR company Fishburn & Hedges alone. The assistance of this one company in Shell’s image transformation was equivalent to 30% of the oil behemoth’s annual spending on renewable energy.114



Shell proudly announced that it will reduce its own greenhouse gas emissions by 10% from 1990 levels by 2002, “twice the Kyoto target, five years sooner.”115 The company aims to do so through the development and application of clean technologies and improved refining processes leading to slightly cleaner fuels. The fact that the ever-increasing volumes of oil and gas that the company brings to the market are the key cause of the climate change crisis seems is largely ignored.

��











BP Amoco: ‘Beyond Petroleum’ or ‘Boiling the Planet’?

The PR campaign of oil giant BP Amoco, in which its seeks to re-style itself as an ‘energy company’ committed to sustainable development, has been described as “perhaps the most ambitious ever undertaken by a British company.”116 In 1999, the company publicly acknowledged that climate change is happening and that greenhouse gas emissions play a role in that process. It announced investments in solar energy and a plan to reduce emissions from it oil drilling, pipelines and refineries. BP Amoco now presents itself as “the worlds leading producer of solar power” and the producer of “petrol and diesel that produce lower emissions.”117 The company has announced that it will install solar panels in 200 of its petrol stations as part of its ‘Plug in the Sun’ programme. BP’s advertising campaign, replete with a new ‘helios’ logo on a green background and the ‘Beyond Petroleum’ slogan, will cost the company some US$100 million per year — close to what it is actually spending on solar power. 



The unsettling reality behind BP Amoco’s PR campaign is that the company is still increasing oil exploration and production operations. BP Amoco is moving in to exploit some of the world’s most sensitive ecological areas, like the Atlantic Frontier (the North Atlantic sea west of the Shetlands) and the even more sensitive Arctic Ocean (North of Alaska), areas both hitherto undisturbed by the oil industry.118 BP Amoco’s investment in renewable energy is less than 1% of its annual spending on fossil fuels. The company expects its oil production to increase 4 to 5% per year, and its gas output is expected to rise no less than fivefold 2002.119 Investment in fossil fuel exploration and production is expected to double to a level of US$8 billion per year. Contrary to the rhetoric, fossil fuels remain BP Amoco’s core business, suggesting that its slogans are nothing more than window dressing. ��

The USA: The Boldest Offensive

The United States, responsible for 25% of global greenhouse gas emissions, is the stage for the most aggressive attempts to avoid binding reduction commitments. For years, the US government has fiercely opposed binding targets, effectively holding the intergovernmental negotiations hostage. This has enabled US-based industry groups to be far more aggressive in their lobbying strategies than their European counterparts. 



Until recently, US industry groups attacked climate science in an attempt to avoid or delay binding reductions as much as possible. Masters at the art of disinformation, US companies and their lobby groups poured millions of dollars into PR campaigns denying the existence of climate change, rejecting any ‘discernible human influence’ in its causes, and generally confusing public, scientific and political opinion. Moreover, they insisted that any binding reduction agreement should also include Southern countries, despite the fact that these nations emit only a fraction of total global greenhouse gases and that the historical responsibility for climate change rests firmly upon the industrialised countries. At the same time, corporate groupings also maintained double standards by lobbying Southern governments to reject environmental obligations, telling them that these would hinder their development and discourage foreign investment. 



Since the 1997 Kyoto conference, US lobby groups have focused both on preventing the ratification of the Protocol and simultaneously fighting against any restriction or ‘cap’ in the use of the flexible mechanisms – seeking to secure a ‘win-win’ situation for industry no matter what happens. The most hard-line corporate groups, such as the Global Climate Coalition (GCC), the Business Roundtable (BRT) and the American Petroleum Institute (API) still openly deny the very existence of climate change and oppose the Kyoto Protocol up-front. These groups even oppose the common industry demand for the recognition of ‘early action’, which would grant companies emissions credits for the reductions achieved before the first commitment period (2008), as this would help to legitimise the Kyoto Protocol. Other groups have chosen a slightly less confrontational approach, and focus their efforts on taking advantage of the flexible mechanisms. All groups actively promote voluntary action by industry, in particular the development of new technologies, as the best way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 



US industry has been very successful in blocking the Kyoto Protocol’s ratification at home — thanks also to its close ties to US decision-makers. In 1998, the US Senate passed the Byrd-Hagel Resolution by a vote of 95-0, which states that the United States should not be signatory to any protocol that excludes Southern countries from legally binding commitments or that causes serious harm to the US economy. 



The GCC: Still Going Strong

The most outspoken and confrontational US-based lobby group battling the climate agreement and reduction commitments has been the Global Climate Coalition (GCC), created in 1989 by the infamous PR company Burson-Marsteller. Over the past several years, the GCC has waged an extensive, multi-million dollar disinformation campaign. Its questionable tactics have included fuelling public scepticism through the creation and promotion of scientifically dubious glossy reports featuring dire warnings about mass unemployment resulting from CO2 emissions reductions. Its members attend climate negotiations meetings en masse, and demand that Southern countries also commit to reductions.



The GCC also funds and promotes scientists and ‘experts’ who deny the very existence of climate change or its human induced causes. This is a common tactic used by US industry in the climate debate, and involves investing large sums in supporting ‘scientists’ sceptical of global warning to counter well-reviewed evidence put forward by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and other legitimate experts. In addition to taking part in extensive speakers tours across the nation, GCC-funded sceptics have testified as ‘experts’ in state and federal legislatures. In 1998, a leaked document revealed that the GCC, together with other groups such as the American Petroleum Institute (API) and the Business Roundtable (BRT), was planning to spend US$6 million in a two-year campaign to further undermine public confidence in climate science. Many of the more (in)famous climate sceptics had by then been exposed and confronted by environmental groups, so industry needed new faces. The plan included the recruitment and training of five scientists to engage in GCC PR campaigns attacking climate science.120



In the aftermath of Kyoto, which the GCC described as “unilateral economic disarmament”121 for the United States, the coalition has focused on campaigning against US ratification of the Protocol. While still rejecting climate science, the GCC is also warning that ratification would lead to economic disaster. “Unrealistic targets and timetables, such as those called for under the Kyoto Protocol, are not achievable without severely harming the US economy and all American families, workers, seniors and children,” the GCC warns.122 The group has released four reports on the economic impacts of the agreement. Again though, industry double standards are at play. The GCC’s hard-line stance has not prevented it from joining the corporate choir in supporting the unlimited use of the flexible mechanisms, and the promotion of voluntary action by industry as the best solution. This summer, the group presented its third annual inventory of voluntary actions taken by industry to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at a conference co-organised with the US Chamber of Commerce. 



The GCC’s influential role, its hard-line stance, and its questionable tactics have made it the target of environmental campaigns over the past few years. Initially, campaigns focused on individual corporate members, particularly on European oil companies, resulting in some prominent corporations (and notably those that are the most sensitive about their image) leaving the coalition — BP Amoco in 1996 and Shell in 1998. In December 1999, Ford dropped out and was soon followed by Daimler-Chrysler, Southern Company, Texaco and General Motors, all of which left in the first three months of 2000. In an attempt to explain the cause of this exodus, the GCC announced that it no longer admitted individual companies as members in order to “bring the focus of the climate debate back to the real issues.” Current GCC members include the American Petroleum Institute, the US Chamber of Commerce, the Chemical Manufacturers Association, the National Mining Association and the National Association of Manufacturers. Many of the corporations that left the GCC continue to be active members in these groups, and as a result are de facto still members of the GCC. 



The American Petroleum Institute

The American Petroleum Institute (API) makes extensive use of very questionable methods to deny climate science. Its membership includes major oil corporations such as BP Amoco, Royal Dutch Shell, ExxonMobil, TotalFinaElf, Texaco, and Chevron. API has also jumped on the bandwagon of promoting industry voluntary action as the way to reduce greenhouse gases emissions. “The debate is not over action or inaction, but over what kind of action is justified by our state of knowledge.”123 



While always stressing scientific uncertainty around climate change, the API claims huge negative impacts will hit the US economy as a result of the Kyoto Protocol. API warns of rising prices on gasoline and electricity, over 2.4 million jobs lost and an average income decrease of US$2,700 per US household. The Institute also cynically argues against taking action against climate change since, “our actions in the next 10 or 15 years will have little impact on the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere in the year 2050 or 2100.”124



“We should be patient,” sums up API’s do-nothing approach. Representatives from the Institute regularly meet policy makers, attend UN negotiations, and organise conferences and media campaigns in which the oil and gas industry is portrayed as highly responsible and eager to take action to reduce greenhouse gases through voluntary action.

 

Another example of the API’s cynical exploitation of any available argument to prevent binding CO2 reduction commitments is its double standards with regards to Southern countries. In its efforts to obstruct the UN negotiations as well as in its attempts to block ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, the API demands that Southern governments commit to reduction targets as well. The alternative, the API claims, is massive job losses in the US as industry is ‘forced’ to relocate to countries with more business-friendly climate policies — an argument that has won the ear of many a US member of Congress and which led to the overwhelming support for the Byrd-Hagel resolution.125  At the same time, the API has lobbied Southern governments to reject binding reduction commitments. At the October 1997 World Petroleum Congress in Beijing, the API’s Lee Raymond and Chair of US oil giant Exxon encouraged Asian governments to continue to fight emissions regulations for at least the next two decades. Raymond warned that Southern countries would lose foreign investment if binding targets were adopted at the upcoming Kyoto conference. 



The Business Roundtable

The US-based Business Roundtable (BRT), comprised of the CEOs of more than 200 large corporations including BP Amoco, Chevron, DaimlerChrysler, ExxonMobil, Ford, General Motors, Royal Dutch Shell and Texaco, has pursued multiple strategies in the climate debate. The BRT, a well-established actor in the US political arena that enjoys privileged access to US policy makers, is not a single-issue group working on climate issues. Its focus is rather the promotion of deregulated trade and investment regimes and policies that benefit US corporations domestically and abroad. It is for this reason that the BRT joined the GCC and the API in the climate battle. In June 1997, the BRT launched a million-dollar advertising campaign on climate change that urged the US administration not to rush into restrictive policy commitments. In October 1998, it sponsored the ‘Conference on Global Climate Science’, which concluded that it will take much longer before the full facts about climate change can be understood. The BRT also published a report in 1998, ‘The Kyoto Protocol – A Gap Analysis’, which besides harping on the uncertainty of existing science, focused on developing countries having to make commitments and demanded an unlimited use of the flexible mechanisms and carbon sinks. In June 1999, the BRT published the report ‘Trade and Industry Impacts of the Kyoto Protocol’, which claimed that unless developing countries take on similar reduction commitments, US trade and competitiveness will be severely harmed, and predicted GDP losses of over US$60 billion per year from 2010. 



The Roundtable has made large donations to the Democratic Party (more than US$11 million in 1996) and a total disbursement of US$57 million to members of Congress during the past two elections.126 It has successfully pushed for the removal of various regulatory, trade and tax measures that it claims hinder technological innovation.127 The US Senate has recently passed two bills that remove such barriers in order to encourage voluntary action by industry as the solution to climate change.128 Not surprisingly, the main forces behind the new legislation are the very same Senators who call for non-ratification of the Kyoto Protocol. 



The BRT has by no means neglected the international climate negotiations. It holds regular sessions with US negotiators and keeps in touch in between. Since COP-4 in Buenos Aires in 1998, the BRT has promoted the general industry demand of unlimited restrictions on the use of the flexible mechanisms to meet domestic targets. One letter, addressed to top US negotiator Stuart Eizenstat and spelling out the Roundtable’s demands for the Buenos Aires climate summit was leaked to Friends of the Earth. Among other things, the message bluntly instructs the US delegation not to accept limits on emissions trading, suggesting that 80% or more of the national commitment could be met in this way. The BRT also demanded full commitment by Southern countries, particularly China and India which currently emit only 1/20th of the amount of carbon released by the United States. The letter openly admits that, “participation in full global trading actually puts Southern countries at a competitive disadvantage.”129 The letter also warns of the danger of loss of competitiveness with the EU if the use of the Kyoto market-based `solutions’ is limited. “The more restrictions on trading, the more Europe improves its competitive position, which is probably not a surprise to you and your delegation who are veterans in dealing with the EEC.”130 



USCIB

The US Council for International Business (USCIB) is the US branch of the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC). Just like the BRT, climate change is not the USCIB’s main field of work, but it has been remarkably active on the issue. Its membership includes the Global Climate Coalition and the American Petroleum Institute, as well as other trade associations with vested interests in the maintenance of a fossil-fuel based economy such as the American Plastics Council, the National Mining Association, the Aluminium Association and the Chemical Manufacturers Association. Individual companies such as BP Amoco, Chevron, ExxonMobil, Ford, General Motors, 3M, Monsanto, Royal Dutch Shell and Texaco are also active members of the Council.



The link with the more internationally focused ICC has forced the USCIB to use a more diplomatic approach than other US groups, but it still maintains a tougher stand than the ICC’s official position. The group’s self-stated goals in the climate debate are, of course, to promote industry self-regulation and the flexible mechanisms and to “call upon the Clinton Administration to reserve ratification of the Kyoto Protocol until developing countries accept greenhouse gas reduction commitments, economic harm to the US is minimised and economic flexibility issues are satisfactorily resolved.”131 The USCIB’s demands for COP-6 mirror other industry goals for unlimited application of the flexible mechanisms. It pays special attention to the climate debate in the international arena, supporting ICC delegations and liasing with US government delegations. It also co-chairs the Business and Industry Advisory Council (BIAC) Working Group on Climate Change, which advises the influential Organisation for Economic and Development Cooperation (OECD) – a club of 29 of the most industrialised countries. 



A Shift in Strategy

The introduction of the market-based mechanisms in the Kyoto Protocol reflects the increasing dominance of free-market ideology in global political, economic and environmental discourse. As such, some of the US corporate groups and initiatives around climate issues have undergone a gradual shift in strategy. Some of the traditional trenches for the fossil-fuel industry are either disintegrating, such as the Global Climate Coalition, or disappearing entirely, such as the Global Climate Information Project (GCIP) and the Information Council for the Environment (ICE). 



The GCIP was formerly an enormous industry coalition run by PR firm Shandwick, and consisting of groups such as the American Petroleum Institute, the American Plastics Council, and mining and trade unions, including the United Mine Workers of America and the AFL-CIO. In September of 1997, the GCIP launched a US$13 million dollar advertising campaign designed to spread misinformation about climate change. One series of ads portrayed the GCIP as global environmentalists concerned about growing CO2 emissions in the South and stressing the unfairness of exempting these countries from binding commitments. 



The ICE, created in 1991 by a coalition including the National Coal Association, the Western Fuel Association and the Edison Electrical Institute, is managed by PR firm Bracy Williams. The ICE invested US$500,000 in an advertising blitz that sought to, “reposition global warming as theory (not fact).”132 One if its members, coal company Western Fuel Association, produced its own US$250,000 video, ‘The Greening of Planet Earth’, which argues that one of the benefits of climate change would be an extended growing season.



Some US companies have ascertained for themselves that some kind of emissions reduction controls are unavoidable. These same companies also anticipate that major profits can be made from carbon trading and the resulting carbon economy. This recognition has resulted in the emergence of new alliances that embrace these so-called ‘win-win’ solutions and cultivate an image of willingness to cooperate with governments in the fight against climate change. However, most companies have chosen to belong to all kind of groups, resulting in intricate and sometimes contradictory web of corporate membership to lobby groups. 



The Pew Center: The Next Generation

Examples of the new generation of corporate groupings include the Pew Center on Global Climate Change and the ‘Safe Climate, Sound Business’ initiative. The Pew Center was created in April 1998 by former US climate negotiator Eileen Claussen. Claussen summed up the main benefits of joining the new club: “Joining Pew gives companies credibility, and credibility means political access and influence.”133 Mainstream environmental organisations have helped some companies to gain legitimacy in the climate debate, for instance through ‘Safe Climate, Sound Business’. Created in October 1998, this coalition brings together a large NGO, the World Resources Institute, and corporations such as BP Amoco, Monsanto and General Motors. Together they promote industry voluntary action as the way forward in the climate crisis.



The Climate Council 

Perhaps the most mysterious member of the climate club, the Climate Council is led by lawyer Don Pearlman, the so-called ‘High Priest of the Carbon Club’. The Climate Council is renowned for its secret membership and shady strategies, and Pearlman has been a fixture at climate negotiations for the past several years. 



A lawyer and former head of staff in the US Energy Department under the Bush administration, Pearlman has since the early 1990s tirelessly lobbied on behalf of his anonymous oil and coal industry backers at every UN negotiation session. He also attends conferences of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which works to develop a global scientific consensus about climate change. Pearlman’s role is to obstruct such talks by identifying any, however minor, weak points in the emerging conclusions of the IPCC. Pearlman also lobbies the US Congress to oppose the Kyoto Protocol, a service for which he received US$180,000 from the Climate Council in 1998.134



Don Pearlman’s official employer, the Washington-based law firm Patton Boggs LLP, boasts of the “innovative approaches” it uses to defend the interests of the corporations behind the Climate Council.135 An example is the demand of Saudi Arabia, and other member states from the Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), to be financially compensated if and when oil consumption drops due to the Kyoto Protocol— a strategy said to have been masterminded by Pearlman.136 At COP-4 in Buenos Aires, OPEC delegates used this demand to block progress in negotiations, causing meetings to continue all night. “What really counts is our clients having their interests advanced by our working quietly, resolutely, and effectively on their behalf,” says Patton Boggs.137

















INTERNATIONAL GROUPS



ICC and WBCSD

Despite the strategic differences between corporate climate lobbies on both sides of the Atlantic, they work closely together in a number of powerful international coalitions. At the UN climate negotiations, these groupings coordinate their lobbying efforts to achieve optimal political impact. The US lobby groups campaigning against ratification of the Kyoto Protocol work hand in hand with Europe-based groups that pursue a more ‘constructive’ image to shape the Kyoto ‘rulebook’ in the interests of transnational corporations. 



Two groups operating at the international level, the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), have been very diligent in lobbying for the right climate for industry, through their mastery of the doctrine of corporate environmentalism. The main success of this strategy has been to portray corporations as part of the solution, and not the problem. They have co-opted the debate in such a way that there is now general acceptance among many governments, the public, and even several environmental groups that any realistic solutions to global environmental problems has to avoid regulations and trust the market to deliver the right responses. Work on environmental issues by both groups has always been closely intertwined. Back in 1992, they cooperated to successfully hijack the Rio Earth Summit (UNCED, skilfully preventing debate on the need for international regulation of corporations.138 This corporate coup slowed down global progress in the fields of international environment and development policy in the 1990s.



The WBCSD is the result of the 1995 merger of the environmental arm of the ICC, the World Industry Council for Environment, with the then free-standing Business Council for Sustainable Development. The WBCSD, a coalition of some 140 CEOs of transnational corporations, soon evolved into the dominant business voice on sustainable development and the environment. Its desires have always been echoed by the ICC, comprising over 7,000 companies worldwide, and dominated by 50-100 of the world’s largest and most powerful TNCs. By promoting self-regulation and spouting sustainable development rhetoric, the WBCSD has helped its member TNCs to simultaneously green their public images and push for deregulated economic growth and free market globalisation. It is worth noting that the corporations active in the supposedly green WBCSD -- including Dow Chemical, Shell and DuPont -- have also been involved in aggressive campaigning against binding agreements on greenhouse gas emission reductions. 



Both groups have developed strong links with various UN agencies, and have kept close tabs on the negotiations spawned in Rio, including those on the Framework Convention on Climate Change. Before the Kyoto negotiations, the groups followed a classic corporate strategy. While not denying the existence of climate change as boldly as other groups did, they sought to avoid regulation using the now quite standard corporate line of promoting voluntary agreements by industry and market-based ‘solutions’ so as not to harm international competitiveness.



A typical activity was the ‘International Conference on Business Initiatives for Mitigating Climate Change’, which the WBCSD and the ICC organised together with the Japanese industry lobby Keidanren during the Kyoto climate summit. The message was that if responsibility for solving the climate problem were left to them, the result would be the swift introduction of technological improvements and increased energy efficiency. Both the WBCSD and the ICC tout the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) as the most promising solution to the climate crisis. This is not surprising, as it will provide ample opportunities for TNCs to win new markets in Southern countries as the carbon economy continues to take hold.



Both groups have kept busy on various fronts since Kyoto. The WBCSD runs the ‘International Business Action Plan on Climate Change’ which promotes CDM projects between its corporate members and Southern countries, working together with the UN Development Program (UNDP) to facilitate the involvement of the private sector in these projects. It is simultaneously involved in three major attempts to accelerate the creation of global CO2 emissions trading markets: one coordinated by the UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the World Bank carbon trading fund and the newly established International Emission Trading Association (IETA). IETA promotes corporate emissions trading and counts major polluters such as BP Amoco, Royal Dutch Shell, Statoil, Endesa and Tokyo Electric Power among its members.



The two groups have nearly identical demands for the climate debate. They want to, “bring developing countries on board,” promote voluntary industry agreements as the preferred regulatory option, oppose any restrictions on the use of the flexible mechanisms, and include nuclear, coal, large hydroelectric and plantation forestry as carbon sinks under the CDM and JI. The ICC is also particularly keen on self-monitoring by industry and on avoiding binding non-compliance measures such as fines or penalties.



The ICC’s enormous resources give it a formidable lobbying capacity. Its Working Group on Climate Change consists of over 70 executives from different corporations.139  The ICC plays a coordinating role for business lobby groups at UN negotiations, organising daily information exchanges and strategy meetings as well as meetings with UN officials.140 But the ICC is also working on the regional level, like in the EU. “We are working in Brussels and with the EU delegations,” Juan Santaholma of the ICC’s Energy Commission explains, “and maybe most important is working together on the national level, with national governments.”141 All ICC statements are transmitted directly to national governments through the national ICC branches.



Indicative of the ICC’s privileged political access was an international meeting in Dakar, Senegal just two weeks before the Buenos Aires climate summit. A 30-person delegation from the ICC and WBCSD joined representatives from Shell, LaFarge, Texaco, Mobil and Chevron in discussions with energy and environmental ministers from more than 20 African countries. The agenda was to tempt these Southern governments with promises of technology transfer and foreign investment in exchange for political support for the CDM. A follow-up meeting was organised in the spring of 1999. 



During COP-4 in Buenos Aires, the ICC, together with Keidanren, the WBCSD, the USCIB, the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) organised a ‘Workshop on Voluntary Initiatives on Climate Change’. The ICC’s lobbying contingent of over 100 business representatives took the lead in the heavy industry lobby that contributed to postponing decisions on the implementation of the flexible mechanisms until COP-6. Both the ICC and the WBCSD have made good use of this interlude to continue lobbying industrialised and developing countries to shape the Kyoto rulebook in the most business-friendly manner possible. If they succeed at COP-6, it would mean a severe setback for meaningful attempts to counter the looming climate crisis.



The International Climate Change Partnership (ICCP)

The ICCP, with members from a wide range of industrial sectors, claims to be, “committed to constructive and responsible participation in the international policy process concerning global climate change.”142 The reality behind this corporate newspeak is an aggressive lobby campaign against any form of limitations on the marketisation of carbon as enshrined in the flexible mechanisms of the Kyoto Protocol. Locking-in the undiluted use of the Kyoto mechanisms is the ICCP’s top priority for COP-6. The ICCP’s membership includes Japanese, European and US-based corporations,143 but the lobbying efforts are strategically focused on ensuring that the US government maintains a hard-line position which would ensure maximum benefits for industry. The ICCP has excellent access to the US negotiators.144  In a September 2000 letter to the US government, the ICCP rejects any measure that would, “hamper the ability of the private sector to cost-effectively pursue the flexible market mechanisms.”145 Limits on emissions trading and the use of sinks as well as the exclusion of nuclear energy “threatens the very foundation of the Kyoto Protocol agreement, thereby limiting its chances for ratification,” the ICCP not too subtly warns.

 

The ICCP’s “constructive and responsible” approach also includes rejecting the proposals for public involvement in the Clean Development Mechanism.146 The ICCP also bluntly rejects any reference to equity considerations, as these “are not specified in the Protocol and should not be part of project evaluation.”147



IPIECA

The International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association (IPIECA), headquartered in London, is another industry coalition heavily involved in lobbying for the interests of the oil industry. Its ‘Global Climate Change Working Group’ has operated since 1988, making it one of the absolute veterans of the carbon club. It has stepped up its activities recently as the Kyoto Protocol has made climate change, “the most important public policy issue facing the industry.”148  The working group cynically demands that governments adopt policies, “that strike a balance between the projected consequences of potential climate change and the estimated costs of response.”149 



The Transatlantic Dimension

Another vehicle for corporate power within the climate debate is the Transatlantic Business Dialogue (TABD). Through the TABD, EU and US-based corporations develop policy recommendations which governments on both sides on the ocean have committed themselves to implementing.150  While mainly a tool for deregulation and the creation of a transatlantic free trade area, the TABD has since 1997 had an active ‘issue group’ on climate change. This working group is made up of representatives of European and US corporations, with a co-chair from each side of the Atlantic. The current European co-chair is Diettrich Wittmeyer of VCI, the German chemical industry group.151  Apart from meeting with high-level government representatives at the annual TABD conferences, EU-US summits and other occasions, the TABD has a close, “almost daily,” working relationship with high-level civil servants in the US administration and the European Commission.152  For instance, the TABD’s climate working group has its ‘contact point’ in the environmental directorate (DG-XI) of the Commission, ensuring permanent access.153 



While there are significant differences in the strategies pursued by EU and US corporations in their domestic contexts, the TABD positions reflect the common ground between the two sides. The group stresses that business wants to be involved in the decision-making process, “creating the framework within which business is expected to operate.”154  The TABD mirrors general industry demands on climate, promoting itself as a forum in which EU and US authorities can “discuss with business and industry options for co-operative approaches which would prioritise market-based response, voluntary agreements and effective use of flexible mechanisms at GHG abatement and reduction.”155 The central demand is that the EU and US start “speaking with one voice” in the UN climate negotiations, together promoting “a market-based approach.”156 



Apart from ensuring that the EU and US negotiating strategies in the UN climate talks are in line with corporate priorities, the TABD also has very clear positions on domestic climate policies: voluntary industry action and ‘market-based solutions’ instead of “heavy-handed regulation and inappropriate fiscal measures” such as energy taxes.157



The Emission Brokers Lobby

The greenhouse gas brokers have organised themselves in lobby groups such as the Emissions Marketing Association (EMA). Working with the slogan of “Serving the International Emissions Trading Community,”158 EMA brings together over 140 consultancies and corporations from around the world, including Mitsubishi, Cargill, Enron and Dow, as well as lobby groups like the Global Climate Coalition. The EMA, which publishes the monthly newsletter, ‘The Emissions Trader’, lobbies against any kind of restrictions or limitations on the use of the emissions trading mechanisms. 



The EMA is intensifying its efforts in the run-up to COP-6. From October 1-3, it organised an international conference entitled: ‘Dawn of the Deal: Emissions Trading on the Eve of COP-6’ in Toronto, Canada.159 The group had 15 lobbyists registered for the last negotiating session before COP-6 (SB-13 in Lyon 11-15 September 2000), representing consultancy companies like Environmental Financial Products and Environmental Markets,160 and it will send a major delegation to The Hague.��

The Nuclear Lobby

The top priority for the nuclear lobby at COP-6 is clear — to get nuclear energy included under the Kyoto Protocol’s flexible trading mechanisms.161 Lobbyists from the European Atomic Forum (Foratom), the European Nuclear Society (ENS) and their sibling organisations in the US, Canada and Japan will be working tirelessly to prevent any move to exclude nuclear power as an option for countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions worldwide.162 The nuclear industry had a significant presence at this year’s preparatory negotiations (SB-12 and SB-13), but it is concentrating its efforts on COP-6 itself, where it is expected to have a sizeable delegation.163



Nuclear energy, according to groups like ENS, is part of the solution to the “de-carbonisation of the energy supply.”164  Therefore, any investment in nuclear power - whether building new plants or upgrading and prolonging the life of existing ones - should be rewarded with carbon credits. In the words of the International Nuclear Forum, COP-6 should decide on “an emissions trading system that is non-discriminatory.”165 The nuclear lobby uses any argument it can think of to make the case for nuclear energy to be included in the Kyoto rulebook, including its self-proclaimed concern for the sovereignty of developing nations, which “should be free to choose for themselves which technologies they adopt in their search for sustainable development.”166 



The stakes for the nuclear industry are high. This is not only due to the tremendous new commercial opportunities that would arise from nuclear energy being subsidised through the Clean Development Mechanism. (CDM), but also because the exclusion of nuclear energy from the Kyoto Protocol would raise further political and environmental doubts about the use of this technology. As a nuclear industry analyst put it, “If the climate change benefits of nuclear energy are not reflected in national and international climate change policies, then the existing inequities in the treatment of different electricity generation technologies will be made worse.”167 First priority for the nuclear lobby will be to make sure that nuclear energy is not explicitly excluded from the Kyoto mechanisms. Some industry observers believe that nuclear energy will most likely not be officially included at COP-6, but only at a later stage, because its early inclusion would make it difficult for the environmental movement to support any agreement coming out of The Hague summit.168
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167. “The Influence of Climate Change Policy on the Future of Nuclear”, Jonathan Cobb, speech at the Uranium Institute’s Twenty Fifth Annual International Symposium 2000. 

168. “Both the international institutions and Parties are very aware that a deal seen as flawed by environmental NGOs could lead to a strong reaction on their part. In this respect nuclear is a very emotional issue in that constituency, and there may be the temptation to delay its inclusion in order to make room for a deal.” “Report from SBSTA 13, Lyon, 4-15 September, Andrei Marcu, IETA. http://www.ieta.org/ 

This CEO Issue Briefing has been brought to you by Belén Balanyá, Ann Doherty, Olivier Hoedeman, Adam Ma’anit, and Erik Wesselius.����
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Our gratitude to Aart van Den Hoek, David Cromwell, Elena Muriel Velasquez, Madeleine Lyons, and the folks at Corporate Watch/TRAC and OneWorld. 



Special thanks to the fine folks in the Rising Tide Coalition and the Carbon Wars Collective for working tirelessly to reclaim political space from the market mania dominating the current UN climate talks. ��Acronyms



AFL-CIO - American Federation of Labor – Congress of Industrial Organizations

AOSIS - Association of Small Island States

API - American Petroleum Institute

BIAC - Business and Industry Advisory Council

BP - British Petroleum

BRT - Business Roundtable

CEFIC - Council of European Chemical Industry Associations

CEO - Chief Executive Officer or Corporate Europe Observatory

CEPS - Center for European Policy Studies

CDM - Clean Development Mechanism

COP - Conference of the Parties

EDF - Environmental Defense Fund (Now known as Environmental Defense)

ENS - European Nuclear Society

EMA - Emissions Marketing Association

ERT - European Roundtable of Industrialists

EU - European Union

GCC - Global Climate Coalition

GCIP - Global Climate Information Project

GDP - Gross Domestic Product

GE - Genetic Engineering

CNE - Climate Network Europe

GHG - Greenhouse Gas

G-77 - Group of 133 Southern countries

ICC - International Chamber of Commerce

ICCP - International Climate Change Partnership

ICE - Information Council on the Environment

IEEP - Institute for European Environmental Policies

IETA - International Emissions Trading Association

IMF - International Monetary Fund

IPCC - Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

IPIECA - International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association

JI - Joint Implementation

MAI - Multilateral Agreement on Investment

MEP - Member of the European Parliament

NGO - Non-Governmental Organisation

OECD - Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

OPEC - Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries

PR - Public Relations

SB - Subsidiary Body

TABD - Transatlantic Business Dialogue

TENs - Trans-European Networks

TNC - Transnational Corporation

UK - United Kingdom

UN - United Nations

UNCED - United Nations Conference on Environment and Development

UNCTAD - United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

UNDP - United Nations Development Programme

UNFCCC - United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UNICE - Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe

UNRISD - United Nations Research Institute for Social Development

US - United States

USCIB - Unites States Council for International Business

WBCSD - World Business Council for Sustainable Development

WTO - World Trade Organisation

WWF - World Wide Fund for Nature



Rising Tide Political Statement

Rising Tide is a coalition of groups and individuals committed to a grassroots approach to fighting climate change. The coalition believes that the official United Nations (UN) negotiations are failing to resolve the climate change crisis. Instead, global equity and the environment are being marginalised by the dominance of corporate interests. 



At the Rising Tide Meeting on September 1st, the coalition agreed on the following political statement. 



Equity and just transition policies, between and within countries, should be at the heart of any proposed solutions to climate change. Historically, "developed" nations have had a greater negative effect on the atmosphere which amounts to an 'ecological debt'. These historical polluters should reduce emissions proportional to this debt and assist other countries in dealing with the effects of climate change who, are not responsible historically for its causes. 



Diversity. Those most severely affected by climate change are being silenced by the official process. "Developing" nations, island states, local communities, indigenous peoples, children and environmental and economic refugees are all marginalised in the UN negotiations. On the other hand transnational corporations are over-represented, undermining the UN negotiations and transforming the Kyoto Protocol into a totally inadequate response to the problem. Therefore the coalition believes in participatory democracy where all voices of the excluded can be heard. Anti-sexism and anti-racism is at the core of all Rising Tide’s principles and actions. 



Effectiveness. The targets agreed by industrialised nations in the Kyoto Protocol - an average 5.2% reduction of carbon emissions by 2010-12 - dangerously underestimates what is needed. The Rising Tide coalition believes that a minimum of 60% immediate reductions with further reductions thereafter, as proposed by the UN’s own scientists (the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change), is necessary to stabilise the Earth’s climate. The coalition believes the effectiveness of any solution proposed by the UN will be undermined by the process of economic globalisation, as promoted through the policies of international institutions such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the World Bank. This economic process is deeply unsustainable and exacerbates climate change in its accelerating demand for the consumption of fossil fuels. 

Rising Tide advocates: 

An end to new fossil fuel exploration, with a shift to energy saving and ecologically sound energy sources. This should be part of a move away from over-consumption and towards a society with the environment and people at the centre. 

Effective reductions in Greenhouse gas emissions at source, particularly locating responsibility with the energy industry and its unsustainable practices. 

Current and future support for environmental refugees. 

Equal rights for all human beings to a sustainable use of the Earth's atmosphere, with equal per capita allocation of carbon emissions for everyone. 

Rising Tide opposes: 

Nuclear energy as a “solution” to the climate change crisis. 

Carbon emissions trading. 

Carbon emission sinks, such as forests, being used as a way to escape responsibility for reductions. 

The Rising Tide coalition will take action until the threats of climate change have been resolved in an equitable and effective way. 



To endorse the statement, contact CEO. For more info on Rising Tide see: www.risingtide.nl
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