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To my father and my mother. 

To my granddaughter. 

He that hath wife and children hath given hostages to fortune. 

– Francis Bacon, Essays

And with apologies to Francis Bacon: 

She who has grandchildren has given hostages to future. - Eija-Riitta Korhola
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Author:	Eija-Riitta	Korhola

Title:	The	Rise	and	Fall	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	–	Climate	Change	as	a	political	process

Abstract:	This	research	focuses	on	climate	change	as	a	political	process:	it	describes	the	
Kyoto	Protocol,	its	origins	and	ratification	process	in	the	international	climate-diplomatic	
arena,	as	well	as	the	climate	strategy	based	on	the	United	Nations’	framework	convention	
on	climate	change,	its	results	and	consequences.		It	views	the	issue	of	climate	change	as	
a	decision-making	problem	focusing	on	the	relationship	between	climate	science,	policy	
development	and	politics.	This	monograph	revisits	the	scientific	discussion	on	the	topic	
and	prepares	an	advanced	synthesis	and	a	bigger	picture	on	developing	policies	 for	
mitigating	climate	change.	Some	unpublished	and	previously	unpublished	sources	like	
notes,	e-mails,	transcripts	of	meeting	minutes	and	diaries	are	used	for	the	description	and	
analysis	of	UN	Climate	meetings	and	UNFCCC	Conferences	of	the	Parties	(COP).	Parts	
of	this	study	feature	elements	of	action	research:	the	writer	has	participated	as	an	active	
legislator	in	the	topic	at	hand,	as	is	the	case	for	emissions	trading.	The	study	discusses	
climate	change	as	a	so-called	wicked	problem	–	i.e.	a	multi-faceted	bundle	of	problems.	

To	sum	up,	 it	can	be	said	that	the	Protocol	has	not	met	the	expectations.	There	
are	many	reasons	for	this.	The	climate	problem	has	been	assumed	to	be	more	one-
dimensional	 than	 it	 is	 in	reality	–	a	wicked	problem	–	 ,	which	has	 led	to	excessive	
simplification.	

The	relationship	between	science	and	politics	has	been	problematic	in	the	field	of	
climate	science.	The	public	demands	more	certainty	and	more	precise	information	than	
science	is	able	to	provide.	For	the	climate	scientist,	 this	 implies	a	pressure	to	act	as	
committed	advocators	rather	than	objective	scientists.	One	of	the	core	claims	of	this	
research	is	that	preserving	the	epistemic	or	cognitivist	ideal	of	science	is	still	necessary	
in	climate	science.	Otherwise,	 the	error	margin	of	the	research	risks	 increasing	and	
even	multiplying,	when	the	value-laden	preferences	accumulate	at	the	various	levels	
of	this	interdisciplinary	field.	Researchers	should	not	make	political	accentuations	or	
risk	assessments	on	behalf	of	the	politician	or	decision-maker,	but	rather	restrict	their	
research	to	the	production	of	information	as	reliable	as	possible.

The	study	evaluates	the	main	instruments	of	EU	climate	policy,	such	as	emissions	
trading	(ETS).	It	explains	why	such	a	genius	system	in	theory	has	not	been	able	to	show	its	
strength	and	results	in	practice	for	the	EU.	The	overlapping	legislation	can	be	considered	
a	key	reason.	Also	the	unilateral	economic	burden	has	proven	to	be	problematic,	when	
solving	the	global	problem	of	climate	change	has	been	attempted	by	local	means.

Future	 climate	policy	 is	 likely	 to	be	more	practical	 and	 is	 composed	of	parallel	
elements.	The	special	position	of	carbon	dioxide	may	be	challenged	and	the	prevention	of	
pollutants	like	black	carbon	will	also	be	placed	parallel	to	it.	Reaching	a	global	agreement	
is	more	and	more	unrealistic.	Instead	of	setting	emission	ceilings	the	major	emitters	
prefer	technological	investments	and	decarbonising	the	economy.	If	the	EU	desires	a	
global	climate	policy	it	should	approach	the	others	and	stop	waiting	for	others	to	jump	
onto	a	Kyoto-type	bandwagon.	Emissions	trading	may	well	be	functional	as	an	emission-
reduction	instrument.	It	could	also	work	well	in	the	reduction	of	soot,	i.e.	black	carbon,	
which	is	China’s	most	urgent	pollution	problem.

Key words:	climate	change,	climate	science,	climate	politics,	Kyoto	Protocol,	climate	
narrative,	wicked	problem,	climate-gate,	emissions	trading.
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Climate Change as a Political Process

PREFACE

There	is	a	story1	about	the	town	elders	of	the	city	of	London,	according	to	which	
the	increasing	traffic	at	the	end	of	the	19th	century	caused	them	great	worries.	The	
metropolis	had	11,000	hansom	cabs,	and	on	top	of	that	horse-drawn	buses	and	
even	trams.	And	since	one	horse	generated	some	6	to	12	kilos	of	manure	a	day,	it	
was	calculated	that	very	soon	the	inhabitants	of	the	city	would	be	forced	to	wade	
through	horse	manure,	which	was	up	to	their	knees	or	even	higher.	

According	to	the	story,	an	article	was	published	in	the	London	Times	in	1894,	
in	which	it	was	estimated	that	a	manure	 layer	of	 three	metres	would	cover	the	
streets	of	London	by	1950.	This	massive	horse	manure	dilemma	–	which	would,	
besides	being	an	aesthetic	problem,	also	cause	problems	with	odour,	health	and	
hygiene	–	was	even	discussed	at	the	first	International	Urban	Planning	Conference	
in	New	York	in	1898,	but	no	results	were	obtained,	however.	The	future	seemed	to	
be	problematic,	and	the	issue	was	not	solved	until	new	kinds	of	horsepowers	came	
about	–	along	with	their	unprecedented	problems.

The	story	probably	 includes	elements	of	an	urban	legend	and	a	micro-myth,	
but	it	surely	”fertilises”	one’s	imagination	with	a	couple	of	interesting	observations:	
the	world	is	not	ready	yet.	Prediction	by	extrapolation;	i.e.	the	assumption	that	the	
future	would	continue	exactly	as	it	did	up	until	now,	is	risky,	as	this	concept	does	
not	take	into	account	technological	revolutions	or	human	creativity.

A	couple	of	decades	ago,	when	I	was	a	student	of	professor	Ilkka	Niiniluoto,	I	
pondered	these	questions	while	working	on	my	licentiate	thesis2	on	technological	
development	for	the	Department	of	Theoretical	Philosophy	of	the	University	of	
Helsinki.	The	focus	of	my	research	was	on	Jacques	Ellul3, a French philosopher, 
sociologist	and	societal	critic.	He	was	a	well-known	technological	pessimist	with	
the	opinion	that	 technology	has	slipped	from	people’s	control	and	has	become	 
 

1	 There	are	various	versions	of	this	story;	for	example	http://www.uctc.net/access/30/Access%2030%20-%20
02%20-%20Horse%20Power.pdf.

2	 A	post	graduate	thesis,	a	semi-PhD
3	 My	licentiate	thesis	dealt	with	the	philosophy	of	technology	and	I	focused	in	particular	on	Jacques	Ellul’s	

(1912–1994)	anti-technological	pessimism.	Jacques	Ellul,	a	French	philosopher,	sociologist,	anarchist	and	
societal	critic,	devoted	his	life	to	the	study	of	technology	and	society.	He	became	an	icon	for	many	who	were	
critical	towards	modern	society	and	technological	progression,	including	the	environmental	movement.	Many	
of	Ellul’s	ideas	may	be	found	in	that	tradition.	He	is,	among	other	things,	considered	the	father	of	the	slogan	
“Think	global,	act	local”.	In	Finland,	philosopher	Georg	Henrik	von	Wright,	among	others,	mentions	having	
been	 influenced	by	Ellul	 (von	Wright	1987:13).	The	production	of	Ellul	 is	extensive:	he	wrote	over	 thirty	
books	and	more	than	200	articles	of	varied	subject	matter,	from	the	very	essence	of	a	technical	society	to	
propaganda	and	moral	philosophy.	Ellul’s	influence	on	discussions	concerning	the	philosophy	of	technology	
in	the	United	States,	in	particular,	is	evident.	Ellul	then	established	his	reputation	as	an	anti-technologist.
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Preface

an	autonomous,	self-steering	destructive	force.	We	do	not	have	much	to	say	in	the	
matter	unless	mankind	completely	changes	its	relationship	with	reality.

I	made	a	surprising	observation	of	Ellul’s	–	a	thinker	I	admired	–	concept	of	
technology:	it	must	have	been	influenced	by	his	personal	worldview.	This	Marxist	
who	 converted	 to	Christianity,	 seemed	 to	have	adopted	 the	 classical	Christian	
dichotomy	of	the	ancestral,	original	sin	and	committed	acts	of	sin	in	his	technological	
concept4.	I	claimed	that	his	basic	way	of	thinking	was	influenced	by	this	and	that	
it	was	probably	the	reason	why	Ellul	ontologised	technology	as	a	comprehensive	
phenomenon,	which	did	not	allow	for	compromise.	This	holistic	lump	must	be	either	
accepted	or	abandoned	–	and	Ellul	recommended	abandoning	it5 like a state of sin.

My	criticism	was	also	aroused	by	 such	obvious	 ideological	borrowing:	 is	 it	
necessary	to	view	the	world	as	a	composition	of	similar	kinds	of	lumps,	if	one	has	
adopted	religion	as	one	of	them?

Ever	since,	I	have	encountered	different	kinds	of	 lumps	or	bundles	of	 ideas	
within	philosophy	and	religion	as	well	as	in	politics.

I	 ended	up	 in	politics	 almost	by	accident,	 as	 I	 agreed	 to	 stand	 in	elections	
for	the	first	time	in	my	life	 in	spring	1999.	A	little	earlier,	I	had	recognised	that	 
I	looked	down	upon	politics	and	politicians,	and	began	now	to	critically	reconsider	
my	attitude:	what	hope	would	democracy	have,	if	a	citizen	who	basically	possesses	
a	solid	education	in	philosophy	fundamentally	rejects	politics	as	such.	I	decided	
to	adjust	my	attitude	in	the	spirit	of	Plato’s	theory	of	the	ideal	state	and,	just	after	
that,	I	was	surprisingly	invited	to	run	for	the	European	elections.	After	processing	
the	astonishment	that	the	invitation	had	caused	I	decided	to	go	for	it6. 

The	other	reason	related	to	climate	change.	In	relation	to	my	job	at	the	time,	 
I	visited	some	developing	countries	and	saw	the	damage	caused	by	Hurricane	Mitch	
in	El	Salvador	and	Mexico	in	January	1999.	I	was	scared	by	the	thought	that	decision-
makers	were	so	far	away	from	this	world	and	the	grief	of	these	victims.

When	I	was	elected	to	the	European	Parliament,	my	life	changed.	I	had	just	
received	a	grant	 to	write	my	doctoral	 thesis	and	 it	had	been	my	plan	 to	 focus	
on	research,	when	this	new	situation	took	me	by	surprise.	It	was	also	surprising	
that	 I	 was	 immediately	 given	membership	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Committee	 
to	work	on	the	on	the	exact	political	field	that	I	had	spoken	about	during	my	election	
campaign.

4	 Ellul	 separated	 technology	as	 a	 system	 from	 individual	 techniques.	Technology	as	 a	 system	symbolises	 
a	power	similar	to	original	sin	in	the	face	of	which	human	beings	are	powerless.

5	 Ellul	1980a,	Korhola	1994a,	1994b
6	 After	having	declined	it	a	couple	of	times	and	after	long	hesitation,	I	finally	agreed	to	run	as	an	independent	

candidate	for	the	Finnish	Christian	Democrats,	the	former	Finnish	Christian	League.	I	told	my	story	in	my	
book	Olkapäämepin kantapääkausi,	WSOY	2002.
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I	was	not	the	only	one,	but	without	doubt,	I	was	one	of	the	first	Finnish	politicians	
to	knowingly	push	the	 issue	of	climate	change	and	its	 threats	onto	the	political	
agenda.	In	1994,	I	published	my	first	effusions	in	Vihreä Lanka,	a	weekly	green	
newspaper,	to	which	I	had	contributed	as	a	columnist	for	five	years.	In	the	1999	
European	elections,	my	main	topics	were	climate	change	and	development	issues.	
“It	won’t	pay	off,	these	themes	will	not	attract	the	public”,	was	the	feedback,	which	
I	nonchalantly	ignored	with	the	thought	of	not	wanting	to	make	calculations	about	
these	kinds	of	issues.	I	was	worried	about	the	effects	of	climate	change	on	nature	
and	society.	I	read	the	warnings	issued	by	various	environmental	organisations.	
I	followed	scientific	research	on	climate	change	and	I	had	no	particular	reason	to	
doubt	its	credibility.	I	had	learnt	from	my	professor	Niiniluoto	that	science	would	
correct itself, if normal circumstances of science prevail and political control does 
not	patronise	the	research	field.

I	had	wondered	why	climate	change	just	did	not	seem	to	make	it	onto	the	political	
agenda.	I	deduced	that	it	ensued	from	the	humanistic	tradition	of	politics:	politics	
was	regarded	as	something	that	just	takes	place	amidst	people,	and	compromises	
must	be	made	between	different	viewpoints.	Now,	a	new	kind	of	party	entered	the	
negotiation	table.	It	was	a	compelling	force	that	does	not	make	any	compromises,	
but	simply	“is”	by	default:	Nature.	There	is	no	other	option	but	to	take	nature	into	
consideration,	and	all	others	just	have	to	adapt	to	its	needs.	I	assumed	that	it	would	
take	time	before	the	politicians	notice	what	change	actually	means.	In	short,	we	
had	to	start	making	space	around	the	table.

In	my	dissertation,	I	describe	the	changed	operational	environment	of	politics.	
We	are	increasingly	concerned	with	problems,	which	are	wicked	or	super-wicked.	
These	are	systemic,	self-fuelling	tangles	of	problems,	which	are	multidimensional,	
hard	to	define	and	which	get	out	of	hands	and	easily	generate	new	problems	when	
one	tries	to	solve	the	old	ones.	The	oddest	thing	is	that	there	is	not	necessarily	a	
certain	point,	at	which	the	problems	could	be	declared	as	“solved”.	Main	reasons	
for	 the	 increase	of	wicked	problems	 lie	 in	 the	massive	growth	of	 information,	
globalisation	and	technological	development,	 i.e.	 the	accelerated	speed	at	which	
everything	happens	nowadays,	 the	 continuous	 circle	 of	 increasing	 interaction,	
consecutive	effects	and	reactions.	As	a	matter	of	fact,	the	Ellulian	idea	of	technology	
running	loose	from	mankind’s	control	and	it	becoming	a	self-steering	force	is	a	very	
apt	description	of	the	new	operational	environment	of	politics.

I	therefore	assume	that	there	will	be	more	and	more	problems	to	be	resolved	by	
politicians	and	these	will	be	of	a	very	different	nature	than,	for	example,	70	years	
ago.	Nevertheless,	political	processes	and	operating	modes	have	so	far	remained	
the	same.	Politics	is	too	slow	and	we	lack	the	tools.	Ultimately,	I	see	the	climate	
problem	being	a	problem	of	decision-making.

The	decision-making	is	indeed	one	central	theme	in	this	study.	I	discern	climate	
politics	facing	a	remarkable	crisis	in	decision-making.	My	aim	is	to	elucidate	the	
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difficulties	which	are	arisen	when	this	kind	of	wicked	problem	is	misunderstood	
and	processed	with	an	outdated	and	prolonged	decision-making	procedure.	

Despite	this	enormous	change,	we	are	not	very	experienced	at	perceiving	the	
nature	of	the	problems	with	which	we	are	dealing,	but	we	still	try	to	solve	wicked	
problems	using	traditional	methods,	as	if	they	were	tame	problems.	Thus,	the	final	
result	may	be	even	worse.	These	kinds	of	wicked	problems	may	be,	for	instance,	
the	war	against	terror,	biodiversity	loss,	waste	problems,	the	debt	crisis	and	climate	
change.

I	focus	on	the	problem	of	climate	change,	because	in	this	field,	I	hold,	besides	the	
status	of	a	researcher,	the	position	of	an	expert	who	has	also	gained	some	legislative	
experience.	 I	 start	 from	the	assumption	 that	a	dual	 role	will	not	automatically	
degrade	the	quality	of	the	research.	At	least,	this	dual	experience	could	be	utilised	
and	tested	as	a	rare	opportunity:	my	experience	of	15	years	with	an	active	role	in	
the	field	of	climate	policy	of	the	Union	–	which	still	perceives	itself	as	a	forerunner	
in	combating	climate	change	–	constitutes	a	particular	vantage	point.	I	am	thinking	
of	the	EU’s	most	important	climate	instrument,	emissions	trading,	in	particular.	
At	its	different	stages,	I	have	been	serving	in	various	key	positions,	and	therefore,	
I	am	able	to	offer	an	insider’s	view	from	a	legislator’s	point	of	view.	

During	2001–2003,	I	participated	 in	the	preparations	of	 the	first	Emissions	
Trading	Directive	and	other	climate	 legislation.	I	was	a	member	of	a	temporary	
Climate	Change	Committee	and	took	part	in	all	climate	change	conferences	from	
2003	onwards.	In	2007,	I	was	responsible	for	the	European	People’s	Party’s	(EPP)	
energy	report	and,	a	year	later,	for	the	party’s	climate	report.	As	the	Vice-Chair	of	the	
National	Coalition	Party,	I	was	the	government	formateur	for	energy	and	climate	
issues	in	2007.	In	the	European	Parliament,	I	was	responsible	(shadow-rapporteur)	
for	the	EPP	group’s	stance	on	emissions	trading	(ETS)	as	part	of	the	2008	Climate	
and	Energy	Package.	For	the	2012–2013	period	I	have	been	given	the	responsibility	
to	formulate	the	position	of	my	political	group	on	whether	the	Commission	should	
have	the	right	to	withdraw	emission	allowances	from	the	market	(i.e.	backloading).	
In	2013–14,	I	was	the	Aviation	EU-ETS	rapporteur	on	the	Parliament’s	industry	
committee	(ITRE).	In	addition	to	this,	I	was,	as	the	rapporteur,	responsible	for	all	
EU	legislation	concerning	the	Aarhus	Agreement7.

When	I	entered	politics,	I	wondered	why	climate	change	was	not	discussed	at	
all.	The	time	then	came	when	I	began	to	wonder,	if	it	was	possible	to	talk	about	
anything	without	being	forced	to	mention	climate	change.	This	happened	during	 
the	great	climate	hype	in	2007	when	the	political	agenda	changed	abruptly.	It	seemed	
as	if	no	issue	could	be	promoted	without	mentioning	the	threat	of	global	warming.	

As	I	became	more	acquainted	with	climate	policy,	I	encountered	some	great	

7	 The	Aarhus	Agreement	concerned	the	citizens’	right	to	acquire	information	on	the	environment,	participate	
in	decision-making	and	their	right	to	appeal	when	environmental	laws	are	violated.
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surprises.	A	Finnish	professor	of	meteorology	had	wondered	loudly	why	emissions	
could	not	just	simply	be	reduced.	These	could	have	been	my	own	words	until	the	
situation	appeared	to	be	more	complicated.	The	linear	scientific	model		–	a	scientist	
tells	what	should	be	done	and	the	politicians	implement	it	–	does	not	apply	to	politics,	
as	politicians	have	to	be	able	to	look	at	larger	aggregates	and	accept	responsibility	
for	them.	If	emission	reductions	 in	one	place	trigger	an	even	higher	 increase	 in	
emissions	in	another,	a	politician	should	be	concerned.

I	had	understood	something	essential:	if	one	recognises	the	problem	of	climate	
change,	it	does	not	logically	follow	that	one	could	also	solve	it	wisely.	Climate	politics	
has	so	far	been	performed	under	the	leadership	of	its	first	recognisers.	Perhaps,	it	
would	now	be	high	time	to	evaluate	the	accuracy	of	this	recognition	and	the	initially	
selected	strategy.	

Because	of	the	financial	crisis,	the	climate	hype	is	definitively	over	now.	Politics	
is	always	a	factor	of	“attention	economics”,	and	now,	economics	seems	to	have	taken	
the	attention.	The	interest	towards	climate	questions	had	dropped	radically:	the	
climate	scare	turned	into	a	climate	fatigue	and	also	in	this	regard,	overreaction	can	
be	expected.		At	the	same	time,	the	atmosphere	has	liberalised:	critical	opinions	
are	no	longer	outright	rejected	and	there	is	no	single	climate	truth.	We	are	living	
in	times	of	some	kind	of	a	climate	glasnost.	We	start	recognizing	some	religious	
elements in that hype and perhaps question them. 

However,	 the	decisions	arrived	at	during	 the	hype	are	still	 in	 force	and	we	
are	experiencing	their	consequences.	My	research	is	even	more	topical	taking	into	
account	the	fact	that	in	2012,	20	years	have	lapsed	since	the	Rio	Conference,	and	
the	Kyoto	Protocol	expired	at	the	end	of	the	same	year.	It	is	time	to	ponder	the	
past	20-year	period,	its	rise	and	decline	–	the	whole	narrative.	

I	have	come	to	the	conclusion	that,	despite	good	intentions,	our	climate	policy	is	
a	step	in	the	wrong	direction.	I	suggest	that	the	past	20	years	have	been	somehow	
wasted,	as	the	situation	during	the	unprecedented	climate	hype	has	gotten	worse	
with	regard	to	emissions:	not	just	absolutely	but	also	relatively.	The	selected	strategy	
is	not	working,	in	terms	of	its	results.	As	long	as	production	–	and	not	consumption	
–	based	emissions	are	at	the	foundation	of	the	climate	agreement,	there	is	a	great	
chance	of	self-deception:	manifest	emission	reductions	can	be	explained	by	an	
increase	in	imports	from	places	where	no	serious	climate	actions	are	taken.	

The	situation	 is	 in	no	way	simple	–	not	even	 for	 those	who	have	generally	
regarded	the	Kyoto	Protocol	as	an	ethical	necessity	and	participation	in	it	as	the	
litmus	test	of	morally	solid	behaviour.	The	EU,	which	has	designed	its	climate	policy	
based	on	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	has	not	reduced	its	emissions	more	effectively	than	
the deprecated US8	,	which	did	not	join	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	In	addition,	the	EU’s	

8	 The	efficiency	of	emission	reduction	as	such	could	be	the	subject	of	a	dissertation	in	itself,	but	I	will	concentrate	
on	the	results	of	emission	reduction	in	the	light	of	certain	indicators	in	Chapter	3.
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one-sided	actions	have	proven	to	be	useless	with	regard	to	the	reduction	of	global	
emissions.9	At	the	moment	our	share	of	global	emissions	is	10%,	and	in	2030	it	is	
estimated	to	be	4%.

In	my	study	I	agree	with	those	who	regard	the	UN’s	strategy	–	and	the	EU’s	
follow-up	strategy	–	not	only	as	ineffective	but	also	harmful.	The	reason	can	be	
found	in	both	the	wickedness	of	the	problem	–	i.e.	the	fact	that	it	is	hard	to	intervene	
in	it	in	the	first	place	–	and	that	the	selected	problem-solving	model	has	failed,	as	
the	problem’s	wicked	nature	has	not	been	recognised.	The	attempt	to	resolve	it	has	
been	based	on	an	assumption	that	it	is	a	one-dimensional,	tame	problem.	However,	
as	the	saying	goes,	a	wicked	problem	requires	wicked	solutions.

The	matter	has	been	worsened	by	a	lack	of	knowledge	and	expertise.	Because	
I	was	present,	I	can	testify	that,	for	instance,	when	the	Members	of	the	European	
Parliament	(at	that	time	altogether	632	MEPs)	voted	on	issue	of	emissions	trading,	
I	could	easily	count	the	number	of	those	who	knew	something	about	the	matter	
with	the	fingers	of	my	two	hands.	The	house	approved	the	directive	like	a	pig	in	a	
poke,	whilst	bringing	about	an	enormous	structural	change	in	the	EU’s	industry	
and	energy	policy.10	Having	seen	a	vast	amount	of	overlapping	 legislation	even	
annulling	itself	and	disturbing	the	others,	my	critique	has	increased.

In	recent	years	there	has	been	a	 lot	of	discussion	on	whether	the	dominant	
understanding	of	 the	reasons	behind	climate	change	 is	correct.	This	 is	not	 the	
subject	of	this	research,	even	though	this	discussion	inevitably	also	affects	political	
decision-making	and	the	political	climate	–	as	it	should.	Pondering	the	effectiveness	
of	the	chosen	climate	actions	and	the	appropriateness	of	the	strategies	is,	however,	
a	 totally	different	question	than	taking	a	stance	on	the	reasons	behind	climate	
change.	In	the	former	I	am	an	expert	while	in	the	latter	I	am	not.	Unfortunately,	
the	political	atmosphere	is	ideological	to	such	an	extent	that	criticism	towards	the	
chosen means is very often interpreted as climate scepticism11.

I	do	 take	 the	problem	of	climate	change	seriously.	The	scientific	 truth	of	 it	
changes	constantly,	but	quite	a	unanimous	consensus	exists	that	there	is	too	much	 
carbon	dioxide12	in	the	atmosphere	and	that	this	odourless	and	tasteless	gas	heats	
the	Earth	and	changes	our	living	conditions	more	than	is	desirable.	In	the	traditional	

9	 Niemi	&	Honkatukia	2011:11–12
10	 In	my	opinion,	this	has	also	indirectly	caused	the	European	debt	crisis,	as	capital-intensive	industries	have	

partly	moved	elsewhere	and	are	no	longer	there	to	guarantee	complex	credit	structures.
11	 A	fitting	example	is	the	Guardian	newspaper’s	article	dealing	with	my	criticism	towards	emissions	trading	

in	spring	2013:	“One	of	the	leading	members	of	the	environment	committee,	the	‘shadow	rapporteur’	Eija-
Riitta	Korhola	of	Finland,	 is	a	climate	sceptic.”	http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/feb/15/
eu-urged-revive-emissions-traing

12	 We	cannot,	however,	consider	carbon	dioxide	the	only	reason	for	the	warming	of	the	climate.	Land	use	and	
urbanisation	must	be	taken	into	account,	as	well	as	black	carbon.	The	use	of	fossil	fuels	causes	directly	the	
melting	of	ice	caps.	One	could	imagine	that	the	role	of	black	carbon	becomes	more	central	in	future	climate	
policy.
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sense,	carbon	dioxide	is	not	an	air	pollutant.	However,	climate	change	is	regarded	as	 
a	pollution	problem,	and	to	solve	it	the	same	old	medicines	are	suggested,	as	these	
have	worked	with	regard	to	previous	pollution	problems.

In	my	research,	I	aim	to	prove	that	this	is	one	of	the	factors,	which	has	made	
climate	policy	 ineffective.	 Instead	of	regarding	the	causes	of	climate	change	as	
environmental	problems,	 they	–	and	the	solutions	to	the	problem	–	should	be	
regarded	as	incentives	for	energy	market	operations	and	technological	development.	

Another	conclusion	of	mine	is	as	scathing	as	my	previous	reference	to	the	20-year	
delusion.	It	concerns	the	environmental	movement.	I	suggest	that	the	movement	
has,	above	all,	failed	in	its	strategy	to	combat	climate	change,	but	also	quite	often	
in	its	other	environmental	policies.	Again,	good	intentions	do	not	guarantee	a	wise	
strategy.	The	environmental	movement	regards	economic	growth	as	an	enemy	of	
the	environment	although	practice	has	proven	that	in	precisely	those	quarters	of	
the	world	where	economic	well-being	prevails	and	basic	needs	are	satisfied,	people	
are	more	interested	in	taking	care	of	their	environment.	Poverty,	in	its	turn,	is	the	
biggest	environmental	threat,	although	it	has	been	romanticised	in	environmentalist	
rhetoric. 

I	 also	 observe	 a	 number	 of	 awkward	 contradictions.	 The	 environmental	
movement	tries	to	systematically	convince	us	that	it	is	most	beneficial	to	be	among	
the	forerunners,	i.e.	the	best,	and	the	cleanest.	However,	in	practice,	EU	legislation	
proves	to	be	the	exact	opposite:	 it	punishes	the	most	accomplished	one	almost	
systematically.	This	concerns	both	emissions	trading	and	investments	in	renewable	
energy.	The	lesson	taught	by	the	EU	is	basically:	“Do	not	do	anything	until	you	are	
being	forced	into	doing	it.”	

My	dual	role	is	the	reason	why	my	text	displays	a	certain	tension	and	slant.	I	
admit this quite frankly. Korhola the researcher also takes a stance on statements 
of	Korhola	the	politician,	who	touches	upon	topics	she	has	dealt	with	as	a	legislator	
for	more	than	a	decade.	In	this	context	I	can	only	make	a	reference	to	the	tradition	
of	“action	research”.

The	appendices	of	the	dissertation	include	quite	a	number	of	columns,	plenary	
session	speeches	and	blogs	by	Korhola	the	politician.	Some	of	them	are	written	in	a	
very	provocative	style,	as	is	sometimes	suitable	for	the	genre	of	political	blogging13. 
In	this	thesis,	I	give	the	aforementioned	sources	a	status	that	is	no	more	and	no	less	
than	what	political	diary	entries	usually	have	as	sources	in	these	types	of	research	
projects.	Part	of	the	reason	why	I	include	my	blog	writings,	is	that	I	wish	to	make	
my	attitude	and	opinion	as	visible	and	known	as	possible,	without	concealing	them	
with	a	scientific	cloak.	A	certain	acknowledgement	of	partiality	can	be	allowed,	as	
we	are	speaking	of	a	field	that	is	often	classified	as	a	so-called	post-normal	science.	

13	 In	the	name	of	honesty:	it	is	often	not	suitable.	I	have	often	regretted	some	of	my	pointed	remarks.
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I	also	hope	that	my	blogs	serve	as	documentation	on	the	period	when	I	began	to	
doubt	whether	the	problem	formulation	and	solution	models	have	been	outlined	
appropriately	when	taking	into	account	the	bigger	picture,	i.e.	the	problematique	
bundle.	My	blogs	have	also	been	a	medium	to	communicate	with	the	public	and	
to	receive	the	abundant	feedback	of	the	blogosphere.

Along	the	way,	my	views	have	changed	and	I	have	often	been	forced	to	check	my	
presumptions.	I	also	have	to	face	my	own	mistakes.	I	accept	change	and	welcome	
it	positively:	I	would	not	wish	to	finish	up	as	a	politician	who	ends	up	being	on	
bad	terms	with	the	facts.	“When the facts change, I change my mind. What do 
you do, sir?”,	asked	the	famous	economist	John	Maynard	Keynes.	I	believe	that	
changing	one’s	mind	is	not	the	same	as	turning	one’s	coat	–	something	politicians	
are	often	blamed	for.	However,	someone	who	changes	his	values	may	be	considered	
a turncoat. A value, such as the requirement for intellectual honesty, could also 
steer	a	person	to	change	their	opinion.

My	purpose	 is	now	to	subject	myself	 to	 the	pondering	of	 these	 issues	 from	
different	aspects	and	the	scrutiny	of	the	problem	and	its	wickedness.	I	will	commence	
with	a	study	of	emissions	trends,	and	will	then	proceed	with	a	historical	overview	
of	what	happened	to	the	greenhouse	effect:	how	a	physical	phenomenon	gradually	
became	a	political	and	cultural	mega	trend	–	some	kind	of	a	hyper	 ideology	or	
hybrid	–	that	finally	developed	into	a	political	grand	narrative	and	settled	down	
permanently in our heads. 
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1 INTRODUCTION

This introductory chapter deals with the results of the Kyoto Protocol 
in the light of emission trends, describes the societal awakening to the 
climate question and the developments concerning the ways in which the 
problem has been addressed in public discussions, scientific research 
and politics over time. To sum up, it can be said that the Protocol has 
not met the expectations. At the end of the chapter an overview of the 
core issues of the research will be presented. 

1.1 CURRENT EMISSION AND ENERGY CONSUMPTION   
 TRENDS

The	subject	of	my	research	is	the	rise	and	fall	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	I	also	attempt	
to	find	an	answer	to	the	question,	why	climate	change	is	so	complex	a	problem	
and	why	the	results	of	climate	policy	have	been	so	weak	up	until	now.	It	seems	
to	be	the	right	time	for	my	review.	Climate	diplomacy,	which	has	been	exercised	
for	a	 little	bit	more	than	two	decades	now	–	its	milestones	being	the	1992	Rio	
Conference,	 the	birth	of	 the	Kyoto	Protocol	 in	1997	and	the	2009	Copenhagen	
Climate	Conference	–	provides	us	already	with	enough	evidence,	 to	be	able	 to	
evaluate	the	effectiveness	of	 the	chosen	strategy	–	or	at	 least	 the	direction	 it	 is	
taking	us.	The	first	commitment	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	(2009–2012)	has	
also	expired,	which	renders	it	justifiable	for	us	to	examine	its	results.

We	have	to	start	with	numbers,	as	they	are	not	a	mere	matter	of	taste.
The	Kyoto	Protocol	(1997)	was	supposed	to	stabilise	the	emissions	of	industrial	

countries	to	an	average	of	5.2%	below	the	1990	base	year	level	(industrial	countries	
17.7	Gt;	global	emissions	22.7	Gt).	For	industrial	countries,	this	implied	a	level	of	
16.8	Gt	CO2	emissions	during	the	2008–2012	period.14	Currently,	global	emissions	
are	at	a	more	than	50%	higher	level	than	during	the	Kyoto	Protocol’s	reference	year,	
1990.	The	2011	number	was	33.9	Gt.	In	the	light	of	current	trends	and	the	annual	
increase	in	emissions	being	around	2.5%	on	average,	global	emissions	have	been	
assumed	to	be	54.2	Gt	in	2030.	(Olivier	et al.	2012)

The	 EU’s	 situation	 is	 only	 seemingly	 better.	 Some	 very	 daring	 statements	
have	been	guiding	our	perception	of	EU	climate	policy:	we	seem	to	demonstrate	

14	 The	statistics	of	emission	trends	are	always	published	with	a	delay	of	a	couple	of	years,	which	means	that	at	
the	time	of	writing,	there	was	no	exact	information	of	the	final	numbers.
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“leadership”,	we	are	“fore-runners”,	our	goals	are	“ambitious”,	and	emissions	trading	
has	been	a	“success	story”	as	well	as	the	“flagship”	of	our	climate	policy.	The	EU	
is,	 indeed,	on	the	right	path	with	regard	to	the	agreed	Kyoto	reduction	targets,	
and	it	is	likely	to	achieve	the	goal	of	reducing	8%	of	the	1990	level	by	the	end	of	
2012	whilst	decisively	also	approaching	its	own	target	of	reducing	20%	from	the	
2005	emission	level.	The	researches	of	Saikku	et al.	(2012)	and	Peters	et al.	(2011)	
reveal,	however,	that	the	image	of	the	EU’s	success	is	altered,	if	we	take	into	account	
not	only	production	–	but	also	consumption	–	based	emissions.	When	analysing	
international	trade	volumes,	we	have	to	conclude	that	the	EU’s	total	emissions	have	
increased.	We	have	simply	outsourced	our	emissions.	The	additional	energy	has,	
in	this	case,	most	likely	been	produced	using	coal,	which	has	the	highest	carbon	
concentration	of	all	energy	forms	(94.6	g	CO2/MJ)	

Gloomy	 emission	 levels	 do	 not	 even	 demonstrate	 the	 nature	 of	 the	whole	
situation.	During	the	2008–2012	Kyoto	commitment	period,	the	global	financial	
crisis	has	aided	the	reduction	of	production-based	emissions.	Therefore,	 in	the	
name	of	honesty,	at	least	some	of	the	reductions	have	to	be	treated	a	result	of	the	
economic	downturn	–	i.e.	not	successful	climate	measures.

In	addition	to	the	absolute	increase	in	emissions,	we	can	also	observe	a	relative	
failure	during	the	Kyoto	period.15	In	this	context,	we	can	speak	of	carbon	intensity,	
which	is	the	proportion	of	emissions	to	a	country’s	GDP	(the	amount	of	CO2 produced 
per	GDP	unit).	This	precisely	can	be	considered	a	significant	measure	of	the	trends,	
as	an	increase	in	emissions	is	not	a	surprise	in	itself,	when	the	economy	is	growing.	
During	recent	years,	the	economy’s	natural	decarbonisation	trend	has	slowed	down	
(Prins	&	Caine	2013:11),	and	energy	 intensity	actually	 increased	in	2009–2010	
(WEO-2013).	Production	has	become	dirtier,	and	emissions	per	production	tonne	
are	 increasing	 largely	because	of	 the	rapid	 industrialisation	of	China	and	India	
(Pielke	et al.	2008).	Although	the	growth	of	Chinese	emissions	has	slowed	down	
in	recent	years,	the	peak	is	not	to	be	expected	for	20	years.	

For	the	time	being	there	is	no	climate	agreement	in	sight,	which	would	limit	the	
growth	of	developing	countries,	to	which	India	and	China	also	belong	in	international	
climate	diplomacy.	The	carbon	intensity	(CO2	per	GDP	unit)	of	 these	countries’	
economies	is	4–5	times	greater	than	that	of	the	US,	and	up	to	13–18	times	greater	
than	that	of	top-performer	countries	like	Sweden	(Prins	&	Caine	2013:46–47).	The	
EU	accounts	for	around	10%	of	global	emissions.	Emissions	are	especially	increasing	
in	countries	which	have	no	mechanisms	to	restrict	them.	The	successor	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	Kyoto	2,	which	was	confirmed	at	the	Doha	Conference	in	2012,	also	only	 
 

15	 The	commitment	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	2008–2012,	but	usually	”Kyoto	period”	refers	to	the	post-1997	
period,	the	time	after	the	signature	of	the	protocol.
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covers	less	than	15%	of	the	world’s	total	emissions.	In	practice,	the	EU	acts	alone	
in	its	policy	of	setting	emission	caps.

These	chilly	facts	should	be	taken	into	account,	when	we	start	evaluating	the	
effectiveness	of	our	measures	to	combat	global	warming.

1.2 CLIMATE CHANGE HYBRID

“According to some climate change experts, mankind stands before  
a cataclysmic climate change – a change to which it is insufficiently 
prepared. Climate change is a threat to the entire population of the globe.”

“Climate change will shake up the structures of the global economy and 
social life. Climate scientists are pessimistic whether politicians will take 
up any real measures in order to combat the threat or, at least, mitigate 
its effects.” 

This	 is	how	dreary	our	image	of	global	warming	is.	What	warming?	In	fact,	 the	
aforementioned	quotations	are	from	articles	published	in	the	New	York	Times	and	
Newsweek	in	the	mid-1970s.	They	advise	people	to	be	prepared	for	the	cooling	of	
the	globe	and	the	threat	of	a	new	glacial	period.	(Pearce	2010:	23–27,	Hulme	2008a)

In	the	light	of	modern	research,	we	know	that	global	temperatures	are	rising,	
but	 the	weather	and	climate	still	arouse	strong	emotions	 in	people	whether	we	
are	speaking	of	a	new	glacial	period	or	the	trend	of	rising	global	temperatures.	As	
a	whole,	climate	change	is	a	good	example	of	the	present-day	multidimensional	
environmental	problem.	Everything	 in	our	 lives	 and	all	we	 are	doing	 is	 being	
connected	 to	 climate	 change.	 It	 is	 a	 cross-cutting	 theme	 in	 production,	 the	
economy,	history,	the	environment	and	social	life.	It	is	notably	present	in	the	news	
and	oftentimes,	the	subject	is	a	key	factor	in	political	decision-making.	It	affects	
international	relations	and	a	massive	administrative	machinery	with	 its	experts	
and	bureaucrats	has	been	created	around	it.	In	addition	to	this,	 it	has	absorbed	
the	complexity	of	all	other	environmental	problems.	As	a	matter	of	 fact,	 it	has	
cannibalised	other	environmental	concerns.	We	can	no	 longer	speak	of	climate	
change	as	a	mere	physical	phenomenon.	It	 is	a	combination	of	culture,	politics,	
and	our	personal	hopes	and	fears	reflected	on	a	natural	phenomenon.

How	did	it	happen	that	climate	change	became	this	kind	of	an	all-encompassing	
hybrid?	Or	as	the	British	climate	professor	Mike	Hulme	(2007b)	asks:	how	did	it	
happen	that	climate	change	in	lower	case	became	Climate	Change	in	upper	case?	
It is “a morality play with good guys and bad guys, with virtue and reason on 
one side and evil and corruption on the other”.	(Pielke	2010:xi).

The	aim	of	this	thesis	is	to	study	the	fundamental,	ontological	and	epistemological	
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background	assumptions,	contents	and	practices,	through	which	climate	change	is	
conveyed	to	public	awareness	and	discussions.	The	purpose	is	also	to	scrutinise	the	
position	of	climate	change	in	relation	to	scientific,	economic,	political	and	religious	
aspects.	I	also	evaluate	the	climate	policy	and	the	tools	that	have	been	used	based	
on	these	frameworks.	The	pondering	is	greatly	influenced	by	the	question	of	the	
freedom	and	independence	of	science	–	this	is	not	just	a	mere	academic	challenge	but	
concerns	our	common	future	and,	therefore,	deserves	thorough	public	discussions.	
And	this	all	is	linked	with	decision-making	and	the	ongoing	breach	on	that	area.	

It	is	not	a	new	idea	to	regard	climate	change	as	human-induced,	although	one	
could	imagine	so.	This	perception	is	a	long	historical	tradition	and	the	genealogy	of	
climate	change	is	old.	As	early	as	the	4th	century	BCE	in	Ancient	Greece	a	student	of	
Aristotle,	Theophrastus,	deduced	based	on	his	own	observations,	that	the	drainage	
of	marshland	nearby	Thessalonica	had	caused	a	cooling	of	the	climate,	whereas	
the	 logging	of	 forests	near	Philippi	had	warmed	 temperatures	 (Glacken	1967).	
In	the	Middle	Ages,	extreme	climatic	phenomena	were	mostly	considered	divine	
interventions,	but	it	was	believed	that	mankind	had	their	share	in	these	too.	Witches,	
for	example,	were	thought	to	possess	powers	to	directly	influence	the	quality	of	the	
climate,	while	storms	and	other	weather	plagues	were	seen	as	punishments	for	the	
acceptance	of	witchery	(Glacken	1967).

The	actual	climate-altering	human	activities	were	connected	with	 large-scale	
loggings	as	they	were	assumed	to	have	a	decisive	effect	on	regional	and	even	global	
rain	patterns.	David	Hume	 (1711–1776),	 a	 Scottish	 philosopher	 and	historian,	
pondered	the	linkages	between	the	warm	climatic	periods,	and	the	destruction	of	
forests,	which	he	had	observed.	He	presented	a	prediction	concerning	the	time	that	
it	would	take	before	burning	sunbeams	actually	reach	the	Earth’s	surface	as	a	result	
of	human	actions	(von	Storch	&	Stehr	2006).	At	the	end	of	the	18th century in North 
America	several	studies	were	published,	in	which	it	was	suspected	that	loggings	of	
the	European	colonies	would	permanently	change	the	climate	of	the	region.	Besides,	
several	scientists	considered	the	clearing	of	tropical	forests	by	the	colonial	powers	
to	have	influenced	increasing	droughts	in	large	areas	even	beyond	the	tropics,	and	
potentially	causing	damage	to	the	economy	(von	Storch	&	Stehr	2006).	During	the	
French	Enlightenment,	it	was	generally	considered	that	humankind	has	abilities	
to	alter	the	climate	in	a	desired	direction.	George-Louis	Leclerc,	Count	of	Buffon	
(1707–1788),	a	French	naturalist	and	mathematician	who	lived	in	the	18th century, 
was	the	face	of	this	ideology	that	emphasised	human	omnipotence,	as	he	described	
how	the	climate	can	be	influenced	to	best	suit	human	desires	by	means	of	forestation	
or	logging	(Gould	2000).

Thus,	we	 can	 infer	 that	people	have	 long	been	aware	of	 the	 fact	 that	 their	
own	actions	influence	the	climate.	Accordingly,	people	also	began	to	exploit	this	
knowledge.	For	example,	during	the	19th century, people started to clear forests 
intentionally	in	order	to	increase	rains	(Weart	2008).	However,	it	took	some	time	
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before	mankind	was	ready	to	admit	that	it	has	the	potential	to	manipulate	the	whole	
global	climate	system	by	altering	the	gas	composition	of	the	atmosphere16. Some 
scientists	call	the	current	epoch	by	a	special	name,	i.e.	the	anthropocene	(Crutzen	
2002),	in	order	to	distinguish	it	from	the	geological	eras	distinguished	or	created	
by	nature	itself.

1.3 POLITICS MARCH IN

Climate	change	was	for	a	 long	time	only	discussed	among	scientists,	although	a	
couple	of	political	initiatives	were	already	taken	in	the	1970s.	The	first	Earth	Summit	
(UN	Summit	on	Human	Environment)	was	held	in	Stockholm	in	1972,	when	the	
world	leaders	who	had	become	conscious	of	environmental	problems	expressed	their	
intention	to	meet	every	ten	years	to	ponder	the	state	of	our	planet.	The	main	focus	
was	environmental	pollution	overall	and	the	scarcity	of	resources	–	not	so	much	
global	warming.	It	was	in	the	same	year’s	December	that	the	US	bombed	Hanoi,	later	
terrorists	of	the	Black	September	group	killed	11	Israeli	athletes,	the	superpowers	
agreed	on	the	restriction	of	nuclear	warheads,	and	emailing	was	invented.	The	Earth	
Summit	did	not	gain	much	media	attention	and	eventually	it	took	almost	twenty	
years	before	the	next	Earth	Summit	convened	in	Rio.

Still	in	1977,	the	“Energy	and	Climate”	report	published	by	the	United	States	
National	Academy	of	Sciences	came	to	the	conclusion	that	there	was	no	need	to	
panic	because	of	the	climate.	Instead,	the	report	recommended	further	investigations	
of	the	subject	(Hecht	&	Tirpak	1995).	The	situation	started	changing,	as	the	UN	
Environment	Programme	(UNEP)	and	 the	World	Meteorological	Organisation	
(WMO)	organised	the	First	World	Climate	Conference	in	Geneva	in	February	1979.	
The	conference	noted	that	carbon-dioxide	concentrations	had	already	increased	and	
human	action	probably	had	an	accelerating	impact	on	the	greenhouse	phenomenon.	
The	leading	climatologists	of	that	time	were	Roger	Revelle,	Charles	Keeling	and	Bert	
Bolin.	The	conference	culminated	in	the	agreement	to	set	up	the	World	Climate	
Program	(WCP)	and	the	World	Climate	Research	Programme	(WCRP)	(Hecht	&	
Tirpak	1995).

The	international	workshops	of	climate	scientists,	organised	by	the	WMO,	UNEP	
and	the	International	Council	of	Scientific	Unions	(ICSU)	in	Villach,	Austria,	 in	
1980,	1983	and	1985,	were	important	milestones	for	the	large-scale	acceptance	of	
Anthropogenic	Global	Warming	(AGW).	In	its	final	statement	the	group	of	climate	
scientists	suggested	that	human	activities	cause	global	climate	warming.	The	group	
also	came	to	the	conclusion	that	the	concept	of	climate	cooling	is	actually	worth	

16	 This	can	be	regarded	as	the	predominant	contemporary	scientific	view	of	human-induced	climate	change.
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forgetting	once	and	for	all.	The	meeting	also	strongly	recommended	international	
policy-makers	to	take	the	problem	of	global	warming	seriously	(Agrawala	1998a,	
Pearce	2010).	The	same	meeting	also	lifted	a	number	of	other	greenhouse	gases	
among	those	as	responsible	as	carbon	dioxide	for	climate	warming.	These	included,	
among	 others,	 methane,	 nitrous	 oxide	 and	 CFC	 compounds.	 This	 moment	
displayed	a	clear	 turning	point	or	awakening.	Moreover,	 the	meeting,	which	 is	
often	referred	to	with	the	expression	“the	spirit	of	Villach”,	set	the	foundations	for	
an	intergovernmental	climate	panel,	the	IPCC	(Pearce	2010).	

The	input	of	some	individual	scientists	should	not	be	downplayed	when	it	comes	
to	 introducing	the	problem	to	the	public.	Triggered	by	Senator	Al	Gore,	the	US	
Congress	started	 its	congressional	hearings	on	climate	change	 in	1982.	Several	
climate	scientists	were	summoned	for	the	hearings	and	later	some	of	them	became	
prominent	icons	of	the	environmental	movement.	For	example,	the	oceanologist	
Wallace	S.	Broecker	and	the	atmospheric	scientists	of	the	US	National	Aeronautics	
and	Space	Administration	(NASA)	Robert	Watson	and	James	Hansen17	were	among	
them.	A	statement	by	Hansen	before	Senate	aroused	a	great	deal	of	attention	in	
1988.	According	to	it,	“there is a 99 per cent probability that an intensified increase 
in the greenhouse effect is a reality and that it is already changing our climate 
here.”	(Victor	2011).	The	timing	of	Hansen’s	statement	hit	the	bull’s	eye.	

The	summer	had	been	exceptionally	warm	and	climate	change	finally	caught	
the	public’s	attention.	The	hearing	was	organised	during	the	extremely	hot	month	
of	June,	and	the	situation	even	had	some	ingredients	of	a	political	 theatre	play.	
While	some	participants	are	still	reminiscing	that	the	air-conditioning	was	somehow	
mysteriously	 in	disorder	(Pearce	2010:	38),	Senator	Tim	Wirth,	Gore’s	political	
partner,	has	admitted	afterwards	that	the	uncomfortable	meeting	conditions	were	
organised	 intentionally	 for	 the	 colleagues.	The	hearing	was	 set	 on	 the	hottest	
day	of	 the	summer	profitably	using	the	weather	 forecast:	“What we did is that 
we went in the night before and opened all the windows, I will admit, right, so 
that the air conditioning wasn’t working inside the room.”	(Pielke	2010:1).	The	
reaction	exceeded	all	expectations	and	Hansen’s	testimonial	was	extensively	spread	
throughout	the	national	and	international	media.

The	year	1988	was	a	turning	point	for	climate	politics	for	various	reasons.	It	
was	the	year	that	the	UN	set	up	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change,	
the	IPCC	(see	Chapter	1.4).	The	same	year,	a	meeting	on	atmospheric	changes	was	
held	in	Toronto.	This	meeting	brought	global	warming	to	the	world’s	awareness.	
Two	former	prime	ministers,	Canada’s	Brian	Mulroney	and	Norway’s	Gro	Harlem	

17	 Hansen	was	later	disappointed	in	the	mainstream	of	climate	politics,	since	the	UN	approach	focused	one-
sidedly	on	the	reduction	of	carbon	dioxide	and	not	on	the	effects	of	human	activities.	Issues	such	as	the	use	
of	 land	or	black	carbon	were	not	considered	sufficiently	according	 to	him.	When	opposing	 the	emissions	
trading	system	as	a	one-sided	policy,	Hansen	experienced	the	belittlement	by	environmentalists.
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Brundtland,	hosted	this	climate	change	conference.	The	official	communiqué called 
for	the	reduction	of	carbon	dioxide	emissions	to	20%	below	the	1988	level	by	2005,	
and	climate	change	was	named	the	most	severe	global	threat	right	after	nuclear	war.

Two	years	later,	the	IPCC	published	its	first	report,	according	to	which	the	planet	
was	warming	as	a	result	of	mankind’s	activities	(IPCC	1990).

Climate	change	also	gained	geopolitical	resonance	along	with	the	collapse	of	the	
Soviet	Union	and	the	series	of	Eastern	European	revolutions	in	1989.	The	détente 
of	the	Cold	War’s	and	its	threats	gave	mental	room	to	the	threat	of	climate	change	
(Hulme	2009a:63).

But	 it	 was	 not	 until	 the	 United	Nations	 Conference	 on	 Environment	 and	
Development	(UNCED),	held	in	Rio	de	Janeiro	in	1992,	that	climate	change	became	
the	true	focus	of	international	policy-making.	This	was	the	largest	meeting	of	world	
leaders	that	had	ever	been	organised.	At	the	Rio	Conference,	several	international	
environmental	agreements	were	concluded.	One	of	these	was	the	United	Nations	
Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC).	This	agreement	 is	also	
known	as	the	Rio	Convention,	which	demanded	the	stabilisation	of	greenhouse	
gas	concentrations	at	the	level	of	1990	by	2000.	The	parties	of	the	UNFCCC	have	
convened	on	an	annual	basis	since	1995.	

Ever	since,	the	year	1990	has	featured	in	several	emission	reduction	negotiations	
as	the	reference	year	to	which	the	situation	or	the	goal	is	compared	to.	Why	exactly	
this	year?	According	to	Heikkilä	(2009)	the	explanation	is	simple:	the	agreement	
was	negotiated	then,	and	the	idea	was	to	keep	the	emissions	at	the	level	of	that	time,	
which	did	not	seem	overwhelming	back	then.		Comparing	with	earlier	years	would	
have	been	difficult	also	because	of	the	lack	of	statistics.	For	example,	Finland’s	CO2 
emissions	only	measured	for	the	first	time	in	1989.

The	 goal	 of	 the	UNFCCC,	which	was	 signed	 in	 Rio,	 is	 the	 stabilisation	 of	
atmospheric	greenhouse	gas	concentrations	at	a	 level	 that	prevents	“dangerous 
interference”	 with	 the	 climate	 system.	 The	 goal	 has	 to	 be	 reached	 within	 a	
timeframe	that	allows	ecosystems	to	adjust	to	climate	change,	poses	no	threat	to	
food	production,	and	in	which	the	economy	can	develop	in	a	sustainable	fashion	
(Article	2).	All	signatory	countries	have,	according	to	the	convention,	the	obligation	
to	take	measures	to	slow	down	climate	change,	monitor	and	measure	emissions	
and	report	to	the	secretariat	of	the	convention	(Article	4.1).	Industrial	countries	
(Annex	I	countries)	should	be	leading	the	combat	against	climate	change,	as	they	
have the most appropriate requisites to do so.  Already at the Rio Conference the 
parties	agreed	on	a	mid-term	goal	that	industrial	countries	freeze	their	emissions	
to	the	1990	level	by	the	year	2000	(Article	4.2),	but	the	convention	was	not	legally	
binding	and	remained	a	mere	political	statement.

The	Montreal	Protocol,	signed	in	1987	and	aiming	at	the	protection	of	the	ozone	
layer,	gave	a	very	significant	boost	to	climate	change’s	accession	to	the	international	
political	scene.	This	Protocol	on	Substances	that	Deplete	the	Ozone	Layer	proves	
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that	an	international	environmental	treaty	can	be	negotiated	even	when	there	is	
no	scientific	certainty	of	 the	causes	of	a	particular	phenomenon.	Nevertheless,	
excessively	hopeful	conclusions	with	regard	to	the	nature	and	effectiveness	of	this	
“Ozone	Treaty”	in	restricting	climate	change	have	been	made.	This,	I	will	also	prove	
later	on	in	my	research.	(Victor	2011)

Resulting	from	this	process,	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	born	in	1997.	It	presented	
new	targets	to	decrease	emissions	generated	by	industrial	countries.	The	protocol	
was	decided	upon	in	December	1997	at	the	third	UNFCCC	Conference	of	the	Parties	
(COP3)	in	Kyoto,	Japan.	The	parties	to	the	protocol	were	divided	into	two	groups:	
Annex	A18	(developing)	and	Annex	B	(developed)	countries.	Only	the	latter	would	
be	bound	by	the	emission	reductions.	

The	protocol	obliged	developed	countries	(Annex	B)	to	reduce	the	emissions	
of	 six	greenhouse	gases	–	carbon	dioxide	 (CO2),	methane	 (CH4),	nitrous	oxide	
(N2O),	fluorohydrocarbon	(HFC	compounds),	perfluorocarbon	(PFC	compounds),	
sulphurhexafluorid	(SF6)	–	by	5.2%	of	the	1990	base	year	 level	during	the	first	
commitment	period,	2008–2012.	This	binding	general	commitment	was	divided	into	
varying	country-specific	commitments	ranging	from	the	EU’s	-8%	to	Island’s	+10%.

The	protocol	did	not	set	any	binding	emission	reduction	targets	for	developing	
countries	during	the	first	commitment	period.	The	original	idea	was	that	they	would	
join	emission	reduction	actions	during	the	second	commitment	period.	However,	
the	protocol	did	oblige	developing	countries	to	report	on	their	emissions	as	well	as	
to	draft	and	implement	action	plans	to	curb	climate	change.

According	to	Article	25,	the	entry	into	force	of	the	protocol	had	two	preconditions.	
It	required	the	ratification	by	55%	of	the	UN	Member	States,	but	also	that	ratified	
industrial	countries	(Annex	B	countries)	would	account	for	at	least	55%	of	the	total	
emissions.	The	latter	threshold	postponed	the	entry	into	force	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	
until	2005.	Among	others,	the	US,	whose	share	of	the	world’s	greenhouse	gases	
was	approximately	one	fourth,	decided	to	remain	outside	the	protocol,	referring	
to	its	disadvantageous	economic	effects	and	distorting	impact	on	competitiveness.

The	negotiations	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	left	many	details	open,	and	they	were	
only	decided	upon	at	a	 later	stage.	After	 the	seventh	Conference	of	 the	Parties	
(COP7)	the	so-called	Marrakech	Accord,	which	defined	the	application	rules	of	the	
Kyoto	Protocol,	was	concluded.	Important	provisions	included,	among	others,	the	
use	of	the	so-called	Kyoto	Mechanisms	(CDM,	JI	and	emissions	trading)	as	well	
as the use of sinks. 

The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM)	 aims	at	 increasing	 low-

18	 The	term	”Annex	A	country”	is	a	bit	imprecise,	as	the	protocol	itself	does	not	list	any	other	countries	but	those,	
who	are	concerned	with	emission	reductions	in	Annex	B.	In	fact,	Annex	A	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	includes	
a	list	of	greenhouse	gases	and	their	sources.	Nevertheless,	the	classification	of	countries	into	Annex	A	or	B	
became	standard	in	climate	jargon.
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emission	technology	in	developing	countries.	By	making	investments	into	this	kind	
of	technology,	industrial	countries	can	subtract	the	emission	effects	from	their	own	
commitments.	A	similar	idea	is	applied	between	industrial	countries	in	the	so-called	
Joint Implementation (JI).	 In	addition,	emission	allowances	can	be	bought	
and	sold	through	emissions	trading,	in	which	case	it	can	be	done	where	it	is	most	
cost-effective.

The Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS)	 is	a	market	mechanism,	which	
defines	a	market	price	for	emissions	so	that,	in	principle,	the	most	cost-effective	
alternative	can	be	chosen:	it	gives	flexibility	to	choose	whether	the	emission	reduction	
is	made	as	an	actual	 investment	 in	 installation	or	are	 the	emission	allowances	
purchased	from	the	market.	In	both	cases	the	emissions	are	reduced,	when	the	
emission	allowances	on	the	market	are	reduced	respectively.	It	is	an	arrangement	
in	which	the	industrial	 installations	taking	part	 in	the	ETS	are	obliged,	for	each	
produced	emission	unit,	to	have	an	equal	number	of	emission	allowances,	which	
these	installations	can	buy	and	sell	amongst	each	other.	These	kinds	of	companies	
should	have	emission	permits,	which	are	issued	by	the	emissions	trading	authority.

The	EU	commenced	its	internal	emissions	trading	(EU-ETS)	in	2005,	with	the	
aim	of	preparing	for	a	global	emissions	trading	scheme,	which	was	expected	to	
start	 in	2008.	This,	however,	never	happened.	Emissions	 trading	concerns	 the	
CO2-emissions	of	combustion	plants	 larger	than	20	megawatts	and	some	steel-,	
mineral-	and	forestry	installations	and	processes.

The	Kyoto	Protocol	came	into	force	on	16	February	2005,	after	long	persuasion	
Russia	had	ratified	the	protocol	in	November	2004.	Consequently,	the	emission	
threshold	of	industrial	countries	had	been	exceeded,	as	the	protocol	then	covered	
63%	of	the	emissions	at	the	time.	By	2005,	181	countries	had	ratified	the	protocol.

2006–2007	became	the	climax	years	of	climate	change	discussions.	Nicholas	
Stern,	the	former	Chief	Economist	of	the	World	Bank,	had	drawn	up	a	report	for	
the	British	government	just	ahead	of	the	Nairobi	Climate	Conference	in	autumn	
2006.	According	to	this	report,	combating	climate	change	becomes	much	cheaper	
for	mankind	than	the	expenses	that	severe	climate	catastrophes	would	generate	for	
the	world	economy.	The	report	states	that	damages	resulting	from	global	warming	
may	annually	swallow	5–20%	of	the	global	GDP	unless	we	started	combating	climate	
change	in	time	(Stern	2006).	

Apart	from	the	initial	enthusiastic	reception,	Stern’s	report	also	faced	a	great	deal	
of	scientific	criticism.	The	report	has	been	criticised,	among	other	things,	because	the	
key	parameters	affecting	future	market	interest	rates	had	been	erroneously	selected:	
the	low	discount	rate	level	together	with	the	presumed	low	wealth	effect,	can	only	
distort	the	conclusions	of	the	report	(Liski	2008,	Nordhaus	2007).		According	to	
Tol	&	Yohe	(2006),	 the	report	systematically	uses	the	most	pessimistic	studies	
relating	to,	for	example,	clean	water,	agriculture,	health	and	insurances.	According	
to	Pielke	(2007b),	the	report	is	selective	and	it	repeats	the	common	mistakes	of	
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future	scenario	prognosis	by	exaggerating	the	costs	of	extreme	weather	conditions.	
According	to	Helm	(2009a),	in	his	turn,	Stern	grossly	underestimates	the	political	
costs of preventive actions.

Partly	because	Stern’s	report	was	published	during	an	exceptionally	mild	winter,	
it	brought	climate	change	right	to	the	forefront	of	international	politics	and	attracted	
the	attention	of	the	general	public.	At	the	same	time,	the	climate	campaign	of	the	
former	US	Vice-President,	Al	Gore,	and	especially	the	film	An Inconvenient Truth 
written	by	and	featuring	him	gained	media	attention.	The	Intergovernmental	Panel	
on	Climate	Change	(IPCC)	published	the	summary	of	its	4th Assessment Report in 
February	2007,	and	in	October	of	the	same	year,	the	IPCC	and	Al	Gore	received	the	
Nobel	Peace	Prize	“for their efforts to build up and disseminate greater knowledge 
about man-made climate change, and to lay the foundations for the measures 
that are needed to counteract such change”.19  

The	fact	that	climate	change	had	suffered	from	being	side-tracked	by	politics	
for	a	long	time	was	over	in	a	trice,	and	the	subject	now	overpowered	the	political	
agenda.	The	discussions	significantly	elevated	the	status	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	at	
least	in	the	political	rhetoric.	The	official	but	reluctant	US	government	stance	on	
the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	one	of	the	reasons	for	this.	It	has	even	been	suggested	that	
George	W.	Bush	saved	the	Kyoto	Protocol	by	causing	a	political	juxtaposition	where	
the	supporter	countries	of	the	treaty	found	a	good	reason	to	shine	on	the	moral	
heights	and	condemn	the	US	(Sarewitz	&	Pielke	2000).	

A	wide-ranging	consensus	was	in	favour	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	In	March	2007,	
the	EU	Member	States	committed	themselves	to	cutting	greenhouse	emissions	by	
20%	from	the	1990	base	year	level	by	2020.	At	the	G8	summit	in	June	of	the	same	
year,	eight	of	 the	world’s	 largest	countries	pledged	to	significantly	reduce	their	
carbon	dioxide	emissions	by	2050;	however,	no	binding	objectives	were	set.	The	
fact	that	climate	change	made	it	very	fast	onto	the	EU’s	agenda	was	also	visible	in	
the	Commission	President’s	priorities.	In	the	context	of	his	nomination	in	2004,	
Barroso	listed	the	Lisbon	Strategy,	solidarity	with	new	Member	States	and	security	
as	his	priorities.	As	climate	change	entered	the	scene,	it	replaced	these	priorities.

In	December	2009,	all	eyes	were	on	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference.	It	
was	hoped	that	Copenhagen	would	present	a	breakthrough	both	in	the	reduction	
of	greenhouse	gas	emissions	and	in	the	global	combat	against	climate	change.	In	
practice,	 the	aim	was	 timely	ensuring	a	new	 international	 treaty	system	under	
the	UNFCCC	that	would	replace	or	complement	 the	Kyoto	Protocol,	bound	 to	
expire	by	2012.	Prior	to	the	conference,	 it	was	regarded	as	the	most	 important	
international	meeting	of	all	time:	not	only	as	a	mere	meeting	concerning	climate	
and	the	environment	but	as	a	conference	the	importance	of	which	could	even	exceed 

19	 http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/peace/laureates/2007/
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that	of	the	Dancing	Congress	of	Vienna	and	all	the	Conferences	for	Security	and	
Cooperation	in	Europe	(CSCEs)	(Heikkilä	2009).

Considering	 all	 the	 expectations,	 the	 Copenhagen	 Conference	 turned	 out	
to	be	quite	a	debacle,	which,	among	other	things,	resulted	in	the	resignation	of	
Yvo	de	Boer20,	the	long-term	Executive	Secretary	of	several	previous	UN	Climate	
Conferences-,	in	the	frustration	of	the	environmental	movement,	as	well	as	in	the	
almost	 complete	 stagnation	of	 international	negotiations.	Also	 the	enthusiasm	
towards	the	Kyoto	Protocol	waned,	and	its	coverage	and	clout	were	heavily	reduced.			
After	the	2011	Durban	Conference	it	became	clear	that	an	encompassing	climate	
treaty	could	be	expected	the	earliest	in	2015,	while	it	would	be	likely	to	enter	into	
force	in	2020.		Also	this	scenario	was	widely	questioned.

1.4 THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE 
 (IPCC)

Climate	change	may	be	classified	as	a	problem,	which	is	global	in	terms	of	both	its	
causes	and	consequences.	Compared	to	its	predecessors,	like	acidification	or	ozone	
depletion,	it	has	completely	new	proportions.	Therefore,	it	is	not	only	important	
what	is	said	about	the	subject,	but	also	who	says	it.	In	1988,	in	order	to	support	its	
political	decision-making	process,	the	UN	established	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	
on	Climate	Change	(IPCC),	a	body	consisting	of	 leading	climate	scientists.	The	
IPCC	was	founded	by	two	UN	entities,	the	WMO	and	UNEP,	and	its	focal	task	is	
to	interdisciplinarily	assess	the	results	gained	from	climate-scientific	research	and	
present	these	to	decision-makers	in	an	understandable	manner.	According	to	its	
terms	of	reference,	the	IPCC	itself	is	not	involved	in	research	work,	measurements	
or	monitoring,	but	it	collects	and	modifies	the	available	peer-reviewed	and	published	
scientific	research	data	on	climate	change.	Hecht	&	Tirpak	(1995)	and	Agrawala	
(1998a,	b),	among	others,	have	researched	in	more	detail	 the	scientific,	political	
and	societal	backgrounds	of	the	birth	of	the	IPCC.

The	 special	 character	 of	 the	 IPCC	 compared	 to	 other	 organisations	 is	 its	
intergovernmental	character,	which	was	–	especially	an	American	–	prerequisite	
for	the	founding	of	the	body.	According	to	Agrawala	(1998a)	the	primary	underlying	
reasons	 for	 this	demand	were	 the	disagreements	between	 the	US	government	
and	various	administrative	organs	 (the	US	Department	of	Energy	and	 the	US	
Environmental	Protection	Agency	EPA)	with	regard	to	the	severity	of	climate	change	
problem	and	related	political	measures.	Due	to	this,	especially	the	US	pressed	for	

20	 Yvo	De	Boer	announced	soon	after	the	Copenhagen	Conference	in	February	2010	that	he	would	start	working	
in	the	private	sector,	for	the	management	consulting	firm	KPMG.
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a	new	international	organ,	which	would	produce	assessments	for	the	support	of	
political	decision-making	under	the	subordination	and	guidance	of	governments.	As	
a	result	of	the	nature	of	the	IPCC’s	terms	of	reference,	the	International	Council	for	
Science	(ICSU)	representing,	among	others,	various	science	academies,	withdrew	
from	the	IPCC’s	organisational	scheme,	as	the	ICSU	was	clearly	more	interested	in	
research	on	climate	change	itself	than	its	political	implications	(Agrawala	1998a).	
The	 IPCC’s	 upper	 management	 is	 composed	 of	 representatives	 proposed	 by	
governments:	altogether	there	are	hundreds	of	representatives	from	the	academic	
world,	including	professors	in	the	field.	The	first	director	of	the	IPCC	was	the	Swedish	
meteorologist	Bert	Bolin	(1988–1997),	followed	by	the	British	chemist	specialised	in	
atmospheric	science,	Robert	Watson	(1997–2002).		The	Indian	Rajendra	Pachauri,	
who	 is	a	railway	and	mechanical	engineer	by	education,	has	directed	the	IPCC	
since	2002.

The	IPCC	has	published	four	Assessment	Reports	on	climate-scientific	results,	
as	well	as	numerous	Special	Reports	more	limited	in	scope.

The First Assessment Report	 was	 published	 in	 1990.	 It	 provided	 the	
foundation	of	the	UN	Climate	Convention	negotiations	and	created	the	framework	
for	political	actions	to	curb	climate	change.	From	the	beginning,	the	reports	were	
structured	into	different	sections:	Working	Group	I	(WG	I)	looked	at	the	scientific	
foundations	of	climate	change,	Working	Group	2	(WG	II)	evaluated	the	effects	of	
climate	change,	and	Working	Group	III	(WG	III)	dealt	with	mitigation	actions	and	
strategy.		Every	section	also	included	a	‘Summary	for	Policymakers’.	In	the	WG	I	
summary	of	the	First	Assessment	Report	it	was	stated	that	a	natural	greenhouse	
effect	exists,	but	gases	resulting	from	human	activities	significantly	intensify	the	
atmospheric	 gas	 composition	 and	 the	 greenhouse	 effect.	 The	 assumption	was	
that	CO2	 is	 responsible	 for	 over	 half	 of	 the	 intensified	 greenhouse	 effect,	 and	
that	all	 these	 long-lasting	gases	have	to	be	reduced	 immediately	by	more	than	 
60	per	cent.	

The	First	Assessment	Report	also	predicted	that	if	reduction	measures	were	not	
taken,	temperatures	would	rise	by	0.3	°C	during	every	decade	of	the	21st	century,	
thereby	constituting	the	most	unprecedented	global	warming	in	10,000	years.	The	
summary	also	mentioned	the	existence	of	scientific	uncertainty	factors,	such	as	
the	lack	of	information	on	carbon	sinks	and	on	the	impact	of	clouds	and	oceans	as	
climate	actors.	It	was	foreseen	that	the	sea-level	would	rise	by	20	cm	by	2030	and	
by	65	cm	by	the	end	of	the	century.	(IPCC	1990)

The Second Assessment Report	came	out	in	1995.	It	was	used	as	background	
material	for	the	negotiations	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	The	report	stated	that	climate	
change	is	partly	the	result	of	human	actions.	The	division	of	the	existing	working	
groups	was	enhanced	in	such	a	way	that	that	WG	I	still	dealt	with	the	scientific	
aspects	of	climate	change,	WG	II	was	given	the	effects	of	climate	change,	adaptation	
and	mitigation,	and	WG	III	 focused	on	the	economic	and	social	dimensions	of	
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climate	change.	Another	addition	was	a	synthesis	report,	‘The	Full	Report’,	which	
summarised	the	most	important	conclusions	of	the	different	sections,	particularly	
for	policy-makers.	(IPCC	1995)

The Third Assessment Report	was	issued	in	2001.	It	is	considered	to	have	
affected	the	discussions	on	further	developing	the	Climate	Convention.	The	report	
stated	that	climate	change	 is	mostly	human-induced.	Again,	 the	division	of	 the	
working	groups	was	corrected:	WG	I	remained	responsible	for	the	exploration	of	
scientific	foundations,	WG	II	looked	at	the	effects,	adaptation	and	the	vulnerability	of	
ecosystems,	and	WG	III	dealt	with	restriction	and	mitigation	options.	The	synthesis	
collected	the	conclusions	of	all	the	groups	for	the	use	of	political	decision-makers.	
(IPCC	2001)

The Fourth Assessment Report	came	out	 in	2007	in	the	run-up	to	the	
Bali	Climate	Conference,	and	its	fresh	results	were	dealt	with	at	the	conference.	
The	message	repeated	by	the	report	was	that	climate	change	is	primarily	human-
induced,	which	drew	a	lot	of	attention	during	utterly	climate-dominated	year	of	
political	discussions.	The	report	separated	the	different	scenarios	 in	accordance	
with	political	actions	and	predicted	the	temperature	to	rise	between	1.1–2.9	°C	
(low	emissions	scenario)	and	2.4–6.4	°C	(high	emissions	scenario)	during	the	21st	
century.	The	sea-level	was	predicted	to	rise	 in	a	 likely	range	of	18–38	cm	(low	
emissions	scenario)	and	26–59	cm	(high	emissions	scenario).

At	 the	 time	of	writing	 this	 thesis	 the	 IPCC’s	 scenario	predictions	have	not	
materialised	to	their	full	extent	–	despite	the	fact	that	greenhouse	emissions	have	
continued	their	steep	increase.	The	global	average	temperature	has	not	significantly	
risen	during	this	millennium	(cf.	Solomon	et al.	2010;	Kaufmann	et al.	2011,	Vernier	
et al.	2012).	The	levelling	off	of	the	temperature	increase,	i.e.	the	plateau	effect,	
relates	to,	e.g.	the	increased	capability	of	oceans	to	store	heat,	increased	tropical	
volcanic	eruptions,	 the	surged	use	of	coal	 in	China	and	India	and	thereby	also	
the	increase	in	particulates	in	the	air,	a	decreased	water	vapour	concentration	of	
the	stratosphere,	internal	variation	of	the	climate	system	and	sunspot	activity	(cf.	
Swanson	&	Tsonis	2007,	Verner	et al.	2011,	Kaufmann	et al.	2012,	Balmaseda	et al. 
2013),	and	it	has	been	predicted	to	continue	till	at	least	the	year	201821.	Scientific	
research	(cf.	 IPCC	2012)	has	not	been	able	to	prove	the	strength	or	number	of	
tropical	hurricanes,	nor	a	large	number	of	other	extreme	weather	phenomena	to	
have	increased,	either.	The	melting	of	arctic	sea	caps	has	continued	at	an	even	faster	
pace	than	what	the	IPCC	predicted,	however.

The	newest,	i.e.	the	Fifth Assessment Report	is	published	during	2013–2014.	 
 
 

21	 UK	MET	prediction,	December	2012
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The	published	material	reveals	that	the	IPCC	is	about	to	soften	its	position	with	
regard	to	floods22,	hurricanes	and	droughts.

Only	very	 few	people	reading	IPCC	predictions	and	assessments	on	climate	
change	are	aware	that	IPCC	reports	do	not	make	a	distinction	between	natural	
and	human-induced	climate	change,	unlike	for	example	the	UNFCCC.	This	factor	
is	bound	to	cause	a	certain	type	of	confusion.

The	IPCC’s	Special	Report	on	Extreme	Events	and	Disasters	(SREX)	defines	
climate	change	as:	“A change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g. 
by using statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its 
properties and that persists for an extended period, typically decades or longer. 
Climate change may be due to natural internal processes or external forcings, 
or to persistent anthropogenic changes in the composition of the atmosphere or 
in land use.”	After	this,	the	text	has	a	footnote,	which	states	that	the	wording	is	
different	from	the	UNFCCC’s	definition	of	climate	change,	which	goes	as	follows:	
“A change of climate which is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity 
that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and which is in addition to 
natural climate variability observed over comparable time periods.” 

The	IPCC	goes	on	stating:	“The UNFCCC thus makes a distinction between 
climate change attributable to human activities altering the atmospheric 
composition, and climate variability attributable to natural causes.” 

From	this	follows	that	when,	for	example,	a	politician	or	a	reporter	not	necessarily	
recognising	the	difference,	reads	the	IPCC’s	text	assuming	it	has	the	same	meaning	
as	the	UNFCCC’s	definition,	the	reader	is	likely	to	get	the	wrong	impression.	This	
erroneous	 interpretation	 could	 be	 avoided,	 if	 the	 IPCC	 always	 used	 the	 term	
‘anthropogenic	climate	change’	when	referring	to	human-induced	climate	change	
and	‘natural	internal	variability’	when	referring	to	natural	variation.

It	 is,	 however,	 understandable	 that	 an	 IPCC	 researchers’	 primary	 task	 is	
scientifically	 neutral	 by	 nature:	 the	 IPCC’s	mission	 is	 to	 increase	 and	 assess	
knowledge	pertaining	to	climate	change	–	independent	of	its	causes.	The	fact	that	
a	political	treaty	has	a	different	scope	is	also	understandable.	In	any	case,	when	
the	IPCC	refers	to	climate	change	using	its	own	definition	–	i.e.	climate	change	
independent	of	its	cause	–	it	does	not	have	a	corresponding	term	under	the	UNFCCC.	
Therefore,	something	in	line	with	“due	to	climate	change	and/or	natural	internal	
variability”	should	be	used.	This	has	not	been	done	until	now,	which	has	been	the	
reason for a lot of confusion.

While	visiting	Australia	in	January	2013,	Pachauri	mentioned	that	“Australia is 
very very vulnerable to the impacts of climate change, you have droughts, you have 

22	 Several	studies	suggest	the	same	”delinkage”.	One	recent	European	example	is	Stevens	et al.	(2014),	showing	
that	the	adjusted	record	shows	no	trend	in	reported	flooding	over	time	1884–2013.“The	increase	in	flooding	
in	Britain	is	due	to	urban	expansion	and	population	growth	rather	than	climate	change.”
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heat waves...”.	However,	the	general	public	understood	that	also	normal	weather	
phenomena	such	as	droughts	or	heat	waves	are	human-induced.

The	IPCC	reports	have	gained	immense	media	attention,	they	have	been	highly	
regarded,	and	they	have	raised	climate	science	 into	one	of	the	most	monitored	
scientific	fields.	During	the	autumn	of	2009,	an	animated	discussion	concerning	
the	 factual	errors	 in	 the	 fourth	IPCC	report	started.	Afterwards,	 the	IPCC	had	
to	admit	the	existence	of	numerous	errors	in	the	second	part	of	the	2007	report	
Among	others,	 the	melting	of	 the	Himalayan	glaciers	had	been	exaggerated	 in	
the	 contribution	 of	Working	Group	 II.	 The	more	 aggravating	 factor	was	 that	
the	mistake	 was	 estimated	 to	 be	 partly	 intentional23.	 In	 January	 2010,	 the	 
presidency,	i.e.	the	Chair,	Vice-Chairs	and	Co-chairs,	of	the	IPCC	apologised	in	their	 
statement	that	the	standards	which	are	normally	required	by	the	IPCC	had	not	
been	properly	followed	with	regard	to	the	quality	and	reliability	of	the	evidence	
(IPCC	2010).

Even	though	the	purpose	of	my	thesis	is	by	no	means	the	evaluation	of	the	IPCC’s	
success	in	reaching	its	goals,	but	based	on	research	on	the	IPCC’s	operations	and	
history,	it	can	be	concluded	that,	while	the	organisation	has	been	highly	regarded	
amongst	the	actors	of	international	climate	policy	and	the	scientific	community,	it	
has	also	been	harshly	criticised	and	its	operational	methods	have	been	regarded	with	
reservation	(Hulme	&	Mahony	2010).	The	organisation	has	been	accused,	among	
other	things,	of	 its	excessively	political	background	(e.g.	Boehmer-Christiansen	
1994),	of	the	discrimination	of	social-scientific	and	humanities	aspects	(e.g.	Malone	
&	Rayner	2001;	Bjurström	&	Polk	2010),	of	exploiting	its	dominant	position	in	the	
field	(Tol	2010),	the	over-representation	of	Western	researchers	and	a	geographic	
distortion	 in	favour	of	 the	West	and	the	Northern	Hemisphere	(Karlsson	et al. 
2007),	of	references	to	so-called	grey	 literature24	 (Skodvin	2000),	 forgetting	or	
downplaying	uncertainty	(Rothman	et al.	2009),	undemocratic	behaviour	and	lack	
of	transparency	and	interactivity	(Miller	2007),	as	well	as	of	the	paltry	use	of	peer-
review:	an	analysis	of	the	Third	Assessment	Report	revealed	that	the	number	of	
peer-reviewed	articles	in	the	reports	by	Working	groups	II	and	III	was	surprisingly	
low	(Bjurström	and	Polk,	2010).	

In	March	2010,	Ban	Ki-moon,	the	Secretary	General	of	the	UN,	appointed	an	
independent	Inter	Academy	Council	(IAC)	consisting	of	the	world’s	leading	scientists	
to	 settle	whether	 there	were	 any	deficiencies	 to	 be	perceived	 in	 the	measures	
and	actions	of	 the	 IPCC	and	how	 to	 strengthen	 its	 processes	 and	procedures.	
The	IAC	presented	seven	primary	recommendations	for	the	improvement	of	the	

23	 According	 to	media	sources,	George	Kaser,	 the	glacier	scientist,	had	warned	 the	panel	already	while	 the	
report	was	being	drawn	up	that	the	argument	was	severely	fallacious,	but	the	criticism	was	not	taken	up	by	
Working	Group	II.	Kaser	himself	was	responsible	for	the	part	of	Working	Group	I.

24	 	NatureNews:	http://www.nature.com/news/2010/100119/full/463276a.html
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IPCC’s	operations.	They	are	related	to	aspects	such	as	professional	leadership,	the	
establishment	of	an	executive	committee,	the	administration	of	media	relations,	the	
rationalisation	of	the	reports’	assessment,	the	definition	of	the	terminology	used	in	
the	reports,	the	presentation	of	uncertainties,	as	well	as	refraining	from	political	
commentaries.	One	of	the	conclusions	of	the	report	is	that	the	chairmanship	of	the	
IPCC	should	be	limited	to	just	one	term.	In	addition	to	this,	the	report	demands	a	
clear	and	transparent	policy	on	dealing	with	conflicts	of	interest	and	incompetence	
due	to	the	likelihood	of	bias.	The	fact	that	the	IPCC	does	not	have	any	kinds	of	
rules	on	potential	conflicts	of	interest	has	been	considered	a	severe	issue25. In some 
discussions	commentators	have	wondered	about	the	numerous	roles	of	Rajendra	
Pachauri,	Chair	of	the	IPCC,	and	they	have	been	compared	with	conflicts	of	interest	
in	economic	life:	how	can	the	chairman	of	the	panel	supervise	the	dissemination	
of	scientific	information	on	climate	change,	and	at	the	same	time	be	the	director	
of	a	civil	society	organisation	–	and	use	the	acquired	information	for	fundraising	
purposes.	When	the	IPCC	report’s	misinformation	concerning	the	melting	of	the	
Himalayan	glaciers	was	disclosed,	it	was	considered	problematic	that	Pachauri’s	
organisation	had	already	collected	millions	for	its	Himalaya	research26.

In	October	 2010	 in	Busan,	 South	Korea,	 the	32nd	General	Meeting	 of	 the	
IPCC	decided	to	 ‘develop’	 its	processes	and	procedures	 in	accordance	with	the	
recommendations	 of	 the	 IAC.	 So	 far,	 however,	 it	 has	 remained	 unclear	what	
‘development’	means	in	practice.

1.5 CONCEPTUAL EVOLUTION OF CLIMATE CHANGE

Figures	of	speech	and	the	use	of	 language	have	changed,	as	climate	change	has	
become	a	global	and	generally	acknowledged	environmental	problem	requiring	
political	measures.	Still	in	the	1980s	and	the	beginning	of	the	1990s,	“greenhouse	
effect”	 and	 “enhanced	 greenhouse	 effect”	 were	 generally	 used	 terms.	 Their	
connotation	was	notably	positive	as	without	greenhouse	gases	and	the	greenhouse	
effect	that	follows,	the	Earth	would	not	be	inhabitable.	During	the	mid-1990s,	these	
terms	were	replaced	by	a	more	specific	term	“climate	change”,	which	soon	became	

25	 In	 an	 interview	with	The	Economist	 in	2010	 (	http://www.economist.com/node/15473066	 	 )	Rajendra	
Pachauri	was	asked:	“Isn’t it rather remarkable that you should have this organisation that does not have 
any procedure for dealing with conflict of interest, regardless of whether there is conflict of interest.” In his 
response	he	explained	that	he	never	has	accepted	any	money	from	the	IPPC:	”Why would I raise something, 
unless there is a reason for me to raise it? (...) So I’ve never felt the need for it. If somebody else feels the 
need for it go ahead. My behaviour is above reproach…”

26	 For	instance	the	EU	has	funded	Pachauri’s	own	organisation’s,	TERI’s	(The	Energy	and	Resource	Institute)	
Himalayas	research:	the	Seventh	Framework	Programme	for	Research	(FP7)	funds	the	“Highnoon”	project	
with	three	million	euro.
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a	superordinate	concept	of	“global	warming”	inspired	by	global	change	research.	
While	the	term	“climate	change”	was	still	regarded	as	relatively	neutral	(a	change	
can	always	go	both	ways),	global	warming	was	a	term	clearly	describing	a	one-way	
change.	

At	the	end	of	the	1990s	and	the	beginning	of	the	21st	century	the	entire	conceptual	
apparatus	and	vocabulary	concerning	climate	change	started	shifting	in	a	direction	
that	clearly	uses	language	more	forcefully	and	as	a	means	of	effect.	Al	Gore	launched	
the	term	“climate	crisis”	and	the	British	environmental	movement	began	to	talk	of	
a	“climate	chaos”	and	“climate	catastrophe”.	The	latter	was	first	mentioned	in	the	
context	of	climate	change	in	the	German-language	magazine	Der	Spiegel	in	April	
1986	(Hulme	2009a:63).	It	is	likely	that	the	word	“crisis”	was	considered	too	local	
a	phenomenon,	whereas	“catastrophe”	clearly	referred	to	a	vast	process:	at	least	a	
regional	or	even	global	series	of	events.	The	terms	also	soon	became	frequently	used	
in	the	media,	blogosphere,	politics	and	in	general	discussions.		Actually,	‘climate	
chaos’	is	a	sort	of	conceptual	tautology.	As	meteorologist	Edward	Lorenz	observed	
already	in	the	1960s,	the	functioning	of	the	atmosphere	is	a	chaotic	system	in	itself.	
(Hulme	2009a:27)

Some	 sort	 of	 a	 climax	was	 reached	 just	 prior	 to	 the	 Copenhagen	 Climate	
Conference	at	the	end	of	2009,	when	people	started	to	generally	use	figures	of	speech	
like	“destruction	of	the	globe”	or	”saving	the	planet”,	respectively,	in	the	context	of	
climate	change.	For	example,	on	its	official	Internet	site,	the	European	Parliament	
provided a counter that calculated the days, hours and minutes that humankind had 
left	to	save	our	planet	from	destruction.	The	destruction	deadline	was	the	afternoon	
of	the	last	day	of	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference,	at	the	precise	moment	when	
the	decisions	are	usually	presented	according	to	the	climate	conference	format.	
As	 is	generally	known,	the	final	results	obtained	from	the	Copenhagen	Climate	
Conference	were	rather	meagre.

As	climate	change	developed	conceptually,	also,	a	huge	change	took	place	in	the	
entire	framework	of	the	climate	change	narrative.	As	in	the	1990s	climate	change	was	
still	generally	regarded	as	an	environmental	problem	comparable	to	acidification	or	
ozone	depletion	and	researched	by	meteorology	and	other	natural	sciences,	during	
the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century	the	interpretation	of	the	problem	was	extended	
to	cover	entirely	new	areas.	Today,	climate	change	can	be	regarded	as	an	economic	
issue	(e.g.	Stern	2006)	or	an	energy	issue	(IEA,	IAE);	it	can	be	considered	from	the	
viewpoint	of	moral	and	societal	justice	(e.g.	the	World	Council	of	Churches,	WCC),	
from	a	cultural	heritage	perspective,	or	as	a	development	question	(e.g.	Earth	Summit	
1992	and	Johannesburg	Summit	2002),	as	a	national	and	international	security	
issue	(e.g.	Pentagon	reports	of	2004	and	2010),	as	a	future	challenge	of	humankind	
(UN)	or	as	a	demographic	phenomenon.	In	addition	to	this,	climate	change	has	
rapidly	spread	from	the	world	of	science,	politics,	media,	public	discussions	and	the	
Internet	to	the	arts:	theatre,	cinema,	music	and	literature.	Films	such	as	The Day 
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After Tomorrow	(2004)	and	An Inconvenient Truth	(2006)	had	a	crucial	impact	
on	how	climate	change	became	part	of	public	discussion,	as	well	as	into	the	political	
awareness	in	the	middle	of	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century,	although	according	
to	 surveys	 these	films	aroused	 controversial	 reactions	 in	 viewers	 (Reusswig	&	
Leiserowitz	2005).	(Hulme	2009a:225–228)

In	recent	years,	climate	change	and	the	combating	thereof	has	received	more	
and	more	public	attention	and	has	also	taken	more	shocking	forms	with	even	traces	
of ecofascism27.	One	of	the	most	shocking	examples	is	the	advertisement	video	‘No 
Pressure’28	of	 the	10:10	climate	change	campaign,	which	was	released	 in	Great	
Britain	 in	October	2010.	In	the	film,	persons	 in	classrooms	and	in	other	places	
claiming	to	be	indifferent	towards	their	carbon	footprint	are	exploded	into	pieces	in	
a	showy	manner.	The	campaign	video,	which	was	financially	supported	by	the	British	
government,	was	claimed	to	be	justified	with	the	casualties	of	climate	change.	“We 
‘killed’ five people to make No Pressure – a mere blip compared to the 300,000 
real people who now die each year from climate change.”29  

Another	example	of	a	shocking	campaigning	was	from	the	video30	of	Greenpeace	
in	2007:	a	young,	angry	boy	has	been	staged	as	a	threatening	creature,	whose	hatred	
has	been	interpreted	as	similar	to	fundamentalism31.

All	in	all,	over	the	past	years	climate	change	has	become	a	kind	of	hyper	ideology	
which	 is,	 according	 to	Hulme	 (2007b),	 a	great	mixture	of	 religious,	historical,	
cultural,	political	and	ideological	baggage.	As	a	curiosity	I	could	mention	certain	
web	pages32	here	presenting	different	issues	and	phenomena	plucked	from	public	
discussions	and	which	are	claimed	to	have	been	caused	by	climate	change.	The	
list	is	quite	interesting	in	its	variety,	proving	the	omnipotent	explanatory	power	of	
climate	change.	In	Chapter	5,	I	will	deal	with	the	framework	narrative	of	climate	
change	more	specifically	and	analyse	the	different	ways	in	which	climate	change	is	
conveyed	to	the	public	and	our	perceptual	consciousness.	The	means	and	approaches	
that	are	regarded	as	the	solution	for	climate	change	are	directly	comparable	to	the	
conceptual	and	philosophical	reality	through	which	we	perceive	climate	change.	
Climate	change	can	be	regarded	as	a	result	of,	for	example,	population	or	economic	

27	 Among	others,	the	conservative	website	The	Blaze	interpreted	the	No	Pressure		campaign	to	be	a	glorifier	
of	ecofascism:	http://www.theblaze.com/stories/no-pressure-new-environmental-campaign-glorifies-eco-
fascism/.	A	similar	interpretation	was	presented	by	a	blogger	of	The	Daily	Telegraph:	http://blogs.telegraph.
co.uk/news/jamesdelingpole/100056586/eco-fascism-jumps-the-shark-massive-epic-fail/

28	 http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/blog/2010/sep/30/10-10-no-pressure-film
29	 The	statement	concerning	300	000	annual	victims	of	climate	change	is	debatable	and	difficult	to	trace	back;	

the	IPCC,	for	instance,	has	not	presented	any	approximations	as	such.
30	 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BY7875_rv1s
31	 An	example	of	an	exaggerating	comparison,	according	to	my	judgement,	can	be	found	on	the	following	blog:	

http://notrickszone.com/2013/10/19/young-arctic-sunrise-activist-denied-bail-greenpeace-insists-its-the-
moral-conscience-truth-of-the-planet/

32	 http://whatreallyhappened.com/WRHARTICLES/globalwarming2.html
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growth,	values,	technological	development,	institutional	changes,	power	dynamics	
or	of	other	factors	that	increase	greenhouse	gases.	This	abundance	of	competing	
viewpoints	is	one	of	the	characteristics	of	a	wicked	problem,	which	I	will	present	
in	more	detail	in	Chapter	6.

As	was	noted	in	the	chapter	concerning	the	IPCC,	it	is	noteworthy	for	the	purpose	
of	climate	change	discussions	to	recognise	that	the	concept	“climate	change”	has	
varying	meanings.	The	same	word	can	refer	to	natural	climate	variation	or	to	human-
induced	anthropogenic	climate	change.	Therefore	many	people	use	the	prefix	to	
specify	the	phenomenon	in	question.	The	IPCC’s	reports	speak	of	climate	change	
in	general	–	about	climate	change	independent	of	the	causes	–	whereas	in	public	
discussions	climate	change	includes	an	implicit	reference	to	a	change	caused	by	
humankind.	In	this	respect	”global	warming”	is	a	less	ambiguous	concept,	and	it	
has	therefore	become	more	and	more	common	over	the	past	years,	when	referring	
to	human-induced	climate	change33.	(Hulme	2009a:xxxviii–xxxix)

1.6 CLIMATE CHANGE AS A PERSONAL ENCOUNTER

It	was	essential	for	my	personal	development	story	to	be	able	to	recognise	that	being	
worried	about	climate	change	is	not	automatically	followed	by	expertise	in	resolving	
the	problem.	With	time,	I	became	more	and	more	critical	 towards	the	selected	
means,	and	at	times,	I	pondered	whether	climate	change	was	being	fought	in	earnest	
or	whether	it	was	just	a	question	of	making	showy	politics.	I	had	to	ask	myself,	
whether	something	other	than	saving	the	climate	was	attempted,	such	as	seeking	
political	attention,	acquiring	a	missing	political	mandate,	or	aiming	to	concentrate	
power	to	a	certain	circle?	Or	even	economic	collapse?	Why	else	would	means	that	
are	obviously	so	inefficient	be	declared	the	right	ones?	Secondly,	my	critique	towards	
defining	the	problem	itself	grew	as	the	kind	of	exaggeration	and	catastrophe	rhetoric	
–	that	was	certainly	not	conveyed	by	the	IPCC	reports	–	appeared.	I	pondered	how	
an	entire	generation	of	children	and	teenagers	has	been	affected	by	the	fact	that	the	
future	has	been	depicted	to	be	so	threatening.	Therefore	my	political	enthusiasm	
changed	into	a	certain	kind	of	political	critique,	even	guardedness.

I	recognised	a	similar	kind	of	personal	development	history	in	the	scientist	whom	
I	am	probably	citing	most	in	my	thesis.	This	scientist	is	Mike	Hulme,	a	professor	
of	 climate	 change	at	 the	University	of	East-Anglia.	He	 founded	 the	 renowned	
British	interdisciplinary	climate	change	research	centre	called	Tyndall	Centre	for	

33	 The	socio-psychologist	Lorraine	Whitmarsh	distinguished	various	associations	between	these	concepts	in	the	
British	debate	the	level	of	anxiousness	aroused	by	the	term	“climate	change”	was	lower	than	that	by	“global	
warming”,	which	was	considered	to	be	associated	with	effects	related	to	heat	and	erroneously	also	with	ozone	
depletion	(Hulme	2009a:234).
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Climate	Change	Research.	Hulme,	a	natural	scientist	by	background,	is	one	of	the	
most	 famous	British	professors	 in	climate	science,	who	has	published	over	one	
hundred	peer-reviewed	climate	change	publications,	has	participated	actively	 in	
public	discussions	and	also	acted	as	the	 leading	writer	of	 the	IPCC’s	reports	 in	
1996	and	2001.

Hulme	explains	his	own	encounter	with	climate	change	in	his	book	Why We 
Disagree About Climate Change	(Hulme	2009a:	xxix–xxxiv).	He	became	interested	
in	climate	change	as	a	young	geography	student	at	 the	end	of	 the	1970s,	after	
having	read	up	on	the	history	of	changed	climate	conditions.	Hulme	names	this	first	
decade as the “youthful idealism”	period.	As	he	researched	the	changes	in	rainfalls	
in	Sudan,	and	realised	that	familiarising	oneself	with	the	causes	of	climate	change	
could	provide	an	opportunity	to	alleviate	human	suffering,	we	could	also	see	the	
influence	of	humanitarian	ideals	rising	from	Christianity.	

Hulme	describes	the	following	period	as	“quantitative analysis”, a phase of 
scientific	research,	during	which	he	concentrated	on	collecting	data	on	climate	
change	and	on	observation.	At	 that	 time,	climate	change	appeared	to	him	as	a	
primarily	 physical	 phenomenon.	 The	 time	 period	 that	 Hulme	 calls	 “political 
ideology”	partially	coincides	with	the	analytical	period:	climate	change	was	the	result	
of	free	market	economies	and	the	consumer-based	capitalist	economic	system	–	
precisely	the	ideologies	he	was	against.	A	fourth	period	followed,	a	phase	of	“lifestyle 
choices”.	He	became	motivated	to	reduce	his	own	carbon	footprint	and	began	to	
consider	his	own	consumer	choices	critically.	He	also	began	to	give	presentations	
on	climate	change	in	churches	and	local	communities.	The	fifth	period	began	as	
Hulme	signed	research	agreements	with	the	EU	and	the	government	of	his	own	
country.	This	phase	of	“scenarios for policy”	included	research	collaboration	in	the	
field	and	responsible	tasks	within	the	UN’s	climate	panel,	the	IPCC.	Climate	change	
started	to	increasingly	appear	as	a	policy	issue	and	a	matter	of	strategic	decision-
making,	rather	than	as	the	object	of	quantitative	scientific	analysis.

After	this,	a	sixth	period	followed.	Hulme	calls	this	his	“cultural enlightenment” 
phase,	after	which	the	previous	ways	to	perceive	climate	change	started	to	 look	
unsatisfactory.	During	 this	phase	he	 founded	 the	Tyndall	Centre,	held	various	
public	lectures	and	travelled	a	great	deal,	which	led	Hulme	to	notice	in	how	many	
ways	climate	change	can	be	experienced	and	understood.	At	that	time,	Hulme,	
the	natural	scientist,	also	took	a	degree	 in	history.	His	studies	 in	the	history	of	
science	and	in	the	sociology	of	scientific	knowledge	broadened	his	horizons.	Hulme	
emphasises	that	while	he	considers	climate	change	a	serious	problem,	he	is	more	
and	more	embarrassed	with	the	catastrophic	and	apocalyptic	prophecy	linked	to	it,	
as	well	as	the	talk	of	it	being	the	greatest	problem	that	trumps	all	other	problems	of	
humankind. He desires more creative discussions on climate issues, a less moralistic 
and	a	less	pejorative	way	of	approaching	the	matter.	He	does	not	believe	either	that	
the	way	in	which	climate	targets	are	currently	defined	is	the	only	possible	way	–	



39

Climate Change as a Political Process

and	perhaps	it	is	not	the	most	suitable	one.
During	the	past	years,	 there	has	been	a	strong	demand	for	orthodoxy	when	

addressing	climate	change	–	this	is	a	kind	of	climate	orthodoxy	or	climate	puritanism	
that	allows	and	prohibits	what	can	be	said	in	this	field.	Climate	change	has	become	
a	striking	weapon,	a	criterion	to	classify	people	as	responsible	or	irresponsible,	as	
ethical	or	unethical.	I	have	experienced	this	myself	many	times:	criticism	of	the	
selected	strategies	has	been	willingly	interpreted	as	climate	scepticism	or	ignorance.	
Therefore,	 it	 is	not	a	wonder	that	Hulme	experienced	similar	criticism	when	he	
started	warning	of	the	risks	associated	with	exaggerating	climate	change	or	when	
referring	to	climate	change	as	a	matter	to	which	it	would	be	wise	to	adapt	in	any	
case.	In	2008,	after	he	had	left	the	leadership	of	the	Tyndall	Centre	the	year	before,	
Hulme	published	a	personal	testimonial	(Hulme	2008b)	in	which	he	admitted	to	
having	been	the	object	of	harsh	criticism:	“I have spoken out against the use of 
exaggerated language in the description of climate change risks; I have spoken 
about the limits and fragility of scientific knowledge; I have suggested that we 
should focus on nearer-term policy goals to improve human welfare rather than 
be so pre-occupied with one large longer-term goal of global climate management. 
As a consequence I have been accused of burying my head like an ostrich in the 
sand; of undermining the power of science; of lacking passion about ‘solving’ the 
‘problem’ of climate change.”	(Hulme	2008b)

The	above	is	one	of	the	reasons	why	this	thesis	has	been	written.	It	is	an	attempt	
to	describe	the	narrative	of	climate	change	–	including	the	stages	and	the	process	
of	defining	 the	problem	and	 the	numerous	ways	 in	which	 the	problem	can	be	
understood.	It	 is	a	depiction	of	the	decision-making	crisis	while	tackling	wicked	
problems.	 It	 is	a	depiction	of	 religious	 trench	warfare.	 It	 is	also	an	attempt	 to	
ponder	the	relationship	between	science	and	political	decision-making.	This	book	
is	written	for	anyone	who	wants	to	understand	why	climate	change	is	complicated	
as	a	political	problem,	why	unnecessary	and	false	hope	has	been	created,	and	why	
so	little	has	been	achieved	in	climate	negotiations.

I	want	to	raise	the	issue	because	I	have	become	frustrated	with	climate	policy	
and	the	legislation	created	on	the	basis	of	it	-	as	well	as	their	consequences,	which	
have	often	turned	against	their	actual	objective.

Climate	has	actually	become	a	super	wicked	problem	—	and	that	helps	to	explain	
the	exceptional	character	of	 the	climate	science,	 the	competing	worldviews	and	
narratives	around	it	and	the	various	messes	of	policy	strategies.

This	is	a	politician’s	view	of	what	super-wicked	means	in	practice.	So	far	people	
talking	about	wicked	problems	have	been	academics,	but	in	practice	super-wicked	
has	particular	implications	for	how	the	political	process	is	organized	and	for	when	
and	how	that	process	 fails.	 I	find	my	own	area	of	expertise	Emissions	Trading	
Scheme,	ETS,	an	excellent	example	of	the	wickedness	of	the	problem.	Once	policy	
strategies	are	adopted	then	issues	like	competitiveness,	carbon	leakage,	windfall	
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profit,	hot	air	etc.	all	arise.		Gradually	the	politics	end	up	getting	seized	by	those	
problems.		Finally	the	side	effects	end	up	torquing	the	larger	debate,	creating	lock-in	
effects	and	then	a	variety	of	patchwork	responses	such	as	backloading	or	windfall	
tax.		In	fact,	solving	super-wicked	interdisciplinary	problems	may	require	splitting	
them	into	parts	—	to	do,	in	effect,	exactly	the	opposite	of	what	the	interdisciplinary	
mavens	have	been	saying	we	should	do.		

The	reader	undoubtedly	asks	the	question:	why	so	many	themes?	Already	the	
climate	conferences,	 the	position	of	climate	science	within	the	realm	of	science,	
wicked	problems	or	emissions	trading	alone	could	be	topics	of	a	doctoral	thesis.	
It	is,	however,	a	conscious	choice	in	which	I	have	benefited	from	the	opportunity	
of	crossing	the	frontiers	between	research	and	political	decision-making	–	albeit	
that	it	forces	one	to	only	scrutinise	the	tip	of	the	iceberg	in	many	areas.	I	wanted	to	
describe	the	problem	as	versatilely	as	possible	in	order	to	be	able	to	demonstrate	one	
of	the	major	issues	that	the	climate-scientific	discussion	suffers	from,	i.e.	the	lack	an	
overall	picture.	Both	scientists	and	politicians	suffer	from	this.	In	decision-making	
the	issue	is	rather	aggravating.	I	have	met	politicians	who	believe	that	scientists	
are	on	top	of	the	issue	and	also	know	how	to	resolve	it.	I	have	met	scientists	who	
believe	that	the	problems	could	be	easily	resolved	by	means	of	legislation	–	if	only	
the	politicians	were	willing	to	do	so.	I	have	met	scientists	who	assume	that	other	
researchers	are	more	certain	that	 they	are	with	regard	to	 the	matter	of	 facts.	 I	
have also met similar politicians. All in all I have realised that most parties assume 
things	on	behalf	of	one	another	and	think	too	highly	of	each	other’s	abilities.	There	
is	much	more	uncertainty	and	persuasion	in	the	field	of	climate	policy	than	it	is	
commonly	assumed.	This	is	not	easily	noticed	as	the	environmental	NGO’s	appear	
like	a	self-confident	clergy,	which	makes	complicated	issues	sound	more	simple	
that they are in reality.

1.7 OBJECTIVES AND STRUCTURE

This	research	 focuses	on	climate	change	as	a	political	process:	 it	describes	 the	
Kyoto	Protocol,	 its	origins	and	ratification	process	 in	the	 international	climate-
diplomatic	arena,	as	well	as	 the	climate	strategy	based	on	 the	United	Nations’	
framework	convention	on	climate	change,	its	results	and	consequences.		It	views	the	
issue	of	climate	change	as	a	decision-making	problem	focusing	on	the	relationship	
between	climate	science,	policy	development	and	politics.	This	monograph	revisits	
the	scientific	discussion	on	the	topic	and	prepares	an	advanced	synthesis	and	a	bigger	
picture	on	developing	policies	for	mitigating		climate	change.	Some	unpublished	and	
previously	unpublished	sources	like	notes,	e-mails,	transcripts	of	meeting	minutes	
and	diaries	are	used	for	the	description	and	analysis	of	UN	Climate	meetings	and	
UNFCCC	Conferences	of	the	Parties	(COP).	Parts	of	this	study	feature	elements	of	
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action	research:	the	writer	has	participated	as	an	active	legislator	in	the	topic	at	
hand,	as	is	the	case	for	emissions	trading.	The	study	discusses	climate	change	as	a	
so-called	wicked	problem	–	i.e.	a	multi-faceted	bundle	of	problems.	I	also	attempt	
to	explain	how	climate	change	appears	in	the	field	of	science,	in	cultural	and	societal	
discourse	and	how	the	means	with	which	the	climate	problem	should	be	solved	can	
be	philosophically	analysed	based	on	its	assumptions	and	values.	The	objective	is	to	
analyse	climate	change	as	a	political	process	and	make	a	contribution	to	improving	
the	science-policy	dialogue	on	climate	change	and,	more	broadly,	on	environmental	
policy	development	in	general.

The	study	is	organized	in	chapters.	First,	the	study	demonstrates	the	conference	
procedures	of	international	climate	diplomacy	by	explaining	the	most	significant	
series	of	events	at	COP	conferences	and	depicts	emission	statistics	since	the	launch	
of	climate	actions,	as	well	as	global	energy	trends	and	forecasts	(Chapter	2	and	3).	

After	that,	the	study	examines	new	and	interdisciplinary	research	fields,	climate	
change	science	in	relation	to	classical	operating	cultures	of	science.	Characteristics	
and	indicators	of	fulfilling	scientific	criteria	are	discussed.	The	study	reflects	on	the	
near	absence	of	 the	falsification	criterion	in	this	research	field.	A	proposition	is	
that	climate	change	science	has	faced	the	risk	of	floating	to	the	margins	of	science	
because	of,	for	instance,	immense	external	pressure	and	political	demand.	All	the	
so-called	post-normal	sciences	are	more	or	less	political	by	nature,	but	in	the	case	
of	climate	science	politicisation	has	been	particularly	strong.	

Perhaps,	because	of	the	aforementioned	reasons,	climate	change	modelers	have	
also	decided	to	sacrifice	the	principles	of	the	traditional	epistemic	ideal	of	science	
according	to	which	the	argumentation	for	the	approval	or	discard	of	research	results	
should	only	be	based	on	cognitive	values,	not	the	desirability	of	results	 for,	 for	
example,	political,	moral	or	personal	reasons.	The	worry	of	the	planet’s	future	is	
considered	to	engage	the	scientist	in	such	partiality	in	the	matter	that	treasuring	
the	ideal	of	value-free	science	is	no	longer	realistic,	and	value-ladenness	should	be	
recognised	and	admitted.	It	has	been	proposed	that	the	researcher	should,	while	
interpreting	scientific	results,	be	able	to	accentuate	them	in	the	light	of	global	threats.	
One	of	 the	core	arguments	of	 this	 research	 is	 that	preserving	 the	epistemic	or	
cognitivist	ideal	of	science	is	still	necessary	in	climate	change	science.	Otherwise,	
the	error	margin	of	the	research	risks	increase	and	even	multiply,	when	the	value-
laden	preferences	accumulate	at	the	various	 levels	of	this	 interdisciplinary	field.	
Researchers	should	not	make	political	accentuations	or	risk	assessments	on	behalf	of	
the	politician	or	decision-maker,	but	rather	restrict	their	research	to	the	production	
of	 information	that	 is	as	reliable	and	relevant	as	possible.	One	of	 the	problems	
has	been	that	politicians	have	not	recognised	the	advocacy	nature	of	post-normal	
climate	science,	and	instead,	they	treat	it	like	any	other	type	of	scientific	research.	
(Chapter	4)

The	third	field	of	my	research	addresses	the	narrative	of	climate	change:	I	will	



42

1 Introduction

examine	how	science-based	climate	change	is	communicated	to	the	wider	public	
and	which	symbols	it	is	harnessed	with.	This	question	is	interesting	because	climate	
science,	perhaps	more	than	any	other	research	field,	has	made	a	breakthrough	
in	every-day	conversation,	politics	and	even	popular	culture.	Climate	change	has	
become	Climate	Change	in	upper	case,	which	is	 leading	a	 life	of	 its	own,	partly	
separate	from	its	scientific	foundations.	(Chapter	5)

The	next	part	deals	with	problems	and	problem-solving	dichotomies.	Especially	
Horst	Rittel’s	dichotomy	of	tame	and	wicked	problems	is	discussed,	applying	the	
criteria	of	wicked	problems	to	climate	change.	Problem-solving	dichotomies	here	
analysed	elucidate	a	question	of	an	extremely	complex	problem	bundle.	Even	more	
problem	emerge,	if	we	dealt	with	the	issue	as	a	one-dimensional	problem	–	and	this	
seems	to	have	been	a	predominant	approach	of	environmental	organisations.	It	is	
postulated	that	an	increasing	number	of	problems	facing	politicians	are	wicked	by	
nature:	multidimensional	and	very	difficult	to	define.	(Chapter	6)

The	fifth	section	consists	of	analyses	of	various	solution	models	to	combat	climate	
change.	In	conjunction	with	these,	I	 try	 to	outline	the	underlying	 ideology	and	
attitude	towards	the	development	of	events	and	their	 inevitability.	The	way	the	
problem	is	defined	dictates	to	a	great	extent	from	which	direction	we	should	start	
looking	for	the	solution.	My	aim	is	to	analyse	and	criticize	the	most	traditional,	
the	so-called	orthodox	or	climate	puritan	strategy,	which	has	been	represented	by	
the	Kyoto	model.	It	has	assumed	the	climate	problem	to	be	far	simpler	than	it	is	
in	reality,	and	therefore,	 it	believes	one-dimensional	policies	of	restriction	to	be	
effective.	(Chapter	7)

Next,	EU’s	climate	legislation	is	addressed,	which	has	evolved	with	a	view	of	
committing	to	Kyoto.		A	large	number	of	academic	research	papers	has	been	written	
on	this	topic,	and	I	do	not	even	attempt	to	refer	to	all	of	them.	My	own	point	of	view	
is	rendered	justified	and	perhaps	unique	by	my	insider	view	as	a	legislator.	When	
dealing	with	politics,	coincidence,	opportunism,	plotting,	vanity,	personal	chemistry,	
political	passion	and	latest	trends	affect	the	final	result	just	as	much	as	content-
related	factual	issues	–	and	we	must	face	these	other	elements	too.	(Chapter	8)

In	this	regard,	emissions	trading	is	referred	to	–	an	issue	in	which	I	have	been	
an	active	participant	from	the	very	beginning	and	related	to	which	I	have	also	had	
significant	responsible	positions	throughout	the	process	–	albeit	as	a	rather	critical	
voice.	An	ecaluation	point	of	a	 legislator	can	contribute	new	elements	 into	 the	
discussion.	I	analyse	the	reason	why	the	system,	which	is	great	in	theory,	has	not,	as	
yet,	been	able	to	show	its	strength	and	the	desired	results.	I	will	have	to	demonstrate	
legislative	overlaps,	mistakes	being	patched	up,	and	a	severe	lack	of	coordination.	
The	issue	is	important,	because	for	more	than	ten	years	climate	has	been	a	dominant	
environmental	question	to	which	politics,	businesses,	and	academic	research	have	
attempted	to	find	a	solution.		The	economic	costs	of	climate	policies	to	EU	have	
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been	hundreds	of	billions	euros	–	perhaps	more	one	than	all	other	environmental	
protection	programmes	combined	from	1995	to	2014.

Finally, my aim is to introduce certain alternative solution models and points of 
view	to	the	climate	problem	and	how	to	discern	it.	I	think	climate	legislation	should	
be	robust	and	carefully	deliberated	to	such	an	extent	that	it	will	be	regretted	as	little	
as	possible	in	the	future	and	that	it	does	not	rise	and	fall	according	to	unforeseen	
surprises	or	the	most	recent	scientific	findings.		We	are	obliged	to	draft	policy	that	
we	are	least	likely	to	regret	in	the	future.	(Chapter	9)
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2 CLIMATE CHANGE AS A POLITICAL PROCESS

The Rio Conference started a series of annual climate meetings, which 
were supposed to lead to a productive global climate agreement. 
This chapter deals with the main elements of the history of climate 
conferences between 1995 and 2012, describing the key discussion 
topics of the significant participants and the general atmosphere of 
the conferences. The aim is to demonstrate the merits and limitations 
of international climate diplomacy. Some of the limitations worth 
mentioning are the slowness of decision-making and the tendency to 
postpone sticking points to upcoming conferences.

The	negotiations	of	the	UN	Climate	Convention	(UNFCCC)	started	a	long	political	
process,	in	which	climate	change	was	introduced	to	the	agenda	of	environmental	
diplomacy,	and	created	a	culture	for	annual	intergovernmental	climate	conferences.	
This	chapter	outlines	the	history	of	climate	conferences34		–	UN	Climate	Conferences	
(Conference	of	the	Parties,	COP)	deserve	to	be	noted,	as	they	provide	a	good,	even	if	
a	somewhat	dull	picture	of	the	complexity	of	politics	and	of	the	variety	of	interests	
present.	On	the	basis	of	this	 information,	 it	 is	perhaps	easier	to	understand	the	
various assessments on the environmental diplomacy presented here later in the 
subsequent	chapters.	I	have	attended	COP	meetings	since	the	Milan	COP	in	2003,	
and	had	closely	followed	the	climate	process	even	before	this.	The	meetings	form	
their	own	interesting	microcosm,	over	which	a	special,	partly	very	orthodox	language	
game	with	its	obligatory	and	forbidden	phrases	reigns.

The	content	of	this	chapter	is	based	on,	apart	from	the	few	sources	mentioned	in	
the	text,	first	and	foremost	on	climate	policy	specialists’	and	European	Commission	
–	 and	Parliament	 officials’	 confidential	 interviews	 and	numerous	memoranda	
concerning	the	COP	meetings	(as	an	example,	I	could	mention	the	Commission’s	
and	Parliament’s	 internal	reports	or,	 for	 instance,	the	International	Institute	for	
Sustainable	Development’s	Earth	Negotiations	Bulletin),	as	well	as	my	own	notes	
and	blog	texts.	The	experts	represent	energy	companies,	industries	and	civil	society	
organisations.	These	types	of	experts	are	called	lobbyists	in	EU	politics,	and	the	

34	 Apart	 from	the	couple	of	sources	mentioned	 in	 the	 text,	he	content	of	 this	chapter	 is	based	primarily	on	
confidential	 interviews	with	officials	 in	 the	EC	and	 the	EP,	with	experts	of	climate	policy	and	numerous	
memoranda	related	to	COP	meetings	(for	example	the	Earth	Negotiations	Bulletin	of	the	International	Institute	
for	Sustainable	Development),	as	well	as	my	own	notes	and	blog	posts.	The	experts	are	representatives	of	
energy	companies,	industries	and	civil	society	organisations.	In	EU	politics	these	kinds	of	specialists	are	known	
as	lobbyists,	and	the	usual	practice	is	that	they	want	to	remain	anonymous.	Actual	historical	research	may	
later	clarify,	and	if	needed	rectify,	the	depictions	presented	here,	which	are	based	on	notes	and	experiences.
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practice	entails	that	the	lobbyists	prefer	to	appear	anonymously;	the	same	applies	to	
Commission	and	Parliament	officials.	Actual	historical	research	could	later	sharpen	
and	even	correct,	if	necessary,	the	analyses	of	this	thesis,	which	are	based	on	notes	
and	experiences.

Climate	conferences	are	every	time	populated	by	numerous	different	interest	
groups.	In	addition	to	the	official	representatives	of	almost	200	states,	also	the	
representatives	of	civil	society	organisations	and	the	business	sector	are	present	
at	the	conferences,	organising	various	side	events,	exhibitions	and	seminars.	The	
main	attention-grabbers,	however,	are	naturally	the	UNFCCC	Secretariat	(Michael	
Zammit	Cutajar	1991–2002,	Joke	Waller-Hunter	2002–2005,	Yvo	de	Boer	2006–
2010,	Christiana	Figueres	2010–),	the	European	Union	–	bearing	the	torch	of	the	
climate	leader,	as	well	as	the	US	for	whom	the	role	of	the	antihero	or	the	climate	
villain	has	usually	been	reserved.	Within	the	EU	delegation,	the	most	visible	role	
is	given	to	the	Environment	Commissioner	(since	2010,	there	has	been	a	separate	
Climate	Commissioner)	as	well	as	the	Minister	of	the	Environment	of	the	country	
holding	the	six-month	EU	presidency.

During	the	year	1990,	when	the	First	Assessment	Report	was	published,	the	
UN	General	Assembly	established	an	intergovernmental	negotiating	committee	
to	prepare	an	international	framework	convention	in	collaboration	with	the	IPCC.	
The	target	was	set	to	be	the	Rio	Earth	Summit,	the	United	Nations	Conference	on	
Environment	and	Development	(UNCED)	in	1992.	

The	draft	of	the	Rio	Convention	text	was	completed	just	in	time.	The	endeavour	
required	several	compromises,	among	other	things,	 that	all	quantitative	targets	
concerning	emission	reductions	were	left	out	at	the	demand	of	the	US.	The	final	result	
was	a	framework	convention	with	no	binding	obligations	and	presenting	a	mere	
expression	of	political	will,	known	as	the	United	Nations	Framework	Convention	on	
Climate	Change	(UNFCCC)	–	a	document	that	is	easy	for	all	countries	to	ratify.	As	
Helm	(2009a:16)	noted,	this	convention	promised	a	great	deal	and	it	did	not	cost	
much.	The	convention	states	that	the	actions	of	mankind	have	increased	atmospheric	
greenhouse	gas	concentrations	which	“may	adversely	affect”	natural	ecosystems	
and	humankind.	The	convention	called	for	particular	responsibility	by	industrial	
countries	and	the	increased	emissions	of	developing	countries	are	acknowledged	as	
realism.	All	countries	are	obliged	to	participate	in	counteractions	in	accordance	with	
“common	but	differentiated”	responsibilities.	The	convention	also	acknowledges	
the	need	of	developing	countries	to	acquire	resources	and	technology.	

After	the	ratification	process,	 the	UN’s	contractual	climate	regime	came	into	
force	in	1994.	In	accordance	with	its	name,	it	formed	a	framework	under	which	
all	future	actions	ought	to	be	taken,	and	also	provided	a	channel	and	approach	for	
both	EU	and	national	climate	policy.	Despite	the	lack	of	quantitative	targets,	the	
convention	urged	industrial	countries	to	take	actions	to	curb	climate	change	at	the	
national	level.	First	and	foremost,	the	convention	started	the	process	of	the	so-called	
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Conferences	of	 the	Parties	(COP),	which	are	responsible	 for	defining	necessary	
further	actions.	(Heikkilä	2009:24).

The	following	is	a	brief	recap	of	the	COP	history,	which	started	from	the	Berlin	
Conference	and	has	continued	on	an	annual	basis	ever	since.	A	significant	milestone	
was	the	Kyoto	COP	3	of	1997,	where	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	confirmed.	

As	the	overview	of	the	history	of	climate	conferences	shows,	climate	negotiations	
have	shown	to	be	difficult.	The	dispute	concerning	developing	countries	–	which	
also	include	the	significant	emitters	China,	India	and	Brazil	–	that	are	radically	
increasing	 their	emissions,	as	well	as	 the	decision	of	 the	US	 to	stay	out	of	 the	
agreement,	are	the	most	important	reasons	for	the	meagre	results	of	the	last	few	
years’	climate	conferences.

2.1 COP1 BERLIN 1995

The	first	Conference	of	the	Parties	concerning	the	UN	Framework	Convention	on	
Climate	Change	(UNFCCC),	which	was	agreed	upon	in	Rio,	was	held	from	28	March	
to	7	April	1995	in	Berlin.	The	industrial	countries	decided	to	take	up	negotiations	on	
new	obligations	to	be	attached	to	the	Climate	Convention.	These	are,	in	other	words,	
negotiations	on	quantitative	targets	for	the	years	2005,	2010	and	2020	in	order	to	
curb	greenhouse	emissions.	Angela	Merkel,	Germany’s	Environment	Minister	at	the	
time,	acted	as	the	chairman	of	the	convention	and	played	a	major	role	in	finding	
a	solution	among	the	parties,	and	she	was	widely	praised	for	her	efficiency.	The	
instructions	for	the	negotiations	were	called	the	Berlin	mandate	and	the	negotiating	
group	acquired	the	name	AGBM	(Ad	Hoc	Group	on	the	Berlin	Mandate).	It	was	
agreed	that	the	AGBM	would	not	only	convene	at	the	COPs,	but	also	in	between	
these	conferences.	At	COP	3	in	December	1997	a	binding	document	was	set	as	the	
target,	and	COP2	would	be	the	intermediate	milestone	of	this	preparations	process.

It	was	part	of	 the	nature	of	COP	negotiations	 from	the	very	beginning	that	
they	were	always	started	by	delegations	of	civil	servants	and	then	culminated	to	a	
ministerial	section	where	the	official	consensus	was	to	be	confirmed.

In	Berlin,	the	EU	immediately	took	the	leading	role	in	climate	policy	and	stated	
that	returning	to	the	emission	level	of	1990	as	demanded	by	the	Rio	Convention	
cannot	be	done	without	binding	obligations.	Therefore,	the	EU	Commission	started	
to	prepare	a	strategy	to	achieve	this	goal.	

2.2 COP2 GENEVA 1996

The	 second	Conference	 of	 the	 Parties	was	 organised	 from	8	 to	 19	 July	 1996.	
Representatives	of	161	countries	participated	in	the	conference.	At	that	time,	158	
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states	had	ratified	the	convention,	of	which	147	were	represented	at	the	conference.	
The	conference	confirmed	the	decisions	made	at	COP1,	and	the	requirement	of	
the	ministerial	declaration	to	have	legally	binding	quantitative	emission	reduction	
targets	for	industrial	countries	was	considered	the	most	significant	step	forward.	
Likewise,	 the	conference	confirmed	the	IPCC’s	conclusion	that	human-induced	
changes	to	the	global	climate	are	discernible	and	that	immediate	actions	have	to	be	
taken	in	order	to	prevent	such	transformations.	Although	some	quarters	interpreted	
the	Geneva	Declaration	as	a	proof	that	there	was	a	sufficient	consensus	to	proceed	
with	the	preparations	of	a	protocol,	several	countries	were	against	the	preparation	of	
a	protocol	and	uncertainty	with	regard	to	its	significance	prevailed.	Sixteen	countries	
did	not	concur	in	the	ministerial	declaration:	amongst	those	were	Russia,	Australia,	
New	Zealand	and	a	number	of	oil-producing	countries.

The	EU	acted	as	a	group	that	promotes	the	climate	convention	and	demanded	
the	strictest	measures	to	curb	climate	change.	Likewise,	 the	US,	represented	by	
Clinton’s	 administration,	 shifted	 to	advocate	 the	 legally	binding	 convention	 in	
Geneva,	an	act	that	surprised	several	quarters.	As	the	prerequisite	for	such	a	binding	
agreement,	the	country	demanded	emissions	trading	to	be	a	flexibility	mechanism.	
The	representatives	of	the	US	and	Japan	emphasised	that	it	is	not	possible	to	apply	
the	same	action	packages	to	all	countries,	as	their	circumstances	may	differ	from	
each other. 

COP2	brought	a	flexibility	mechanism	to	the	agenda	that	later	became	known	
as	Joint	 Implementation	(JI):	 i.e.	a	state	or	enterprise	finances	or	 implements	
investments for environmental protection in the territory of another state and may 
add	these	achievements	to	its	own.	The	idea	of	an	emissions	trading	scheme	was	
also mentioned.

No	emission	reduction	targets	were	set	for	the	developing	countries	but	it	was	
agreed	that	these	countries	would	start	taking	account	of	their	greenhouse	emissions	
and sinks in order to report the statistics to the Climate Convention Secretariat. 

The	conference	only	dealt	with	preventive	and	reductive	measures,	as	speaking	
of	“adaptation”35	was	 interpreted	as	politically	 incorrect.	Australia	was	the	only	
country	which	mentioned	adaptation	to	climate	change	as	an	option	to	combat	
it.	According	to	Australia,	an	optimal	balance	between	adaptation	and	emission	
reduction	should	be	found.

In	the	discussion	on	emission	reductions	also	linking	other	actions	with	emission	
reduction	targets	was	proposed:	for	instance,	if	a	country	does	not	implement	action	
programmes	to	curb	climate	change	and	actions	such	as	energy-saving	programmes	
or	economic	guidance	it	could	be	“punished”	with	strict	and	binding	GHG	reduction	
targets.

35	 I	deal	with	this	matter	more	specifically	in	Chapter	7,	“An	autopsy	of	the	solutions”.
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Several	 countries	wished	 for	 flexibility	 in	 the	 selection	 of	measures,	while	
others	supported	joint	and	harmonised	actions.	Among	others,	the	following	joint	
activities	were	mentioned:	renewable	energy	sources,	energy	labelling	of	products	
and	appliances,	actions	of	energy-intensive	industries	and	international	air	traffic,	
methods	of	economic	guidance,	and	removing	subsidies	from,	among	others,	coal.

Norway	supported	the	differentiation	of	reduction	targets	per	country,	because	
of	their	unequal	starting	positions.	Therefore,	when	defining	country	targets,	the	
effect	of	the	implementation	of	the	Climate	Convention	on	the	country’s	GDP	should	
be	taken	into	account.

Australia	presented	a	study	on	the	 loss	of	welfare	per	country	 if	greenhouse	
gases	of	different	countries	were	attempted	to	be	stabilised	to	the	 level	of	1990	
in	2000.	According	to	Australia,	 it	would	suffer	proportionately	more	than	for	
example	the	EU	or	the	US.

The	representative	of	the	Alliance	of	Small	Island	States	(AOSIS)	complained	
that	every	delegation	was	only	working	in	their	own	benefit	and	exaggerating	the	
negative	impact	of	emission	reduction	activities	on	their	countries.	The	island	states	
had	a	bigger	concern:	they	would	be	drowned	because	of	climate	change	and	sea	
level	rise.	Entire	cultures	would	disappear,	which	would	be	impossible	to	measure	
in	pure	cash.	The	AOSIS	proposed	all	countries	reduce	their	CO2	emissions	by	25%	
of	the	1990	base	year	level	by	2005.

Many	countries	were	of	the	opinion	that	the	impact	of	the	possible	new	emission	
reduction	measures	of	industrial	countries	would	have	a	negative	effect	on	living	
standards	of	developing	countries.	The	representative	of	 the	US	reminded	that	
during	the	previous	year’s	COP1	it	was	still	claimed	that	developing	countries	would	
get	a	competitive	advantage	when	the	costs	of	developed	countries	increase	as	a	
consequence	of	emission	reductions.	Now,	 it	was	affirmed	that	also	developing	
countries	would	suffer	when	the	economic	growth	of	 industrial	countries	slows	
down	and,	 for	example,	development	aid	 is	reduced.	 	He	wondered	which	new	
theory	would	be	supported	next.

A	representative	of	the	Edison	Electric	Institute	told	about	a	report	stating	that	
the	global	market	price	of	coal	will	decline,	if	the	OECD	countries	reduce	their	use	
of	the	energy	source.	Consequently,	developing	countries	will	also	start	using	the	
cheaper coal.

Honduras	complained	that	the	UN	Climate	Convention	and	the	Biodiversity	
Convention	were	going	their	own	separate	ways,	with	no	coordination	of	activities	
between	them.	For	example	the	planting	of	eucalyptus	trees	increases	carbon	sinks	
commendably	but	diminishes	biodiversity.	Which	one	do	we	consider	to	be	more	
important?	The	representative	of	the	World	Bank	was	also	worried	about	the	use	of	
biomass	as	an	energy	source:	even	though	using	biomass	is	useful	for	the	prevention	
of	climate	change,	it	is	also	a	risk	to	biodiversity.
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COP2 and energy36:	It	was	not	politically	correct	to	speak	of	nuclear	power.	
The	word	was	a	taboo,	and	even	a	couple	of	euphemisms	were	 invented	for	 it:	
The	World	Energy	Council’s	statement	referred	to	the	“economic	non-fossil	fuel”	
and	the	EU	energy	policy	draft	mentioned	the	concept	of	“safe	carbon-free	energy	
technology”	referring	to	safe	western	nuclear	power.	However,	 it	was	assumed	
that	the	Japanese,	who	would	be	the	hosts	of	the	following	year,	would	introduce	
nuclear	power	as	one	of	the	energy	production	forms	that	could	curb	climate	change.	
Of	all	fossil	fuels,	only	natural	gas	was	accepted	in	the	context	of	climate	change	
discussions	–	but	only	alongside	renewable	energy	sources	as	a	replacement	of	
coal,	or	if	no	renewables	are	available.

2.3 COP3 KYOTO 1997

On	 11	 December	 1997,	 the	 Kyoto	 Climate	 Conference	 approved	 the	 so-called	
Kyoto	Protocol	to	the	UN	Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change,	according	
to	which	the	industrial	countries	(among	others,	the	OECD	countries,	Russia	and	
other	Eastern	European	transition	economies)	bind	themselves	to	reduce	their	
greenhouse	emissions	by	an	average	of	5.2%	from	the	level	of	1990	by	2012.	The	
protocol	included	the	burden-sharing	of	the	reduction	target:	the	EU’s	target	was	
-8%,	the	US	was	assigned	-7%	and	Japan	-6%.	Some	of	the	industrial	countries,	
which	were	not	among	those	mentioned	above,	such	as	Norway	and	Australia,	were	
allowed	to	slightly	increase	emissions	of	their	1990	levels.	The	developing	countries,	
including	China	and	India,	among	others,	did	not	receive	any	obligations.	

The	 conference	 also	 arrived	 at	 an	 agreement	 on	 flexibility	 mechanisms,	
emissions	trading	and	joint	implementation	projects.	This	implied	that	the	country	
implementing	the	aforementioned	measures	in	another	country	could	add	these	
emission	reductions	elsewhere	to	its	own	achievements.		The	ratification	rules	of	
the	convention	required	that	in	order	to	enter	into	force,	there	would	have	to	be	
at	 least	55	ratifying	states,	covering	at	 least	55%	of	 the	emissions	generated	by	
industrial	nations.	This	 last	criterion	was	the	reason	why	the	convention’s	entry	
into	force	got	postponed	until	2005.

The	EU’s	reduction	obligation	of	8%	implied	a	mammoth	round	of	negotiations	
among	the	15	Member	States	at	 the	 time.	While	allocating	the	burden-sharing	
percentage,	an	attempt	was	made	to	take	into	account	the	respective	circumstances,	

36	 In	my	opinion,	the	recording	of	the	discussions	and	atmosphere	around	energy	solutions	at	the	COP	meetings	
is	 justified	and	valuable,	as,	 in	practice,	 it	 is	 the	other	side	of	 the	coin	 in	climate	action:	 the	decisions	of	
climate	policy	are	most	strongly	reflected	on	the	field	of	energy.	I	would	also	like	to	refer	to	Victor’s	(2011)	
analysis	 that	climate	change	 is	not	an	environmental,	but	an	energy	and	economic	problem.	 I	have	not,	
however,	managed	to	find	significant	energy	statements	of	all	COP	meetings.
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implemented	climate	measures	and	emission	reduction	potential	of	every	Member	
State.	It	was	also	a	question	of	what	target	each	country	would	accept	whilst	agreeing	
to	participate	in	the	EU’s	joint	reduction	burden,	and	not	resorting	to	oppose	the	
convention,	which	 let	 the	US	off	the	hook	relatively	easily,	according	to	many.	
Finally,	during	1998,	the	burden	was	shared	as	follows:	

Table 1: Countries by burden in 1998

Country Burden

The Netherlands -6

Belgium -7.5

Spain +15

Ireland +13

Great Britain -12.5

Italy -6.5

Austria -13

Greece +2.5

Luxembourg -2.8

Portugal +27

France 0

Sweden +4

Germany -21

Finland 0

Denmark -21

Shared EU target -8

The	greatly	varying	numbers	are	not	comparable	with	one	another	and	they	do	
not	reveal	directly	whether	the	target	negotiated	by	the	country	was	strict	or	lax.	
Reducing	emissions	is	the	harder	the	longer	it	has	already	been	done	systematically.	
Germany’s	seemingly	strict	target	can	be	explained	by	the	unification	of	the	country	
and	the	earlier	bad	state	of	the	environment	in	East	Germany.	In	other	words,	it	will	
be	rather	easy	to	reach	the	target	in	practice,	when	nearly	nothing	had	been	done	
in	the	East	before.	In	climate	jargon	this	is	called	“hot	air”.	Also	behind	Britain’s	
seemingly	high	numbers	was	the	country’s	natural	structural	shift	 from	coal	 to	
North	Sea	gas.

Finland’s	 share,	 zero	 per	 cent;	 i.e.	 the	 1990	base	 year	 level,	 appears	 to	 be	
reasonable	at	the	first	sight.	However,	according	to	a	study	of	the	University	of	
Leuven,	it	was	one	of	the	strictest	burdens	among	the	EU	countries,	when	assessed	
from	the	points	of	view	of	efficiency	and	fairness	(Eyckmans	et al.	2002).	The	Leuven	
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study	stated	that:	“The burden sharing was relatively easy for Germany, Great 
Britain, Denmark and France but relatively strict for Sweden, the Netherlands, 
Belgium, Finland and Portugal. It must be considered that this is against an 
intuitive preconception that may result from the estimation of the relative reduction 
obligation listed in the burden sharing. Germany received the comparatively 
highest reduction obligation (- 21 %) and Portugal received the lowest (allowed 
to increase 27 %).”	(Eyckmans	et al.	2002,	Korhola	2004).	

The	challenging	target	that	was	set	for	Finland	aroused	resentment	among	the	
actors	worried	about	Finland’s	economic	competitiveness.	An	obvious	disparity	and	
a	source	of	resentment	was	the	target	of	+4	which	Sweden,	the	neighbouring	country,	
had	negotiated	for	itself.	Anna	Lindh,	who	was	the	Minister	of	the	Environment	
at	the	time,	succeeded	in	the	negotiations	by	invoking	Sweden’s	commitment	to	
abandon	nuclear	power	by	2030.	Anna	Lindh	defended	Sweden’s	demand	to	her	
colleagues	with	her	war	against	nuclear	power:	if	Sweden	had	received	a	stricter	
target,	the	fight	against	nuclear	energy	would	have	been	lost	(Heikkilä	2009).	Lindh’s	
argumentation	worked	well	for	the	other	countries’	ministers	of	environment	who	
had	an	almost	systematic	tendency	to	be	ideological	opponents	of	nuclear	energy	
at	the	time.	Afterwards,	Sweden	has	backtracked	from	its	nuclear	power	decision	
and	has	practically	almost	tripled	its	nuclear	power	plant	capacity	compared	to	the	
initial	situation	in	the	1980s	when	the	decision	to	phase	out	nuclear	power	was	
made	based	on	a	referendum.

COP3 and energy:	At	the	conference	it	was	estimated	that	in	an	investment	
decision	to	a	new	coal-run	power	plant	it	should	be	taken	into	account	as	a	default	
assumption	that	the	latest	in	2010,	coal	would	have	to	be	replaced	by	a	fuel	that	
emits	less	greenhouse	gases,	such	as	natural	gas.	It	was	also	stated	that	because	of	
climate	policy	energy	production	costs	are	likely	to	go	up	in	all	OECD	countries.	
Climate	policy	seemed	to	have	only	one	direction:	stricter	agreements	and	new	
demands	on	energy	producers.	Already	in	Kyoto	environmental	activists	proposed	
that	natural	gas	was	not	an	acceptable	fuel	either,	and	an	attempt	should	be	made	
to	replace	it	by	emission-free	renewable	energy	sources	after	a	transition	period.

2.4 COP4 BUENOS AIRES 1998

The	following	negotiation	round	among	the	parties	was	held	between	2	and	13	
November	1998	in	Buenos	Aires,	Argentina.	The	key	negotiators	were	the	developing	
countries	and	the	EU,	and	thirdly	a	US-led	group	of	industrial	countries	(the	group	
was	known	as	the	Umbrella	Group	and	included	countries	such	as	the	US,	Canada,	
Japan,	Russia,	Norway,	Switzerland,	Australia	and	New	Zealand).

During	the	conference,	the	US	demanded,	as	the	condition	for	the	ratification	of	
the	Kyoto	Protocol,	that	climate	policy	must	not	inhibit	its	economy.	As	its	second	
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condition	the	US	insisted	that	developing	countries	must	participate	 in	binding	
emission	targets.	At	COP4,	certain	developing	countries	(Argentina	and	Kazakhstan)	
promised	to	commit	to	some	voluntary	obligations	at	the	upcoming	COP5.	Argentina	
even	suggested	putting	the	issue	on	the	meeting’s	official	agenda	but	this	attempt	
failed	because	of	the	strong	resistance	of	other	developing	countries.	After	this,	the	
attitude	of	the	block	of	developing	countries	became	suspicious	towards	everything	
complicating	the	COP4	negotiations.	Argentina’s	active	approach	was	generally	
thought	to	be	connected	to	the	country’s	zest	to	become	an	OECD	member	and,	
on	the	other	hand,	its	interest	in	Joint	Implementation	and	emissions	trading.	At	
COP4,	some	developing	countries	conducted	informal	negotiations	on	voluntary	
obligations.	Indonesia	and	South	Korea,	among	others,	announced	their	willingness	
to consider such measures. 

Iceland	had	succeeded	to	set	its	Kyoto	Protocol	target	at	+10%	based	on	its	plans	
to	erect	a	new	aluminium	factory,	which	would	increase	its	greenhouse	emissions	
by	the	said	10%.	At	COP4,	Iceland	demanded	extra	flexibility	for	its	target	due	to	
its	various	factory	projects.	The	Kyoto	Protocol	includes	a	special	permission	for	
smaller-scale	economies	to	 increase	their	emissions,	 if	an	 individual	 important	
emission-increasing	project	 is	vital	 to	the	said	national	economy.	Based	on	this	
provision,	Iceland	attempted	to	get	a	special	permission	to	reduce	the	emissions	
generated	by	its	aluminium	industry	from	its	total	emissions.	The	US	supported	
Iceland,	while	the	EU	was	not	ready	to	comment	on	the	matter.	The	discussion	on	
the	issue	was	postponed	to	the	upcoming	COP	meetings.

According	to	a	Finnish	conference	participant	representing	the	energy	industry,	
a	representative	of	 the	Austrian	electricity	producers	had	expressed	satisfaction	
on	how	lobbying	had	had	an	effect	on	burden-sharing.	At	the	EU	Environment	
Council	of	June	1998	Austria	succeeded	in	changing	its	initial	burden	of	-25%	to	
13%.	The	energy	producers	had	started	their	campaign	as	early	as	 in	Kyoto,	by	
paying	economic	correspondents	and	scientists	to	come	and	attend	the	conference.	
These	increased	the	pressure	towards	the	Austrian	government.	Also	after	the	Kyoto	
Conference,	the	Austrian	industries	commissioned	several	surveys	–	no	expenses	
spared	–	which	proved	the	necessity	to	 lighten	the	burden.	It	was	said	that	the	
Austrians	had	made	exact	calculations	 that	by	 investing	of	a	 couple	of	million	
Schillings,	they	would	be	able	to	avoid	the	additional	expenses	of	several	billion	
Schillings,	which	a	-25%	reduction	in	emissions	would	have	cost	Austria.

This	case	shows	clearly	how	the	negotiating	countries	–	or	at	least	some	of	them	
–	already	understood	at	 that	time	that	basically	the	whole	question	culminates	
in	economic	burden-sharing.	Each	country	tries	to	negotiate	the	lowest	possible	
reduction	target	for	itself	in	comparison	to	the	other	countries.	This	is	also	the	crux	
in	the	EU’s	internal	burden-sharing.	The	aim	was	to	take	solidarity	between	the	
Member	States	into	consideration	when	drawing	up	the	final	convention.	

COP4 and energy:	At	COP4,	the	proponents	of	nuclear	energy	were	strongly	
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–	and	perhaps	more	openly	that	at	previous	climate	conferences	–	advocating	the	
energy	form	as	a	solution	to	the	problem	of	greenhouse	emissions.	The	objectors	
also	became	more	active:	the	harmful	results	of	nuclear	power,	for	example,	were	
eagerly	 listed.	The	Kyoto	COP3	had	already	indicated	that	nuclear	power	would	
acquire	more	support,	but	at	COP4	the	critical	quarters	were	better	organised	and	
gathered	new	opponents	to	it.

2.5 COP5 BONN 1999

The	fifth	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP5)	was	held	in	Bonn	from	25	October	to	
5	November	1999.	It	proceeded	in	accordance	with	the	customary	pattern:	 the	
remaining	open	questions	of	the	previous	year’s	conference	(COP4)	were	postponed	
to	be	resolved	by	the	upcoming	year’s	meeting	(COP6).	COP5	collected	the	stances	
of	various	countries,	demarcated	divergent	opinions,	grouped	issues	into	aggregates,	
and	put	some	political	speed	into	the	ministerial	part	with	regard	to	the	forthcoming	
difficult	COP6	decisions.	These	decisions	concerned,	among	others,	the	rules	and	
start	dates	of	the	Kyoto	mechanisms,	the	carbon	sink	calculation	methods	and	carbon	
sink	definitions,	sanctions	for	the	violation	of	the	protocol,	emission	monitoring	
methods,	as	well	as	several	issues	concerning	developing	countries	(e.g.	technology	
transfers	and	adverse	effects	of	climate	change).

The	most	important	issue	of	COP5	became	the	announcements	of	the	EU	and	
Japan	to	ratify	the	Kyoto	Protocol	by	the	time	of	the	tenth	anniversary	conference	
of	Rio	(UNCSD,	spring	2002).	The	US	disassociated	itself	 from	the	timeframes	
and	underlined	the	need	for	a	realistic	approach	in	terms	of	ratification.	However,	
it	announced	in	a	somewhat	indefinite	way	its	aspiration	to	ratify	the	protocol	as	
soon	as	possible.	The	presidential	elections	were	coming	up,	and	the	candidates	
running	against	one	another	were	the	man	building	up	his	reputation	as	a	climate	
apostle,	Al	Gore,	and	George	W.	Bush.	The	result	of	the	elections	would	already	
be	known	at	the	upcoming	COP	meeting,	but	the	new	administration	would	only	
be	officially	represented	in	2001.	Therefore,	the	EU	flashed	the	possibility	that	if	it	
had	not	received	an	assurance	of	the	US’	ratification	by	2002,	it	may	also	postpone	
its	own	commitment.

COP5 and energy:	 According	 to	 conference	 representatives,	 there	 were	
numerous	informal	hallway	discussions	on	emission	restriction	measures	for	the	
energy	sector.	The	issue	of	nuclear	power	as	a	means	to	combat	climate	change	
aroused	a	great	deal	of	debate.	Despite	the	nuclear	accident	 in	Japan37 and the 
increased	opposition,	nuclear	power	was	mentioned	more	often	as	one	of	the	efficient	

37	 In	1999,	in	Japan	in	Tokaimura,	Japan,	two	employees	of	a	nuclear	power	plant	died	as	a	consequence	of	
radioactive	leakage,	and	at	least	55	people	were	exposed	to	radioactive	radiation.
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means	to	achieve	immediate	emission	reductions	whilst	awaiting	the	increase	in	
volume	of	renewables.	COP5	also	confirmed	the	belief	that	the	emissions	trading	
scheme	and	the	project-based	Joint	Implementation	will	become	an	every-day	
practice	of	energy	producers	by	2008	the	latest.	At	the	same	time,	the	European	
Commission	produced	a	document	on	electricity	generated	 through	renewable	
energy	sources	and	on	the	single	European	electricity	market.	

2.6 COP6 THE HAGUE 2000

The	sixth	Conference	of	 the	Parties	(COP6,	13.-24.11.2000)	negotiations	 in	The	
Hague	fell	through	as	because	of	the	conflicts	of	interest	of	the	most	central	industrial	
countries,	mainly	the	US	and	the	EU.	The	conference,	which	was	prolonged	by	an	
overtime	run	of	24	hours,	had	to	be	called	to	a	halt	without	any	final	statements	
–	rendering	it	 the	first	time	in	the	history	of	climate	negotiations.	The	primary	
reason	for	the	discord	was	the	EU’s	desire	to	restrict	 the	usage	of	carbon	sinks	
and	Kyoto’s	flexibility	mechanisms;	 i.e.	emissions	trading,	 joint	 implementation	
and	clean	development	–	an	approach	the	US	and	its	allies	did	not	approve	of.	
The	latter-mentioned	would	have	wanted	an	interpretation	of	sinks	according	to	
which	emission	reduction	needs	could	have	been	taken	care	of	by	a	carbon	dioxide	
storage	bound	to	forests	and	the	soil.	Furthermore,	the	EU	did	not	accept	nuclear	
power	plants	as	emission-reduction	project	solutions	for	developing	countries	in	
the	Clean	Development	Mechanism	(CDM).	The	situation	was	further	complicated	
by	the	US	elections	during	the	same	month,	of	which	the	extremely	tight	results	
had	been	subject	to	long	investigations	and	were	only	conformed	in	December.	A	
proponent	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	Gore,	had	lost	the	election.

The	Hague	Conference	arrived	at	an	agreement	that	the	climate	conference	was	
to	be	continued	the	following	year	(2001)	in	Bonn	as	COP6,	Part	2;	i.e.	COP	6	bis, 
whereupon	textual	definitions	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	satisfying	all	concerned	parties	
would	have	to	be	found	in	order	to	advance	the	ratification	process.

In	 July	 2001,	 COP6	 bis	 in	Bonn	 focused	 primarily	 on	 the	 key	 negotiation	
questions	of	sinks,	Kyoto	mechanisms,	the	nature	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol’s	obligations,	
as	well	as	on	the	funding	arrangements	for	developing	countries.	The	announcement	
of	the	US	–	which	had	just	inaugurated	its	new	President	–	not	to	join	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	turned	out	to	be	an	interesting	act	of	political	drama.	The	EU’s	own	climate	
policy,	including	for	example	the	Commission’s	first	presentation	of	its	Emissions	
Trading	Directive,	was	already	being	prepared	at	full	steam	and	the	UN	backbone	
was	needed	to	support	it.	This	was	also	the	reason	for	the	EU’s	readiness	to	give	
great	concessions	with	regard	to	the	question	of		carbon	sinks.	

This,	however,	had	consequences	on	the	shape	of	 the	Kyoto	Protocol	 itself:	
according	to	the	calculations	of	the	environmental	organisations,	the	-5.2%	which	
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was	defined	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	changed	to	-1.8%	due	to	the	sink	allowances.	The	
EU’s	8%	did	not	change.	Many	of	the	experts	estimated	that	the	result	anticipated	
a	global	renaissance	for	nuclear	power,	even	though	it	was	not	approved	to	be	part	
of	the	CDM/JI	projects.	

The	result	was	generally	regarded	as	a	success	in	the	media:	common	ground	
had	finally	been	found	in	international	climate	policy	as	a	result	of	several	years’	
hard	work.

2.7 COP7 MARRAKECH 2001

At	the	seventh	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP7,	29.10.-9.11.2001)	in	Marrakech,	
Morocco,	the	negotiation	process	that	had	lasted	for	three	years	came	to	a	conclusion	
and	the	implementation	rules	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	were	agreed	upon.	It	was	now	
possible	to	complement	the	partial	agreement,	which	was	achieved	in	Bonn	in	June	
2001,	with	what	became	known	as	the	Marrakech	Accords.

It	was	decided	in	Marrakesh	that	emission	reductions	achieved	by	means	of	Kyoto	
mechanisms	are	interchangeable	with	one	other	and	that,	with	some	restrictions,	
they	could	be	deposited	for	the	following	commitment	period	of	the	protocol	(2008–
12).	Also	the	so-called	removal	units	(RMUs),	which	can	be	gained	from	sink	projects,	
could	be	limitedly	used	to	manage	a	country’s	commitments	during	2008–2012.	
For	example,	Finland	would	be	allowed	to	acquire	removal	units	equal	to	at	most	
1.35	million	tonnes	of	carbon	dioxide	per	year	from	developing	countries’	sinks	and	
those	of	its	own.	This	is	equivalent	to	the	annual	emissions	of	a	coal-fired	power	
plant that is ca.	300	MW.	

In	order	to	save	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	to	get	the	allies	of	the	US	to	remain	
on	board	with	the	protocol	negotiations,	the	EU	was	ready	to	make	considerable	
concessions.	Both	in	Marrakesh	and	earlier	in	Bonn	the	EU	was	quite	lax	on	giving	
easements.	For	example,	Russia	was	“bought”	into	the	agreement	during	the	last	
minutes	of	COP7	by	promising	a	double	amount	of	carbon	offsets	to	the	country.	
In	Bonn,	the	EU	had	managed	to	keep	Canada	and	Japan	in	the	protocol	fold	by	
promising	similar	kinds	of	concessions.

Throughout	this	process,	the	EU	had	not	requested	or	received	any	alleviations	
to	its	assigned	emission	reductions	of	8%.	The	proportional	burden	of	the	EU	has	
actually	only	grown	in	comparison	with	the	burden	of	other	industrial	countries.	
As	a	result	of	the	mitigations	Canada,	Japan	Australia	and	Russia,	 for	example,	
are	 even	 allowed	 to	 increase	 their	 emissions.	 Therefore,	 after	 the	Marrakech	
Conference,	 the	non-EU	industrial	countries	announced	 their	satisfaction	with	
the	implementing	rules	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	The	US	still	remained	outside	the	
protocol	but	it	continued,	however	to	participate	in	the	UN	Framework	Convent	
on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC),	which	it	had	ratified.
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In practice, all of this meant that the emission reductions of the Kyoto 
Protocol	became	significantly	watered	down.	Despite	this,	 the	EU	ministers	for	
the	environment	left	the	Marrakesh	Conference	with	a	good	feeling:	after	all,	the	
negotiation	process	itself	was	now	saved.	The	critics	provided	a	bitter	review	on	
the	EU’s	attitude:	it	was	mainly	keeping	up	a	facade	so	that	the	Union	would	be	
able	to	proceed	with	its	own	rigorous	climate	policy	backed	by	the	obligations	of	
the Kyoto Protocol. 

The	EU’s	most	 important	EU	climate-political	 initiative	was	already	under	
preparation:	on	23	October	2001,	the	Commission	had	presented	a	draft	version	
of	the	EU’s	internal	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	(ETS)	that	was	supposed	to	take	
off	in	2005.	It	meant	to	prepare	for	an	emissions	trading	scheme	between	all	the	
industrial	countries	expected	to	commence	in	2008	in	accordance	with	the	Kyoto	
Protocol. 

2.8 COP8 NEW DELHI 2002

COP8	(23	October	-	1	November	2002),	which	had	already	a	priori	been	regarded	
as	a	less	important	in-between	conference,	turned	out	to	meet	all	expectations.	A	
certain	degree	of	progress	was	expected	from	COP8	with	regard	to	some	technical	
issues,	such	as	parties’	emissions	reporting	and	the	financing	of	developing	countries’	
actions.	Those	objectives	were	reached,	indeed.	The	fact	that	the	Delhi	Declaration	
(The	Delhi	Ministerial	Declaration	on	Climate	Change	and	Sustainable	Development)	
did	not	mention	anything	concerning	post-2012	obligations	–	especially	those	of	
the	developing	countries	–	was	considered	a	disappointment,	however.

The	lathing	of	the	text	of	the	Delhi	Ministerial	Declaration	made	COP8	stretch	
eight	hours	beyond	its	schedule.	The	EU’s	objective	was	to	include	provisions	on	a	
long-term	climate	policy	and	the	closer	association	of	developing	countries	to	the	
process.	Neither	the	EU	nor	any	other	party	presented	any	concrete	percentages	
or	dates	 for	 the	 following	commitment	periods.	It	was	decided	that	 the	official	
negotiations	concerning	these	would	be	taken	up	by	2005	at	the	latest.

The	 developing	 countries	 objected	 to	 all	 hints	 to	 their	 possible	 future	
commitments.	The	US	joined	the	stance	of	the	developing	countries,	which	was	quite	
a	clear	testimony	of	its	strategy	at	COP8:	its	aim	was	to	oppose	wider	international	
cooperation.	At	the	same	time,	it	was	widely	known	that	since	Clinton’s	time,	the	
US	had	declared	that	its	condition	for	ratification	was	setting	obligations	also	for	
developing	countries	(“the	meaningful	participation	of	key	developing	countries”).	
The	US	also	stated	that	emission	restrictions	must	not	harm	its	economy.	Therefore,	
the	stances	of	 the	developing	countries	 suited	 the	purposes	of	 the	US,	as	 they	
provided	additional	reasons	not	to	join	the	Kyoto	Protocol.

The	developing	countries	and	the	US	won	the	struggle:	the	Delhi	Declaration	
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does	not	include	any	mention	of	possible	future	obligations	or	actions	of	developing	
countries	nor	of	any	post-2012	commitments	of	industrial	countries,	for	that	matter.	
Instead,	the	developing	countries	demanded	“adaptation	to	the	adverse	impacts	
of	climate	change”	to	be	put	on	the	negotiation	table.	Furthermore,	it	was	stated	
that	the	first	priority	and	most	important	goal	of	the	Climate	Convention	was	to	
reduce	emissions.	The	declaration	referred	to	the	results	of	the	Third	Assessment	
Report	of	the	IPCC,	according	to	which	“significant	cuts”	in	greenhouse	emissions	
are	required	in	order	to	reach	the	targets	set	by	the	Climate	Convention.

Canada	demanded	offset	credits	because	it	exports	natural	gas	and	hydroelectricity	
to	the	US.	The	EU	objected	to	Canada’s	proposal.	Somewhat	surprisingly,	also	the	
former	supporter	of	this	proposal,	the	US,	opposed	it	at	COP8.	This	was	considered	
a	new	tactic	of	the	US	to	influence	Canada’s	decision	to	ratify	the	convention.	Russia	
supported	Canada’s	proposal.	It	was	assumed	that	it	saw	an	opportunity	to	earn	
some	offset	credits	of	its	own.	The	matter	could	not	be	agreed	upon	at	COP8,	and	
was	postponed	for	the	discussion	by	the	subsidiary	bodies	of	the	Climate	Change	
Convention	at	their	session	in	Bonn.

The	entry	into	force	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	dependent	on	Russia’s	ratification.	
At	COP8,	however,	the	country	did	not	provide	any	new	information	on	its	ratification	
timeline.	Russia	was	also	expected	to	negotiate	additional	benefits	from	the	EU	and	
Japan	in	return	for	its	ratification	decision.

COP8 and energy:	 The	Delhi	 Declaration	 stated	 that	 renewable	 energy	
sources	should	be	significantly	increased	throughout	the	world,	but	no	quantitative	
or	 timeline-bound	 targets	were	presented	 for	 this	 increase.	The	 term	“nuclear	
power”	was	not	mentioned	at	all.	Hydropower	was	mentioned	in	the	context	of	
renewables,	but	no	capacity	limit	was	proposed	for	this	climate-politically	acceptable	
and	sustainable	energy	form.	

2.9 COP9 MILAN 2003

The	ninth	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP9)	of	the	UNFCCC	convened	in	an	uncertain	
atmosphere	from	1	to	12	December	2003	in	Milan.	As	the	days	passed,	the	entry	
into	force	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	considered	more	and	more	unlikely,	because	
Russia,	who	held	a	pivotal	position,	announced	during	the	conference	that,	for	the	
time	being,	it	would	not	ratify	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Russia’s	interests	did	not	seem	
to	pilot	the	country	towards	ratification.	The	declaration	of	the	conference	focused	
on	questions	concerning	the	financing	of	developing	countries,	the	reporting	rules	
for	the	information	concerning	the	implementation	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	and	on	
the	rules	for	calculating	the	carbon	sinks	as	well	as	CDM	sink	projects.	

Pessimism over the fate of the Kyoto Protocol dominated the conference. Various 
quarters	dared	to	suggest	that	a	plan	B	was	being	drafted:	the	environmentalist	
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circles	 of	 the	EU	might	 be	 building	 a	 global	 renewable	 energy	 sources	 (RES)	
partnership	alongside	the	UNFCCC	and	the	related	Kyoto	Protocol,	just	in	case	of	
non-ratification	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	

However,	it	was	perfectly	clear	that	the	EU’s	environmentalist	circles	did	not	want	
to	let	any	speculations	on	the	fall	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	gain	publicity.	One	of	the	
reasons	for	this	worry	was	the	criticism	on	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	which	
had	been	finalised	during	the	same	year.	Various	representatives	of	the	industries	
emphasised	that	the	EU	must	not	accept	any	Kyoto	obligations,	in	case	the	protocol	
is	not	ratified.	They	also	proposed	that	if	this	was	to	be	the	case,	no	obligations	set	
by	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	should	come	into	force.	

The	atmosphere	had	grown	increasingly	critical	as	the	emissions	trading	rules	
became	more	concrete,	although	the	directive	did	not	enter	 into	force	until	 the	
beginning	of	2005.	As	 initiated	by	the	Finnish	Environment	Minister,	Jan-Erik	
Enestam, the EU Environment Council stated that after the Kyoto commitment 
period	(post-2013)	the	EU	will	aim	towards	a	situation	where	the	largest	possible	
group	of	countries,	 including	at	 least	 the	most	significant	emitters,	will	 join	 in	
sharing	the	climate	burden.

During	that	winter,	the	views	of	the	Environment	Council	were	influenced	by	
loud	sceptical	voices	from	inside	of	the	EU	with	regard	to	the	meaningfulness	of	
the	EU’s	one-sided	Kyoto	commitment.	Among	others,	de	Palacio,	 the	Energy	
Commissioner;	Liikanen,	Commissioner	for	Enterprise	and	Information	Society;	
and	the	summit	representatives	of	a	few	EU	countries	(Spain,	Italy)	had	clearly	
expressed	their	position	to	be	that	the	EU	should	not	commit	itself	to	the	restrictions	
assigned	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	if	it	was	not	ratified.	On	the	other	hand,	the	EU’s	
withdrawal	from	the	protocol	and	the	2008–2012	emission	restrictions	was	not	
considered very likely.

At	 the	 same	 time	on	 the	Commission’s	 side,	de	Palacio	had	given	a	public	
statement	(on	15	December	2003)	in	connection	with	the	Energy	Ministerial	Council	
that	the	EU	“would	commit	suicide”,	if	it	obligated	itself	to	the	requirements	of	the	
Kyoto	Protocol	without	Russia’s	ratification.38	Likewise,	Commissioner	Liikanen	
was	prepared	to	rethink	the	EU’s	Kyoto	commitment	and	emissions	trading,	 if	
he	received	the	backing	of	all	the	industrial	associations	that	were	involved	in	EU	
emissions	trading.	This	was	surely	unlikely,	as	many	of	the	member	organisations	

38	 In	 those	days,	 I	made	a	double	 incorrect	estimation	during	 the	Milan	Conference	by	publishing	a	press	
release	in	which	I	demanded	compromises	to	the	conditions	for	the	entry	into	force	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	
for	example	by	creating	a	Kyoto	2.	First	of	all,	I	really	thought	that	a	replacement	process	could	be	created	
easily	and	without	much	fuss.	Secondly,	at	that	time	I	regarded	the	Kyoto	Protocol	as	a	useful	mechanism	
to	combat	climate	change.	However,	my	view	of	the	effects	of	the	protocol	changed	quite	rapidly.	In	March	
of	the	following	year	I	wrote	an	open	letter	to	Commissioners	Wallström	and	de	Palacio	about	the	possible	
harmful	effects	of	the	protocol	and	made	an	appeal	to	chart	the	ill	effects	(Annex	15.3).	On	the	date	of	the	
entry	into	force	of	the	protocol	(16	February	2005),	I	estimated	that	the	protocol	would	cause	more	harm	
than	it	would	prove	itself	useful	for	the	climate	(Annex	15.4).
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of	Eurelectric,	included,	had	already	by	that	time	understood	the	major	economic	
benefit	that	emissions	trading	could	guarantee.	Eurelectric,	for	its	part,	was	lobbying	
the	Commission	quite	vigorously.	

During	 the	Milan	Conference,	we	MEPs	met	 quite	 frequently	with	 various	
delegations	of	 several	 countries	and	had	negotiations	with	 them.	We	also	met	
a	group	of	American	senators	who	repeated	 the	already	known	message	quite	
clearly	along	the	following	lines:	“we	are	not	joining	Kyoto,	because	it	would	kill	
our	country’s	economy;	it	is	like	voluntarily	turning	off	the	lights	of	our	nation”.	
During	a	conference	break,	these	senators	also	gave	me	a	brochure,	which	they	
were	distributing	to	justify	their	position:	the	brochure	referred	to	a	study	in	which	
the	connection	between	the	increase	in	CO2	concentration	and	global	warming	was	
questioned. 

COP9 and energy:	At	the	conference,	it	was	impossible	to	avoid	thinking	that	
the	parties	are	already	preparing	for	the	fall	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	renewable	energy	
being	the	escape	door.	Such	a	signal	could	be	for	example	noticed	at	a	side	event	
seminar	of	COP9,	where	Jürgen	Trittin,	Germany’s	Green	Environment	Minister	
and	his	allies	advertised	the	global	conference	on	renewables	(RES),	which	was	to	be	
organised	in	Bonn	in	June	2004.	Already	in	August	2002,	at	the	World	Summit	on	
Sustainable	Development	(WSSD)	in	Johannesburg,	the	EU	environment	ministers	
attempted	to	forge	a	global	commitment	to	a	number	of	ambitious	RES	targets.	
The	plan	was	narrowly	turned	down.	Already	at	the	WSSD,	Germany	announced	
that	it	would	host	the	up-coming	global	RES	conference.	

2.10 COP10 BUENOS AIRES 2004 

In	December	2004	(at	COP10	in	Buenos	Aires,	6–18	December	2004),	everybody	
remembered	quite	clearly	that	the	second	commitment	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	
(2012–2020)	was	supposed	to	mark	the	start	of	the	negotiations	in	the	year	2005.	
The	aim	was	that	the	negotiations	would	culminate	in	an	agreement	in	2008.	Today,	
we	know	that	the	negotiations	did	not	start	until	December	2007	in	Bali,	with	no	
desired results.

However,	 the	atmosphere	at	COP10	was	further	 invigorated	by	the	fact	that	
Russia	had	given	in	to	ratify	the	Kyoto	Protocol	in	November.	The	consequence	
was	that	the	condition	for	the	entry	into	force	of	the	protocol	(55	countries	and	
55%	of	CO2	emissions	generated	by	industrial	countries),	was	finally	fulfilled,	and,	
as	foreseen	by	the	rules,	the	protocol	entered	into	force	three	months	later	on	16	
February	2005.	The	US	and	Australia	declared	that	they	would	still	remain	outside	
the treaty. 
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The	EU	attempted	to	take	up	the	discussion	concerning	the	post-2012	period	
but	the	US	was	against	any	form	of	long-term	discussions	on	climate	policy	and	
regarded	them	as	“premature”.	Most	of	the	developing	countries	–	China,	India	and	
the	OPEC	countries	at	the	forefront	–	opposed	all	potential	emission	restrictions	
assigned	to	them	in	the	future.	They	would	have	wanted	to	include	an	assurance	
in	the	resolution	of	 the	conference	stating	that	no	emission	restrictions	will	be	
assigned	to	the	developing	countries.	Italy	pointed	out	quite	incisively	that	without	
the	US	and	the	developing	countries	it	would	not	participate	in	future	proceedings.	
The	EU	declared	 for	 its	part	–	be	 it	 somewhat	 less	pointedly	 than	Italy	–	 that	
it	would	be	desirable	for	the	post-2012	protocol	to	 include	the	most	significant	
emitters;	i.e.	all	the	industrial	countries,	as	well	as	the	most	important	developing	
countries	(e.g.	China	India,	among	others)	restricting	their	emissions	 in	a	way	 
or another.

The	reluctance	of	the	developing	countries	to	participate	in	emission	restrictions	
seemed	to	make	sense	when	looking	at	the	estimates	of	their	future	CO2 trends. 
According	to	the	IEA’s	World	Energy	Outlook	2004,	the	CO2	emissions	generated	
by	developing	countries	will	more	than	double	from	the	current	levels	by	the	year	
2030.	The	majority	of	this	increase	would	be	caused	by	China	and	India.	

As	a	modest	compromise	it	was	decided	at	COP10	that	an	informal	seminar	
for	government	experts	would	be	convened	in	Bonn	in	May	2005.	The	seminar	
programme	did	not	specifically	mention	the	post-2012	theme	but	it	was	hoped	that	
the	discussion	would	also	drift	to	long-term	measures.	In	any	case,	the	aim	was	
to	start	the	post-2012	negotiation	round	during	November/December	2005	at	the	
next	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP11)	in	Montreal.

The	other	main	issue	of	the	COP10	negotiations	was	the	decision	to	start	with	
the	Buenos	Aires	Programme	of	Work	on	Adaptation	and	Response	Measures.	It	
anchored	adaptation	and	response	measures	as	a	more	integral	part	of	climate	policy,	
notwithstanding	that	the	term	adaptation	had	previously	had	a	negative	connotation.	
Until	 then,	 the	focus	had	been	on	mitigations;	 i.e.	on	emission	reductions.	The	
conference	now	conceded	–	albeit	between	the	lines	–	that	emission	reductions	
can	hardly	be	realised	in	such	a	manner	anymore	that	the	negative	consequences	
of	climate	change	could	be	avoided.

The	delegation	of	the	European	Commission	was	led	by	the	new	Commissioner	
for	the	Environment,	Stavros	Dimas,	who	projected	the	uncertainty	of	a	first-timer.	
The	difference	with	the	determined	Margot	Wallström	was	remarkable,	but	the	
change	was	also	a	positive	one	for	the	Members	of	the	European	Parliament	(MEPs).	
As	Dimas	did	not	yet	quite	know	what	to	do	and	say,	he	relied	exceptionally	strongly	
on	the	opinions	of	the	members	of	the	European	Parliament	delegation,	and	asked	
for	advice	increasing	our	value	for	the	process.
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2.11 COP11 MONTREAL 2005

The	eleventh	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP11)	was	held	from	28	November	to	
10	December	2005	in	a	city	with	freezing	cold	weather	during	the	conference.	It	
was	not	just	the	sub-zero	temperature	but	the	combination	with	the	wind,	which	
created	a	stinging	blast	of	icy	wind.	We,	the	Nordics,	had	to	catch	our	breath,	to	
say	nothing	of	the	participants	who	came	from	the	developing	countries.39

The	most	imposing	media	event	of	the	conference	was	Bill	Clinton’s	confession:	
he	came	to	tell	the	conference	participants	that	he	loved	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Clinton’s	
speech	was	loudly	applauded	by	environmentalists,	especially,	as	he	praised	wind	
power	as	the	future	solution.	But	as	 is	sometimes	the	case	with	politicians,	 the	
timing	of	his	confession	made	one	wonder.	Why	now	show	an	interest	retroactively,	
while	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	regarded	as	absolutely	detrimental	during	Clinton’s	
presidential	era.	A	cynic	would	answer:	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	now	in	force	and	
it	was	creating	a	competitive	edge	for	those	large	emitters,	which	were	not	part	of	
it,	including	the	US.	As	an	outsider,	it	is	easy	to	love	the	Kyoto	Protocol.

The	world’s	 three	 largest	 emitters,	 the	US,	China	and	 India,	 clung	 to	 their	
previous	stances	and	decisively	opposed	any	assigned	emission	quotas.	From	the	
point	of	view	of	the	industrial	countries	that	had	ratified	the	protocol	the	situation	
did	not	look	encouraging:	their	29%	share	of	global	emissions	was	a	weak	starting	
point	to	correct	the	trend,	as	more	than	two	thirds	of	the	countries	were	increasing	
their	emissions.	Moreover,	it	was	estimated	that	in	2015	–	i.e.	in	ten	years’	time	–,	
in	case	the	emissions	of	developing	countries	will	have	rapidly	increased	and	the	
EU emissions40	have	remained	approximately	at	their	present	level,	some	20–25%	
of	global	emissions	may	fall	under	emission	obligations.	

During	the	conference,	the	US	view	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	or	any	similar	treaty	
assigning	absolute	emission	ceilings	did	not	suit	its	purposes	was	reinforced.	What	
did	 interest	the	country,	however,	was	the	decarbonisation	of	the	economy	and	
investing	in	clean	technology,	as	proven	by	the	APP	(Asian-Pacific	Partnership	on	
Clean	Development	and	Climate)41.	The	EU,	for	its	part,	supported	the	assigning	
of	emission	quotas:	EU	emissions	 trading	was	especially	created	to	 implement	
emission	reduction	targets	similar	to	those	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol.

The	most	important	issue	at	the	climate	conference	was	the	question	of	the	type	
of	climate	policy	that	would	be	exercised	after	2012,	after	the	end	of	the	first	Kyoto	

39	 I	report	on	the	atmosphere	at	the	Montreal	Conference	in	my	blogs	Was	this	progress?	(Annex	15.6)			and	
More	seeped	information	(Annex	15.7)

40	 At	that	time,	the	EU’s	share	was	14%.	In	2011,	the	EU’s	portion	of	global	emissions	had	gone	down	to	11%.	
The	explanation	for	this	is	the	increased	emissions	of	other	countries	rather	than	the	emission	reductions	
implemented	by	the	EU.

41	 In	July	2005	 the	US,	China,	 India,	 Japan,	Australia	and	South	Korea	announced	 that	 they	would	 start	
cooperating	in	the	production	of	climate-friendly	technologies.
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period.	The	conference	ended	up	proceeding	as	if	it	were	on	two	tracks:	
The	first	track	dealt	with	post-2012	negotiations	on	the	basis	of	Article	3.9	of	

the	Kyoto	Protocol,	which	concerns	the	countries	that	have	ratified	the	protocol.	
Therefore,	 the	US	and	Australia	will	 remain	outside	 these	negotiations,	unless	
they	decide	to	ratify	the	treaty.	According	to	the	article,	only	the	so-called	Annex	
1	 countries	of	 the	UN	Climate	Convention,	 i.e.	 the	 industrial	 countries,	would	
be	subject	 to	the	negotiations.	The	developing	countries	would	still	not	get	any	
obligations	–	just	some	voluntary	dialogue.	Theoretically,	the	only	avenue	to	obligate	
the	developing	countries	would	be	amending	the	protocol	(Art.	9),	but	this	was	not	
anticipated. 

The	intention	was	to	begin	with	the	negotiations	in	May	2006	and	bring	them	
to	a	timely	end	so	that	no	obligation-free	period	would	appear	after	2012.

The	other	track	concerned	the	post-2012	discussions	based	on	the	UNFCCC	
framework.	 This	 would	 be	 an	 informal	 dialogue	 on	 curbing	 climate	 change,	
developing	 technologies	 and	 adjusting	 to	 climate	 change.	 This	 process	would	
include	all	countries	in	the	world	(the	developing	countries	and	the	US	as	well).	In	
this	context,	however,	the	US	opposed	any	wording,	which	would	hint	at	binding	
emission	restriction	obligations	or	event	that	the	dialogue	could	lead	to	such	in	
the	future.	The	idea	was	to	organise	seminars	on	these	topics	during	2006–2007.	

In	other	words,	 thus	 far	no	concrete	motion	for	negotiation	concerning	the	
emissions	restrictions	of	the	US	and	developing	countries	had	come	about.

2.12 COP12 NAIROBI 2006

The	most	important	issue	at	COP12	in	Nairobi42	(6–17	November	2006)	was	the	
long-term	(post-2012)	negotiations	on	climate	policy.	The	negotiations	proceeded	on	
three	parallel	tracks,	of	which	two	were	related	to	the	continuation	or	complementing	
of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	and	the	third	one	pertained	to	dialogue	under	the	UNFCCC	
framework:	

The	UN	negotiations,	or	those	between	the	important	economic	blocs,	such	as	
the	G8,	concerning	post-2012	climate	policy	with	binding	emissions	reductions	had	
not	advanced	towards	any	concrete	reductions	during	that	autumn,	even	though	
the statements of the environmentalist circles attempted to demonstrate that the 
EU	had	succeeded	in	mobilising	third	countries.

Based	on	the	results	of	the	Nairobi	Conference,	no	commitments	to	post-2013	
emission	reductions	were	made	by	any	significant	new	countries.	The	post-2013	

42	 I	report	on	the	atmosphere	at	the	Nairobi	conference	in	my	blog	At	the	Nairobi	Climate	Conference	(Annex	
15.10)			
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reductions	of	the	world’s	four	largest	emitters	(the	US,	China,	India	and	Russia)	
still	remained	open	and	hope	placed	in	other	negotiation	frameworks	(G8,	AP6,	
the	 bilateral	 agreements	 between	 large	 countries	 or	 national	 decarbonisation	
programmes).	The	share	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	still	covered	only	a	good	fourth	of	
the	world’s	emissions.

The	Stern	Review,	which	had	been	published	a	month	before	the	conference,	
drew	most	of	the	attention	at	the	Nairobi	Climate	Conference.	The	report	increased	
the	pressure	for	the	conference	to	arrive	at	potent	decisions.	The	previous	Chief	
Economist	of	the	World	Bank	Nicholas	Stern	drew	up	an	extensive	“The	Economics	
of	Climate	Change”	review,	commissioned	by	the	British	government’s	Chancellor	
of	the	Exchequer	Gordon	Brown.	Pursuant	to	the	primary	message	of	this	review,	
immediate	actions	to	combat	climate	change	will	be	much	cheaper	to	mankind	
than	the	expenses	caused	by	severe	climate	disasters.	According	to	Stern,	the	global	
climate	problem	urgently	requires	global	measures.	Stern’s	report	emphasised	the	
need	to	use	all	the	available	technologies	and	measures	–	global	emissions	trading	
being	one	of	them.	Nuclear	power	was	also	mentioned,	although	just	at	the	margin.	
Afterwards,	significant	errors	were	found	in	Stern’s	calculations	(Nordhaus	2007,	
Pielke	2007b,	Liski	2008,	Tol	&	Yohe	2006,	Hulme	2009a:	126–135),	but	he	was	
celebrated	as	a	hero	at	the	Nairobi	conference.

A	general	assessment	of	the	Nairobi	Conference’s	nature	was	that	it	was	actually	
just	an	intermediate	conference	bereft	of	any	major	breakthroughs.	However,	I	
myself	considered	it	significant	how	decisively	the	developing	countries	highlighted	
adaptation	 to	 climate	 change.	 At	 the	Nairobi	 Conference	 the	 latest,	 the	word	
“adaptation”	lost	the	negative	label	that	the	environmental	movement	had	put	on	
it	for	years.	For	a	long	time,	adaptation	had	been	a	taboo	the	mentioners	of	which	
were	accused	as	if	they	had	merely	given	up	when	confronted	with	the	problem	
(Pielke	et al.	2007,	Korhola	&	Korhola	2008,	Victor	2011:18).	The	general	idea	was	
that	there	should	be	no	adaptation	to	climate	change,	and	instead,	 it	should	be	
prevented.	Mind-set	change	was	only	possible	because	the	demand	for	adaptation	
came	 from	the	actors	 that	probably	 suffered	most	 from	the	 lack	of	adaptation	
measures43.	Africa’s	CDM	projects	and	other	financial	channels	of	the	developing	
countries	were	also	brought	up	in	a	decisive	manner.	

The	agenda	of	the	Nairobi	Conference	clearly	showed	that	the	post-2012	UN	
climate	negotiations	were	already	fully	under	way	prior	to	the	Bali	COP13	in	2007.	
In	some	historiographies,	this	fact	seemed	to	be	forgotten	quite	willingly,	possibly	
due	to	political	pride.	As	the	negotiation	trials	in	Nairobi,	Montreal	and	Buenos	Aires	

43	 Gradually	the	environmental	organisations	have	started	to	adjust	to	the	idea	that	there	is	no	way	to	completely	
prevent	climate	change,	and	preparing	for	 it	a	necessary,	albeit	complementary	political	means.	Both	are	
needed:	emission	reductions,	i.e.,	mitigation	for	the	sake	of	future	generations,	and	adaption	to	change	for	
the	sake	of	the	present	generation.
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(COP10–COP12	in	2004–2006)	did	not	actually	lead	to	anything,	it	has	become	
common	to	say	that	the	post-2012	negotiations	did	not	start	until	Bali	(COP13).44

The	formal	Bali	Roadmap	provided	some	vigour	and	a	more	concrete	schedule	
for	the	post-2012	negotiations.	Later,	there	was	a	realisation	that	not	even	the	Bali	
Roadmap’s	timelines	could	create	a	post-2012	agreement.

The	 somewhat	 disappointing	 results	 of	 the	 Nairobi	 Conference	 in	 terms	 of	
expanding	the	emission	reduction	front	justified	the	anxiousness	of	the	European	
industries	and	businesses	that	the	EU	would	continue	its	unilateral	emissions	trading	
from	2013	onwards	with	one-sided	and	ever	stricter	emission	cuts.	It	was	indeed	
believed	that	the	EU	tries	to	encourage	other	countries	to	join	in	the	UN	obligations	
and	its	own	emissions	trading	system	but	a	genuine	linkage	to	EU	emissions	trading	
would	require	respective	sectoral	targets	and	there	is	no	such	thing	on	the	horizon.	The	
fear	was	that	the	escape	of	industrial	investments	to	non-EU	countries	would	continue.	

2.13 COP13 BALI 2007

The	year	2007	was	the	peak	year	of	the	climate	change	hype.	Stern’s	Review	awoke	
politicians	to	view	climate	change	as	a	politico-economic	issue	and	not	just	as	an	
environmental	question.	The	Fourth	Assessment	Report	of	the	IPCC	was	published	
with	 the	warning	 that	combating	climate	change	was	an	urgent	 issue,	Al	Gore	
received	the	Nobel	Peace	Prize,	and	at	the	beginning	of	2007,	the	winter	was	so	
mild	that	climate	change	really	materialised.	In	March,	the	EU	Council	of	Ministers	
made	the	decision	to	cut	greenhouse	gases	by	20%	from	the	1990	level,	 to	save	
the	same	amount	of	energy,	and	to	raise	the	share	of	renewable	energy	to	20	per	
cent	(the	so-called	20-20-20	target.	The	European	Parliament	set	up	a	temporary	
committee	 to	 tackle	climate	change45	and	a	record	number	of	Members	of	 the	
European	Parliament	(MEPs)	aspired	to	participate	in	a	delegation	heading	to	Bali	
–	and	the	reason	for	this	did	not	only	lie	in	the	given	circumstances:	the	negotiation	
round	was	informally	named	“talks	with	a	tan”46.

The	aim	of	the	Bali	Conference,	held	between	3–15	December	2007,	was	to	

44	 As	a	matter	of	fact,	Article	3.9	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	required	the	commencement	of	negotiations	before	the	
Bali	Conference;	”Commitments	for	subsequent	periods	for	Parties	included	in	Annex	I	shall	be	established	in	
amendments	to	Annex	B	to	this	Protocol,	which	shall	be	adopted	in	accordance	with	the	provisions	of	Article	
21,	paragraph	7.	The	Conference	of	the	Parties	serving	as	the	meeting	of	the	Parties	to	this	Protocol	shall	
initiate	the	consideration	of	such	commitments	at	least	seven	years	before	the	end	of	the	first	commitment	
period	referred	to	in	paragraph	1	above.”

45	 The	EU	parliament’s	Temporary	Committee	on	Climate	Change,	of	which	I	was	a	member	myself,	organised	
several	hearings	on	 the	 issue	and	also	 invited	Al	Gore,	 the	Nobel	Prize	winner,	 to	share	his	 ideas	about	
climate	change.	However,	according	to	the	secretariat	the	invitation	failed	due	to	Gore’s	excessive	 lecture	
remuneration	rate	of	$500,000.

46	 I	describe	the	events	at	the	Bali	conference	in	four	blog	texts,	see	Annex	15.12,	15.13	15.14,	15.19
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create	a	roadmap	in	order	to	chart	the	course	for	future	global	climate	negotiations.	
After	an	overtime	of	24	hours	of	feverish	negotiations,	the	Bali	Roadmap	was	finally	
pulled	together.	The	roadmap	was	a	loose	collection	of	documents,	on	the	basis	of	
which	a	post-2012	global	agreement	was	to	be	negotiated	by	December	2009	(the	
COP15	of	Copenhagen).	

The	key	issues	of	the	Roadmap	negotiations	concerned	the	post-2012	emission	
reductions	 of	 the	 industrial	 countries,	 the	 possible	 post-2012	 participation	 of	
developing	 countries,	 adaptation	 to	 climate	 change,	 questions	 pertaining	 to	
technology	and	the	financing	of	 the	developing	countries,	and	curtailing	 forest	
depletion. 

From	the	very	beginning,	the	developing	countries	(China	and	India,	among	
others)	made	it	clear	that	they	would	not	commit	themselves	to	any	quantitative	
emission	reductions.	Several	industrial	countries	also	made	sure	that,	in	conjunction	
with	approving	the	Bali	Roadmap,	they	did	not	commit	themselves	to	quantitative	
emission	cuts	after	2012.	The	US	and	Russia	were	particularly	rigorous	concerning	
this	matter.	Canada	and	Japan	were	not	so	vocal	on	the	issue,	but	all	four	of	these	
countries	refused	to	accept	even	any	recording	of	the	indicative	25–40%	reduction	
target	as	the	preliminary	negotiation	objective	of	the	industrial	countries	for	the	
year	2020.	The	EU	pushed	these	figures	recommended	by	the	IPCC	to	be	included	
the	Bali	documents	for	a	good	reason:	The	EU	has	already	committed	itself	to	a	
cut	of	20%	and	even	promised	to	raise	the	target	to	30%,	if	the	other	industrialised	
countries	commit	to	their	respective	binding	emission	reductions.

The	greatest	hero	at	the	Bali	Conference	was	the	climate	apostle	Al	Gore,	who	
came	directly	 from	his	Nobel	Prize	celebration.	Another	reason	for	celebration	
was	the	Australian	Prime	Minister	Kevin	Rudd,	whose	new	government	ratified	
the	Kyoto	Protocol	just	at	the	start	of	the	COP	meeting.	Climate	change	had	been	
one	of	the	key	issues	in	Australia’s	election	battle,	which	ended	in	a	defeat	of	the	
conservatives,	who	had	ruled	the	country	for	the	last	11	years.	At	several	occasions	
Australia’s	decision	was	loudly	applauded	in	the	plenary	session	hall47.

When	Australia	had	agreed	to	the	protocol,	particular	pressure	was	put	on	the	
US.	First,	the	US	announced	that	it	could	not	join	in.	Several	comments	that	were	
given	during	the	last	session	on	Saturday	lashed	out	at	the	US,	especially	as	the	
developing	countries	thought	they	had	made	significant	concessions.	Papua	New	
Guinea	even	suggested	removing	the	US	from	the	conference:	“If	you	are	not	willing	
to	 lead,	please	do	leave	and	get	out	of	our	way.”	Apparently	the	US	lowered	its	
pitch	under	pressure,	as	Paula	Dobriansky	declared	that	her	country	was	willing	

47	 Quote	from	a	blog	written	in	Bali	on	15	December	2007:	”All countries address the meeting with the same, 
imperative issues. The severity of the problem has been established and Australia has been praised for 
ratifying the Kyoto Protocol. Should the total duration of the applause that the Aussies received be estimated, 
it would be uncertain, whether 45 minutes would be enough.”
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to	agree	on	a	consensus.	The	response	statement	included	a	request	for	a	reference	
framework,	a	roadmap	to	efficient	long-term	emission	reductions.

China	also	increased	the	drama	of	the	final	session	and	accused	the	plenary	of	
having	started	the	session	intentionally	at	the	same	time	as	the	country’s	minister	
was	still	involved	in	negotiations	elsewhere,	and	demanded	an	apology.	The	difficulty	
of	this	situation	became	evident	in	the	anger	and	disillusionment	of	Yvo	de	Boer,	
the	Executive	Director	 of	 the	UNFCCC	–	 and	perhaps	 even	 tears	 in	 his	 eyes.	
According	to	information	that	we	received	afterwards,	Indonesia’s	two	ministers,	
who	were	competing	on	climate	issues,	were	the	reason	why	negotiations	were	held	
simultaneously	on	two	different	locations48. 

The	media	showed	great	interest	in	the	Bali	Conference	during	this	peak	year	
of	climate	policy.	A	 lot	of	wrong	information	and	misunderstandings	about	the	
results	of	 the	conference	were	circulating.	This	was	partly	due	 to	 the	difficulty	
of	understanding	and	interpreting	the	big	picture	and	the	complicated	outcome	
texts,	and	partly	due	to	the	specific	interests	of	each	party.	The	political	pressure	
regarding	the	necessity	to	combat	climate	change	had	grown	to	such	enormous	
proportions	over	the	year	that	the	negotiating	parties	lapsed	into	pursuing	a	double	
agenda:	in	Bali,	they	used	the	traditional	arguments	pushing	their	own	national	
economic	 interests	only	behind	closed	doors,	while	softening	their	wordings	 in	
public	negotiation	situations	and	in	their	comments	to	the	media.	

Thus,	 even	 the	 Finnish	Minister	 of	 the	 Environment,	 Kimmo	 Tiilikainen,	
provided	 the	Finnish	media	with	erroneous	 information	upon	his	 return	 from	
Bali.	According	to	him,	the	 industrial	countries	had	committed	to	cutting	their	
emissions	by	25–40%.	

In	fact,	in	Bali	no	clarity	was	achieved	as	to	which	countries	would	accompany	
the	EU	in	adopting	binding	quantitative	emission	restrictions,	and	when.	The	end	
date	of	negotiations	was	optimistically	set	two	years	ahead	of	Bali,	at	the	Copenhagen	
COP15	Conference.

The	London	School	of	Economics	Professor	Gwyn	Prins	(2008),	a	specialist	in	the	
geopolitical	dimension	of	climate	policy,	was	of	the	opinion	that	the	Bali	Conference	
represented	a	clear	shift	in	the	geopolitical	focus	from	Europe	to	the	Pacific.	Professor	
Prins	found	four	significant	elements	that	described	the	Bali	Conference:	

The	old	approach,	represented	by	the	UN	Secretariat,	Al	Gore,	the	EU	delegation	
and	the	British	Government,	called	for	a	stronger	and	bigger	Kyoto	Protocol,	implying	

48	 Blog	quotation	from	Bali:	“However, I do not have a clear enough picture as to who should apologise to 
whom and who should be embarrassed. Apparently, Indonesian domestic politics has confused and delayed 
the negotiations here, as its two ministers, the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Minister of the Environment, 
could not agree on their roles and, therefore, have both now negotiated on their own. Yvo de Boer, Director 
of the UN Climate Programme UNFCC, was literally quite livid (he interrupted his short comment twice, 
as if he could not express himself in words) and said that he was sorry to hear that negotiations had taken 
place elsewhere.”



68

2 Climate change as a political process

new,	stricter	and	more	deadline-bound	emission	targets.	According	to	Prins,	this	
approach	was	defeated.	He	says	that	UN	Secretary	General	Ban	Ki-moon	anticipated	
this,	and	his	gesture	to	return	to	the	stage	and	interrupt	the	situation	just	prior	to	
the	closing	of	the	conference	can	be	seen	as	a	wish	to	distinctly	separate	the	UN	
view	from	the	general	resolution	of	the	conference.

Secondly,	 this	 defeat	 meant	 that	 the	 Bali	 Conference’s	 most	 important	
contribution	for	future	climate	policy	was	the	focus	shift	from	Europe	to	the	Pacific.

Japan	announced	its	view	already	at	the	beginning	of	the	conference.	The	country	
made	it	clear	that	the	prestigious	Kyoto	name	should	not	become	associated	with	an	
unsuccessful	diplomatic	strategy.	Japan	proclaimed	its	support	for	the	continuation	
of	 the	Kyoto	Protocol	but	stated	clearly	 that	 the	continuation	must	be	based	a	
different	set	of	principles.	Canada	chose	to	support	Japan’s	approach.	Professor	
Prins	finds	this	significant,	because	Canada	has	ratified	the	Kyoto	Protocol	but	has	
proved	unable	to	reach	its	targets49. 

Thirdly,	despite	the	impressions	created	by	the	media,	the	US	was	not	isolated	
in	Bali.	Instead,	 it	 left	the	negotiations	stronger	than	before	–	as	one	of	the	key	
players	in	future	climate	policy,	the	others	being	China,	India	and	Japan.

Fourthly,	the	actual	focus	shifted	to	the	Major	Emitters’	Meetings	(MEM),	while	
the	UN	Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC)	was	becoming	a	
more and more formal forum. 

This	development	 is	supported	by	the	events	at	 the	conference:	India	stated	
that	 it	did	not	see	a	way	to	an	effective	climate	policy	unless	the	US	is	 involved	
and	leading	the	way.	The	country	announced	its	refusal	to	follow	a	climate	policy	
in	which	the	US	is	not	participating.	China,	on	the	other	hand,	declined	the	EU’s	
strategic	attempt	to	negotiate	an	agreement	with	the	country	behind	the	US’s	back.	
Instead, China positioned itself outside the UNFCCC50. 

2.14 COP14 POZNAN 2008

The	Climate	Conference	in	Poznan	(1–12	December	2008)	had	been	regarded	as	
an	intermediary	conference	already	in	Bali,	because	the	expectations	were	aimed	at	
the	15th	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP15)	to	be	convened	in	Copenhagen,	which	
was	 labelled	as	 the	 “conference	 to	 save	 the	planet”.	However,	 global	warming	

49	 I	remember	hearing	at	the	Montreal	Conference	that	Canada	scolded	the	US	for	staying	outside	the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	but	journalists	noted	quite	correctly	that	on	the	basis	of	its	increased	emissions,	Canada	is	an	even	
worse	performer	than	the	US.

50	 It	seems	to	be	exactly	this	that	caused	Yvo	De	Boer’s	tears	of	vexation,	which	I	described	in	my	Bali	blog:	
“Differing	interpretations:	What	really	happened	in	Bali”,	(see	Annex	15.19).	I	also	describe	those	differences	
in interpretation that arose as a result of the conference hassle.
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was	such	a	hot	 topic	 that	even	the	 intermediary	conference	attracted	plenty	of	
participants	and	media	representatives.	The	temperatures	were	so	low,	however,	
that	the	shearling	hats	provided	by	the	host	country	were	considered	a	very	pleasant	
gift	by	the	conference	participants.

Poznan	was	a	midpoint	milestone	of	the	two-year	Bali	Roadmap.	The	conference	
in	Bali	had	decided	on	a	roadmap	that	was	intended	to	culminate	in	a	global	post-
2012	climate	agreement	at	COP15	in	Copenhagen	in	December	2009.	The	most	
important	target	of	the	Poznan	Conference	was	to	keep	the	climate	negotiations	
going	and	to	arrive	at	an	agreement	with	regard	to	the	working	programme	and	
timeline	of	the	2009	negotiations.

This	target	was	achieved	but	without	the	intensive	presence	of	the	most	important	
negotiators.	The	key	persons	in	aligning	the	EU’s	climate	policy,	i.e.	the	Commissioner	
for	the	Environment	and	the	representative	of	the	Council	presidency,	were	at	that	
time	in	Brussels	busy	lathing	the	Climate	and	Energy	Package	that	was	of	much	greater	
importance	to	them.	The	representatives	of	the	outgoing	US	government	attended	
the	Poznan	negotiations	with	an	insufficient	negotiation	mandate51. In addition to 
this,	some	other	countries	(Russia,	Saudi	Arabia,	Japan,	Canada	and	Australia)	quite	
openly	criticised	the	original	concept	of	climate	policy.	For	example,	Japan	wanted	to	
have	“competition-neutral”	sectoral	approaches52	after	2012,	instead	of	the	country-
specific	emission	quotas	included	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Russia	rejected	absolute	
emission	reductions,	probably	because	it	calculated	that	selling	emission	allowances	
would	not	generate	significant	inward-flowing	income	streams	after	2012.	

The	UN	negotiations	proceeded	still	on	two	tracks	that,	despite	the	expectations,	
did	not	approach	one	another.	One	of	the	negotiation	tracks	concerned	the	post-
2012	emission	reductions	of	the	industrial	countries	that	had	ratified	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	(mainly	the	EU,	Japan,	Canada,	Australia	and	Russia).	This	track	could	
not	generate	emission	reductions	for	major	emitters	like	the	US,	China,	India	and	
Brazil.	The	other	negotiation	track	concerned	the	countries	within	the	UNFCCC,	in	
practice,	all	countries	in	the	world,	including	the	largest	emitters.	The	discussions	
of	this	negotiation	track	never	managed	to	focus	on	global	emission	reductions,	
due	to	the	great	opposition	of	the	developing	countries.

51	 Quotation	from	my	blog	on	the	Poznan	conference:	“The future priorities of the US will naturally interest all 
parties at the Climate Change Conference. However, it is a known fact that there will be hardly anybody who 
can say anything about it. The Bush administration has no leverage anymore and Obama does not hold an 
actual mandate yet. Therefore, Greenpeace will use the situation and market its collateral programme here, 
which promises to reveal the truth about US climate targets. Naturally, this is some kind of propaganda, 
as the real agent is a lame duck.”	See.	Annex	15.26	“News	from	Poznan”.

52	 I	myself	was	an	eager	supporter	of	the	sector-specific	approach	and,	during	the	same	month,	I	had	visited	
Tokyo	in	order	to	negotiate	about	my	model	with	METI	(Japan’s	Ministry	of	Economy,	Trade	and	Industry).	I	
had	also	offered	my	model	to	the	EU’s	Emissions	Trading	Directive	of	the	climate	package.	I	was	responsible	
for	the	EPP	group’s	emissions	trading	stance	in	the	Committee	on	Industry,	Research	and	Energy	(ITRE).	
This	method	of	emissions	 trading,	known	as	“Korhola’s	model”	was	very	much	 in	 line	with	 the	Japanese	
approach.	I	have	described	this	meeting	in	my	blog	of	November	2008.	(see	Annex	15.22)
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Other	negotiation	topics	of	 the	Bali	Roadmap	in	Poznan	were	adaptation	to	
climate	change,	questions	pertaining	to	technology	and	the	financing	of	developing	
countries,	as	well	as	reducing	deforestation	and	forest	degradation	(the	so-called	
REDD	Programme).	It	was	estimated	that	progress	has	been	achieved	in	all	topics.

The	Poznan	Conference	expected	a	great	deal	from	the	incoming	government	of	
Barack	Obama.	The	question	was	whether	the	US	would	finally	join	the	UN-level	
climate	obligations.	

Environmental	organisations	and	the	media	presumed	the	government	of	Barack	
Obama	to	make	a	U-turn	in	respect	of	the	predecessors’	climate	policy	and	join	
UN-level	emission	reductions.	However,	several	observers	that	were	familiar	with	
the matter estimated at that time that the US may commit itself to certain emission 
reductions	on	the	federal	state	level	but	implement	these	obligations	on	its	own	terms	
in	pursuance	of	 its	competitiveness.	Furthermore,	these	observers	were	doubtful	
whether	the	US	would	join	any	agreements	at	the	UN	level	in	case	the	condition	set	
previously	and	repeatedly	by	the	US,	i.e.	the	emission	reductions	of	large	developing	
countries	(e.g.	China	and	India)	would	not	be	realised.	These	developing	countries	
did	not	move	an	inch	towards	accepting	emission	reductions	in	Poznan.	Instead,	they	
demanded that industrial countries continue their emission reductions, and required 
their massive economic support for technical reform and adaptation measures.

In	practice,	history	has	proven	that	the	presidency	changes	have	influenced	US	
climate policy very little.

Bill	Clinton’s,	George	W.	Bush’s	and	Barack	Obama’s	climate	policy	actions	have	
not	significantly	deviated	from	one	another.	Each	of	these	presidents	had	to	take	
into	account	citizens’,	businesses’	and	Congress’	views,	as	well	as	the	commonly	
reigning	factor	of	US	policy:	the	unwillingness	to	be	dependent	of	UN-level	decisions	
or to take instructions from that level.

The	 principle	 that	 the	US	 does	 not	 commit	 to	 emission	 reduction	 ceilings	
without	 the	participation	of	 significant	developing	 countries	was	already	fixed	
during	Clinton’s	term,	and	this	has	been	the	policy	 line	during	both	Bush’s	and	
Obama’s	periods,	even	though	the	rhetoric	may	have	given	a	different	impression.	
According	 to	 the	policy	 line	of	Clinton’s	 administration	 the	 condition	was	 the	
“meaningful	participation	of	key	developing	countries”.	The	“key	countries”	part	
of	the	developing	country	group	of	UN	climate	policy,	which	the	US	policy	referred	
to,	were	China	and	India	 in	particular,	perhaps	also	Brazil.	The	other	condition	
set	 during	Clinton’s	 term	was	 that	UN-level	 climate	 commitments	 should	not	
disturb	the	US	economy.	The	Bush	administration	did	not	change	the	terms	set	
by	the	Clinton’s	administration,	even	though	the	President	may	have	been	more	
vocal	about	them	than	his	predecessor,	which	is	the	reason	why	Bush’s	climate-
political	image	is	a	lot	worse	in	the	eyes	of	environmental	organisations	and	the	
EU.	Obama,	in	his	turn,	commenced	his	term	with	greenish	and	climate-politically	
progressive	statements,	but	Realpolitik	showed	that	he	was	forced	to	follow	the	
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views	of	Congress.	Consequently,	in	practice,	both	in	international	and	domestic	
climate	policy	Obama	acts	quite	similarly	as	his	predecessors.

Because	the	Kyoto	Protocol	did	not	fulfil	either	of	the	basic	criteria	of	the	US,	
the	country	never	ended	up	ratifying	it.

Ever	since,	 the	entire	Kyoto-style	emission	ceilings	approach	has	received	a	
lot	of	criticism	on	its	part,	and	the	large	emitters	have	distanced	themselves	from	
this	framework.	

2.15 COP15 COPENHAGEN 2009 

“Time is up – the deadline is Copenhagen. There are moments in 
history where the world can choose to go down different paths. The COP15 
Climate Conference in Copenhagen is one of those defining moments: We 
can choose to go down the road towards green prosperity and a more 
sustainable future. Or we can choose a pathway to stalemate and do nothing 
about climate change leaving an enormous bill for our kids and grand-kids 
to pay. It really isn’t that hard a choice.”	Connie	Hedegaard,	current	EU	
Climate	Commissioner	and	President	of	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference,	
7	December	2009.53

In	 2009,	 the	 European	 Parliament	 website	 had	 a	 countdown	 timer,	 which	
measured	the	time	we	had	left	to	save	the	world.	This	was	supposed	to	happen	by	
the	Saturday	afternoon	of	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference,	when	the	awaited	
climate	agreement	was	meant	to	be	born.	COP15	was	thus	a	long-awaited	salvation	
conference.	It	was	also	the	largest	one	in	UN	history	thus	far	with	its	119	participating	
heads of state. 

The	Copenhagen	COP15,	which	was	eagerly	awaited	and	described	as	the	most	
important	political	conference	in	world	history	and	the	last	chance	to	save	the	Earth,	
had,	because	of	these	expectations	earned	the	nickname	Hopenhagen54.	However,	
the	 conference	 ended	up	being	a	 total	debacle.	A	 legally	binding	or	politically	
unanimous	agreement	 could	not	be	achieved.	The	 result	was	 the	Copenhagen	 
Accord,	which	was	something	 like	a	 legal	zombie55	 (Victor	2011:8).	There	were	
many reasons for this failure.

53	 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/connie-hedegaard/time-is-up-the-deadline-i_b_372691.html
54	 Navroz	Dubash,	an	Indian	scientist,	names	a	subheading	in	his	on-the-spot	analysis	“Copenhagen:	Climate	of	

Mistrust”	(2009)	on	the	Copenhagen	negotiation	process	as	follows:	“From	’Hopenhagen’	to	’Brokenhagen’	
to	’Tokenhagen’.”

55	 Victor	(2011:xxvii-xxviii)	describes	the	ambitious	diplomatic	process	in	the	following	way:	“Not surprisingly, 
when the diplomats took stock of their progress by attempting to draft an agreement seven months before 
the Copenhagen conference opened, the best they could do was cobble together a text that had 1,142 pairs 
of brackets signalling areas of disagreement.”
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Unfortunate	timing,	i.e.	the	fact	that	the	conference	was	scheduled	in	the	middle	
of	a	global	recession	forcing	the	politicians	to	 focus	on	urgent	crises	 instead	of	
long-term	threats,	was	by	no	means	the	only	reason.	Neither	was	it	the	icy	winter	
weather,	which	spoiled	the	negotiation	atmosphere	–	nor	the	Climategate	scandal	of	
the	previous	autumn,	which	had	raised	questions	about	the	impartiality	of	climate	
science	(more	specifically	in	Chapter	4.4.8).	

This	was,	above	all,	a	collision	between	fantasy	politicking	and	political	realism:	
those	who	had	expected	a	salvation	conference	simply	refused	to	notice	what	had	
been	said	about	a	global,	Kyoto-like	agreement	in	China,	the	US	or	Japan	throughout	
the	fall	preceding	the	conference.	(Victor	2009b,	2011:	xxvii)	The	major	emitters	
had	already,	 in	practice,	rejected	the	strategy	based	on	setting	emission	ceilings	
and	aimed	instead	at	the	decarbonisation	of	the	economy	and	the	energy	sector56 
instead.	Everybody	who	followed	the	discussion	could	have	noticed	that	no	global	
agreement	would	come	about	and	that	the	EU’s	idea	of	itself	as	a	climate	policy	
leader	was	incorrect57.	However,	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	had	already	
become	a	quintessence:	 it	became	part	of	pop	and	entertainment	culture	and	a	
record	number	of	NGOs,	activists	and	media	attended	the	conference.	

The	conference	arrangements	failed:	the	participants	described	the	circumstances	
as	chaotic	in	the	Bella	Centre,	which	could	only	host	15,000	people	at	most.	At	the	
same	time,	45,000	participants	and	1,400	journalists	had	been	accredited	to	the	
conference.	 	It	was	the	all-time	record	for	climate	conferences:	compared	to	the	
first	COP	meeting	(Berlin	 in	1995	has	757	party	members	 from	170	countries)	
participation	has	multiplied	by	14	in	terms	of	official	conference	representatives	
(10,591	participants	from	194	countries).	Queuing	up	took	so	long	that	it	disturbed	
the	conference	work.58	The	normal	side	events	organised	during	climate	conferences	
were	spread	out	all	over	the	city	and	their	organisers	could	not	get	into	the	meeting	
facilities.	Therefore	the	traditional	lobbyists,	the	representatives	of	the	environmental	
organisations	and	industries,	were	not	present	at	the	actual	conference	site.	

The	 exceptionally	 inconvenient	 negotiation	 circumstances	 annoyed	 the	
participants:	hold-ups,	hours	spent	queuing	 in	minus	degrees,	 several	 security-

56	 I	commented	on	 the	strategy	chosen	by	 the	 large	emitters	 in	my	blog	of	November	2009:	“In any case, 
the investments in decarbonisation are a step in the right direction, as this can be regarded as a trick-
free climate policy. This kind of policy is not based on a search for loopholes or on transferring emissions 
elsewhere but on the problem itself. The trouble with the current climate policy has been that while the 
world is in an uproar over the greenhouse effect, emissions have been increasing not only quantitatively 
but also relatively, i.e. as emissions per GDP.”		(See	Annex	15.34	Towards	a	trick-free	climate	policy).

57	 In	my	blog	 in	September	2009,	 I	predicted	a	separate	strategy	of	 the	 large	emitters	and	 tipped	 that	 the	
Copenhagen	Conference	will	fail.	However,	this	was	not	visible	in	the	final	reports:	“What will then happen 
in Copenhagen? As I have been present many times at COP meetings, I dare to present my prediction out 
loud, to which we may go back after December. Although the Copenhagen Conference may end in some 
kind of failure, the official communiqués will be palliated: ’one step was taken forward’, ’difficult climate 
talks rescued by...’ And in any case, several) years will be needed after the conference to adjust the possibly 
somewhat lenient final result to the same level as practical measures.”	(	See	Annex	15.29)]

58	 See	my	blog	on	the	Copenhagen	Conference	(Annex	15.37)	”A	one	sided	climate	policy	puts	human	rights	in	danger”
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checks,	aggressive	demonstrators,	and	extremely	high	hotel	prices.	If	somebody	had	
thought	that	a	Nordic	country	would	be	a	convenient	place	to	campaign	with	the	
symbols	of	lost	winters,	such	as	melting	snowmen,	had	to	face	a	disappointment:	
circumstances,	which	were	colder	than	expected,	did	not	exactly	create	the	right	
atmosphere.

The	cooled	weather	conditions	had	been	noticed	elsewhere	too:	in	October,	the	
BBC	published	a	series	of	“So Where’s The Global Warming?”59	articles,	which	stated	
that	the	temperature	developments	do	not	match	the	climate	prognoses.	Whereas	the	
average	temperature	increase	of	the	last	century	was	0.7	degrees,	the	first	decade	of	
the	21st	century	did	not	demonstrate	the	same	increasing	speed.	According	to	some	
experts,	even	the	halting	of	the	temperature	rise	was	to	be	expected	during	the	next	
couple	of	decades.	Numerous	similar	kinds	of	writings	were	published,	and	sceptics	
of	the	AGW	(anthropogenic	global	warming)	-theory	were	given	considerable	media	
space.	It	was	emphasised	that	the	role	of	a	natural	change	was	forgotten	during	the	
climate	hype	and	that,	among	other	things,	solar	radiation	and	oceanic	cycles	have	
a	more	significant	role	than	the	climate	alarmists	are	actually	admitting.	This	did	
not	improve	the	atmosphere	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference.	

The	scandals	 that	had	emerged	 in	climate	science	and	the	IPCC	during	the	
previous	autumn	had	also	played	their	role	 in	rendering	the	atmosphere	more	
cynical.	Even	though	Pachauri,	Chairman	of	the	IPCC,	first	denied	all	fraud	in	the	
second	part	of	the	Fourth	IPCC	Assessment	Report,	he	finally	had	to	apologise	for	
the	exaggeration,	some	of	which	was	purposeful.60 61	The	scandal	also	roused	a	lot	
of	 informal	talk	outside	negotiation	rooms,	although	discussing	the	subject	was	
considered	politically	incorrect	in	the	actual	meetings,	which	I	got	to	notice	myself.62 

The	 irreconcilable	 disagreements	 between	 the	 industrial	 countries	 and	
developing	countries	on	how	to	cut	the	global	emissions	and	how	to	charge	each	

59	 (http://sweetness-light.com/archive/bbc-wheres-the-global-warming	 and	 http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/
hi/8299079.stm).

60	 My	blog	text	on	the	Climategate:	“Am I being wicked? Perhaps I am, a little at least, but, because of my 
metier, I consider it to be my regrettable duty. The Copenhagen Conference is in the offing and the politicians 
will be there giving their blessings to some outrageously expensive decisions. The inputs are high, in every 
respect. So, keep cool, don‘t panic and use your best discretion. History is not on our side, as climate policy 
deals with a rather recent phenomenon. Climate science, in its turn, is a field where the share of uncertainty 
is exceptionally high.”		(See	Annex	15.35	When	the	facts	change)

61	 A	quotation	 from	my	blog	of	January	2010:	“The embarrassing thing was the mistake might have been 
intentional: According to the media, George Kaser, the glacier scientist, had warned the panel, already 
when drawing up the report, on the severe fallaciousness of this argument, but the critic was not good 
enough for Working Group II. Kaser himself was responsible for the work of Working Group I.”

62	 Jo	Leinen,	the	chairman	of	the	MEP	delegation	of	the	European	Parliament,	interrupted	my	question	claiming	
it	to	be	irrelevant,	when	I	inquired	the	Commission’s	stance	on	the	CRU	leakage	(i.e.	the	so-called	Climategate,	
which	was	widely	discussed	during	the	autumn.	I	commented	on	the	CRU	scandal	in	my	blog	just	before	the	
beginning	of	the	Copenhagen	Conference:	“If anybody now wonders about my motives, I have to say that 
as a politician, I have the right to expect absolute credibility and scientific neutrality from the IPCC. Now 
they are severely compromised. The decisions which should be reached at the Copenhagen Conference over 
the next week necessitate an open discussion.”
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party	has	been	considered	one	reason	for	the	failure	of	the	conference.	Denmark,	
which	was	the	presiding	country,	was	also	blamed	for	the	final	result.	Denmark’s	
head	negotiator,	Energy	and	Climate	Minister	Connie	Hedegaard	resigned	from	
her	position	in	the	middle	of	the	process.	After	this,	Denmark’s	Prime	Minister,	
Lars	Løkke	Rasmussen,	led	the	negotiations.

The	world	awaited	something	like	a	Copenhagen	Treaty	but	it	never	materialised.	
What	came	about	instead,	was	a	bunch	of	loose	sentences,	which	were	named	the	
Copenhagen	Accord.	The	weak	final	result	raised	the	question	whether	the	UN	
road	had	come	to	an	end:	is	the	UN	mechanism	including	almost	200	countries,	
able	to	to	produce	a	global	treaty	framework	to	combat	climate	change	in	the	first	
place?	The	Major	Economies	Forum	(MEF),	which	was	founded	in	March	2009	
and	consists	of	 the	17	 largest	emitters	 in	the	world,	began	to	appear	as	a	more	
efficient	alternative	to	implement	significant	emission	cuts	on	the	global	level.	It	was	
precisely	the	most	focal	countries	of	the	MEF	(the	US,	China,	India,	South	Africa	
and	Brazil)	that	managed	to	pull	together	an	unofficial	final	document	at	the	last	
moment.	The	EU	did	not	sit	around	the	decision-making	table.	

A	month	later	the	then	Commissioner	candidate	Öttinger	recalled	the	events	of	
Copenhagen	at	a	hearing	of	the	Industry,	Research	and	Energy	Committee	of	the	
European	Parliament.	Öttinger	stated	that	the	climate	conference	had	revealed	the	
EU’s	lack	of	authority	on	the	international	arena.63	One	of	the	reasons	for	the	Union	
being	disregarded	in	the	negotiations	was,	according	to	him,	the	pre-determined	
emission	reduction	targets;	acting	under	the	pretext	of	being	climate	leader	and	
the	EU’s	dictation	policy	annoyed	the	negotiating	parties.

The	key	points	of	the	Copenhagen	Accord	were	the	following:
 - Global	emissions	should	be	restricted	in	a	way	that	the	global	temperature	
rise	remains	under	2°C.	The	document	mentions	that	this	requires	
decisive	cuts	in	global	emissions.	It	does	not	mention	that	this	implies	
cutting	emissions	by	half	by	2050.	

 - By	January	2010,	the	industrial	countries	will	announce	how	much	
they	would	be	willing	to	restrict	their	emissions	by	2020.	The	countries	
may	define	the	reference	year	by	themselves.	This	implies	that	any	
uncompelled	commitment	announced	by	the	country	in	question	will	do	
for this purpose.

 - The	developing	countries	report	their	own	emission	reduction	measures	
by	the	end	of	January	2010.	

 - The	industrial	countries	will	finance	the	emissions	cuts	and	adaptation	
measures	on	an	annual	basis	for	30	billion	US	dollars	in	2010–12	and	for	
100	billion	US	dollars	by	2020.	

63	 The	headline	of	Financial	Times	(15.01.2010)	on	the	hearing:	Nominee	admits	EU	lacks	’world	authority’.
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The	failure	of	the	Copenhagen	Conference	was	a	decisive	factor	for	the	EU	in	
terms	of	the	Energy	and	Climate	Package.	In	2007,	the	EU	Council	of	Ministers	had	
decided	that	the	Member	States	would	proceed	from	emission	reductions	of	-20%	to	
reduction	targets	of	-30%,	if	a	global	agreement	is	worked	out.	The	same	principle	
was	recorded	in	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	a	year	earlier.	The	competitor	
countries	must	take	“comparable	emission	reduction”	measures.64 Various quarters 
within	the	EU	were	ready	to	even	interpret	some	very	loose	declarations	as	a	global	
agreement,	which	would	further	tighten	the	EU’s	targets.65	However,	the	Copenhagen	
Accord	was	clearly	so	loose	that	nobody	could	present	the	idea	seriously.

At	the	conference,	the	European	Parliament	delegation	rapidly	recovered	from	
its	obvious	defeat	and	saved	its	political	face	by	postponing	the	deadline	for	saving	
the	Earth.	Chairman	Jo	Leinen	declared	on	behalf	of	the	delegation	that	the	post-
Copenhagen	process	is	as	important	as	the	Copenhagen	process	itself:	the	30	per	
cent	target	is	still	valid	and	a	treaty	must	be	worked	out	by	the	summer	of	2010.	
It	did	not	turn	out	this	way.

Hence,	the	EU	continued	with	its	unilateral	emission	restrictions	all	by	itself	 
–	and	no	respective	obligations	for	the	competing	economies	were	in	sight.

2.16 COP16 CANCUN 2010

The	badly	failed	Copenhagen	COP15	and	the	four	following	ineffective	preparatory	
meetings	of	COP16	made	many	people	believe	that	the	UN	climate	negotiation	
mechanism	had	arrived	at	the	end	of	its	lifespan.	This	is	perhaps	why	COP16	(29	
November	-	10	December	2010)	was	such	a	surprise	for	many,	as	the	conference	
showed	that	ca.	200	countries	of	the	world	can	arrive	at	an	agreement	at	the	UN-
level	concerning	at	least	some	individual	climate-political	areas.	The	success	of	the	
Cancun	Conference	has	been	largely	credited	to	the	Foreign	Minister	of	Mexico	who	
acted	as	the	chairman	of	the	conference.	He	was	praised	for	being	able	to	create	
a	trust-evoking	and	honest	negotiation	atmosphere,	which	inspired	especially	the	
developing	countries	(e.g.	India	and	China).	Bolivia	took	the	role	of	a	critical	voice	
and	eventually	the	country	was	disregarded	in	order	for	the	conference	to	be	able	

64	 An	extract	from	my	blog	in	November	2009:	“However, I have reminded the Commission that according 
to the Emissions Trading Directive, the EU’s emission reduction target of 20% can be changed to 30%, 
only in the event that the other industrial countries show ’comparable reduction efforts’ and the developing 
countries also have some kinds of obligations. It would not be enough if a political framework were to be 
created at the Copenhagen Conference. On the other hand, a legally binding agreement is not sufficient 
before all of the countries ratify it. Until the agreement has been ratified, the EU cannot ascertain if the 
present condition on comparable reduction measures has been fulfilled. This may take months, even years.” 
(Annex	15.35	Towards	a	trick-free	climate	change	policy)

65	 My	blog	on	the	subject	in	November	2009,	Annex	15.32	“The	job	ain’t	done	before	ratification”
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to	reach	a	consensus.	The	secretariat	took	note	of	the	country’s	dissenting	opinion,	
and	a	common	understanding	was	achieved	on	early	Saturday	morning.	Right	after	
the	closing	words	of	 the	conference	the	windmill	 in	front	of	 the	meeting	venue	
stopped	rotating.	The	lobbying	was	over.	

The	Cancun	Conference	managed	to	come	up	with	more	refined	decisions	on	
several	issues	which	were	recorded	somewhat	loosely	in	the	Copenhagen	Accord.	
The	negotiations	still	took	place	on	two	tracks:	one	took	place	under	the	UN	Climate	
Convention	and	the	other	one	under	the	Kyoto	Protocol	framework.

The	 Cancun	 package	 of	 decisions	 is	 known	 as	 the	 Cancun	 Agreements	 
(http://unfccc.int/2860.php),	and	it	includes,	among	other	things,	the	following:

 - It	repeats	the	target	of	the	Copenhagen	Accord	to	limit	the	global	
temperature	increase	to	two	degrees	(as	compared	to	pre-industrial	times).	

 - It	was	agreed	that	forest	depletion	in	developing	countries	will	be	
prevented	through	REDD+,	which	was	mentioned	in	the	Copenhagen	
Accord.	Also	calculation	rules	of	sinks	(LULUCF)	were	agreed	upon.

 - The	so-called	Technology	Mechanism,	which	was	included	in	the	
Copenhagen	Accords,	was	founded.

 - The	emission	reduction	mechanism	for	developing	countries	(Clean	
Development	Mechanism,	CDM)	was	confirmed:	for	example,	the	
acceptance	proceeding	for	CCS	(carbon	capture	and	storage)	projects	(on	
strict	terms)	to	become	CDM	projects	advanced	somewhat.

 - The	Cancun	Adaptation	Framework	to	promote	adaptation	was	founded.
 - A	binding	agreement	on	financial	support	from	industrial	to	developing	
countries,	as	already	mentioned	in	the	Copenhagen	Accords,	was	made.	
The	amount	of	the	fast-start	financing	is	30	billion	USD	per	year	during	
the	time	period	of	2010–2012	and	the	long-term	financing	amounts	to	
100	billion	USD	per	year	in	2020.	The	establishment	of	the	new	Green	
Climate	Fund	mentioned	in	the	Copenhagen	Accords	was	confirmed.	

 - The	commitments	to	measure	emissions,	to	report	and	verify	them	were	
made. 

 - Voluntary	and	non-binding	reports	on	emission	cuts	and	measures	
already	previously	reported	by	the	respective	countries	were	anchored	to	
the	Cancun	Agreements.	These	announcements	were	recorded,	but	they	
are	still	not	binding	as	it	stands.	Also	the	slightly	similar	announcements	
on	emission-reduction	actions	by	developing	countries	were	also	included	
in	the	Cancun	Agreements.

 - It	was	agreed	that	the	negotiations	concerning	the	further	commitments	
of	the	industrial	countries	during	the	post-2012	period	will	be	continued	
in	such	a	way	that	there	will	be	no	gap	between	the	first	(2008–2012)	and	
the	second	commitment	period	(starting	from	2013).	

However,	it	looked	likely	that	the	feared	commitment	period	gap	would	come	
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about.	Japan	and	Russia	had	clearly	refused	any	further	commitments,	and	they	
prevented	any	provisions	concerning	the	second	Kyoto	period	from	being	included	in	
the	resolution.	Moreover,	the	US	does	not	even	participate	in	the	first	commitment	
period,	as	it	has	not	ratified	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Also	Canada	announced	in	2006	
that	it	would	leave	the	protocol	that	it	had	ratified	in	2006,	including	its	reduction	
percentage,	and	confirmed	its	stance	in	2011.

As	a	summary	of	 the	global	climate-political	situation	after	Cancun,	we	can	
predict	that	we	will	not	see	new	UN-level	binding	emission	reduction	commitments	
for	industrial	or	developing	countries.	Other	kinds	of	climate	cooperation	on	the	
global	level	will	surely	be	seen.	Looking	a	little	bit	further	ahead,	the	measures	and	
actions	of	the	next	US	President	and	Congress,	which	will	be	seen	when	Obama’s	
second administration is formed, are decisive.

Regardless	of	the	other	countries,	 the	EU	continued	its	own	internal	climate	
policy	and	advanced	on	the	track	of	binding	and	obligatory	emission	reductions.

2.17 COP17 DURBAN 2011

The	UN	Climate	Conference	in	Durban,	South	Africa,	(28	November	-	11	December	
2011)	was	one	of	 those	 climate	meetings	of	which	nothing	more	was	 expected	
beforehand	but	repetitions	of	voluntary	targets	in	accordance	with	the	commitments	
of	the	Copenhagen	COP15.		Hence,	the	result	may	be	considered	surprising.	Quite	
many	had	thought	that	UN	climate	policy	was	now	entirely	moving	away	from	binding	
agreements	and	was	starting	to	incline	towards	a	country-specific	pledge	and	review	
system.		The	political	situation	would	have	given	this	a	chance,	as	the	major	emitters	
had	rejected	the	Kyoto	approach,	and	as	Canada	had	announced	it	would	remain	
outside	the	Kyoto	Protocol	 just	right	before	the	conference	on	the	grounds	of	 its	
ineffectiveness.	“Before this week, the Kyoto Protocol covered less than 30% of global 
emissions. Now it covers less than 13% – and that number is only shrinking. The 
Kyoto Protocol does not cover the world’s two largest emitters – the United States 
and China – and therefore will not work. It is now clear that Kyoto is not the path 
forward for a global solution to climate change; instead, it is an impediment.”, 
explained	Minister	Peter	Kent	in	his	statement	when	returning	from	Durban.

In	Durban,	 however,	 two	new	processes,	 surpassing	 all	 expectations,	were	
hammered	out	under	the	leadership	of	the	EU’s	Commissioner	for	Climate	Action,	
Connie	Hedegaard:

1.	 It	was	agreed	that	all	the	countries	would	start	negotiating	on	a	new	
binding	instrument	for	the	reduction	of	emissions.

2.	 The	EU	and	almost	ten	other	industrial	countries	promised	to	continue	
their	obligations	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	for	a	further	commitment	period	
(2013–2017	or	perhaps	even	2013–2020).	
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In	addition	to	the	two	main	results,	some	“operational”	decisions	were	also	
achieved	in	Durban.	Among	others,	decisions	concerning	the	Kyoto	mechanisms	
(ET,	CDM,	JI),	the	funding	of	developing	countries	(Green	Climate	Fund),	rules	for	
calculating	carbon	sinks	(LULUCF)	and	actions	to	advance	technology.

The	negotiations	on	the	new	global	climate	change	instrument	(e.g.	a	protocol	
or	another	type	of	legal	instrument)	will	begin	in	the	framework	of	the	intended	
“Ad	hoc	Working	Group	on	the	Durban	Platform	for	Enhanced	Action”	process.	
The	target	date	was	set	for	the	COP	meeting	at	the	end	of	the	year	2015.	By	then,	
the	countries	should	have	been	able	to	come	to	an	agreement	as	to	how	much	
each	country	will	reduce	or	restrict	 its	greenhouse	gas	emissions	 from	the	year	
2020	onwards,	when	the	new	climate	change	instrument	is	intended	to	come	into	
force.	 	The	directions	and	plan	of	 the	negotiation	process	 to	be	started	during	
the	first	half	of	2012	are	scarce.	 	They	refer	to	the	IPPC’s	5th assessment report, 
which	is	supposed	to	be	published	by	2014,	as	well	as	to	other	new	results,	which	
will	increase	the	process’	ambition	level	in	the	near	future.	The	negotiation	plan	
also	mentioned	that	the	backdrop	of	the	negotiations	was	limiting	global	warming	
“below	2	or	1.5	degrees”.

The	same	subject	has	been	negotiated	inconclusively	for	years.	The	fact	that	
that	the	developing	countries	are	now	also	participating	in	the	same	framework	
agreement	concerning	emission	restrictions	of	all	countries	can	be	regarded	as	
progress.	Previously,	the	developing	countries	were	not	mentioned.	The	obligations	
of	the	developing	countries	have	earlier	been	a	decisive	factor	and	an	impediment	
to	US	participation	in	negotiations.		

From the outset it is clear that the resonance of the second commitment period 
of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	(2013–2017)	will	remain	insignificant.	In	addition	to	the	27	EU	
countries,	there	will	be	perhaps	less	than	ten	small	emitters	joining	the	protocol’s	
second	commitment	period.	The	coverage	will	therefore	be	under	15%	of	the	world’s	
emissions	from	the	very	beginning,	and	over	the	years	the	share	of	these	countries	
will	further	decrease.	The	US,	which	has	not	ratified	the	Kyoto	Protocol	nor	joined	
the	first	commitment	period,	will	not	take	part	in	the	second	period.	Russia,	Japan	
and	Canada,	for	their	part,	added	a	clause	to	the	Durban	agreements	that	they	will	
not	join	the	second	commitment	period.	Additionally,	Australia	and	New	Zealand	
also	are	only	considering	joining.	After	the	conference	on	13	December,	Canada	still	
informed	that	it	would	reject	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	its	commitments	(its	reduction	
goal	of	6%),	and	refused	to	pay	any	sanctions.		Like	the	first	commitment	period	
of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	the	second	period	will	not	oblige	the	developing	countries	
(China,	India,	Brazil,	Indonesia,	etc.)	to	any	emission	restrictions.

By	the	end	of	2012,	the	industrial	countries	were	supposed	to	declare,	whether	
they	are	voluntarily	joining	the	second	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	For	the	EU,	
the	second	period	 is	unlikely	 to	bring	any	new	emission	reductions,	as	 the	EU	
has	its	own	internal	decisions	as	part	of	its	Climate	and	Energy	Package.	It	now	
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remains	to	be	seen,	whether	some	quarters	within	the	EU	will	attempt	to	increase	
the	reduction	goal	from	20%	to	30%	by	invoking	Kyoto’s	second	period.	The	few	
participants	of	Kyoto’s	second	period	are	not	likely	to	trigger	the	EU’s	condition	of	
similar	commitments	by	other	countries	of	the	world.

The	most	critical	detail	in	the	Durban	Agreement	seems	to	be	the	new	calculation	
rules	for	carbon	sinks	that	presents	an	additional	burden	on	the	forestry	economy	
countries.		For	example,	Finland’s	forests,	which	store	40	to	50	million	tonnes	of	
carbon	a	year,	were	converted	into	an	emission	source	of	2.5–3.5	million	tonnes	
during	the	negotiations.

It	had	been	previously	agreed	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	that	if	the	forest	area	of	a	
country	diminishes	due	to,	for	example	construction	activities	or	cultivation	purposes,	
this	will	be	counted	as	carbon	dioxide	emissions.	According	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	the	
decrease	in	forest	area	has	so	far	been	replaceable	by	other	carbon	sinks.		The	Durban	
Conference	came	to	the	conclusion	that	it	is	no	longer	acceptable	to	compensate	forest	
depletion	by	growing	sinks.		Thus,	from	2013	onwards	the	decrease	in	Finland’s	forest	
area	is	converted	to	calculable	emissions,	which	means	that	an	additional	couple	
of	million	tonnes	of	carbon	dioxide	will	be	added	to	Finland’s	reduction	target	(€	
10–15/tCO2	with	the	unit	price	of	ca.	20–30	million	euro).

Therefore	Finland	will	be	carrying	out	the	30%	emission	reduction	target	already	
in	2013,	unless	the	Durban	decisions	concerning	forest	sinks	are	corrected	within	
the	EU’s	internal	compensation	mechanisms.

2.18 RIO+20

Before	the	Doha	COP18	in	late	2012,	another	significant	event	took	place:	Rio+20,	
the	UN	Conference	on	Sustainable	Development.	The	conference	marked	the	20th	
anniversary	of	the	landmark	1992	Rio	Earth	Summit,	which	also	gave	birth	to	the	
UNFCCC,	and	aimed	at	addressing	the	global	challenges	of	sustainable	development.	

Despite	often	being	called	a	“climate	conference”	by	the	media,	 the	summit	
was	built	around	three	elements	of	sustainability:	the	social,	the	economic	and	the	
environmental	baskets.	Even	though	this	research	focuses	on	the	COP	processes,	
rather	 than	sustainability	or	 the	UN	Conferences	on	Sustainable	Development	
(CSDs),	Rio+20	deserves	some	special	attention	because	of	 the	visible	rift	 that	
took	place	between	the	so-called	BRICS	(Brazil,	Russia,	India,	China,	and	South	
Africa)	which	were	allied	with	the	US,	and	the	EU.

Rio+20	was,	once	again,	described	as	the	last	opportunity	to	save	the	planet,	and	
the	motto	of	the	conference	became	“The	Future	We	Want”.	More	than	40,000	civil	
society	representatives	travelled	to	Rio	to	increase	the	pressure	on	the	world	leaders.	
The	aim	was	to	address	green	economy	in	the	context	of	sustainable	development	
and	poverty	 eradication,	 as	well	 as	 improving	 the	 institutional	 framework	 for	
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sustainable	development.	Rio+20	was	also	supposed	to	take	stock	of	the	progress	
made	since	 the	other	UN	Conferences	on	Sustainable	Development,	especially	 
Rio	 1992	 and	 Johannesburg	 2002,	 and	 to	 address	 new	 and	 emerging	 
challenges66. 

The	EU’s	rhetoric	before	the	conference	made	it	clear	that	it	once	again	set	out	to	
be	the	leader	of	sustainable	development,	and	the	goal	was	for	the	outcome	of	Rio+20	
to	be	“an	ambitious	plan	for	the	future	with	concrete	and	timely	follow-up”67.	The	EU	
decided	to	focus	on	five	areas	in	the	field	of	green	economy:	water,	oceans,	land	and	
ecosystems,	sustainable	energy,	and	resource-efficiency.	The	Directorate-General	
for	Environment	led	the	negotiations	on	behalf	of	the	Commission.	MEPs	could	
not	participate	because	of	the	extremely	high	hotel	prices,	and	we	were	represented	
in	the	EU	delegation	by	one	MEP	only.

Well	before	the	conference,	however,	it	became	clear	that	not	much	should	be	
expected	of	Rio+20.	This	was	reinforced	by	low	media	interest	and	the	last-minute	
withdrawal	of	some	significant	heads	of	state	that	had	to	stay	home	because	of	
domestic	concerns	and	the	euro	crisis.	Overall,	the	global	economy	overshadowed	
the	importance	of	Rio+20.	The	global	public	opinion	started	calling	Rio+20	a	“lost	
opportunity”	or	“Rio	minus	20”	even	before	the	conference	had	started.

A	common	analysis	of	 the	Rio	Summit	was	that	 it	was	a	modest	step	in	the	
right	direction.	The	leaders	did	not	agree	on	ambitious	treaties,	deadlines	or	targets	
on	issues	like	climate	change,	biodiversity	loss,	food	and	water	scarcity,	but	some	
progress	was	made	on	green	economy	and	some	institutional	issues,	such	as	the	10-
year	Framework	of	Programmes	on	Sustainable	Consumption	and	Production,	and	
a	process	to	put	underway	the	post-2015	development	agenda	and	the	Sustainable	
Development	Goals	(SDGs).	More	significant	than	these	decisions,	however,	was	
the	clear	rift	between	the	large	developing	economies	as	well	as	the	US,	and	the	EU.	

It	all	started	with	the	strong-arm	tactics	of	 the	Brazilian	government,	which	
hosted	the	conference.	The	Brazilians	decided	to	enforce	an	agreement	before	the	
actual	conference	had	even	started,	and	it	took	over	from	the	UN	chairs	claiming	
that	they	could	not	forge	an	agreement.	The	world	leaders	that	arrived	“late”	were	
astonished	by	the	fact	that	they	could	not	even	discuss	and	negotiate	on	the	issues	
at	hand.	Afterwards,	not	a	single	government	decided	to	renegotiate	the	outcome.68 

Therefore,	during	the	second	day	of	the	actual	conference,	about	150	civil	society	
representatives	marched	out	of	the	conference	handing	in	their	badges	and	declaring	
that	the	 leaders	had	failed	 in	providing	them	a	dignified	future.69	The	outcome	

66	 http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-2014/piebalgs/headlines/news/2012/06/20120620_en.htm
67 ibid.
68	 My	assistant	was	at	the	conference	as	Finland’s	UN	Youth	Delegate	and	reported	on	the	issue	in	her	blog:http://

ceciliapellosniemi.wordpress.com/2012/06/20/missa-taalla-riossa-mennaan-vai-mennaanko-viela/
69	 Germany’s	Youth	Delegate	on	Rio+20:	http://rioplustwenties.org/?p=1289
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document,	“The	Future	We	Want”	now	had	very	little	to	do	with	the	EU’s	initial	
goal	of	clear	targets,	plans	and	commitments,	and	came	closer	to	the	US	negotiation	
goal:	no	document	at	all.	The	conference	also	gave	direction	of	the	current	global	
balance	of	power	and	the	fact	that	the	priorities	of	the	growing	economies	lie	in	
economic	growth	and	development,	rather	than	sustainability.

2.19 COP18 DOHA 2012

The	Doha	Conference,	which	marks	the	end	of	the	first	Kyoto	commitment	period,	
was	held	in	26	November	2012	–	8	December	2012.	The	starting	position	of	the	
conference	cannot	even	be	compared	to	the	times	when	climate	was	at	the	centre	
of	political	discussions.	Taking	into	account	the	paralysing	factor	that	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	was	set	to	expire	at	the	end	of	2012	and	did	not	have	a	significant	successor	
by	the	time	of	Doha,	it	is	understandable	that	the	Doha	COP	did	neither	arouse	
excitement	among	conference	participants	nor	the	media.	The	meeting	finished	
during	 overtime	on	Saturday	night	8	December	 2012,	 and	 the	most	 common	
comment	on	the	meeting	was:	“too	little,	too	late”.	Significant	emission	reduction	
targets	were	 not	 agreed	 upon.	 Environmental	 organisations	 regretted	 this,	 in	
addition	to	the	fact	that	no	concrete	plans	for	the	 increase	 in	climate	financing	
were	made.

The	meeting’s	delay	was	mainly	due	to	the	fact	that	the	parties	were	waiting	for	
Russia’s	approval	of	the	agreement.	Eventually	it	was	not	given.

Therefore,	only	 four	countries,	Australia,	Norway,	Switzerland	and	Ukraine	
agreed	with	the	EU	on	emission	reductions	for	Kyoto’s	continuation	period	until	
2020,	when	the	new	agreement,	which	is	binding	for	all	countries,	is	meant	to	enter	
into	force.	With	such	a	small	number	of	participants	the	coverage	of	the	agreement	
will	remain	under	15%	of	global	emissions.	On	top	of	this,	there	are	still	more	than	
a	hundred	developing	countries	that	are	not	concerned	by	the	emission	limits	while	
expecting	 to	be	 funded	by	 the	others.	The	eight-year	 treaty’s	objectives	will	be	
reviewed	in	2014	when	the	ambition	goal	may	be	tightened	to	a	range	of	25–40%.

In	Doha,	it	was	also	decided	that	the	emission	allowances	that	had	not	been	
used	during	the	first	commitment	period	could	be	transferred	to	the	second	period,	
albeit	with	some	restrictions	with	regard	to	purchases:	by	purchasing	these	types	
of	allowances	a	country	cannot	set	off	more	than	2%	of	its	own	reduction	targets.	
Especially	Poland	and	Russia	defended	the	use	of	this	so-called	“hot	air”	and	it	
was	discussed	at	the	meeting	whether	this	surplus	should	also	be	preserved	for	
the	global	treaty.	Throughout	the	Doha	Conference,	Poland	was	considered	the	
problem	child.	This	also	becomes	evident	in	an	internal	memorandum	of	the	EPP	
Group:	“On the KP2 point there has been a moment of big tension, when Poland 
blocked on the credentials and did not want the EU to sign the KP. After some 
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discussions, Poland moved (saying that they did not have understood the text) 
and the EU and also the other 4 missing countries signed.”

The	conference	organisers	were	praised	for	the	formal	part	but	the	ambitions	
in	terms	of	content	were	not	impressive:	”In the first week, negotiations at COP-
18 focussed on the 150 items of the agenda, most being technical issues. And the 
real question, on how to move forward, remained open. A lot of details, but no 
politics. This has been also “helped” by the Qatari Presidency (The President being 
Abdullah bin Hamad Al-Attiyah), who was giving more attention to the formal 
and aside aspects, such as perfect hospitality, perfect functioning of the whole 
machine (transports, structures, facilities etc) than to really play an active role 
in the negotiations.”

One	 of	 the	most	 contentious	 issues	 during	 the	 Doha	 Conference,	 climate	
financing,	was	postponed	until	the	following	year’s	meeting	to	be	held	in	Poland’s	
Warsaw.	The	developing	countries	had	expected	the	industrial	countries	to	redeem	
their	promise	of	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	to	provide	100	billion	dollar	
in	annual	aid.		Meanwhile,	the	number	of	donors	has	gone	down	and	only	a	small	
portion	of	the	promised	sum	has	been	given	–	mainly	by	EU	countries.

There	was	also	 some	discussion	on	 intellectual	property	 rights	 (IPRs).	The	
proposed	text,	which	would	have	increased	the	availability	of	patent-free	technology	
was	erased	at	the	request	of	the	EU	and	the	US.

The	conference	repeated	the	agenda,	which	was	agreed	upon	in	Durban.	The	
aim	was	to	have	a	global	treaty	by	2015,	which	would	enter	into	force	by	2020.	
The	deadline	for	it	was	set	for	May	2015.	Already	now	it	looks	very	unlikely	that	an	
agreement	on	global	measures	could	be	reached	in	less	than	three	years.

Before	the	Doha	Climate	Conference	I	made	an	amendment	to	the	European	
Parliament’s	COP	resolution,	in	which	I	reminded	that	Kyoto	2	only	covers	around	
15%	of	global	emissions.	Therefore,	the	EU	should	increase	its	efforts	to	bring	all	
the	largest	emitters	under	a	framework	of	common	climate	action.		Back	then,	the	
Greens	and	environmental	organisations	opposed	my	amendment.	It	 is	hard	to	
imagine	that	the	aspiration	of	more	comprehensive	participation	would	the	reason	
for	this	opposition.	Therefore,	it	is	likely	that	mentioning	coverage	was	perceived	as	
pessimism.	I	myself	was	against	Kyoto	2	because	in	my	opinion,	it	locks	the	parties	
to	an	old-fashioned	treaty	base	and	thereby	slows	down	the	process	of	reaching	a	
global	climate	consensus.	The	country	that	caused	a	lot	of	disdain	in	Doha,	Poland,	
was	set	to	host	the	next	COP	meeting,	from	11	to	22	November	2013	in	Warsaw.
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3 EMISSION TRENDS DURING CLIMATE ACTIONS

What has happened to emissions after we started restricting them 
consciously? In this chapter, the most concrete criterion to measure 
the success of climate policy, i.e. emission trends during climate actions, 
is observed. Global emissions have increased significantly. The EU, on 
the contrary, has been able to reach its reduction target, which was 
agreed upon in Kyoto. 

However, the achievement is put in a different light if we also take into 
account consumption-based emissions in addition to production-based 
emissions. From this perspective, international trade statistics prove 
that the EU has increased its emissions between 2005 and 2010. The 
EU has not been a faster reducer of emissions than the US, which has 
stayed out of the Kyoto Protocol. It has to be noted, however, that based 
on emission trends we cannot draw direct conclusions concerning the 
reasons for the increase in emissions.

From	 the	 vantage	 point	 of	 climate	 policy,	 all	 global	 trends	 (the	 increase	 in	
consumption,	population	growth	and	traffic)	are	pointing	towards	the	same	gloomy	
direction.	The	key	factors	seem	to	be	population	growth	and	education.	The	total	
population	tripled	from	two	to	six	billion	during	the	20th	century.	Although	China’s	
population	growth	will	slow	down,	the	world	population	will	grow	to	nine	billion	
during	the	first	half	of	this	millennium,	while	most	of	this	growth	will	be	concentrated	
on	the	Indian	peninsula,	the	Middle	East	and	Africa.	By	around	2025	India	becomes	
the	world´s	most	populous	country70. 

Despite	the	financial	crisis,	CO2	emissions	are	on	the	rise	globally,	and	they	
reached	the	level	of	34	billion	tonnes	in	2011.	In	2011,	the	six	largest	emitters	were	
China	(29%	of	global	emissions),	the	US	(16%),	the	EU	(11%),	India	(6%),	Russia	
(5%),	and	Japan	(4%).71	Despite	this	global	surge,	emissions	went	down	in	many	
industrial	countries	in	2011:	in	the	EU	-3%,	in	the	US	and	Japan	-2%,	and	in	2011,	
industrial	countries	accounted	together	only	for	a	third	of	the	emissions.	China’s	
emissions	increased	by	9%	in	2011,	while	India’s	went	up	with	6%.	The	increase	in	
China’s	emissions	can	be	explained	by	its	forceful	economic	growth,	which	is	mainly	
due	to	the	use	of	coal.	China	is	the	world’s	largest	importer	of	coal.	The	US,	in	its	

70	 	World	Energy	Outlook	–report	2013
71	 http://www.pbl.nl/en/publications/2012/trends-in-global-co2-emissions-2012-report
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turn,	has	increased	its	shale	gas	fracking	activities:	at	the	turn	of	the	millennium	
only	one	per	cent	of	US	gas	originated	from	shale;	by	2011	the	share	had	gone	up	
to	30%	(Victor	2013).	The	proportion	of	renewable	energy	is	growing,	but	its	global	
share	is	still	minor:	notwithstanding	hydroelectric	power,	we	can	speak	of	2.1%.	If	
hydropower	is	also	included,	the	share	is	8.5%	of	the	bulk	of	energy	consumption.	
(Olivier	et al.	2012)

Because	emissions	are	the	biggest	concern	for	both	climate	change	and	climate	
policy,	one	could	assume	that	knowledge	on	them	is	both	accurate	and	detailed.	This	
is,	however,	not	the	case:	emissions	are	rather	estimated	than	measured.	Recent	
analyses	have	been	good	reminders	of	the	vast	uncertainty	pertaining	to	measuring	
in	the	worst	case.

This	 tendency	 is	 particularly	 highlighted	 in	 the	 case	 of	 China,	 the	world’s	
largest	polluter.	Guan	et al.	 (2012)	observed	a	difference	of	up	to	18%	between	
two	estimations.	The	estimates	are	based	on	the	figures	of	the	National	Bureau	of	
Statistics	of	China.	Some	of	the	statistics	originated	from	the	national	level,	while	
others	were	reported	by	local	sources	–	the	latter	being	higher.	The	observation	was	
significant,	as	China	is	responsible	for	around	a	fourth	of	all	emissions	generated	
by	energy	production	and	industries.	An	error	margin	this	high	corresponds	to	1.4	
billion	tonnes	of	carbon,	which	is	more	than	all	of	Japan’s	emissions	combined.	
The	greatest	variation	occurred	in	the	statistics	concerning	the	consumption	of	the	
most	common	energy	form,	coal.

According	 to	 Marland	 (2012)	 such	 variation	 in	 the	 statistics	 presents	 an	
uncertainty	factor	to	climate	policy	and	the	climate	conventions.	This	ambiguity	
does	not	only	concern	China,	but	is	rather	typical	of	developing	countries	in	general.	
In	China’s	case,	the	problem	is	only	accentuated.	In	the	cases	of	Europe	and	the	
US,	the	uncertainty	margin	is	around	2–5%.	

Statistics	 can	 thus	vary	 largely.	Sometimes	 this	variation	may	be	politically	
motivated,	but	it	is	still	possible	to	draw	some	conclusions.

3.1 EU EMISSION TRENDS IN GLOBAL COMPARISON

The	emissions	of	China	and	India	are	augmenting,	but	can	we	really	claim	the	EU	
to	be	a	forerunner?

According	to	Dieter	Helm	(2009b),	an	economist	and	Oxford	professor	of	energy	
policy	who	has	analysed	the	actions	of	EU	climate	policy,	the	EU’s	 impressively	
scaled	actions	have	not	generated	any	emission	reductions.	He	claims	that	even	in	
comparison	to	the	US,	the	EU	has	not	made	any	progress	up	until	now.	Helm	assumes	
that	the	criticism	will	be	answered	with	references	to	future	commitments,	which	
are	the	real	showcase.	Thus	far,	the	EU	has	just	been	practicing	and	familiarising	
itself	with	political	measures	of	the	right	kind.	“Indeed EU policies have achieved 



85

Climate Change as a Political Process

at best little. They have probably made things worse in fact – and at a great cost” 
(Helm	2012:4).

The	statistics	confirm	Helm’s	strong	statements	at	 least	with	respect	 to	two	
elements.	 Olivier	 et al.	 have	 compared	 the	 carbon	 dioxide	 emissions	 of	 fuel	
consumption	and	cement	production	during	the	1990–2010	period.	The	emission	
trends	have	been	reviewed	over	the	past	20	years.

Figure 1: Trends in CO2 emissions per region/country 1990–2010 (unit: billion metric tonnes of CO2) source 

Olivier et al. (2011)

The	tables	reveal	an	interesting	trend,	if	we	observe	the	1990–2000	and	2001–
2010	periods	separately.	In	fact,	we	can	generalise	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	has	not	yet	
had	an	effect	on	emission	trends	during	the	first	ten-year	period.	Similarly,	we	can	
compare	what	impact	the	fact	that	the	US	has	remained	outside	the	Kyoto	Protocol	
has	had	on	emissions,	while	the	EU	has	bound	its	climate	policy	to	the	treaty.
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Figure 2: Emission trends during 2000–2010, source Olivier et al. (2011), cropped by Korhola

Then,	by	comparing	the	figures	of	Table	A1.1	of	the	Olivier	et al. study, pictured 
in	the	Figure	1	and	Figure	2,	it	can	be	seen	that	after	the	signature	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	the	US	has	been	more	efficient	than	the	EU	in	reducing	its	emissions.	
The	US	reduction	percentage	was	-10,6%	between	2000	and	2010,	while	during	
the	same	time	period	the	EU-15’s	performance	was	-5.4%	and	the	EU-27’s	-0.74%.	

On	the	other	hand,	the	comparison	of	a	number	of	individual	years	does	not	yet	
reveal	the	trend,	and	rather	presents	a	comparison	of	the	emissions	in	2010	with	
those	of	2000.	In	the	graph	below,	I	have	demonstrated	the	bulk	of	emission	trends.	
It	has	to	be	noted	that	the	reductions	cannot	be	compared	as	such,	as	the	starting	
levels	are	different.	Therefore,	 the	 left	vertical	axis	shows	the	annual	emissions	
of	the	US	and	the	right	illustrates	the	same	figures	for	the	EU.	It	does,	however,	
reveal	a	trend:	as	the	graph	demonstrates,	emission	trends	have	been	quite	similar	
both	in	the	US	and	in	the	EU-15/EU-27.	This	is	noteworthy,	especially	when	the	
effect	of	the	shale	gas	boom	cannot	be	discerned	as	of	yet.	In	the	future,	the	US	will	
differentiate	itself	ever	more	from	the	other	emitters:	according	to	estimates,	the	
shale	gas	discoveries	will	cut	US	emissions	by	half	within	a	short	period	of	time.	
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Figure 3: Emission trends of the US and the EU-27

Figure 4: Emission trends of the US and the EU-15
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The	two	graphs	below	compare	the	percentage	change	of	the	EU’s	and	the	US’	
emissions	compared	to	the	previous	year.	They	also	describe	how	much	US	and	
EU	emissions	have	changed	on	average	during	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century.	
US	emissions	have	gone	down	by	1.04%	on	average	during	that	period,	while	the	
EU-27	reduced	them	by	0.05%	and	the	EU15	by	0.51%	on	average.
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Figure 5: Emission percentage changes: EU-27 and US

Figure 6: Emission percentage changes: EU-15 and US

A	similar	trend	can	be	noticed	in	Table 3.2	by	Olivier	et al.,	pictured	in	Figure	7,	
in	which	emission	trends	per	capita	are	compared.	However,	looking	at	the	last	ten-
year	period	reveals	more	relevant	data.	The	figures	for	the	time	period	2000–2010	
are:	US	-18.8%,	the	EU-15	-10.2%	and	the	EU-27	-4.7%.
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* Annex I countries: industrialised countries with annual reporting obligations under the UN Framework Convention on  
Climate Change (UNFCCC) and emission targets under the Kyoto Protocol. The USA has signed but not ratified the protocol, and 
thus the emission target in the protocol for the USA has no legal status.
** EU 15 = 15 EU Member States at the time the Kyoto Protocol was ratified.

Source of population data: WPP Rev. 2010 (UNPD, 2010)

Figure 7: Emissions per capita 1990–2010, source Olivier et al. (2011) 
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Figure 8: Emissions per capita 2000–2010, source Olivier et al.  (2011), cropped by Korhola
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More	relevant	data	can	be	uncovered	by	looking	at	the	last	ten-year	period	–	
in	particular,	because	with	regard	to	EU	emissions	many	developments	occurred	
during	the	years	1990–2000.	However,	this	was	for	completely	different	reasons	
than	successful	climate	policy-making.	The	rupture	 in	Eastern	Europe	and	the	
collapse	 of	 its	 economic	 base	 dropped	 the	 emissions	 of	 the	 ten	 new	Member	
States	quite	significantly.	This	also	 influenced	considerably	the	emission	trends	
of	Germany,	as	East	Germany	was	integrated	with	West	Germany	to	become	the	
unified	Federal	Republic	of	Germany.

Another	momentous	development	for	the	whole	EU	was	the	United	Kingdom’s	
transition	from	coal	to	natural	gas	during	the	1990s.	This	also	happened	for	other	
reasons	than	those	ensuing	from	climate	policy.	As	a	consequence,	the	UK	could	
exploit	its	own	natural	gas	reserves	and,	at	the	same	time,	it	was	able	to	discontinue	
its	large-scale	subsidies	to	the	coal	mining	industry.

It	can	therefore	be	discerned	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	did	not	create	any	particular	
added	value	 to	emission	reductions,	as	can	be	seen	 from	the	comparison	with	
US	achievements.	On	the	other	hand,	the	base	 level	has	to	be	taken	account:	 it	
is	always	easier	to	reduce	from	a	poor	starting	position,	and	when	one	goes	up	a	
level,	measures	tend	to	become	harsher.	Nonetheless,	the	trend	whittles	away	the	
plausibility	of	 the	type	of	condemnation	that	has	been	directed	towards	the	US	
because	of	its	decision	to	stay	outside	the	protocol.	The	US,	which	has	been	labelled	
a	member	of	the	“climate	policy	pariah	club”,	has	bypassed	the	EU,	which	praises	
itself	as	a	forerunner	(Prins	&	Caine	2013:66–67).	This	trend	will	continue	with	the	
shale	gas	revolution.	In	practice,	an	alternative	strategy,	i.e.	decarbonisation	and	
investing	in	technology,	has	been	more	effective.	Yet,	 it	has	to	be	acknowledged	
that	US	emissions	per	capita	are	still	remarkably	higher	than	those	of	the	EU	(in	
2011	US	17.3	CO2	tn	per	capita,	EU	7.5	CO2	tn	per	capita,	and	China	7.2	CO2 tn 
per	capita,	Olivier	et al.,	2012).	Bulky	living	and	abundant	car	and	air	traffic	are	
reflected	in	the	emission	figures.

3.2 GLOBAL ENERGY TRENDS AND EMISSIONS

As	the	source	of	two-thirds	of	global	greenhouse-gas	emissions,	the	energy	sector	
will	be	pivotal	in	determining	whether	or	not	climate	target	are	achieved.	During	the	
upcoming	25	years	half	of	the	world’s	energy	consumption	will	be	generated	by	China	
and	India,	according	to	the	World	Energy	Outlook	2011	(WEO11)72	report,	published	
by	the	International	Energy	Association	(IEA).	The	same	trend	was	affirmed	by	

72	 http://www.worldenergyoutlook.org/docs/weo2011/executive_summary.pdf
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the	International	Energy	Outlook	201173	(IEO),	which	was	issued	by	the	Energy	
Information	Administration	(EIA)	–	a	subsidiary	of	the	US	Department	of	Energy.

If	this	trend	continues	unchanged,	the	IEA	energy	review	estimates	that	future	
energy	consumption	will	be	“dangerous,	highly	emitting	and	inefficient”.	The	surge	
is	mainly	due	to	the	increased	use	of	coal.	According	to	2013	WEO-report	the	use	
of	coal	in	China	seem	to	grow	by	2035	in	its	Current	Policies	Scenario74,	but	in	the	
New	Policies	Scenario75	it	would	stop	gowing	in	already	2020.	However,	the	GHG-
emissions	of	China	will	necessarily	not	peak	before	2035,	even	if	the	country	would	
reach	a	plateau	in	coal	use	around	2025:	a	switch	from	coal	to	gas	in	China	does	
not	necessarily	lead	to	lower	CO2	emissions,	as	much	of	the	gas	China	uses	comes	
from	coal	gasification.		

For	the	next	25	years	the	total	volume	of	CO2	emissions	will	be	equal	to	the	total	
emissions	during	the	entire	1990–2010	period.	Energy	consumption	and	need	will	
increase	with	a	third	over	the	upcoming	25	years,	while	90%	of	this	augmentation	
will	be	generated	by	developing	countries76.	Furthermore,	China’s	emissions	will	
reach	the	OECD	countries’	average	by	the	year	2035.

In	2008,	China	and	India	consumed	together	21%	of	the	world’s	energy,	while	
by	2035	their	share	will	have	climbed	to	already	31%.	By	now,	China	has	already	
surpassed	the	US	as	the	world’s	largest	energy	consumer,	and	by	2035,	China	will	
consume	70%	more	than	the	US.

This	increase	will	still	be	a	result	of	the	use	of	coal.	Fossil	fuels	will	be	used	for	
the	production	of	76%	of	the	energy	in	2035,	while	renewable	energy	is	estimated	
to	 increase	to	account	 for	18%77.	Renewables	are	estimated	to	grow	the	fastest,	
but	this	will	not	prevent	the	increased	use	of	fossil	fuels	–	they	will	still	keep	their	
leading	position.	At	the	same	time,	the	subsidies	for	renewable	energy	are	predicted	
to	go	up	from	the	current	64	billion	to	250	billion	dollars.	Renewable	energy	will	
thus	still	be	very	expensive.

The	IEO2011	predicted	 that	oil	and	other	 liquid	 fuels	will	 remain	 the	most	
important	energy	source	throughout	the	review	period.	The	share	of	oil	will	diminish,	
while	the	relative	share	of	coal	will	remain	the	same	maintaining	its	leading	position.	
The	absolute	consumption	of	coal	will	increase	by	50%	during	2008–2035.	The	
non-OECD	countries	will	account	for	almost	all	of	this	increase.	

The	IEO2011	also	predicted	that	nuclear	energy	will	continue	 its	worldwide	

73	 http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/ieo/index.cfm
74	 The	Current	Policies	Scenario	takes	account	only	of	policies	already	enacted	as	of	mid-2013
75	 The	New	Policies	Scenario	is	the	central	scenario	in	WEO-2013:	it	analyses	the	evolution	of	energy	markets	

based	on	the	continuation	of	existing		policies	and	measures	as	well	as	cautious	implementation	of	policies	
that	have	been	announced	by	governments	but	are	yet	to	be	given	effect.

76	 China	and	India	are	considered	developing	countries	in	this	context.
77	 World	energy	outlook	2012,	Annexes,	World:	New	Policies	Scenario,	p.552
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surge,	but	the	steepest	increase	in	the	use	of	nuclear	power	will	take	place	in	China	
and	India.	In	both	countries,	nuclear	power	production	will	increase	on	average	
by	a	little	bit	more	that	10%	annually	during	2008–2035.	In	OECD-Europe	the	
increase	in	nuclear	energy	will	remain	at	0.9%	annually,	and	in	the	US	at	0.3%.	The	
Fukushima	accident	may,	however,	have	deeply	rooted	effects	on	the	future	of	this	
energy	form.	According	to	WEO2013,	the	current	rate	of	construction	of	nuclear	
plants	has	been	slowed	down	by	reviews	of	safety	regulations,	but	output	from	
nuclear	eventually	increases	by	two-thirds,	led	by	China,	Korea,	India	and	Russia.

Electricity’s	share	of	the	world’s	energy	mix	will	increase.	During	2008–2035	
electricity	consumption	will	 increase	by	an	average	of	2.3%	annually.	The	share	
of	renewables	in	energy	production	will	increase.	China	sees	the	biggest	absolute	
increase	in	generation	from	renewable	sources,	more	than	the	increase	in	the	EU,	
US	and	japan	together	(WEO2013).

In	the	coming	years,	the	most	drastic	changes	in	energy	trends	will	be	caused	by	
shale	gas,	as	its	drilling	techniques	have	developed	significantly	during	recent	years78. 
The	so-called	fracking	(hydraulic	fracturing)	has	opened	significant	opportunities	
for	the	exploitation	of	shale	gas	reserves.	On	the	other	hand,	also	some	significant	
environmental	risks	are	attached	to	this	technology,	as	hydraulic	fracturing	breaks	
the	basal	 subsoil.	Fracking	operations	 can	 cause	environmental	damage	 if	 the	
chemicals	of	the	contaminated	wastewater	flow	into	water	systems	(Howarth	et al. 
2011,	Victor	2013).	The	European	Parliament	discussed	the	possible	prohibition	of	
shale	gas	in	November	2012,	but	it	turned	down	the	initiative	of	the	environmental	
organisations	of	an	EU-wide	ban	on	the	energy	form.	Eventually,	a	common	position	
could	not	be	formulated,	which	meant	that	various	Member	States	have	adopted	
their	own	stands:	France,	the	Czech	Republic,	the	Netherlands,	Luxembourg	and	
Bulgaria	have	had	a	ban	in	force	since	the	beginning	of	2013,	while	the	UK	repealed	
its	prohibition	in	December	2012.	The	positions	of	other	EU	Member	States	vary	
between	fracking	being	subject	to	licencing	to	it	being	fully	permitted.

Shale	gas	is	rendering	the	US	the	world’s	largest	gas	producer	while	it	is	reducing	
its	emissions	radically,	and	is	attaining	energy	self-sufficiency.	China	has	announced	
that	it	possesses	shale	gas	reserves	for	the	needs	of	the	coming	200	years,	and	in	
Europe	at	 least	Ukraine,	Poland,	France,	Germany	and	the	UK	have	significant	
reserves.	Shale	gas	is	not	expected	to	play	a	significant	role	in	China	before	2030.	
The	current	technology	that	is	being	used	in	the	US	doesn’t	seem	to	be	the	most	
appropriate	one	for	China	considering	the	geology	and	water	resources.

At	least	in	the	US,	shale	gas	is	replacing	coal.	Consequentially,	the	price	of	coal	
is	further	declining	in	Europe,	while	the	price	of	natural	gas	remains	high.	Thus,	in	

78	 Victor	(2013)	has	described	natural	gas	as	a	manic-depressive	production	form,	which	has	swung	back	and	
forth	ahead	of	its	development	perspectives.	Now,	because	of	the	developments	in	the	US,	we	are	experiencing	
a manic, euphoric phase.
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Europe, the demand for coal may increase, inter alia,	as	a	reserve	energy	source	for	
renewables.	Cheap	coal	may	also	force	the	Europeans	to	re-evaluate	their	climate	
strategy,	which	has	been	founded	on	the	logic	of	climbing	prices.	

According	to	Zeng	et al.		(2008)	China’s	worst	problem	is	its	energy	structure.	
Even	 though	China	 attempts	 to	 invest	 in	 renewables	 and	decarbonisation,	 its	
economy	relies	heavily	on	coal.	China	has	the	world’s	largest	coal	reserves	and	74%79 
of	its	primary	energy	is	generated	by	coal,	whereas	the	world	average	was	27	%	in	
201080.	This	is	also	the	reason	for	the	recent	bulge	in	the	global	carbon-intensity.	The	
underlying	causes	are	China’s	rapid	urbanisation	and	industrialisation.	The	energy	
need	is	so	high	that	in	2008,	China	increased	on	average	two	500	MW	coal-fired	
power	plants	to	its	electricity	network	on	a	weekly	basis.	According	to	an	estimation	
presented	in	an	article	that	was	published	in	the	Science	magazine	in	2008,	China’s	
emissions	alone	will	be	as	high	as	the	combined	emissions	of	the	world	are	now	in	
2030,	if	it	keeps	its	carbon-intensity	at	the	present	level	(Zeng	et al.	2008:	731).	
The	research	raised	a	lot	of	attention	when	it	was	published,	as	until	then,	climate	
calculations	had	been	based	on	the	assumption	of	the	natural	decarbonisation	of	
the	economy,	which	now	was	proven	to	be	an	excessively	hopeful	assumption.

This,	however,	 is	 an	 impossible	 thought,	 as	 this	presents	 severe	air	quality	
problems,	to	say	the	least.	Indeed,	air	pollution	control	has	in	recent	years	emerged	
as a key interest in the climate politics of China. 

3.3 EU EMISSIONS COMPARED TO TOTAL EMISSIONS

In	honour	of	the	EU,	it	has	to	be	mentioned	that	it	has	been	able	to	keep	up	with	
the	targets	that	it	set	for	itself.	It	will	reach	both	its	Kyoto	targets	and	it	is	on	the	
right	path	regarding	its	20-20-20	targets.

In recent years, many researchers have, nonetheless, paid attention to the 
problem	 that	 the	measure	 of	 success	 and	 the	 object	 of	 climate	 policy	 are	 the	
production-based	–	not	consumption-based	–	emissions.	If	 these	consumption-
based	emissions	are	taken	into	account,	how	does	the	EU	perform?

Peters et al.	 (2011)	and	Saikku	et al.	 (2012)	were	 looking	for	the	underlying	
factors	that	caused	the	rapid	increase	in	carbon	emissions	between	1990–2010.	
According	to	Saikku	et al.	(2012),	the	documented	emission	reductions	in	Europe	can	
be	explained	by	global	transformations	in	international	trade.	In	the	EU,	domestic	
emissions	declined	and	the	energy-intensity	of	the	economy	developed	favourably,	
but	at	the	same	time,	consumption-based	emissions	increased.	Besides,	even	though	

79	 http://www.seniorsequence.net/old_version/images/student_files/USP_srp_first_draft_1st.pdf
80	 World	energy	outlook	2012,	Annexes,	World:	New	Policies	Scenario,	p.552
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the	carbon-intensity	of	energy	production	was	lower	in	the	EU-27	than	in	the	other	
researched	areas	(global	emissions,	China,	US,	India,	Russia	and	Japan),	after	the	
ratification	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	consumption-based	emissions	increased,	while	
emissions	generated	within	the	EU	decreased.	It	was	mentioned	in	the	research	
that “during 2005–2010, outsourcing of emissions became the strongest driver 
for the growth of consumption-based emissions in EU27”.81 

This	 conclusion	 is	 supported	by	a	database	 created	by	Peters	et al.	 (2011),	
which	reveals	that	the	stabilisation	of	emission	generation	in	developed	countries	
has	 occurred	 partly	 to	 the	 detriment	 of	 an	 increase	 in	 developing	 countries’	
emissions,	 as	 the	 import	of	 goods	 from	developing	 to	 industrial	 countries	has	
increased	significantly.	In	order	to	measure	the	increase	in	emissions	generated	
by	international	trade,	Peters	et al.	developed	a	global	database	concerning	CO2 
emissions,	which	covered	113	countries	and	57	production	industries	between	1990	
and	2008.	According	to	the	research,	the	emissions	of	imported	goods	and	services	
had	augmented	between	1990	and	2008	from	4.3	Gt	CO2	(20%	of	global	emissions)	
to	7.8	Gt	CO2	(26%	of	global	emissions).	Most	industrial	countries	have	increased	
their	consumption-based	emissions	more	than	their	regional	emissions,	and	non-
energy-intensive	production	also	had	a	key	role	in	the	transfer	of	emissions.	

The	transfer	of	net	emissions	generated	through	international	trade	surged	from	
0,4	Gt	CO2	 to	1,6	Gt	CO2,	which	exceeds	 the	emission	reductions	of	 the	Kyoto	
Protocol.	Therefore,	 the	 growth	of	 international	 trade	 volumes	 is	 a	 significant	
explanation	for	the	transformation	of	emissions	from	the	points	of	view	of	both	
production	and	consumption.	Thus,	the	conclusion	of	the	research	is	that	in	the	
monitoring	of	emission	trends	attention	should	be	paid	to	transferred	emissions	in	
addition	to	the	regional	emissions,	in	order	to	get	the	global	increase	in	emissions	
under control.

Saikku et al.	compared	the	emission	trends	of	certain	countries	between	1990–
2010.	Global	emissions	increased	with	around	two	per	cent	annually,	following	the	
increase	in	GDP	per	capita.	In	China,	the	US,	India	and	Japan	both	production	and	
consumption-based	emissions	augmented.	Domestic	emissions	decreased	in	Russia	
and	in	the	EU-27,	albeit	that	the	EU	increased	its	consumption-based	emissions	
by	transferring	production	to	third	countries.	The	US	and	Japan	outsourced	their	
emissions	beyond	their	national	borders.	In	the	US,	population	growth	accelerated	
the	generation	of	emissions,	whereas	Chinese	population	growth	barely	impacted	
the	country’s	emissions.	Instead,	economic	growth	heavily	increased	both	China’s	 
 
 

81	 I	find	it	not	surprising	that	the	trend	corresponds	with	the	start	of	emissions	trading,	which	I	will	further	
elaborate	on	in	Chapter	8.
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and	 India’s	 emissions.	 Energy-efficiency	 developed	 in	 a	 promising	 direction	
everywhere	but	in	Japan82.

The	conclusion	of	the	research	is	that	the	recent	CO2 emission trends are not 
encouraging,	and	rigorous	actions	are	needed	to	prevent	the	effects	of	the	factors	that	
have	caused	the	emission	surge.	Climate	policy	and	emission	reduction	measures	
have	to	be	sufficiently	encompassing	and	deliberated	upon	for	them	to	be	able	to	
take	into	account	the	so-called	rebound83	effects	and	possible	carbon	leakage.

The	 aforementioned	 researchers	 do	 not	 come	 up	 with	 straightforward	
conclusions	claiming	that	the	decrease	in	domestic	emissions	and	the	increase	in	
import	emissions	would	prove	the	existence	of	carbon	leakage.	It	is	difficult	to	prove	
that	carbon	leakage	occurred,	as	there	are	many	simultaneous	factors	impacting	
the	situation.	Nevertheless,	it	cannot	be	easily	refuted	either.	

While	discussing	the	insecurity	of	measuring	emissions,	also	Marland	(2012)	
remarks that this uncertainty does not only concern the volume of emissions, as it 
is	also	unclear,	under	whose	responsibility	they	fall.	A	significant	share	of	China’s	
emissions	originates	from	the	production	of	goods	that	are	consumed	elsewhere.	
The	Kyoto	Protocol	recognises	the	emissions	generated	within	the	borders	of	a	
state	only,	which	is	the	reason	why	Marland	wonders,	whether	this	composition	
is	reasonable.	In	recent	years,	 the	developed	countries	have	managed	to	reduce	
their	emissions	precisely	because	of	the	fact	that	China	and	India	have	taken	the	
responsibility	of	an	ever-larger	share	of	the	world’s	energy-intensive	production.

 
 
 
 
 
 

82	 The	fact	that	energy-efficiency	 is	now	clotting	 in	Japan	is	noteworthy.	Japan	is	known	as	a	forerunner	of	
energy-efficiency,	and	already	in	the	1980s	it	started	determined	activities	to	make	its	energy	consumption	
more	efficient	through	the	launch	of	the	so-called	Moonlight	Project.	The	aforementioned	observation	shows	
that	it	is	hard	to	improve	energy	efficiency	after	a	certain	period	of	time,	at	least,	in	such	a	way	that	production	
remains	cost-effective.

83	 The	so-called	rebound	effect	was	already	observed	in	the	days	of	the	steam	engine:	the	improvement	was	
meant	to	save	the	fuel,	but	as	performance	improved,	the	total	consumption	surged.	As	Jevons	argued	in	his	
famous	1866	study	of	the	consequences	of	James	Watts’	dramatic	improvements	in	the	efficiency	of	steam	
engines,	 such	rebound	effects	might	even	result	 in	a	net	 increase	of	energy	consumption.	 (Prins	&	Caine	
2013:15)
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4 CLIMATE SCIENCE AS A SCIENCE

This chapter provides an overview of climate science as a field of science 
and evaluates its relationship with political decision-making. To begin 
with, the most significant findings and milestones of climate research 
as well as the historical background of the greenhouse theory are 
presented from the beginning of the 19th century, when the greenhouse 
effect was first found to explain our planet’s favourable conditions, as 
well as, eventually, climate sensitivity.

The overview continues with the progressive revision of the 
characteristics of science, in the light of which it will be evaluated how 
this new and interdisciplinary field of climate science deals with the 
classical operating culture of science, how scientific criteria are fulfilled 
in climate science, and to what extent we can speak of a so-called post-
normal science, which accepts advocacy as part of scientific practice. 
In this respect, the focus will be on the relationship between science 
and political decision-making. 

In the course of considering how value-free or value-laden this science 
may be, the cognitivistic scientific ideal is emphasized to be the most 
constructive approach, despite the fact that this scientific field is marked 
by a concern about the future of the planet.  Scientists should not, as 
scientists, involve themselves in political posturing or risk making 
political judgments on behalf of politicians or decision-makers, but 
rather limit themselves to the production of information that is as 
reliable as possible.

At the end of the chapter, the key phases of a scandal that climate science 
encountered, the so-called Climategate, will be presented.

4.1 AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF CLIMATE SCIENCE

Today	we	 know	 that	 the	Earth’s	 atmosphere	 functions	 same	way	 as	 the	 glass	
ceiling	of	a	greenhouse:	it	allows	solar	radiation	to	enter	the	surface	of	the	Earth,	
while	preventing	the	Earth’s	thermal	radiation	from	escaping	directly	into	space.	
Atmospheric	greenhouse	gases,	the	most	important	of	which	are	water	vapour	and	
carbon	dioxide,	perform	the	functions	of	the	greenhouse’s	glass	ceiling.	They	create	
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a	natural	greenhouse	effect	without	which	the	earth’s	average	temperature	would	
be	around	15°C	colder	than	it	is	at	present.	

At	the	beginning	of	the	19th	century,	Joseph	Fourier	(1768–1830)	studied	the	
greenhouse	effect	at	a	theoretical	level.	In	the	middle	of	the	same	century,	British	
chemist	John	Tyndall	(1820–1893)	carried	out	the	first	empirical	experiments	on	
greenhouse	gases,	calling	them	“hot	house	gases”.	Tyndall	discovered	that	they	
let	solar	radiation,	especially	visible	light,	almost	completely	through,	while	at	the	
same	time	absorbing	a	considerable	portion	of	the	longer-wave	thermal	radiation	
(infrared	radiation)	emitted	from	the	surface	of	the	planet,	thus	preventing	it	from	
escaping	into	space.	Thirty	years	later,	in	their	much	more	detailed	experiments	
and	calculations,	 the	pioneers	of	atmospheric	science,	Swedish	chemist	Svante	
Arrhenius	and	American	geologist	Thomas	Chamberlin	–	each	without	knowledge	
of	the	other	–	came	to	corresponding	conclusions	about	the	essence	and	influence	
of	the	greenhouse	effect.	Arrhenius	(1896)	even	presented	the	first	estimates	of	
the	earth’s	climate	sensitivity	to	greenhouse	gases.	According	to	him,	halving	or	
doubling	the	carbon	dioxide	content	in	the	atmosphere	would	lead	to	earth	surface	
temperature	changes	of	4–5	°C	–	a	calculation	which	is	surprisingly	close	to	the	
current	estimates	(2–4.5	°C,	IPCC	2007).	(Kellogg	1987;	Hart	&	Victor	1993;	Weart	
2003;	Hulme	2009a)

The	first	extensive,	modern	climate	report	can	be	attributed	to	the	Austrian	
geographer	Eduard	Brückner.	In	his	dissertation,	which	was	completed	in	1890,	
he	offered	mathematical-statistical	analyses	suggesting	that	the	climate	warmed	in	
large	areas	of	Central	Europe	and	Russia	towards	the	end	of	the	19th century. He 
made	a	connection	between	this	change	and	industrial	clearing	of	forests	(von	Storch	
&	Stehr	2006).	Brückner	assessed	the	consequences	of	the	change	for	agriculture	
and	natural	environments,	and	listed	countries	that	benefited	or	suffered	as	a	result.	
He	also	proposed	an	international	parliamentary	agreement,	a	kind	of	primitive	
“climate	law,”	to	remedy	the	matter.	

Ever	since	the	beginning	of	the	industrial	revolution,	the	world’s	fossil	resources		
–	coal,	oil	and	natural	gas	–	have	nourished	the	development	of	the	world	economy,		
at	the	same	time	causing	excess	release	of	greenhouse	gases	into	the	atmosphere.	
The	first	attempt	to	link	the	increase	in	greenhouse	gas	emissions	caused	by	human	
activities	with	 the	 extensive	warming	of	 the	 climate	was	made	by	 the	English	
mechanical	engineer	Guy	Stewart	Callendar	in	his	lecture	at	the	Royal	Meteorological	
Society	in	London	in	1938	(Callendar	1938	as	cited	in	Hulme	2009a:	50).	

The	early	observation	of	the	greenhouse	effect	by	Arrhenius	and	Chamberlin	can	
be	considered	incidental	to	some	extent,	for	the	actual	purpose	of	their	research	was	
to	find	a	theory	that	would	explain	the	climatic	variations	of	great	ice	ages	(Corfee-
Morlot et al.	2007,	Victor	2011:33).	The	by-product	of	 this	research,	 therefore,	
the	observed	greenhouse	effect,	 lay	dormant	 for	decades	until	Callendar,	using	
meteorological	data,	proved	that	warming	was	indeed	taking	place,	demonstrating	
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its	connection	with	CO2	emissions	and	the	use	of	fossil	fuels	(Bolin	et al.	1986;	Hart	
&	Victor	1993,	Weart	2003).	On	the	basis	of	calculations	performed	by	Arrhenius,	
Callendar	concluded	that	the	rise	in	temperatures	and	the	fact	that	winters	were	
becoming	milder,	as	he	observed	over	large	areas	at	the	beginning	of	the	20th century, 
were	a	consequence	of	the	simultaneous	increase	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions	in	
the	atmosphere	caused	by	 industrial	production.	He	stated,	on	the	basis	of	his	
measurements,	that	the	Earth’s	temperature	had	already	risen	by	approximately	0.5	
°C	during	the	50	years	preceding	the	1930s,	and	he	estimated	that	the	temperature	
would	rise	at	the	rate	of	0.3	degrees	per	one	hundred	years	in	the	future.	

In	the	opinion	of	Callendar,	and	of	other	early	greenhouse-gas	theorists,	 the	
warming	was	a	positive	development,	because	it	would	permit	humankind	to	better	
overcome	shortages,	poverty	and	disease.	However,	Callendar’s	conclusions	did	
not	garner	wider	support.		The	Director	of	the	UK	Meteorological	Office	(now	the	
“Met	Office”),	Sir	George	Simpson,	for	example,	regarded	the	observed	connection	
between	greenhouse	gas	concentrations	and	the	temperature	rise	as	completely	
coincidental	(Hulme	2009a:50).	

Around	the	same	time,	several	considerations	diverted	interest	away	from	the	
question	of	anthropogenic	climate	change.		First,	discoveries	of	significant	natural	
factors	affecting	the	climate,	including	sunspots	and	ocean	currents,	were	made,	
and	compared	with	these,	the	factor	of	human	influence	seemed	minor.	Second,	
World	War	II	attracted	everyone’s	attention	and	diverted	interest	towards	the	more	
immediate	concerns	of	nuclear	physics	and	armament.	Third,	there	was	widespread	
belief	that	the	means	offered	by	technology	were	able	to	solve	most	of	the	world’s	
problems	caused	by	human	beings	(Hart	&	Victor	1993).

On	the	New	Continent	geophysicist	Roger	Revelle	presented,	together	with	Hans	
Suess,	a	revolutionary	claim	at	the	end	of	the	1950s:	the	residents	of	planet	earth	
were	conducting	a	gigantic	geophysical	experiment	on	the	globe	they	inhabit	by	
manipulating	the	atmospheric	gas	composition,	which	could	have	fatal	consequences	
(Revelle	&	Suess	1957).	The	big	contribution	of	Revelle	was	to	show	that	most	of	the	
CO2	would	not	go	into	the	oceans	–	because	the	chemistry	was	buffered.		That,	in	
turn,	led	to	the	need	for	long-term	measurements:	Revelle	therefore	suggested	that	
systematic	measurement	of	the	atmospheric	gas	composition	should	be	undertaken.	
This	suggestion	was	realised	in	connection	with	the	International	Geophysical	Year	
(IGY)	in	1957–58,	when	an	observatory	specialising	in	atmospheric	measurement	
was	established	in	Mauna	Loa.	Systematic	measurements	over	only	a	few	years	
showed	that	the	atmospheric	greenhouse	gas	concentrations	were	on	the	increase,	
thus	validating	the	earlier	claims	made	 in	theoretical	and	experimental	studies	
(Victor	2011:34–35).

However,	 it	 took	 a	 long	 time	 until	 the	 human-induced	 acceleration	 of	 the	
greenhouse	effect	was	accepted	as	the	prevailing	scientific	theory.	The	slowness	
with	which	the	theory	was	embraced	can	be	attributed	above	all	to	the	decrease	
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in	 temperatures	 between	 the	 1940s	 and	 the	 beginning	 of	 1970s,	 which	 was	
observed	in	 large	areas	all	over	the	world.	As	a	result	of	 the	temperature	drop,	
the	scientific	community	still	debated	intensely	whether	the	earth	was	cooling	or	
warming	and	whether	there	was	actually	a	new	ice	age	threatening	it	in	the	1970s	
and	80s	(Hecht	&	Tirpak	1995).	For	example,	in	the	United	States	in	the	1970s,	
typical	headlines	in	daily	newspapers	included	the	following:	“The	Cooling	World”	
(Newsweek	1975),	“Scientists	Ask	Why	World	Climate	Is	Changing:	Major	Cooling	
May	Be	Ahead”	(The	New	York	Times	1975)	and	“Earth	Seems	to	be	Cooling	Off	
Again”	(The	Christian	Science	Monitor	1974).	As	 late	as	1978,	an	 international	
meeting	of	climate	researchers	came,	after	lengthy	disputation	about	details,	to	the	
unanimous	conclusion	that	even	though	there		was	still	much	confusion	concerning	
the	magnitude,	speed	and	regional	occurrence	of	climate	change,	at	least	one	thing	
is	certain:	the	earth’s	climate		was	cooling	down	(Mazur	&	Lee	1993).	

When	did	the	worry	over	cooling	down	become	a	worry	over	warming?	Victor	
(2011:	39)	regards	the	study	published	in	1981	by	Hansen	et al.	(1981)	as	the	turning	
point:	Hansen	constructed	his	first	climate	models	on	the	basis	of	research	on	the	
planet Venus.

But	 how	 did	 a	 geophysical	 phenomenon,	 carbon	 dioxide,	 become	 an	
environmental	or	pollutant	problem?	In	Victor’s	opinion,	one	reason	is	that	people	
became	aware	of	environmental	risks	from	the	1960s	onwards:	nuclear	tests	and	
radiation,	its	effect	on	breast	milk,	DDT,	and,	finally,	supersonic	aircraft.		It	was	
these	factors,	if	not	others,	that	solidified	the	research	on	the	global	climate	as	an	
environmental	concern,	especially	when	the	destructive	effect	of	nitrous	oxides	and	
CFC	compounds	on	the	ozone	layer	was	discovered.	The	concern	about	climate	
change	was	naturally	linked	to	the	same	issue	(Victor	2011:35–39).

For the development of climate science and, in particular, for the research on 
the	causes	and	effects	of	climate	change,	the	year	1988	was	significant	 in	many	
ways.	The	previously	mentioned	establishment	of	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	
Climate	Change	(IPCC)	took	place	that	year.	A	hearing	of	experts	in	the	US	Senate	
brought	up	climate	change	as	a	media	topic.	That	same	year,	the	researchers	at	the	
Climate	Research	Unit	(CRU)	of	the	University	of	East	Anglia,	in	the	UK,	suggested	
that	1987	was	the	warmest	year	in	the	history	of	temperature	measurement,	and	
the	summer	was	named	a	special	“greenhouse	summer”.	

The	growing	research	interest	was	also	affected	by	the	establishment	of	new	
international	research	programs	and	increased	research	funding	allocated	to	the	
field.	These	included,	for	example,	extensive	research	programs	related	to	global	
environmental	change	coordinated	by	the	International	Council	for	Science	(ICSU),	
of	which	the	best-known	ones	are	the	World	Climate	Research	Programme	(WCRP)	
and	the	International	Geosphere-Biosphere	Programme	(IGBP)	and	their	numerous	
sub-programs.	As	 illustrated	in	graph	9,	scientific	research	dealing	with	climate	
change	 increased	exponentially	 from	1988	onwards.	The	surge	 in	research	and	
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publishing	activities	was	particularly	prominent	in	the	field	of	natural	science.	In	
social	science,	publications	dealing	with	climate	change	increased	significantly	only	
after	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century.	Nevertheless,	it	should	be	noted	that	research	
on	climate	change	and,	more	generally,	awareness	of	the	problem,	were	a	primarily	
western	phenomenon	until	the	21st	century,	whereas	a	larger-scale	awakening	to	
the	problem	in,	for	instance,	India,	China	and	Africa	took	place	only	during	the	
first	decade	of	this	century	(Hulme	2009a:	66).	

Figure 9: The increase in scientific publications concerning climate change, source Hulme 2009a

Awareness	of	the	human	contribution	to	the	detected	warming	of	the	climate	
has	increased	gradually	from	the	1990s.	In	the	First	IPCC	Assessment	Report	in	
1990,	the	Earth’s	surface	temperatures	were	estimated	to	have	risen	by	0.3–0.6	˚C	 
during	the	preceding	century.	It	was	noted	that	the	temperature	rise	was	in	harmony	
with	climate	models	but	also	“of	the	same	magnitude	as	natural	climate	variability”	
(IPCC	1990).	The	Second	Assessment	Report	published	in	1996	proposed	that	“the	
balance	of	evidence	suggests	a	discernible	human	influence	on	global	climate”	(IPCC	
1996).	The	conclusions	in	the	Third	Assessment	Report	published	in	2001,	were	
already	more	clearly	worded	with	respect	to	the	human	contribution	to	climate	
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change.	According	to	this	report,	the	majority	of	the	warming	during	the	preceding	
50	years	can	probably	(probability	of	66–90%)	be	attributed	to	greenhouse	gas	
emissions	caused	by	human	activities.

The	 consensus	 among	 the	 scientists	was	 considered	 vast.	 In	 2004,	Naomi	
Oreskes	(2004)	performed	a	survey	of	928	peer-reviewed	climate	papers	of	ISI	
Web	of	Science	database	published	between	1993	and	2003,	finding	none	that	
rejected	the	human	cause	of	global	warming.	After	 the	analysis,	she	concluded	
that	75	percent	of	the	examined	abstracts	either	explicitly	or	implicitly	backed	the	
consensus	view,	while	none	directly	dissented	from	it.	This	result84	became	soon	
one	of	the	most	cited	studies	on	unanimity	among	the	scientists	and	was	often	
repeated	in	debates	about	climate	policy.	

According	to	the	IPCC’s	Fourth	Assessment	Report	(IPCC	2007),	the	warming	
of	 the	 climate	 is	 indisputable.	 The	 observations	 show	 that	 the	 earth’s	 surface	
temperature	has	risen	on	average	by	0.74	°C	[variation	range	0.56	–	0.92	°C]	in	
1906–2005.	The	temperature	has	risen	in	large	areas	throughout	the	globe,	however,	
in	high	northern	latitudes	more	than	elsewhere.	Satellite	observations	show	that	
the	average	volume	of	Arctic	ice	cap	has	decreased	by	2.7%	[2.1–3.3%]	per	decade	
after	1978.	In	summer,	the	shrinking	of	the	ice	surface	area	has	been	even	more	
rapid,	7.4%	[5.0–9.8%]	per	decade.	Furthermore,	oceans	have	warmed,	the	melting	
of	snow	and	ice	has	accelerated	and	the	sea	level	has	risen.	

According	to	the	IPCC,	the	rise	of	 the	earth’s	average	temperature	observed	
during	the	second	half	of	the	past	century	is	“very	likely”	to	be	due	to	an	increase	
in	 greenhouse	 gas	 concentrations	 caused	 by	 emissions	 mostly	 generated	 by	
humankind.	The	report	regards	it	as	probable	that	during	the	past	50	years	human-
induced	warming	has	been	significant	on	all	continents	except	Antarctica.

Human-induced	global	greenhouse	gas	emissions	have	 increased	since	pre-
industrial	 times.	The	augmentation	was	70%	between	1970	and	2004.	Carbon	
dioxide	(CO2)	is	the	most	significant	greenhouse	gas	generated	by	human	activity	
(Lacis	et al.	2010).	Annual	CO2	emissions	increased	by	about	80%	during	1970–
2004.	The	increase	of	the	carbon	dioxide	concentration	is	primarily	caused	by	the	
use	of	fossil	fuels.	The	effect	of	land	use	changes	is	also	significant	but	to	a	lesser	
extent.	The	current	CO2	(400	ppm)	and	methane	(CH4)	(1789	ppb)	concentrations	
of	the	atmosphere	clearly	exceed	the	natural	range	of	variation	for	the	period	of	
the	past	650,000	years.	

According	to	the	IPCC,	it	is	very	likely	that	also	the	observed	increase	in	CH4 
concentrations	is	human-induced	–	above	all	generated	by	agriculture	and	the	use	

84	 The	debate	on	the	alleged	consensus	has	continued	since	then.	A	similar	result	was	published	by	Cook	et 
al.	(2013),	on	a	larger	database,	consisting	of	11944	climate	abstracts.		According	to	it,	97%	of	the	scientific	
literature	endorses	anthropogenic	climate	change.	This	study	has	been	criticized	by	Richard	Tol	(2014),	a	
professor	of	the	economics	of	climate	change.	Tol’s	main	argument	is	that	a	trend	in	composition	is	mistaken	
for a trend in endorsement.
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of	fossil	fuels.	The	increase	in	nitrous	oxide	(N2O)	concentrations	is	mainly	due	to	
agriculture.	In	2007,	the	atmospheric	carbon	dioxide	content	was	37%	higher	than	
during	the	pre-industrial	period,	while	the	corresponding	figures	for	methane	and	
nitrous	oxide	were	156%	and	19%	respectively	(Nature	2008:	558–559).	

Under	the	current	measures	to	curb	climate	change	and	related	sustainable	
development	practicesglobal	greenhouse	gas	emissions	will	continue	to	 increase	
during	the	following	decades.	The	SRES	scenarios85	used	by	the	IPCC	predict	that	
the	global	greenhouse	gas	emissions	will	increase	by	25–90%	(CO2eq.)	during	2000–
2030.	These	scenarios	forecast	that	fossil	fuels	will	maintain	their	dominant	position	
in	global	energy	production	until	2030	and	even	further.	The	results	of	more	recent	
scenarios,	which	do	not	take	into	account	additional	emission	restrictions,	follow	
the	same	lines.	The	SRES	scenarios	predict	a	warming	of	the	climate	of	about	0.2	
°C	during	each	of	the	next	two	decades.	Even	if	the	concentrations	of	all	greenhouse	
gases	and	aerosols	were	stabilised	to	the	level	of	the	year	2000,	the	climate	would	
warm	by	about	0.1	°C	per	decade.	The	forecast	warming	after	2030	will	depend	
more and more clearly on the selection of the emission scenario. 

The	conclusion	of	the	IPCC’s	Fourth	Assessment	Report	is	that	if	greenhouse	
gas	emissions	continue	at	or	above	the	current	level,	warming	will	accelerate.	This	
will	 lead	to	many	changes	in	the	climate	system,	which	in	this	century	will	very	
likely	be	larger	than	the	changes	observed	during	the	past	century.

4.2 WHAT IS SCIENCE – A BRIEF OVERVIEW

	Recent	years	have	seen	the	appearance	of	new	climate	science	professorships	and	
climate	change	research	units	at	universities,	and	climate	science	as	well	as	climate	
change	research	are	in	a	phase	of	dynamic	formation.	Different	departments	are	
also	competing	as	to	which	traditional	scientific	field	will	have	the	last	say	when	
it	comes	to	climate	change.	This	development	has	been	particularly	visible	in	the	
debates	between	representatives	of	the	fields	of	meteorology,	paleoecology	(which	
observes	historical	climate	data),	and	aerosol	physics.

There	are	many	topics	that	can	be	researched	without	the	matter	constituting	its	
own	scientific	field.	This	can	be	done	interdisciplinarily	–	without	having	recourse	
to	a	characteristic	methodological	profile	proper	to	a	specific	discipline.	Climate	
change	is	typically	researched	using	the	methodologies	of	fields	such	as	meteorology,	
statistics,	oceanology,	paleoecology	and	aerosol	physics;	but	there	is	also	a	wide	
range	of	social	scientific	and	economic	climate	change	research.	

In	 the	present	 study,	 I	 refer	 to	 climate	 science,	 broadly	 speaking,	 as	 those	

85	 The	IPCC	Special	Report	on	Emission	Scenarios,	2000.
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scientific	fields	that	research	the	climate	and	its	changes	such	as	the	intensification	
of	the	greenhouse	effect	and	the	causes	and	effects	of	climate	change.	Even	though	
“weather	science”	–	meteorology	–	is	an	old	and	traditional	scientific	field,	we	can	
view	climate	science	as	a	new,	interdisciplinary	and	empirical	field	of	research.	It	
describes	one	aspect	of	the	material	reality:	the	functioning	and	interactions	of	the	
atmosphere,	and	the	diverse	relations	of	human	beings	to	this	reality.

When	evaluating	what	kind	of	a	scientific	field	climate	science	is,	what	its	role	in	
the	field	of	science	is,	and	to	what	extent	it	fulfils	the	criteria	of	scientific	knowledge	
and	reasoning,	as	well	as	what	its	possible	specific	characteristics	are,	we	have	to	take	
a	look	at	the	criteria	of	scientific	knowledge,	scientific	reasoning	and	explanation	
as	well	as	the	growth	of	knowledge	itself.

Can	climate	science	be	considered	an	independent	scientific	field,	and	if	so,	what	
kind	of	a	science	is	it?	Is	its	goal	purely	cognitive,	or	does	it	have	an	inbuilt	practical	
application,	such	as	the	goal	of	preventing	the	series	of	dire	consequences	global	
warming	predicted	by	it?	Is	it	some	kind	of	a	hybrid?	These	are	the	questions	that	
I	am	pondering	in	this	context.

The	problem	of	demarcating	the	boundaries	separating	science	from	non-science	
is	one	of	 the	essential	questions	 in	the	philosophy	of	science.	The	father	of	 the	
concept,	Karl	Popper	(1902–1994),	regarded	it	as	the	most	central	question,	because	
the	possibility	of	distinguishing	actual	science	from	non-science	that	is	being	falsely	
marketed	as	science	is	decisive	for	the	scientific	worldview	(Niiniluoto	1984a,	1984b).

The	 starting	 point	 is	 to	 define	 what	 is	 meant	 by	 the	 concept	 “science”	 
–	which	could	be:	1)	the	scientific	institution,	including	researchers	and	research	
organisations,	2)	the	research	process,	3)	scientific	method	or	4)	scientific	knowledge	
–	in	such	a	manner	that	these	four	elements	are	mutually	interdependent	and	define	
one	another.	In	order	not	to	create	a	circular	definition,86	it	is	necessary	to	define	
at least one of the four elements independently of the others.

“Science”	 refers	not	only	 to	 the	seeking	of	knowledge,	which	 is	 critical	and	
systematic	in	method	(i.e.,	research),	but	also	to	the	results	of	this	research	activity.	
Science	demonstrates	the	excellent	ability	of	the	human	reason	to	correct	itself87 
(Charles	S.	Peirce);	and	according	to	Niiniluoto	(1984b),	this	Peircean	view	of	science	
as	a	self-correcting	process	is	one	of	the	pertinent	characterisations	of	the	special	
features	of	science	and	the	scientific	method	(“method”	comes	 from	the	Greek	
methodos,	literally:	following	the	road	from	meta	after	+	hodos	way).	These	special	
characteristics	are	listed	by	Niiniluoto	as	follows:	

86	 Niiniluoto	uses	an	apt	example	of	the	circular	definition:	“supporting	is	the	action	of	the	supporter	to	the	
benefit	of	the	one	to	be	supported”	(1984a:22).

87	 In	1898	in	his	essay	Methods	for	Attaining	the	Truth	Peirce	describes	one	of	the	most	wonderful	features	of	
reasoning:	”Reasoning	tends	to	correct	itself.	and	the	more	so,	the	more	wisely	its	plan	is	laid.”	(Collected	
Papers	of	Charles	Sanders	Peirce,	vol	5.575.)



105

Climate Change as a Political Process

- Objectivity	 –	 whatever	 is	 presented	 in	 the	 name	 of	 science	 must	 be	
independent	of	the	scientist’s	expectations,	opinions	and	wishes.	Intersubjectivity	
is	also	linked	to	this	precondition:	research	must	be	publicly	verifiable,	testable,	
repeatable	and	open	to	everybody	with	an	adequate	education.	

- Critical attitude	–	researchers	view	their	own	research	with	consideration,	
evaluation,	doubt,	subjecting	also	their	own	views	to	the	method	and	critique.	The	
falsification	and	the	intersubjectivity	of	the	hypothesis	are	also	linked	to	this.	

- Autonomy	–	science	must	be	independent	of,	for	example,	political,	economic	
or	religious	affiliation.	It	must	be	self-correcting	in	a	manner	that	is	not	influenced	
by	non-scientific	groups.

- Progress	–	science	does	not	provide	final	truths	but	approaches	the	most	
viable	information	when	seeking	the	truth.	Science	functions	in	a	self-correcting	
fashion	by	rejecting	hypotheses	that	have	proven	to	be	incorrect,	and	by	replacing	
them	with	better,	or	at	least	less	incorrect,	ones.

All	of	the	characteristics	of	science	mentioned	above	are	subject	to	interpretation	
and	are	weighted	differently	in	the	various	fields	of	science,	in	which	the	methods	
differ	greatly	from	each	other.	Nevertheless,	in	principle	they	all	follow	the	general	
characteristics	of	the	scientific	method.

Ever	since	the	Middle	Ages,	science	has	been	seen	as	involving	a	cumulative	
process	of	steady	growth	in	knowledge.	However,	since	the	results	of	science	are	not	
necessarily	true,	the	development	of	science	does	not	take	place	through	a	systematic	
accumulation	of	pieces	of	information.	The	developmental	process	involves	sharp	
periods	of	rupture	and	scientific	revolutions	that	replace	incorrect	hypotheses	by	
new	ones.	(Niiniluoto	1984a:28,	63	[also	Kuhn	1977])	

In	other	words,	science	is	a	self-correcting	process,	in	which	an	earlier	theory	
will	be	replaced	by	a	new,	presumably	less	incorrect,	theory	which	has	come	into	
conflict	with	the	former.	Thus,	it	can	be	said	that	science	aims	at	approaching	the	
truth.	This	can	be	regarded	as	the	factor	that	separates	science	from	other	areas	
of	human	culture:	progress	is	what	separates	science	from,	for	example,	religion.	
For	this	reason,	Popper’s	colleague	Imre	Lakatos	(1922–1974),	a	philosopher	of	
science,	was	willing	to	regard	progress	as	even	the	demarcation	criterion	of	science:		
unproductive	research	programs	are	typically	replaced	by	the	more	promising	ones.	
(Curd	&	Cover	1998:23–26,	Godfrey-Smith	2003:105,	Niiniluoto	1984a:29)

4.3 SCIENCE AND VALUES

In	modern	times,	particularly	since	the	advent	of	Positivism,	scientific	research	
has	been	associated	with	the	value-free	ideal	of	science:	science	is	assumed	to	be	
unbiased	and	rational,	and	to	express	the	way	things	are	–	not	the	way	they	should	
be.	(Kincaid	et al.	2007:4)	Value-free	science	does	not,	however,	mean	freedom	from	
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all	values.	It	implies	that	research	as	a	social	practice	is	defined	by	values	that	are	
solely cognitive	in	nature.	These	kind	of	cognitive	or	epistemic	values	include	truth,	
rationality,	consistency,	and	honesty.	The	recognition	of	cognitive	values	in	science	
is	thus	foundational	for	the	discussion	concerning	value-freeness,	after	which	we	
can	clarify	what	kind	of	role	non-cognitive values	are	allowed	or	not	allowed	to	have	
in	the	scientific	research.	Non-cognitive	values	include,	for	example,	the	personal	
preferences	of	researchers,	the	pursuit	of	their	own	benefit	or	the	common	good,	
and	their	views	concerning	the	good	life,	or	just	society.	(Rolin	2006:16,	Curd	&	
Cover	1998:	211–212)

The	 influence	 of	 non-cognitive	 values	 to	 the	 choice or the application of 
research	 results	 are	 not	 considered	 problematic	 for	 science.	 Instead,	 what	 is	
contested	is	whether	non-cognitive	values	should	have	a	role	in	the	 justification 
or the argumentation and reasoning	of	research	results.	(Rolin	2006:16,	Douglas	
2007:121)

According	to	the	cognitivist	 ideal	of	science,	 the	argumentation	 in	favour	or	
against	the	validity	or	rejection	of	research	results	should	be	based	on	only	cognitive	
values,	not	the	desirability	of	the	truth	or	untruth	of	the	research	results	for,	e.g.,	
personal,	political,	or	religious	reasons.	The	latter	can	be	considered	examples	of	
non-cognitive	values.	(Niiniluoto	1991:46).

The	 ideal	 of	 value-free	 science	 thus	 views	 scientific	 activity	 as	 neutral	 and	
independent	of	moral	or	political	views.	According	to	this	ideal,	the	role	of	science	
is	to	tell	the	facts,	whereas	moral	and	political	decisions	are	based	on	values	and	
preferences,	i.e.	areas	that	have	to	be	understood	as	autonomic.

When	speaking	of	the	relationship	between	science	and	politics,	it	is	essential	
to	acknowledge	the	setting:	value-laden,	politically	motivated	science	cannot	be	
equipped	with	the	traditional	authority	of	science.	If	 it	were	to	be	accepted	that	
scientific	content	can	be	defined	by	values,	presenting	science	as	a	neutral	activity	
would	be	deceitful:	important	value-assumptions	would	be	hidden	under	a	veil	of	
impartiality,	which	is,	even	in	a	best-case	scenario,	misleading.	Responsible	politics	
requires	explicitly	critical	awareness	and	openness	about	its	value	assumptions	or	
its	affiliations	(Kincaid	et al.	2007:	4–5).

	A	question	that	becomes	essential	is	whether	we	are	speaking	of	cognitive	or	
non-cognitive88	values,	and	what	they	mean.	When	Thomas	Kuhn	(1922–1996)	
emphasises	that	science	is	a	value-laden	practice,	he	is	referring	precisely	to	cognitive	
values.	In	the	same	way	that	for	example	a	scientific	realist	embraces	the	values	of	
truth	and	information,	Kuhn’s	values	are	accuracy,	consistency,	breadth	of	scope,	
simplicity	and	fruitfulness	(Kuhn	1977:	321–322).	These	are,	according	to	Kuhn,	
the	values	that	scientists	have	been	in	the	pursuit	of	at	all	times.	Kuhn	does	not	

88	 The	concepts	“epistemic”	and	“non-epistemic”	values	are	often	used	in	the	philosophy	of	science	discussion.
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mention	truth	as	a	value	at	all,	for	example,	and	instead	replaces	it	by	accuracy	or	
validity,	i.e.	“truth”	at	the	practical	level	of	observation	(theoretical	truth	was	never	
accepted	by	Kuhn).	Truth	is	indeed	a	complex	cognitive	value;	and	even	if	it	were	
accepted	as	a	primary	cognitive	value,	other	cognitive	values	would	still	have	to	be	
used	to	decide	what	theories	are	true	(Curd	&	Cover	1998:	212).

All	 the	 aforementioned	 values	 are	 cognitive	 in	 nature:	 for	 those	 holding	
a	 traditional	view	of	science,	cognitive	values	are	 in	 fact	 the	only	values	 that	a	
researcher	can	respect	when	deciding	what	the	best	–	or	a	good	–	theory	is.	Moral	
and	other	values	do	not	have	a	place	at	this	point.	A	cognitivist	thinks	that	moral	
and	economic	values	do,	however,	have	an	influence	on	what	types	of	problems	
are	researched	or	what	researces	are	funded,	but	it	is	a	completely	different	issue	
as	to	how	a	well-defined	cognitive	problem	is	to	be	resolved.

Haack	(2007),	however,	brings	up	a	certain	value	that	has,	in	addition	to	its	moral	
value,	an	epistemic	weight.	Even	though	epistemological	and	ethical	values	are	in	
his	opinion	separate	and	they	do	not	have	to	be	presented	together,	an	important	
common	factor	exists.	This	is	intellectual	integrity,	intellectual	honesty,	which	is	
both	a	moral	and	an	epistemological	virtue.	Consequentially,	taking	shortcuts	in	
intellectual	honesty	would	result	in	both	an	ethical	and	an	epistemological	deficiency.

Haack	 reminds	 us	 that	 an	 honest	 person	 is	 truthful	 with	 others	 while	 an	
intellectually	honest	person	 is	 truthful	with	himself.	Why,	 then,	 is	 intellectual	
honesty	also	a	moral	virtue,	and	why,	conversely,	is	intellectual	dishonesty	a	moral	
vice?	Partially,	because	lying	to	ourselves	by	avoiding	or	changing	evidence	that	
does	not	fit	the	picture	makes	us	just	as	dishonest	and	untrustworthy	as	someone	
who	lies	to	others.	The	value	of	reliability	in	science,	the	progress	of	which	is	based	
on	trust	between	researchers,	is	obvious.	Fundamental	epistemological	values	of	
intellectual	honesty,	seeking	for	truth,	and	respecting	evidence	are,	according	to	
Haack,	not	just	characteristic	of	science,	but	relevant	for	all	kinds	of	research	whether	
biblical,	historical,	or	anything	else.	(Haack	2007:	299–325).

But,	 is	the	cognitive	ideal	of	science	sufficiently	robust	to	resist	the	reality	of	
today’s	temptations?	Can	scientific	“hygiene”	of	contemporary	practice	be	preserved?		
Or	will	societal,	political,	moral	and	economic	values	 impinge	upon	the	field	of	
science	in	such	a	way	as	to	become	inseparable	from	it?	And	can	it	be	said	that	
such	values	have	some	kind	of	criteria	of	universality?

Kincaid	(2007:	218–236)	and	Longino	(Curd	&	Cover	1998:	239–242)	resolve	
the	tension	by	appealing	to	contextualism,	which	denies	the	existence	of	global	
criteria	on	the	basis	of	which	we	could	decide	what	kind	of	beliefs	or	principles	
have	an	epistemic	priority	of	some	sort.	Kincaid	examines	the	arguments	both	
for	 and	 against	 value-free	 and	 value-laden	 science,	 and	 argues	 that	 both	 the	
value-free	and	value-laden	views	of	science	are	on	the	wrong	path:	they	both	lean	
on	exactly	 the	kinds	of	epistemologically	 fundamental	premises	that	have	been	
abandoned	by	contextualism.	Contextualism	emphasises	the	limited	nature	of	the	
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local	and	conceptual	analysis	of	scientific	realism:	all	judgement	is	limited,	local	
and	empirical.	Contextual	values	vary	in	time,	culture	and	even	per	scientist,	and	
they	are	dependent	of	the	surrounding	society	(Curd	&	Cover	1998:	2013).	Kincaid	
comes	to	the	conclusion	that	values	have	simultaneously	both	their	justified	place,	
in	one	sense,	and	no	place	at	all	in	another	sense,	because	reliance	on	values	rests	
on	assumptions	that	are	misguided	or	erroneously	presupposed	from	the	beginning.	
Value	 judgements	have,	 in	other	words,	 their	place	 like	any	argument,	because	
according	to	contextualism	no	kind	of	 judgements	have	an	automatic	epistemic	
status	or	priority.		Precisely	because	of	this,	they	have	no	special	privileged	status.	

Longino	stresses	the	ideal	of	scientific	objectivity,	despite	the	fact	that	he	does	
not	believe	that	contextual	values	can	be	separated	from	science:	the	social	nature	of	
scientific	activity	must	be	understood	in	the	sense	that	it	encourages	and	motivates	
so-called	transformational	criticism:	it	has	the	power	to	change	contextual	values	
if	 they	are	not	properly	 justified.	(Curd	&	Cover	1998:	242–243)	Therefore	the	
contextual	understanding	of	science	would	also	preserve	the	ideal	of	self-correction.

According	to	Rolin	(Rolin	et al.	2006:17)	compliance	with	the	traditional	ideal	
of	value-free	science	 is	not	always	possible	 in	applied	research:89	cognitive	and	
non-cognitive	values	are	often	intertwined,	when	their	application	serves	the	ends	
of	concrete	life,	and	their	justification	derives	from	societal	values	in	addition	to	
cognitive	values.	Rolin	holds	that	the	ideal	will	need	to	be	reformulated	where	the	
applied	research	does	not	fulfil	the	traditional	value-free	ideal	of	science.	She	ends	
up	with	a	kind	of	compromise	between	constructionism,	which	focuses	on	value-
ladenness,	and	traditional	cognitivism,		which	emphasises	value-free	research.		The	
value-ladenness	of	social-scientific	research	does	not	 imply	that	the	researcher’s	
societal	or	moral	values	replace	the	cognitive	values	of	the	research,	she	argues,	
but	 they	 influence	 the	way	 the	 researcher	 interprets and applies	 the	cognitive	
values.		The	emphasis	on	the	value-freeness	of	science	underscores,	in	her	view,	
the	responsibility	of	the	researcher	vis-à-vis	the	scientific	community.		She	expands	
on	this	point	by	assigning	responsibility	to	the	researcher	not	only	for	the	main	
arguments	of	 the	research,	but	also	 the	 justification	of	cognitive	values.	 	Rolin	
considers	this	justification	particularly	important	when	competitive	views	on	the	
interpretation	and	application	of	scientific	values	exist	in	a	scientific	community.	
Choices	like	these	are	based	on	societal	and	moral	values,	and	thus,	the	responsible	
researcher	makes	them	public	(Rolin	et al.	2006:33–34).

Heather	Douglas	(2007)	shares	this	line	of	thinking.	The	emphasis	on	the	value-
freeness	of	science	during	the	1930s	and	40s	was,	according	to	her,	a	way	to	stay	
away	from	the	brutal	cultural	differences	that	reigned	in	society	back	then.	

89	 The	difference	between	applied	science	and	basic	research	is	considered	to	be	blurred,	but	according	to	the	
established	definition,	applied	science	is	the	original	search	for	new	knowledge,	in	which	the	research	result	
is	expected	to	serve	a	goal	of	practical	life	(Rolin	et al.	2006:7)
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Douglas	is	of	the	opinion	that	in	many	scientific	fields,	particularly	in	those	that	
produce	information	for	the	support	of	public	decision-making,	science	should	not	
be	value-free.	In	these	areas	value-free	science	is	not	so	much	an	ideal	as	it	is	an	
illusion	–	it	simply	does	not	work,	and	it	should	not	even	be	considered.	(Douglas	
2007:120–121)

Abandoning	the	ideal	of	value-free	science,	however,	disturbs	many	philosophers	
of	science.	It	is	thought	that	if	we	accept	the	presence	of	non-cognitive	values90	within	
science,	we	destroy	science	and	allow	ourselves	to	drift	towards	the	stormy	seas	of	
relativism.	And	this	would	be	the	end	of	objectivity;	the	end	of	the	accumulation	
of relevant information.

Douglas	considers	this	view	pessimistic	and	thinks	that	abandoning	the	value-
free	ideal	would	be	beneficial	for	science,	allowing	for	a	more	open	conversation	
about	those	factors	that	are	scrutinized	by	science	and	the	experimental	processes.	
Understanding	science	as	value-laden	is	not,	in	her	opinion,	a	threat	to	objectivity.

Douglas	views	the	value-free	 ideal	of	science	as	problematic	 in	sciences	that	
contributes	to	decision-making,	because	the	researcher	will	in	any	case	be	exposed	
to	value	choices.	If	the	discussion	about	values	is	excluded	because	of	this	scientific	
ideal,	 the	 end	 result	 is	 remaining	 silent	on	exactly	 the	 issue	 that	 substantially	
influences	decisions	and	choice.	

Choice	 in	research	always	comes	with	a	possibility	of	error,	and	these	types	
of	 errors,	 in	 their	 turn,	 have	non-epistemic	 consequences.	When	one	 is	 faced	
with	weighing	the	severity	of	an	error,	one	uses	values.	Consequently,	values	also	
become	meaningful	for	choices	within	science.	Douglas	draws	an	example	of	a	rat	
experiment,	in	which	the	role	of	dioxin	in	causing	liver	cancer	was	tested.	When	
it	was	time	to	estimate	the	margin	of	error	in	the	experiment	(whether	dioxin	was	
the	cause	of	cancer	in	all	cases),	it	was	a	value-laden	choice	in	terms	of	evaluating	
the	error:	if	the	impact	of	dioxin	were	estimated	to	be	less	carcinogenic	than	it	is	in	
reality,	the	risk	would	involve	excessively	lax	legislation	and	potential	victims.	On	the	
other	hand,	if	the	effect	of	dioxin	were	exaggerated,	the	risk	would	be	excessive	and	
unnecessary	regulation,	which	would	also	be	expensive.		Value	choices	are	needed	
for	the	evaluation,	in	order	to	decide	which	option	is	preferable	for	common	good,	
while	the	two	opposing	sides	represent,	respectively,	human	health	and	economic	
vitality.	This	type	of	choice	is	made	within	science,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	whenever	
the	possibility	of	error	is	being	defined.	Therefore,	Douglas	states	that	decisions	
cannot	be	made	apart	from	their	possible	consequences	(Douglas	2007:	124–125).

	At	the	same	time,	I	would	like	to	note	that	the	evaluation	of	this	type	of	choice	
is	precisely	what	should	be	left	 to	the	politicians.	For	example,	 if	 the	researcher	

90	 Douglas	uses	the	dichotomy	of	epistemic	and	non-epistemic	values,	but	he	refers	to	the	same	cognitive	and	
non-cognitive	values	that	I	refer	to	in	this	research.
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decides	that	it	would	be	better	to	over-estimate	the	liver	cancer	a	little	bit	in	order	
to	guarantee	human	health	in	political	decision-making	later	on	at	the	legislative	
level,	the	researcher	nonetheless	may	still	lack	a	sufficient	understanding	of	all	the	
factors	that	have	to	be	taken	into	account	in	the	political	decision-making	process.	
Over-regulation	could	also	–	in	various	other	ways	–	influence	the	same	value,	i.e.,	
human	health.	If	over-regulation	brings	about	multiple	 legislative	burdens	that	
freeze	economic	development,	this	will	automatically	influence	the	funds	allocated	
to	health,	which,	in	its	turn,	could	be	a	risk	to	human	health.	In	this	type	of	weighing	
and	balancing	process,	the	scientist	cannot	be	an	expert.		Rather,	this	should	be,	
in	principle,	the	role	of	the	decision-maker	and	the	legislator.

My	own	conclusion	is	that	within	scientific	practice	the	ideal	of	value-free	science	
should	still	be	upheld,	and	we	should	restrict	ourselves	to	only	cognitive	values	in	
the	justification	of	scientific	arguments,	while	researchers	should	also	be	aware	of	
the	non-cognitive	values	that	guide	their	thinking	and	should	communicate	these	
as	openly	as	possible.	This	same	principle	also	concerns	applied	science.	If	 the	
researchers	decide	what	they	will	accentuate	in	their	results	already	beforehand,	
as	 in	Douglas’	example,	 they	enter	an	area	where	another	type	of	expertise	and	
general	impression	is	needed	than	what	they	possess	as	practitioners	of	science.

In	what	follows,	we	shall	consider	the	role	of	climate	science	in	the	light	of	the	
foregoing	discussion.	It	is	clear	that	in	terms	of	value-ladenness,	climate	science	faces	
the	challenges	of	an	applied	science,	because	it	is	something	like	a	custom-made	
scientific	field:	a	type	of	hybrid	of	several	scientific	fields,	combined	with	a	moral	
concern	for	the	future	of	the	planet.	In	addition,	a	number	of	scandals	involving	
questions	about	the	impartiality	and	value-free	practices	of	certain	researches	have	
been	associated	with	climate	science.	Climate	science	has,	at	times,	even	acquired	
features	of	advocacy,	as	when	it	is	felt	that	the	object	of	the	research,	i.e.,	the	future	
of	the	planet’s	climate,	needs	to	be	promoted.	The	idea	of	climate	science	as	a	so-
called	post-normal	science	as	presented	in	the	chapter	below	distances	itself	from	
the	cognitivistic	ideal	of	science	and	demonstrates	advocacy-thinking.	The	question	
of	what	will	happen	to	climate	science	as	a	science	then	becomes	relevant.

4.4 THE POSITION OF CLIMATE SCIENCE IN THE FIELD OF  
 SCIENCE

How	scientific	a	science	is	climate	science?		What	role	should	be	given	to	scientific	
experts	when	they	take	a	stand	as	to	what	politicians	should	do	about	a	problem	
brought	to	light	by	scientists	such	as	themselves?	Does	the	scientific	recognition	
of	a	problem	result	in	competence	to	resolve	the	issue	at	a	societal	level	too?	What	
is	the	relationship	of	science	to	those	moral	values	represented	by	the	prevailing	
climate-political	consensus?
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4.4.1 POST-NORMAL SCIENCE

The	philosophers	of	 science,	Silvio	Funtowicz	and	Jerome	Ravetz	 (1991,	 1992,	
2003),	described	the	new	role	faced	by	scientists	in	a	situation	in	which	the	risks	
inherent	in	decision-making	and	the	uncertainty	of	information	are	significantly	
multiplied.	These	create	the	circumstances	of	a	situation,	which	they	call	the	post-
normal	science	phase:	facts	are	uncertain,	values	disputed,	stakes	high	and	decisions	
urgent	(Funtowicz	&	Ravetz,	1991).	Behind	Ravetz	and	Funtowicz’s	concept	of	post-
normal,	we	find	one	of	 the	classic	concepts	of	philosophy	of	science	–	namely,	
Kuhn’s	concept	of	normal	science,	from	which	the	authors	distance	themselves.	

Thomas	Kuhn	(1922–1996)	considered	progress	as	occurring	through	periods	of	
transition	and	upheaval.	Kuhn’s	(1970)	key	concepts	were	“paradigm”	and	“normal	
science”,	by	means	of	which	he	defined	the	nature	of	scientific	revolutions.	Kuhn	
distinguishes	three	types	of	phases	in	the	development	of	science:

The pre-paradigm phase	 is	 characterised	 by	 scattered	 theories,	 rivalry	
between	various	schools	of	thought,	hypotheses	and	research	programs,	and	lack	
of	coherent	starting	points.

In the phase of normal science,	a	paradigm	has	been	successfully	emerged	
from	the	competition,	becoming	the	dominant	paradigm	or	discipline	matrix	that	
forms	the	framework	for	scientific	discussion.	Researchers	adopt	 	 	their	starting	
points	for	research	“dogmatically”	and	concentrate	on	expanding	their	knowledge	
of	issues	that	are	important	for	the	matrix	and	support	it	(Niiniluoto	1983:	209).	
According	to	Lakatos,	normal	science	is	“a	research	programme	that	has	achieved	
a	monopoly”	(Niiniluoto	1983:199).	Lakatos’	concept	of	a	“research	programme”	
corresponds	 substantially	 with	 Kuhn’s	 paradigm,	 apart	 from	 the	 fact	 that	 he	
considers	the	simultaneous	competition	between	research	programs	to	be	a	more	
realistic	 view	of	 science	 that	 the	dominance	 of	 one	paradigm.	Larry	Laudan’s	
concept	of	 “research	 tradition”	also	comes	close	 to	Kuhn’s	and	Lakatos’	views.	
Whereas	Lakatos’	research	programs	compete	and	advance	in	a	way	that	the	more	
encompassing	and	broader	theory	replaces	the	lesser,	it	is	also	possible,	according	
to	Laudan,	for	a	good	theory	to	“withdraw”,	i.e.,	be	less	encompassing.	(Niiniluoto	
1983:	199,	Godfrey-Smith	2003:	103–110)

At	times,	normal	science	ends	up	in	a	crisis,	as	when	the	paradigm	gets	caught	
in	a	deadlock	because	of	“anomalies”,	i.e.	conflicts	between	the	theory’s	predictions	
and	observations.	In	such	a	situation,	the	complexity	of	the	theory	will	increase	more	
quickly	than	its	accuracy,	and	the	paradigm	will	lose	its	position	as	a	monopoly.	
The	replacement	of	one	matrix	or	paradigm	by	another,	in	such	a	case,	implies	a	
scientific	revolution.	

In the revolutionary science phase,	the	boundaries	of	officially	approved	
knowledge	fluctuate,	and	the	selection	between	the	competing	paradigms	cannot	
take	place	on	the	basis	of	terms	set	by	normal	science.	The	ensuing	competitive	
situation	 is,	according	to	Niiniluoto,	 reminiscent	of	 the	pre-paradigm	phase	of	
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science	 in	that	 there	no	 longer	are	mutually	approved	standards	for	discussion	
and,	thus,	the	persuasion	and	conversion	between	scientists	takes	a	more	central	
role	than	usual.	Gradually,	one	of	the	new	interpretations	grows	into	a	dominant	
paradigm,	which	 implies	a	return	 to	 the	stable	phase	of	normal	science.	Kuhn	
notes	that	normal	science	sows	the	seeds	of	its	own	destruction,	for	it	is	exactly	the	
perfecting	of	the	original	theory	that	makes	it	possible	to	find	anomalies.	(Niiniluoto	
1983:210–211,	Haaparanta	&	Niiniluoto	1986)

But	what	 is	 the	concept	of	post-normal	science	actually	needed	for,	as	even	
so-called	normal	science	has	proven	 its	elasticity	and	ability	 to	renew	itself,	as	
demonstrated	by	the	Kuhnian	theory	of	scientific	progress?	“Post-normal”	extends	
the	view	to	a	situation	where	there	 is	a	 large	amount	of	 information	available,	
generated	by	various	fields	of	science,	and	at	the	same	time	great	uncertainty	and	
controversy,	urgency	and	political	pressure	prevail	(Hulme	2009a:	78).	Behind	the	
concept	launched	by	Funtowicz	and	Ravetz	is	the	concept	of	“yearning”	proposed	
by	Gregory	Bateson,	a	British	cultural	anthropologist	and	psychologist.			As	early	as	
1958,	Bateson,	a	cultural	conversationalist	and	well-versed	cultural	analyst,	claimed	
a	new	kind	of	science	describing	the	interaction	between	nature	and	man,	for	which	
“there	was	not	yet	a	satisfactory	name”	(Tognetti	1999).	

According	to	Bateson,	it	is	one	of	the	greatest	fallacies	of	the	scientific	community	
to	assume	that	human	beings	can	have	total	control	over	any	interaction	in	which	they	
participate	themselves.	He	thought	that	the	assumption	of	such	an	ability	to	control	
ecosystems	constituted	an	 incorrect	background	assumption	for	environmental	
science,	 leading	it	astray.	Therefore,	what	 is	needed	is	a	concept	of	science	that	
takes	into	account	human	beings	and	the	dimension	of	human	interpretation	in	
the	human-nature	relationship	(Tognetti	1999:691).	

Such	ideas	aroused	interest	among	Bateson’s	contemporaries	but	were	largely	
regarded	as	academic	and	impractical.	Only	after	the	environmental	crises	foreseen	
by	Bateson	achieved	wider	awareness,	did	a	more	favourable	atmosphere	emerge,	
and	the	problem-solving	methods	offered	by	science	for	environmental	problems	
were	increasingly	found	insufficient.	(Tognetti	1999)

Kuhn’s	concept	of	normal	science	has	been	criticised	for	the	fact	that	it	views	
science	internally	without	taking	account	the	relationships	between	science	and	the	
rest	of	society	(Väliverronen	2000).	It	is	exactly	these	relationships	that	Funtowicz	
and	Ravetz	try	to	specify,	using	environmental	research	to	illustrate.			Environmental	
science	 is	characterised	by	problems	 that	were	considered	central	during	 their	
time,	and	to	which	practical	solutions	are	still	being	sought.	Risk	management,	
practical	applicability	and	“customer	service”	have	more	and	more	clearly	become	
the	motives	for	the	production	of	 information	(De	Marchi	&	Ravetz	1999).	The	
importance	of	scientific	fields	for	setting	objectives	and	frameworks	for	research	has	
decreased	correspondingly.	In	these	situations,	the	boundaries	of	science,	politics	
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and	administration	become	blurred,	and	universities	have	lost	their	monopoly	on	
information	production.	The	researchers	that	are	working	on	a	research	problem	
form	a	so-called	hybrid	community,	which	consists	of	the	representatives	of	several	
scientific	fields	–	no	longer	the	representatives	of	science	only,	but	also	of	technical,	
administrative	or	political	actors	who	apply	the	results	(Väliverronen	2000).	

The	 concept	 of	 post-normal	 science	 includes	 also	 social	 and	 epistemic	
relationships,	which	are	outside	the	scientific	community	while	still	 influencing	
research	programs	(Bray	&	von	Storch	1999).	According	to	Funtowicz	and	Ravetz,	the	
situation	calls	for	the	recognition	of	“an	extended	peer	community”,	whereby	those	
whom	the	decisions	concern	and	whom	they	affect,	participate	in	the	discussion.	
They	provide	the	“extended	facts”.

Funtowicz	and	Ravetz	say	that	an	inclusive	dialogue	implies	a	new	scientific	
culture,	in	which	the	need	for	transparency	is	even	more	significant	than	before.	
Since	the	interests	and	values	are	present	in	decision-making	and	discussions,	these	
must	also	be	shown	openly.	

Behind	Funtowicz	and	Ravetz’	observation	was	the	special	nature	of	environmental	
research	in	resolving	environmental	problems,	and	its	close	contact	with	political	
decision-making.	According	to	Ravetz	(2004),	an	 irreversible	change	has	taken	
place	in	science:	the	traditional	scientific	system	faces	a	trust	and	legitimacy	crisis	
when	confronted	with	these	new	challenges.	

Post-normal	science	 is	characterised	by	a	commitment	to	the	precautionary	
principle	and	more	extended	participation	than	what	there	is	in	the	conventional	
scientific	community.	This	denotes	a	great	change	in	the	culture	of	science	and,	
according	 to	Ravetz,	 it	will	arouse	resistance	among	scientists.	But	 there	 is	no	
returning	to	the	past:	post-normal	science	should	be	understood	as	an	extension	
of	democracy,	suitable	for	our	current	circumstances.	

Ravetz	(2004)	and	Funtowicz	defend	post-normal	science	 in	the	 light	of	 its	
historic	task	of	safeguarding	the	existence	of	humankind.	What	we	call	science	has	
undergone	many	changes	over	hundreds	of	years	in	terms	of	its	objectives,	methods	
and	functions.	In	the	19th	century,	mathematical	science	became	an	unquestionable	
model	 for	 other	 fields	 of	 science,	 regardless	 of	 its	 suitability	 for	 their	 specific	
circumstances.	According	to	Funtowicz	and	Ravetz,	post-normal	science	illustrates	
the	changes	in	science	that	are	necessary,	in	order	for	the	civilisation	to	become	
sustainable	and	worth	surviving.	For	this	reason,	the	presence	and	application	of	the	
precautionary	principle	is	integrally	linked	to	post-normal	science;	it	aims	to	take	
into	account	and	assess	unintentional	consequences	and	avoid	them	(Ravetz	2004).

In	fact,	they	claim	that	all	science	has	become,	in	a	sense,	post-normal,	for	“what 
important area of scientific progress is immune from problems of uncertainty and 
value-conflict? ”	(Ravetz	&	Funtowicz	1999:641).
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4.4.2 CLIMATE SCIENCE AS A POST-NORMAL SCIENCE

In	Kuhn’s	concept	of	normal	science,	science	is	not	 just	a	methodology	but	 it	 is	
also	affected	by	where,	when	and	by	whom	the	science	is	practised	–	thus	science	
has	a	context:	history,	geography	and	sociology.	This	also	applies,	all	the	more,	to	
environmental	research	(Hulme	2009a:78).

According	 to	Hulme	(2007a),	 climate	science	has,	however,	gradually	been	
burdened	with	an	even	heavier	 load.	 It	does	not	only	answer	questions	about	
whether	the	globe	is	warming	and	for	what	reason,	but	also	takes	a	stand	on	the	
actions	that	human	kind	should	take.	 	On	this	view,	scientists	can	no	longer	act	
as	 impartial	researchers.	Instead,	 they	must	recognise	their	values	and	disclose	
them	openly.	Therefore,	many	researchers	(e.g.	Hulme	2007a,	Bray	&	von	Storch	
1999)	believe	that	climate	sciencehas	developed	into	a		unique	field	of	science	that	
serves	as	a	model	exemplifying	what	so-called	post-normal	science	is.	Hulme,	for	
example,	emphasises	that	climate	science	is	a	classic	example	of	what	philosophers	
of	science,	Silvio	Funtowicz	and	Jerry	Ravetz	(1993),	meant	when	speaking	of	post-
normal science.  

Bray’s	&	von	Storch’s	(1999)	study	dealt	with	the	uncertainty	of	climate	science	
as	a	scientific	discipline.	They	interviewed	a	thousand	climate	researchers	all	over	
the	world.	Nearly	all	of	 them	admitted	that	the	accuracy	of	the	existing	climate	
models	 is	 limited	and	that	uncertainty	prevails	 in	the	field.	However,	there	was	
a	consensus	that	climate	science	has	produced	sufficient	 information,	based	on	
which	measures	to	mitigate	environmental	damage	can	be	considered	justified.	
A	great	consensus	reigned	 in	theirown	field	of	expertise.	When	questions	were	
raised	concerning	what	practical	measures	should	be	taken,	differences	of	opinion	
increased.	When	scientists	offer	practical	policy	suggestions	and	encouragement	
to	act,	this	always	involves	a	combination	of	scientific	knowledge	and	normative	
judgment,	and,	according	to	the	authors,	confirms	the	role	of	climate	science	as	a	
socio-scientific	activity.	Therefore,	climate	science	belongs	by	definition	under	the	
heading	of	post-normal	science.

Post-normal	science	is	characterised	by	the uncertainty of facts, disputability 
of values, high stakes, and the urgency of decisions. Climate science fully 
exhibits	all	of	these	characteristics.	Uncertainty	about	the	facts	prevails,	despite	
thousands	of	years	of	work,	immense	financial	input,	the	development	of	modelling,	
qualitative	and	quantitative	development	of	information	and	satellite	technologies,	
and	the	considerable	improvement	of	research	equipment	and	environments.	The	
pressure	on	 the	 researchers	 is	great,	because	politicians	and	 the	media	 require	
accurate	figures	and	 forecasts,	even	though	they	are	not	available	yet	–	 if	ever.	
Disputability	is	generated	in	situations	in	which	some	consent	to	these	requirements	
and	come	to	be	considered	the	“fanatics”	of	the	scientific	community.	On	the	other	
hand,	the	stakes	of	inaction	are	high,	and	over-cautiousness	can	lead	to	inaction,	
which	may	increase	the	potential	risks.	(Hulme	2009a:	76–84)	
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Hulme	mentions	one	more	feature,	which	is	 typical	of	post-normal	science:	
disputes	within	the	post-normal	science	circles	concentrate	equally	often	on	the	
processes	related	to	science	as	on	the	factual	content	of	scientific	research.	A	greater-
than-usual	role	is	assumed	by	questions	about	who	will	be	funded,	who	evaluates	
the	quality,	and	who	has	“an	ear”	for	politics	(Hulme	2007a).

According	to	Hulme,	traditional	normal	science,	which	is	defined	byMerton’s	
(1942)	 norms	 (communalism,	 universalism,	 disinterestedness,	 originality	 and	
scepticism91,	so	called	CUDOS),	among	others,	no	longer	describes	climate	science.	
In	addition	to	the	challenge	of	describing	facts	and	what	is	known,	climate	science	has	
to	pay	more	than	usual	attention	to	communicating	what	is	unknown	or	uncertain.	
Furthermore,	the	situation	calls	for	the	re-evaluation	of	impartiality	–	researchers	
must	identify	and	reflect	their	own	and	their	community’s	values,	and	also	openly	
admit	them.	(Hulme	2009a:	78–79)	

In	any	case,	the	readiness	to	listen	to	the	extended	scientific	community	is	linked	
to	the	post-normality	of	climate	change.	The	expertise	of	scientists	does	not	cover	
the	need	for	expert	knowledge	on	issues	in	which	society	is	the	other	party.

	Problems	arise,	after	all,	when	we	find	ourselves	at	the	interface	between	the	
two	 traditions	 of	normal	 science	 and	post-normal	 science.	Politicians	 and	 the	
media	request	accurate	figures	and	reliable	forecasts.	An	honest	researcher	knows	
that	these	cannot	be	given	because	nobody	possesses	them.	However,	the	political	
pressure	is	strong	–	and	there	is	a	cult	of	stardom	awaiting	the	most	outspoken	
climate	scientist	 in	 the	wings	of	 this	most	 trendy	branch	of	science.	There	 is	a	
temptation	to	dress	oneself	up	in	the	robes	of	a	rigorous	science	and	declare	dubious	
claims	with	the	authoritative	voice	of	scientific	certitude.	Appearing	in	public	may	
also	guarantee	attention	and	funding	for	the	researcher.	

The	key	question	is:	how	do	we	identify	those	scientists	worth	listening	to?	Who	
knows	what	they	are	talking	about	and	who	does	not?	A	scientist	studying	climate	
change	may	be	a	mere	layperson	with	respect	to	climate	policy	and	the	practical	
implementation	of	the	reduction	of	global	emissions.	(Bray	&	von	Storch	1999:	441)	
What	if	the	roles	get	confused?	

Hulme	takes	Al	Gore	as	an	example.	When	Al	Gore	presents	scientific	claims	
about	climate	change	in	his	film	An Inconvenient Truth,	is	he	speaking	as	a	politician, 
a	lay	expert	or	as	a	spokesperson	for	science	–	and	does	it	matter	if	he	gets	some	 

 

91	 Hulme	reminds	us	that	Merton	even	speaks	of	“organised	scepticism”	when	he	stresses	that	science	can	only	
progress	through	questioning	and	challenging.
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aspects	of	the	science	wrong?92	(Hulme	2009a:	81)
In	the	chapter	on	science	and	values,	I	cited	Douglas	(2007:	120–136),	who	

held	that	it	is	the	responsibility	of	the	scientists	themselves	to	include	non-cognitive	
value	deliberations	and	to	give	up	the	ideal	of	value-free	science	in	case	the	research	
aims	at	informing	public	decision-making.	The	relationship	between	climate	science	
and	climate	policy	would	naturally	be	the	most	striking	example.	I	concluded	by	
opting	to	abandon	Douglas’	approach	and	side	with	classical	cognitivism:	within	the	
practice	of	science,	the	ideal	of	value-freeness	should	still	be	upheld.		I	consider	this	
particularly	important	in	the	field	of	climate	science,	even	though	it	is	this	branch	
that	has	abandoned	this	ideal	with	reference	to	post-normality.		My	reason	lies	in	
the	fact	that	the	climate	researcher	cannot	and	should	not	be	considered	an	expert	
of	climate	policy.	If	researchers	skew	the	results	of	their	research	in	the	direction	of	
over-estimating	the	alarming	nature	of	their	climate	forecasts,	the	result	can	be	the	
creation		of	a	whole	paradigm	of	overscaling	at	the	different	stages	of	the	research,	
which	fails	to	take	into	account	the	fact	that	it	is	the	politicians’	and	decision-makers’	
task	to	 	weigh	the	data	and	 implement	the	precautionary	principle.	This	could	
result	in	the	multiplication	of	erroneous	estimates	and	compounding	of	confusion.	

The	characterisation	of	climate	science	as	a	post-normal	science	is,	no	doubt,	
a	fitting	description.	I	am	inclined	to	note	that	 it	 is	also	a	necessary	and	useful	
description	for	some.	If	it	had	not	been	invented,	it	should	have	been	devised	for	
the	needs	of	non-governmental	organisations,	as	it	has	served	to	justify	a	whole	
lot	of	activities	that	are	unclear	 in	scientific	terms.	The	problem	does	not	 lie	 in	
that	these	kinds	of	activities	should	not	be	practised	but	in	that	the	non-scientific	
activities	have,	in	most	cases,	enjoyed	scientific	esteem	and	authority	in	the	eyes	of	
the	general	public.	Where	is	the	demarcation	line	that	separates	the	expert	from	the	
campaign	activist?	And	how	do	we	distinguish	between	an	expert	and	a	lobbyist?	
In	chapter	4.4.6,	I	discuss	the	problems	that	arise	from	operations	at	the	borderline	
between	practising	science	and	campaigning.		

4.4.3 THE FALSIFICATION CRITERION AND CLIMATE SCIENCE

In	recent	years,	public	controversy	has	been	stirred	up	as	it	has	come	to	everyone’s	
attention	that	despite	the	sharp	increase	in	emissions,	global	average	temperatures	

92	 The	documentary	met	a	dubious	reception	from	a	scientific	point	of	view.			In	the	UK,	a	decision	of	the	High	
Court	declared	that	the	film’s	nine	significant	scientific	mistakes	have	to	be	mentioned	with	any	showing,	
which	is	why	it	was	banned	from	distribution	in	British	schools	without	accessory	corrective	material	intended	
for	teachers	(Hulme	2009a:81).	In	addition,	Gore	had	to	remove	a	series	of	pictures	from	his	presentation,	
suggesting	a	connection	between	natural	catastrophes	from	around	the	world	and	the	“climate	crisis”.	The	
Belgian	research	group,	on	whose	material	Gore’s	presentation	was	allegedly	based,	noted	 that	Gore	had	
interpreted their research erroneously.
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have	not	followed,	but	stayed	on	approximately	the	same	level	for	the	past	15	years	
(Solomon	et al.	2010,	Keenlyside	et al.	2008,	Kaufmann	et al.	2011,	Vernier	et al. 
2011).	This	same	trend	is	also	predicted	to	continue	for	some	years.	It	is	perfectly	
appropriate	to	say	that	nobody	is	entitled	to	draw	decisive	conclusions	based	on	
short-term	data:	natural	 climatic	 variations	appertain	 to	 the	 issue.	But	 it	may	
still	be	appropriate	to	ask	whether	there	is	any	point	at	which	the	current	climate	
change	theory,	which	describes	exactly	the	human-induced	warming	of	the	earth’s	
atmosphere,	can	be	called	into	question	or	at	least	regarded	as	requiring	revision.	
The	question	pertains	to	the	problem,	which	is	more	commonly	known	as	Karl	
Popper’s93	falsification	criterion.

The	verifiability	of	a	scientific	claim	was	regarded	as	the	condition	for	its	truth	
value	among	the	logical	empiricists	of	the	1920s:	a	meaningful	proposition	had	to	
be	capable	of	being	proved	either	true	or	false	using	the	induction	method,	i.e.	from	
direct	sensory	perception.	However,	the	verification	model	received	criticism	for	
its	rigidity,	since,	among	other	things,	it	excluded	a	great	number	of	natural	laws	
and	universal	claims	from	scientific	evaluation,	since	cases	of	direct	perception	are	
available	only	in	limited	numbers.

Nevertheless,	 it	was	not	a	question	of	quantity	only,	but	also	of	quality.	The	
problematic	nature	of	the	inductive	method	was	demonstrated,	above	all,	by	Karl	
Popper,	who	in	the	1930s	criticised	the	limitations	of	the	verification	argument,	in	
particular,	when	defining	boundaries	vis-à-vis	the	Vienna	Circle,	which	represented	
logical	 empiricism94	 (Popper	 1986).	 Popper	 considered	 all	 observation	 to	 be	
selective	and	burdened	by	theory:	there	is	no	pure	observation	free	of	background	
assumptions.	Therefore	he	rejected	the	traditional	view	according	to	which	science	
could	 be	 distinguished	 from	 non-science	 by	 using	 the	 inductive	method,	 i.e.,	
observation.	To	replace	it,	Popper	offered	the	falsification	argument:	even	though	
no	proposition	can	be	proved	to	be	definitively	true,	a	scientific	proposition	must	
be	presented	so	accurately	that	at	least	its	refutation	is	possible,	in	principle.	If	a	
proposition	or	hypothesis	is	so	broad	or	vague	that	it	cannot	be	proven	false	by	any	
criteria,	it	must,	according	to	Popper,	be	regarded	as	non-scientific.	(Popper	1959,	

93	 Popper	and	his	 falsification	criteria	receive	quite	a	 lot	of	attention	 in	my	climate-scientific	overview	even	
thoughphilosophy	of	science	has	taken	many	steps	forward	since	his	time.		I	justify	this	by	Popper’s	unique	
status	as	a	kind	of	bench-marker	 in	 the	philosophy	of	 science.	Among	others,	Godfrey-Smith	 (2003:57)	
remarks	in	his	work	on	the	philosophy	of	science	that	Popper	is	the	only	philosopher	used	in	his	publication,	
who	is	classified	as	a	hero	by	many	scientists:	”It is unlikely that any other philosopher will ever be able 
to inspire scientists the way Popper did. In 1965, he was granted knighthood by the Queen of England. 
Secondly, I consider Popper topical because his enlightenment in the field of the philosophy of science arose 
from the recognition of Marxist dogmatism as an unscientific attitude. I claim that we can find analogies 
for Popper’s experiences and findings in the dogmatic atmosphere of climate science.”

94	 The	Vienna	Circle	has	also	been	said	to	represent	”logical	positivism.”	The	concept	has	its	origins	in	Auguste	
Comte’s	philosophy	of	science,	from	which	the	Vienna	Circle	drew	inspiration.	Carnap	wished	that	the	scientific	
community	would	start	using	the	term	”logical	empirism,”	instead,	which	generally	refers	to	the	moderate	
version	of	logical	positivism	(Godfrey-Smith	2003:22).
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1995)	A	theory	that	can	be	applied	indiscriminately	to	every	kind	of	observation	
cannot	be	scientific.		The	explanatory	power	of	such	a	theory	is	too	encompassing	
to	be	meaningful..	Based	on	this,	Popper	rejected	both	Marxism	and	Freudianism	
on	the	basis	of	their	non-scientific	nature;	they	did	not	expose	themselves	to	any	
possible	risk.	(Godfrey-Smith	2003:	58,	Curd	&	Cover	1998:	4–5).

Naturally,	Popper’s	 falsification	criterion	does	not	present	 the	 last	word	on	
the	philosophy	of	science.	It	has	been	criticised	thoroughly	in	various	ways.	It	is	
impossible	to	test	a	theory	in	isolation.	One	must	always	add	auxiliary	hypotheses	
in	order	to	make	testable	predictions.	It	can	also	be	said	that	falsificationism	does	
not	fit	 the	evidential	or	epistemic	 landscape	of	ecology:	critical	experiments	or	
universal	laws	do	not	even	exist	–	nor	are	they	needed	–	instead,	clearly	expressed	
reasons	and	mechanisms	are	needed.	Popper’s	achievement	does,	however,	deserve	
its	proper	recognition:	a	similar	kind	of	dogmatism	that	aroused	Popper	to	ask	how	
scientific	it	could	be	to	protect	one’s	theory	at		any	cost	,	has	lifted	its	head	again	
in	today’s	politicised	discussions	about	climate.

In	his	autobiography,	Unended Quest	(1986),	Popper	confesses	that	his	short-
lived	Marxist	phase	in	his	youth	opened	his	eyes	intellectually:	as	early	as	at	the	age	
of	17,	he	had	become	an	anti-Marxist	after	recognising	the	ideology’s	dogmatic	nature	
and	its	blind	faith	in	“historical	truth.”	Popper	says	in	an	outspoken	manner	that	
this	experience	lies	behind	his	philosophy-of-science	theory:	“The encounter with 
Marxism was one of the main events in my intellectual development. It taught me 
a number of lessons I have never forgotten. It taught me the wisdom of Socratic 
saying: ‘I know that I do not know.’ It made me a fallibilist, and impressed on 
me of the value of intellectual modesty. And it made me most conscious of the 
differences between dogmatic and critical thinking.” 

As	his	second	–	and	even	more	important	–	source	of	inspiration,	Popper	mentions	
Albert	Einstein.	As	a	youngster,	Popper	followed	Einstein’s	lecture	series	in	Vienna	
and	found	that	he	did	not	understand	much	about	Einstein’s	cosmology,	because	
he	had	grown	 in	 an	 atmosphere	where	Newtonian	mechanics	 and	Maxwellian	
electrodynamics	were	unquestionable	truths.	Nevertheless,	he	was	greatly	impressed	
by	Einstein’s	own	declaration	that	he	regarded	his	theory	as	untenable	unless	it	passed	
certain	specific	tests.	Einstein	wrote	that	if	the	redshift	of	spectral	lines	due	to	the	
gravitational	potential	should	not	exist,	then	the	general	theory	of	relativity	will	be	
untenable.	Popper	was	dazzled: “Here was an attitude utterly different from the 
dogmatic attitude of Marx, Freud, Adler and even more so that of their followers. 
Einstein was looking for crucial experiments whose agreement with his predictions 
would by no means establish his theory; while a disagreement, as he was the first to 
stress, would show his theory untenable. This, I felt, was the true scientific attitude. 
It was utterly different from the dogmatic attitude which constantly claimed to 
find ‘verifications’ for its favourite theories.”	(Popper	1986:38)

It	is	easy	to	find	evidence	for	any	scientific	theory	but	the	actual	confirmation	
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of	a	theory,	or	“corroboration”,	as	Popper	puts	it,	takes	place	only	if	it	is	exposed	
to	refutability,	in	other	words,	conditions	are	defined	for	it	to	be	proved	incorrect.

Every	genuine	scientific	theory	is,	according	to	Popper,	prohibitive	in	the	sense	
that	it	can	name	certain	events	and	circumstances	that	would	refute	the	theory.	As	
such,	it	can	be	tested	and	falsified	but	never	logically	verified.	Even	a	theory	that	
has	stood	up	to	the	critical	testing	of	objective	falsification	is	not	verified,	but	 it	
has	become	“corroborated,”	i.e.,	it	has	proved	itself	capable	of	tolerating	criticism.	
(Godfrey-Smith	2003:68)

Therefore,	scientific	theories	are	valid	and	approved	only	until	a	new	and	better	
theory	replaces	them	(Popper	1963).	This	point	of	view	is	also	called	fallibilism:	
no	 theory	can	be	proved	 to	be	definitively	correct,	because	 there	 is	always	 the	
possibility,	in	principle,of	refuting	the	theory:	it	is	a	question	of	the	best	knowledge	
at	the	time.	Popper	bases	his	falsification	argument	on	the	ideas	presented	earlier	
by	Charles	S.	Peirce	about	science	as	a	self-correcting	process.	A	good	scientist	is	
not	so	interested	in	the	observational	material	that	supports	the	theory	as	in	the	
observational	material	that	could	refute	it.	It	is	worth	asking	whether	this	attitude	
can	be	found	among	climate	scientists.	

However,	 Popper	 distinguishes	 between	 the	 logic	 of	 falsifiability	 and	 its	
methodical	application,	for	an	observation	is	always	susceptible	of	error.	Logically	
speaking,	 a	 scientific	 theory	 is	definitively	 falsifiable	 even	 though	 it	 cannot	be	
definitively	verifiable.	Methodologically,	the	situation	is	still	more	complicated,	for	
every	observation	includes	the	possibility	of	an	error.	While	falsifiability	must	be	
regarded	as	the	demarcating	criterion	of	science,	Popper	considers	it	possible	that	an	
individual	counter-example	is	not	methodically	sufficient	to	refute	a	scientific	theory.	
Scientific	theories	may	justifiably	be	held	in	good	faith	even	if	there	is	conflicting	
evidence	(Popper	1986).95

Scientific	theories	can	come	into	existence	in	various	ways,	and	there	is	no	single	
ordinary	track.	Above	all,	Popper	regards	science	as	a	problem-solving	activity,	in	
which	observations	are	already	cropped	or	moulded	by	the	envisioned	model	of	
a solution. 

There	is	no	undisputed	unanimity	about	the	demarcation	criteria	of	science.	For	
example,	Thomas	Kuhn,	Imre	Lakatos	and	Paul	Thagard	all	reject	Popper’s	idea	of	
falsifiability	as	a	characteristic	of	true	science,	but	they	disagree	on	the	criteria	to	
replace	it.	Godfrey-Smith	(2003:	63–66)	notes,	however,	that	some	similar	kind	of	

95	 Popper	also	rejected	Kuhn’s	concept	of	normal	science	as	excessively	dogmatic.	Those	who	practise	it	are,	in	
his	view,	victims	of	indoctrination,	and	have	not	realised	that	science	can	progress	only	by	means	of	merciless	
criticism	of	bold	hypotheses.		Thus,	Popper	called	for	a	continuous	revolution,	not	a	separate	revolutionary	
phase.	Yet,	Popper	admitted	that	it	is	desirable	for	hypotheses	to	remain	unrefuted	for	some	time	(Niiniluoto	
1983:211).	To	this,	Kuhn	would	respond	that	dogmatism	is	not	metaphysical	but	methodological	in	nature,	
and	that	normal	science	actually	includes	the	seeds	of	its	own	destruction	and	a	new	beginning	exactly	due	
to	its	focus	on	the	matrix	–	it	is	through	thorough	examination	that	anomalies	can	be	found.
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idea	would	make	sense,	however	–	either	as	a	strategy	or	a	method.	He	appreciated	
especially	Popper’s	idea	that	a	scientific	theory	has	to	be	able	to	take	risks;	but	in	
Godfrey-Smith’s	mind,	Popper	had	too	simple	an	understanding	of	the	process	of	
risk-taking.	In	reality,	falsification	is	very	complex,	because	testing	mistakes	can	
occur	at	any	phase,	not	just	where	the	researcher	imagines	it	to	be	possible.	

Popper’s	falsification	criterion,	however,	has	a	special	value	in	the	philosophy	of	
science	for	the	simple	reason	that,	in	practice,	it	has	been	a	very	influential	concept	
that	has	advanced	science,	and	a	principle	that	has	been	particularly	significant	
for	the	practitioners	of	science	themselves.	(Curd	&	Cover	1998:2)		In	my	mind,	
it	serves	also	kind	of	an	intellectual	test	of	honesty	–	a	useful	mental	test	for	each	
and	everyone.	And	even	if	the	falsification	criterion	ended	up	on	the	back	shelves	
of	philosophy	of	science,	it	is	hard	to	abandon	the	idea	of	the	testability	of	science.

On	the	basis	of	falsifiability,	Popper	excluded	a	whole	range	of	research	outside	
of	science.	Examples	 include	 introspective	psychology	and	psychoanalysis.	This	
raises	the	question	as	to	what	Popper	might	have	said	about	climate	science.	Or,	
more	concretely:	does	the	current	greenhouse	theory,	which	assumes	anthropogenic	
climate	warming	in	the	earth’s	atmosphere,	have	a	single	clear	falsification	theory?

Criteria	for	falsification	are	almost	impossible	to	find.	For	example,	the	IPCC	
reports	do	not	state	any	falsification	criteria,	i.e.	circumstances	that	could	refute	the	
theory.96	Even	if	we	did	not	assume	that	researchers	should	purposely	state	such	
criteria,	the	question	remains	whether	they	can	be	found	at	all.	On	the	contrary,	
all	 kinds	 of	 weather	 phenomena	 can	 be	 understood	 as	 either	 confirming	 or	
disconfirming	the	climate	change	hypothesis.	Climate	change	by	definition	regards	
extreme	climatic	phenomena	as	on	the	increase.	Thus,	extreme	cold,	extreme	heat,	
abundant	flooding,	severe	drought,	storms,	cyclones,	or	even	their	absence,	all	fit	the	
climate	change	theories.	Of	course,	periods	that	seem	normal	are	accommodated	by	
the	theory,	as	well.		All	of	this	goes	without	saying	and	requires	no	further	comment.		

Nevertheless,	 it	 illustrates	 that	 the	 theory	of	 anthropogenic	 climate	 change	
is	extraordinarily	 loose.	Popper’s	thesis	was:	 if	a	proposition	or	hypothesis	 is	so	
broad	or	vague	that	it	cannot	be	proved	false	by	any	criteria,	it	must	be	considered	
unscientific.	We	can,	however,	criticise	the	rigour	of	Popper’s	 theory:	 if	 theory-
holism	is	typical	of	climate	science,	 it	 is	not	easy	to	falsify	the	hypothesis	using	
empirical	methods.	The	range	of	relevant	hypotheses	that	make	up	the	theory	can	
only	be	tested	as	a	whole.

Climate	change	is	a	phenomenon	that	cannot	be	detected	by	the	senses.	Without	
climate	science	and	the	greenhouse	theory	we	would	know	nothing	of	the	matter,	
since	 all	 that	 has	 happened	 could	 be	 attributed	 to	 natural	 climatic	 variations	 

96	 In	 the	spirit	of	 fair	play,	 I	am	prepared	 to	subject	my	own	claim	to	criticism	and	welcome	any	contrary	
examples	that	would	refute	it.
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–	including	the	long-term	temperature	changes	(Pielke	2010).	For	instance,	in	the	
Middle	Ages,	a	period	of	clearly	greater	than	average	warmth	was	experienced97 
(Hughes	&	Diaz,	1994),	so	that	warming	cannot	be	considered	something	completely	
new.

During	the	previous	century,	the	average	global	temperature	rose	by	0.7	°C,	and	
the	temperature	rise	correlated	with	the	increase	in	the	atmospheric	CO2 content.   
During	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century	when	the	climate	did	not	warm	in	line	
with	the	forecasts	but,	instead,	temperatures	stopped	rising	(Solomon	et al.	201098)	
and	a	general	cooling	was	even	predicted	(Keenlyside	et al.	200899),	this	was	not	
regarded	as	falsifying	the	climate	change	theory.	The	process	of	global	warming	
stagnated	amidst	a	lot	of	hype,	but	nobody	hurried	to	draw	any	scientific	conclusions	
about	the	matter.	It	is	true	that	the	time	span	was	naturally	too	short	to	draw	any	
decisive	conclusions.	However,	one	might	have	expected	at	least	that	the	linear	logic	
of	warming	was	not	confirmed	by	the	data:	the	forecasted	warming	did	not	occur	
even	though	CO2 emissions increased even faster than predicted. 

Yet	it	is	noteworthy	that	the	media,	often	supported	by	the	scientific	community,	
have	acted	as	cheerleaders	of	the	climate	change	theory	in	public	discussions.

Their	disposition	has	been	almost	monolithically	one-sided.	A	rise	in	temperature,	
warm	periods,	storms,	drought,	floods	and	other	extreme	phenomena,	as	well	as	
the	melting	of	the	ice	caps	even	for	shorter	periods	of	time	have	been	promptly	
interpreted	as	confirming	the	existence	of	the	greenhouse	effect.	Only	in	the	case	
of	opposite	examples	have	the	media	readily	stated	that	it	is	not	sensible	to	draw	
conclusions	based	on	short-term	evidence.	

At	the	time	of	this	writing	(2013),	the	stagnation	in	the	rise	of	temperatures	has	
continued	and,	especially	on	the	eve	of	the	publication	of	the	IPCC’s	Fifth	Assessment	
Report,	has	aroused	some	confusion.	A	sort	of	private	falsification	criterion	was	
proposed	by	the	well-known	climate	scientist	Phil	Jones	in	an	email	that	was	leaked	
to	the	public	(more	details	in	Chapter	4.4.8).	Already	in	2005	he	noted	that	the	
lull	in	rising	temperatures	was	a	problem:	”The scientific community would come 
down on me in no uncertain terms if I said the world had cooled from 1998. OK 

97	 This	alleged	period	of	warming	during	the	Middle	Ages	was	one	of	the	contentious	issues	brought	up	during	
the	so-called	Climategate	controversy.	The	developer	of	the	”Hockey	Stick”	(a	model	that	depicts	the	steep	
rise	of	 the	recent	warming	as	resembling	the	blade	of	a	hockey	stick),	Mike	Mann,	became	furious	about	
a	publication	 that	 referred	 to	 the	medieval	warming	period.	He	viewed	 the	press	 release	on	 the	matter,	
particularly,	as	an	attack	against	his	own	work,	and	suggested	a	boycott	against	 the	publication	 (Pearce	
2010:131–137).

98 Solomon et al.	(2010)	in	Science	magazine:	”The	trend	in	global	surface	temperatures	has	been	nearly	flat	
since	the	late	1990’s	despite	continuing	increases	of	the	forcing	due	to	the	sum	of	the	well-mixed	greenhouse	
gases,	raising	questions	regarding	the	understanding	of	forced	climate	change,	its	drivers,	the	parameters	
that	define	natural	internal	variability	and	how	fully	these	terms	are	represented	in	climate	models.”

99 Keenlyside et al.	 (2008)	 in	 the	Nature	magazine:	 ”Several medium-term climate models and empirical 
studies suggest cooling for the coming decades.”
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it has but it is only 7 years of data and it isn’t statistically significant…”	(Dr.	Phil	
Jones	–	CRU	emails,	5	July,	2005);	and	four	years	later,	Jones	stated: “‘No upward 
trend’ has to continue for a total of 15 years before we get worried,”	 (Dr.	Phil	
Jones	–	CRU	emails,	7	May,	2009).	In	principle	this	means	that,	according	to	Phil	
Jones,	it	would	be	high	time	now	to	start	worrying	about	the	theory.	

The	reporting	and,	in	particular,	climate	scientists’	communication	concerning	
the	 winter	 weather	 in	 Northern	 Europe	 in	 recent	 years	 have	 illustrated	 this	
phenomenon.	The	2007–2008	winter	was	exceptionally	warm.	It	was	generally	
referred	to	as	a	typical	climate	change	winter	–	the	kind	of	average	winter	we	would	
have	some	day.	During	Christmas	2007,	a	temperature	of	+8	°C	was	measured	in	
Southern	Finland.	There	was	a	programme	on	TV,	in	which	climate	change	was	
discussed.	One	of	the	participants	was	a	researcher	of	the	Finnish	Meteorological	
Institute,	who	had	 to	make	 a	 forecast	 of	 the	Christmas	weather	 in	 2107.	 The	
researcher	 indicated	+15	°C	for	Helsinki	on	the	weather	table.	At	that	time,	the	
upper	limit	quoted	by	the	IPCC	was	+6.5	degrees/100	years,	and	the	researcher	
also	forecast	the	exceptional	weather	circumstances	for	the	hundred	years	ahead.	
The	message	was	clear:	there	would	be	no	winters	in	the	future.

Since	then,	we	have	had	a	couple	of	very	snowy	and	traditional	cold	winters.	
In	2011,	researchers	reported	climate	models	demonstrating	that	climate	change	
could	produce	exceptionally	severe	frosts	in	Northern	Europe.	So,	on	their	view,	
even	a	cold	winter	could	be	regarded	as	a	 typical	climate	change	winter.	Thus,	 
a	model	had	been	developed	which	encompasses	all	possible	results.	

Besides	the	absence	of	falsification	criteria,	Popper	would	most	likely	also	have	
noted	the	dogmatic	atmosphere	of	the	climate	discussions,	of	which	he	had	his	
share in the political phase of his youth. At times, the tones of the discussion are 
reminiscent	of	those	that	Popper	criticised	in	Kuhnian	normal	science:	stagnation	
and	defensiveness	when	defending	the	theory.

The	argumentation	also	has	ingredients	of	circular	reasoning.	Journalist	Pasi	
Toiviainen,100	who	has	been	profiled	as	an	expert	on	climate	change,	deplored	
the	“inaccuracy”	of	the	discussion	on	global	warming	in	the	Finnish	CO2-report. 
He	claims	that	those	who	have	a	sceptical	attitude	towards	warming	confuse	two	
different	concepts	–	the	warming	that	has	already	taken	place	and	the	warming	
that	is	still	going	to	happen:

“Furthermore, there is reason to realise that when talking about a unique and 
unprecedented warming in conjunction with climate change, this usually refers, 
above all, to the coming warming which awaits the globe in this century. In the 
language of sceptics, the warming that has already taken place and the coming 
warming are often intentionally confused with one another, thus perplexing the 

100	 http://www.	CO2-raportti.fi/index.php?page=blogi&news_id=1635
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general public. The IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report (2007) states that if the globe 
really warms by 5 degrees during this century, in other words, equally much as 
from the Ice Age to the present day, ‘there is no evidence that this rate of possible 
future global change was matched by any comparable global temperature increase 
of the last 50 million years’.”

The	uniqueness	of	current	climate	change	was	thus	explained	by	reference	to	
climatic events that have not yet taken place. It is clear that there is, as such, no 
logical	mistake	in	the	IPCC	statement,	as	it	involves	a	trivial	claim:	if	we	have	an	
exceptionally	steep	rise	in	temperatures,	it	will	result	in	uniquely	high	temperatures.	
This	 is	a	circular	definition,	whose	conclusion	is	proven	correct	by	 its	premise.	
Therefore	it	did	not	convince	sceptics	in	the	context	of	a	discussion	that	was,	in	the	
end,	intended	to	prove	to	them	the	existence	and	uniqueness	of	climate	change.

4.4.4 THE SCIENTIFIC CHARACTER OF CLIMATE MODELS 

The	current	theory	of	human-induced	climate	change	is	based,	not	only	on	measured	
observations	(changes	in	both	the	surface	temperatures	of	the	earth	and	the	oceans,	
and	the	changes	in	volume	of	the	arctic	sea	ice),	but	also	on	predictions,	which	have	
been	made	on	the	basis	of	climate	modelling.	A	lot	of	resources	have	been	invested	
in	climate	model	simulations,	especially	in	climate	research	conducted	in	the	field	
of	meteorology.	In	these,	both	natural	and	anthropogenic	factors	are	modelled,	
and	their	impacts	on	the	climate	are	estimated,	along	with	that	of	other	feedback	
phenomena.		The	attempt	is	then	made	to	utilise	the	results	in	decisions	concerning	
both	the	mitigation	of	and	adaptation	to	climate	change.

After	World	War	 II	 more	 and	 more	 scientific	 fields	 have	 used	 computer	
simulations	 as	 their	method.	 Some	 examples	 include	 space	physics,	materials	
science,	design	science,	fluid	mechanics,	evolution	biology,	climate	science,	ecology,	
economics,	etc.	Certain	scientific	fields,	like	chaos	theory,	are	even	entirely	based	on	
computer	modelling.	While	the	method	of	computer	modelling	has	experienced	an	
explosive	period	of	growth,	its	philosophical	and	epistemological	evaluation	is	only	
in	its	infancy.	As	a	matter	of	fact,	the	input	of	philosophers	of	science	in	this	field	
of	research	is	far	from	obvious.	This	is	because	it	is	not	selfevident	that	modelling	
entails	philosophically	interesting	challenges.	Winsberg	(2009)	sees,	however,	that	
the	adoption	of	modelling	methods	in	science	has	brought	up	questions	that	are	
significant	from	a	philosophy	of	science	point-of-view,	and	that	require	input	from	
philosophers.	Simulations	require	their	very	own	epistemology,	and,	as	a	matter	
of	fact,	Winsberg	predicts	that	this	field	will	grab	the	attention	of	philosophers	in	
the	coming	years.

Philosophically,	the	question	of	climate	modelling	can	be	considered	central.	
The	focus	of	philosophy	has,	in	fact,	increasingly	shifted	from	classical	truth-based	
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projects	to	something	closer	to	models	and	modelling.	In	these	latter	types	of	projects,	
an attempt is made to simulate a real situation and consequently, a prediction of the 
future	is	made.	Naturally,	the	question	of	the	predicting	history	of	the	models	also	
arises.	(Godfrey-Smith	2003:	186–189,	230–231,	Winsberg	2001:	453)	The	scientific	
practice	of	modelling	poses	both	methodological	and	epistemological	challenges.	
To	these	questions,	we	can	better	respond	by	means	of	a	philosophical	analysis,	
in	which	the	weight	 is	rather	put	on	the	guidelines	for	modelling	instead	of	the	
representational	capacity	of	the	theory	(Winsberg	2001:	442–443).

One	example	of	research	on	climate	modelling	is	that	conducted	by	the	London	
School	of	Economics	 researcher	Roman	Frigg	 (2011),	who	holds	 that	even	 the	
smallest	changes	in	climatic	preconditions	can	induce	a	so-called	butterfly	effect,101 
which	causes	the	loss	of	predictability	of	the	models.	In	Frigg’s	opinion	this	actually	
renders	modelling	an	unnecessary	effort	and	a	waste	of	energy.	When	non-linear	
systems	 include	 even	 the	 smallest	modelling	mistake,	 their	 ability	 to	 provide	
significant	and	politically	relevant	and	probable	predictions	is	a	lost	cause.	Therefore,	
in	practice,	 they	also	cast	severe	doubts	on	 large-scale	climate	projects	that	are	
conducted	on	the	basis	of	the	models.

In	Frigg’s	opinion,	it	is	not	a	question	of	whether	or	not	there	is	enough	evidence	
of	climate	change	 for	 the	philosopher	who	evaluates	 it.	Rather,	 the	problem	is	
that	the	detailed	local	effects	of	climate	change	are	unpredictable,	at	 least	when	
measuring	them	using	the	existing	models.	Allocating	governmental	investments	
worth	millions	to	the	development	of	more	detailed	modelling	is	a	waste	of	money	
and	a	bad	use	of	resources.	According	to	Frigg,	sensible	climate	policy	can	be	made	
in	another	way,	too.	Frigg	refers	to	Sir	Francis	Bacon: ”Truth will sooner come 
out from error than from confusion.”	Thus,	clearing	up	confusion	and	admitting	
a	mistake	is	potentially	a	factor	promoting	success.		

Climate	models	are	non-linear	and	very	complex	from	a	computer-modelling	
point-of-view,	and	expensive	as	well.	Frigg	researched	a	simple	non-linear	system,	
a	logistics	map	as	a	proxy	for	large-scale	climate	models.	Even	though	a	correct	
climate	model	does	not	have	the	clear	structure	of	an	algebraic	logistics	map,	logical	
problems	are	typical	for	non-linear	systems,	and	can	therefore	serve	as	models	for	
climate	modelling.	The	result	proved	that	predictability	disappears	very	quickly,	
as	applied	to	a	whole	system.	The	non-linear	nature	of	 the	system	renders	 the	
deterministic	or	even	probabilistic	forecasting	impossible.

101	 The	butterfly	effect	 is	a	metaphor	associated	with	chaos	 theory,	which	describes	how	a	wing	stroke	of	a	
butterfly	in	one	place	can	cause	a	storm	on	the	other	side	of	the	world.	It	 is	also	used	for	the	description	
of	 the	characteristic	of	non-linear	 systems	 that	 small	disruptions	or	changes	 in	 the	 initial	 conditions	or	
intermediary	phases	can	bring	about	great	changes	 in	the	final	occurrence	of	an	event.	The	phenomenon	
was	discovered	by	 the	meteorologist	Edward	Lorenz	 in	1961	during	his	 research	on	weather	 forecasting,	
and	it	was	to	be	known	under	the	name	“sensitivity	to	initial	values”.	In	his	presentation,	Lorenz	wondered	
whether	a	butterfly’s	wing	stroke	in	Brazil	could	cause	a	tornado	in	Mexico.
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Nowadays,	 it	 is	 thought	 that	non-linearity	 is	a	characteristic	of	all	 complex	
systems.	The	value	of	the	function	does	not	directly	depend	on	the	value	of	the	
argument,	but	 it	 is	rather	a	question	of	a	series	of	points	of	discontinuity.	Cell	
biology	provides	a	good	analogy:	it	should	be	possible	to	explain	all	the	functions	
of	the	cell	through	the	interaction	of	the	macromolecules.	It	could	be	assumed	that	
their	modelling	is	a	type	of	inventory	of	macromolecules	and	their	interaction.	The	
problem	is	a	lot	bigger,	however,	because	the	interactions	are	non-linear,	and	cannot	
be	presented	in	a	linear	fashion.	A	model	of	the	cell	can	actually	not	be	properly	
built	to	commence	from	the	interaction	between	two	macromolecules.	And	when	
we	are	dealing	with	thousands	of	macromolecules,	the	problems	multiply	and	grow	
bigger.	The	internal	behaviour	of	the	cell	is	very	chaotic	and	does	not	follow	the	
logic	of	reductionism.

The	 same	 is	 evident	 in	 climate	 science	 that	 concerns	non-linear	 functional	
dependencies.	When	concerned	with	complex	systems,	 the	predictive	power	of	
mechanistic	models	is	extremely	weak.	Building	upon	them	is	not	philosophically	
justified.

In	practice,	however,	modelling	is	still	one	of	the	most	important	methods	of	
climate	science:	the	goal	is	to	produce	a	series	of	possible,	likely	and	certain	future	
scenarios	concerning	the	climate,	for	the	simple	reason	that	political	and	societal	
demand	has	been	so	high.	Prediction	is	pivotal	for	climate	science,	while	modelling	
and	simulations	are	decisive	for	prediction.	Therefore,	the	validity	of	climate	models	
is	a	key	question	in	climate	science.	(Lenhard	&	Winsberg	2010:254).	

Lenhard	 and	Winsberg	 (2010)	 have	 analysed	 the	 types	 of	 epistemological	
questions	that	relate	to	modelling.	The	simplest	starting	point	would	be	to	compare	
the	modelling	to	existing	and	known	climate	data.	The	“real	world”	counterpart,	i.e.	
the	information	concerning	a	historical	average	temperature,	is	also	a	reconstruction	
of	information	derived	from	a	large	number	of	different	sources	(since	measured	
temperatures	exist	from	a	short	period	of	time,	these	would	include,	for	example,	
ice	core	drillings	and	lake	bottom	sediment	sampling,	the	microfossiles	of	which	
can	aid	in	obtaining	climate-historical	data).	In	other	words,	the	reconstruction	of	
climate	data	is	heavily	“model-laden”.	But	even	if	this	were	taken	for	granted,	the	
uncertainty	factor	would	continue	to	exist.	This	is	why,	for	example,	the	IPCC	tables	
always	include	several	scenarios,	in	which	the	emission	volume	varies.	These,	in	
their	turn,	project	the	estimates	of	various	political	models	with	regard	to	emission	
trends.	Therefore,	the	term	“projection”	has	become	a	standard	expression	of	climate	
science.	It	is	a	weaker	expression	than	“prediction”,	precisely,	because	the	results	
of	the	modelling	results	depend	on	future	emission	trends.	(Lenhard	&	Winsberg	
2010:	255)

The	 justification	 of	 simulation	models	 depends	 on	 various	 characteristics	 
–	a	 lot	more	than	just	how	faithfully	the	model	reflects	the	existing	and	known	
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data. It also depends on faithfulness to the theory, selected calculation methods 
and numerous other factors.

Therefore,	Lenhard	and	Winsberg	(2010:	253)	consider	climate	science	to	be	
in	a	kind	of	permanent	state	of	converging	scepticism	–	and	this,	because	of	the	
endless	possibilities	in	climate	modelling.	Numerous	parallel	possibilities	exist,	and	
unanimity	cannot	be	reached.	This	has	manifest	consequences	for	climate	policy.	
Unanimity	is	not	even	worth	the	wait,	but	a	certain	kind	of	pluralistic	view	has	to	
be	accepted	from	the	start.

The	authors	refer	to	a	principle	known	as	the	classical	Duhem-Quine	thesis,	
according	 to	which	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	 test	 a	 scientific	 hypothesis	 in	 isolation,	
because	empirical	testing	requires	one	or	more	background	assumptions,	i.e.	so-
called	“auxiliary	assumptions”.	The	range	of	hypotheses	as	a	whole	is	put	to	the	
test	–	not	an	individual	hypothesis	apart	from	the	others.	Winsberg	speaks	of	a	
”confirmation	holism”	that	confirms	itself	(Lenhard	&	Winsberg	2010:	253–254).

In	Winsberg’s	view,	this	type	of	“theory	holism”	is	typical	of	climate	science.	
The	hypothesis	 in	 itself	 is	not	able	to	produce	testable	predictions.	Instead,	 the	
consequences	of	the	hypothesis	typically	rest	on	several	background	assumptions,	
from	which	the	predictions	are	derived.	Thus,	the	hypothesis	cannot	be	falsified	
using	empirical	methods	if	the	background	assumptions	are	not	proven.	Instead,	
the	entire	range	of	hypotheses	can	be	tested	as	a	whole.	In	the	case	of	climate	
modelling,	the	problem	is	that	it	is	impossible	to	locate	the	source	of	the	mistake	
within	the	model.

	It	is	essential	to	understand	that	the	confidence	of	constructed	models	depends	
on	many	factors	at	hand,	of	which	none	are	guaranteed	by	our	theoretical	knowledge.	
It	depends	on	facts	that	we	know	from	our	computers	and	graphical	techniques.	
It	depends	on	the	trust	felt	towards	various	ad	hoc	models,	and	this	trust	prevails	
in	laboratory	results	and	observations.	It	also	depends	on	the	ability	to	calibrate	
the	models	against	the	background	of	observations.	And	finally,	it	depends	on	the	
trust	that	is	felt	towards	the	modellers’	experience,	skill,	observation,	estimation	
and	inferential	abilities.

For	this	reason,	it	can	also	be	claimed	that	value	judgements	are	explicitly	present	
in	climate	science.	Not	just	for	the	evident	reason	that	the	researched	problem	may	
have	significant	human	implications	that	have	to	be	weighed,	but	also	because	the	
climate	modellers	are	not	able	to	exclude	non-epistemic,	i.e.	non-cognitive,	values	
from	their	research.	(Biddle	&	Winsberg	2010:3)

According	to	them	climate	modelling	includes	many	uncertain	factors.	The	first	
concerns	the	basic	structure	of	the	climate	modelling,	which	they	call	“structural	
model	 uncertainty”.	A	 second	 relates	 to	 the	parameters	 of	 the	models,	whose	
values	and	behaviour	we	may	assess	in	different	ways.	They	call	this		“parameter	
uncertainty”.	The	third	has	to	do	with	the	actual	data	yielded	by	the	results.	Climate	
modellers	often	compare	their	results	with	past	climate	changes.	This	information	
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can	be	obtained	from	meteorological	measurement	information	or	proxy	materials,	
where	climate	history	has	been	tracked	with	indirect	methods.	Both	sources	are	
also	vulnerable	to	factors	of	uncertainty.	The	authors	call	this	“data	uncertainty”.

Biddle	and	Winsberg	also	stress	that	they	do	not	want	to	question	climate	change	
as	a	scientific	theory	or	promote	climate	scepticism.	They	do,	however,	criticise	the	
fact that climate scientists have presented their climate models recently as if they 
were	free	from	moral,	social	or	other	non-epistemic	values.			Researchers	then	hand	
over	these	predictions,	along	with	their	inherent	uncertainties,	to	decision-makers,	
legislators	and	democratic	representatives,	who	are	supposed	to	decide	on	the	best	
way	to	act.	Separating	value-neutral	from	value-laden	practices	is	not	so	simple.	Even	
though	this	is	the	ideal	in	science,	it	does	not	apply	to	climate	change	modelling,	in	
their	view.	It	is	an	example	of	a	scientific	field	in	which	researchers	cannot	address	
the	uncertainties	of	 their	modelling	without	making	non-epistemic	estimations.	
Biddle	and	Winsberg	stress	repeatedly	that	they	are	not	climate	sceptics,102	but	
they	still	argue	that	more	attention	should	be	paid	to	the	question	of	how	large	a	
role	non-epistemic	values	ultimately	have	in	climate	science.	(Biddle	&	Winsberg	
2010:	32–33)

4.4.5 THE ROLE OF SCIENCE IN CLIMATE POLICY

Since	the	claims	of	climate	science	point	to	a	problem	requiring	political	actions	that	
are	demanding	and	expensive,	it	creates	a	particular	pressure	on	climate	scientists.	
Inaction	is	a	risk,	but	so	also	are	actions	of	the	wrong	kind	or	wrongly	calculated,	
at least in terms of economy, and often also for the environment.103 

What	is	thus	a	suitable	role	for	a	scientist,	given	our	knowledge	that	expertise	
always	has	 its	 limits?	An	expert	 in	the	natural	phenomena	of	weather	knows	to	
tell	us	why	emissions	have	to	be	reduced,	but	this	does	not	guarantee	expertise	
in	deciding	the	kind	of	emission	reduction	strategy	that	will	be	socially	effective.	
Nevertheless,	the	demand	for	experts	has	been	immense	in	recent	years,	and	very	
often	they	have	to	take	a	stand	on	exactly	those	matters	 in	which	they	have	no	
expertise.	Few	have	the	courage	to	identify	the	limits	of	their	own	knowledge.104

102	 It	appears	to	be	a	label	that	nobody	can	acquire	without	losing	their	freedom	of	speech	within	the	scientific	
community.

103	 In	Chapter	7,	I	will	discuss	the	climate	measures	that	have	proved	to	be	problematic	solutions	in	respect	of	
the environment.

104	 The	writer	suspects	that	the	same	problem	also	applies	to	her.
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Hulme	 emphasises	 that	 science	 has	 three	 limitations	 that	 should	 be	
recognised.	Firstly,	 it	 is	incomplete	and	uncertain	and,	according	to	Hulme,	a	
certain	level	of	humility	should	be	required	where	climate	science	is	concerned.	
“Science always speaks with a conditional voice, or at least good science 
always does.”	Secondly,	in	addition	to	normal	scientific	uncertainty,	it	should	
be	 taken	 into	consideration	 that	knowledge	as	a	public	commodity	 is	always	
shaped	 to	 some	 degree	 by	 social	 influences.	 Thirdly,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 be	
honest	and	transparent	about	what	science	can	and	cannot	tell	us.	We	should	
not	hide	behind	science	when	difficult	ethical	 choices	are	called	 for.	 (Hulme	 
2009a:106–107)	

Roger	Pielke	 (2010:2)	describes	what	 is	at	 stake	when	reminiscing	about	
the	famous	hearing	organised	in	the	US	Senate	in	1988,	where	Hansen,	invited	
by	Al	Gore,	 lobbied	 the	audience:	 “The hearing had all of the elements that 
would characterise the debate in the following decades. Politicians sought to 
stage-manage the scientific community to support their political ambitions. 
Leading scientists willingly played along, enthusiastically lending the 
authority of science to the political campaign.  Opponents of action engaged 
the political battle through debates over science – primarily by seeking to 
raise uncertainty (or, perhaps more accurately, by offering a set of competing  
certainties).”

Some	 researchers	 enjoy	 participating	 in	 public	 political	 discussions,	 but	
there	are	also	those	who	would	rather	remain	in	their	role	as	researchers	and	
not	 step	 into	political	 sphere.	Mike	Hulme	 (2009b),	Professor	of	 the	British	
University	of	East	Anglia	and	Director	of	the	Tyndall	Centre	for	Climate	Change	
Research,	 offers	 an	 example	 of	 the	 perplexity	 experienced	 by	 the	 scientific	
community.	 He	 describes	 the	 birth	 of	 the	 declaration	 of	 the	 International	
Alliance	 of	 Research	Universities	 (IARU),	 which	 preceded	 the	 Copenhagen	
COP.	Hulme	commended	the	conference	itself	and	the	high-quality	discussion,	
but	he	expressed	serious	disappointment	with	the	final	summary	attributed	to	
the	researchers,	which	included	a	great	many	political	conclusions	to	be	taken	
forward	to	political	decision-makers.	Hulme,	who	was	one	of	the	chairpersons	
of	 the	 conference,	 denied	 that	 these	 conclusions	 would	 have	 reflected	 the	
discussion	 of	 the	 researchers:	 “They carry the authority of the people who 
drafted them – and no more. Not the authority of the 2,500 expert researchers 
gathered at the conference. And certainly not the authority of collective  
global science.”

The	 declaration	 was	 summarised	 in	 six	 key	 messages,	 urgent	 measures	
were	 called	 for,	 and	 once	 again	 it	 was	 emphasised	 that	 “inaction”	 would	
become	expensive	for	the	planet	and	that	no	matter	how	the	dangers	of	climate	
change	were	defined,	 rapid	 and	efficient	 emissions	 reduction	measures	would	 
be	necessary.		
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According	to	Hulme,	the	Copenhagen	Declaration	was	not	at	any	stage	subjected	
to	the	comments	of	researchers.	Even	the	organiser	of	the	conference	was,	according	
to	him,	an	association	unknown	to	the	world	of	science,	which	nevertheless	wanted	
to	present	itself	visibly	as	a	representative	of	the	research	community	like	the	IPCC.		

Hulme	asked	what	kind	of	 “inaction”	would	be	unforgivable.	This	group	of	
researchers	 discussed	 everything	 possible:	 from	 carbon	 taxation	 to	 emissions	
trading,	 the	unattainability	of	 the	 two	degree	 target,	 the	epistemological	 limits	
of	modelling	the	future,	whether	a	technological	change	or	a	change	in	lifestyles	
is	required,	and	so	on.	The	discussions	touched	upon	science,	values,	ethics	and	
politics.	In	the	light	of	this,	the	condemnation	of	inaction	inevitably	amounted	to	
an	unclear	message:	

“It therefore seems problematic to me when such lively, well-informed and 
yet largely unresolved debates among a substantial cohort of the world’s climate 
change researchers get reduced to six key messages, messages that on the one 
hand carry the aura of urgency, precision, and scientific authority – ‘there is no 
excuse for inaction’ – and yet at the same time remain so imprecise as to resolve 
nothing in political terms,”	wondered	Hulme.	

I	am	not	surprised	at	all	 if	 I	assess	the	matter	through	the	eyes	of	a	person	
with	political	experience.	The	organisers	of	the	conference	knew	exactly	what	they	
were	doing.	Scientists	were	not	invited	to	suggest	what	to	do	about	a	carbon	tax	or	
emissions	trading.	It	had	already	been	decided.	Before	the	Copenhagen	COP	of	2009,	
it	was	only	the	scientists’	authority	that	was	needed	to	create	pressure	and	a	sense	
of	urgency	in	order	to	justify	the	Commission’s	plans.	At	any	rate,	politicians	know	
what	it	means	to	legitimate,	strengthen	and	tighten	these	climate	constituencies	
and	to	implement	strategies	that	have	already	been	selected.	

Hulme	foresaw	it	himself,	for	he	ended	his	writing	with	the	following	words:	
“The rest is all politics. And we should let politics decide without being ambushed 
by a chimera of political prescriptivenss dressed up as (false) scientific unanimity.” 
(Hulme	2009b).	

Roger	 Pielke,	 professor	 of	 environmental	 politics,	 notes	 that	 successful	
political	action	does	not	necessarily	require	scientific	certainty.	Even	though	there	
was	nothing	close	to	 full	unanimity	concerning	the	causes	behind	the	thinning	
ozone	layer	and	acid	rains,	it	was	possible	to	take	political	measures	despite	the	
uncertainty.	(Pielke	2010:28).	Climate	science	has	inherently	multitude	of	uncertain	
factors,	but	this	does	not	prevent	it	from	specifying	actions	that	would	be	sensible	
under	any	circumstances.	The	decisions	on	the	actions	to	be	taken	and	on	their	
timeline	cannot	be	solved	by	reference	to	science.	Prins	&	Caine	(2013)	share	the	
same	attitude:	“We can never know enough to conclude that research and data 
gathering should cease and policy-making begin. The two activities must proceed 
together, with policy remaining as responsive as possible to the changing state of  
understanding.”
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For	a	rational	approach	to	climate	politics,	Pielke	lists	the	following	theses	as	
a	basis	for	political	action:

• Increasing	greenhouse	gases	may	affect	 the	climate	system	dramatically 
and	irreversibly;	

• The	climate	 system	 is	 susceptible	 to	many	human-induced	 factors	 (it	 is 
not	only	a	question	of	carbon	dioxide);	

• Our	ability	to	see	into	the	future	is	limited;	
• Certainty	cannot	be	expected;	
• Stabilising	greenhouse	gases	will	not	stop	climate	change.	

4.4.6 A LINEAR OR STAKEHOLDER MODEL OF SCIENCE?

In	his	book	The Honest Broker	(2007a),	Roger	Pielke	sketches	four	different	roles	
of	the	scientist.	He	draws	an	analogy	to	a	situation	in	which	a	hungry	stranger	has	
come	to	a	town	and	wants	to	find	a	place	to	eat.	

The Pure Scientist	does	not	to	want	to	interfere	in	the	stranger’s	decision-
making	in	any	way.	The	pure	scientist	 is	only	confined	to	the	provision	of	basic	
information	on	a	balanced	diet,	for	example,	by	giving	the	stranger	the	nutrition	
pyramid	guide	published	by	a	ministry.	What	the	stranger	does	with	the	information	
is	completely	his	own	business.	

The Science Arbiter	offers	the	relevant	 facts	only	 if	asked	specifically	 for	
them	(restaurant’s	level,	prices).	He	or	she	acts	as	a	resource	for	the	decision-maker	
according	to	what	the	one	asking	for	advice	regards	as	essential.	The	science	arbiter	
does	not	attempt	to	tell	the	stranger	what	to	do.

The Issue Advocate	wants	to	direct	the	stranger’s	choice.	He	or	she	guides	
the	stranger	to	eat	at	the	restaurant	favoured	by	the	issue	advocate	as	being	the	
most	sensible	choice	for	one	reason	or	another.	

The Honest Broker	provides	the	stranger	with	basic	information	about	the	
town’s	restaurants,	their	price	level	and	genre,	and	then	lets	the	stranger	specify	
their	selection,	helping	them	to	get	the	desired	restaurant	pinpointed.	The	basic	
characteristic	of	the	honest	broker	is	the	attempt	to	expand	the	stranger’s	knowledge	
of	the	possibilities	available	so	that	the	choice	can	be	based	on	the	stranger’s	own	
preferences.

All	of	these	roles	are	conceivable	and	justifiable	on	their	own	terms.	The	pure	
scientist	and	the	science	arbiter	focus	on	providing	information,	whereas	the	two	
latter	types	attempt	to	participate	 in	the	decision-making	process.	According	to	
Pielke, an essential point is that a scientist cannot simultaneously act as an issue 
advocate	and	an	honest	broker.	These	roles	are	mutually	exclusive,	for	the	former	
tends	to	narrow	the	choice	and	the	latter	to	expand	it.	The	broker	is	Pielke’s	own	
ideal	of	the	scientist’s	societal	role.	
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It	would	seem	that	the	pure	scientist	is	one	who	offers	impartial	information	
based	on	 impartial	scientific	research	without	trying	to	guide	decision-making.		
Everything	here	would	seem	to	be	right.	Pielke	notes,	however,	that	the	situation	
is	not	so	simple	and	refers	us	to	the	analogy	of	the	hungry	stranger.	It	could	well	
be	that	the	particular	nutrition	guide	published	by	the	government	ministry	has	
been	selected	only	after	a	vigorous	power	struggle,	 so	 that	various	options	are	
merely	disguised	in	the	robes	of	science.	Another	problem	is	the	existence	of	other	
alternative	nutrition	pyramids.	How	did	this	one	get	selected	and	not,	for	instance,	
a	pyramid	based	on	vegetarian	eating	or	some	other	specific	diet?	

Thus,	according	to	Pielke,	a	pure	scientist	may	act	as	an	issue	advocate	in	practice,	
even	though	the	nutrition	pyramid	does	not	prescribe	where	to	eat.	It	is	because	
pure	scientists	have	the	reputation	of	being	impartial	experts	that	their	action	can	
in	fact	be	so-called	stealth	issue	advocacy.	Pielke	describes	this	as	“[an	attempt]	to	
swim	without	getting	wet”.	

	Since	the	Second	World	War,	science	policy	has	relied	on	the	linear	model	of	
science.	This	is	evidenced	in	two	ways.	Firstly,	it	is	evident	in	the	emphasis	on	the	
importance	of	basic	research	and	the	requirement	that	research	must	be	free	from	
political	control	(Pielke	2007a:12).	

 Secondly, it is evident in the ideal of the unity of science. It is assumed that 
the	precondition	for	a	political	consensus	is	scientific	unanimity,	which	makes	it	
possible	to	take	political	action.	In	its	powerful	form	it	means	that	certain	scientific	
facts	forcibly	effect	certain	political	measures.	

Inherent	 in	the	 linear	 ideal	of	science	is	the	all-too-familiar	 idea	of	a	certain	
fact	or	scientific	body	holding	some	compelling	normative	weight.	It	assumes,	after	
all,	the	fatally-flawed	premise	that	Hume	(1711–1776)	already	decapitated	with	his	
guillotine:	“An	‘ought’	cannot	be	derived	from	an	‘is’.”	“Science can alert us to a 
potential problem and provide some insight about the consequences of different 
policy choices, but science cannot decide what choices we ultimately make”	(Pielke	
2010:).	Kincaid	(Kincaid	et al.	2007:5–6)	indicates	that	Hume	was	referring	to	a	
logical	deduction:	factual	arguments	never	yield	moral	conclusions.	If	the	premise	
does	not	include	a	moral	judgement,	the	conclusion	cannot	have	one	either.	The	
separation	of	values	and	facts	 is	 the	 foundation	of	modern	western	 intellectual	
history. 

In	practice,	climate	change	debates	in	the	media	and	climate	campaigns	rely	
largely	on	the	linear	model	when	addressing	the	general	public.	According	to	Victor	
(2011:13),	it	may	even	be	considered	the	great	myth	and	misconception	of	climate	
policy.	Hulme	(2009a)	gives	an	example	of	the	advertising	campaign	of	the	Christian	
Aid	organisation,	which	 in	2007	 lobbied	the	British	government	 to	 tighten	the	
conditions	of	future	climate	law	to	a	reduction	target	of	up	to	90%	by	the	year	2050.	
Science	was	used	for	the	justification	of	this	demand:	“Scientists have agreed that the 
Earth must not exceed an average temperature rise of 2°C, otherwise catastrophic 
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climate change will be inevitable.”	Hulme	comments	that	science	is	being	used	for	
normative	purposes:	“Implicit in this appeal to science as the basis for a 
lobbying campaign is that science has the authority to make definitive 
and universal statements about what is and what is not dangerous for 
people and societies and ultimately, for the world.”	(Hulme	2009a:74)

Batie	(2008)	argues	that	the	linear	model	cannot	be	applied	to	climate	change	
because	 climate	 change	 deals	 with	 a	 “wicked”	 or	multidimensional	 tangle	 of	
problems	(these	are	discussed	in	more	detail	 in	Chapter	6).	According	to	Batie,	
the	linear	model	only	works	with	“tame”	problems;	“wicked”	problems	require	a	
different	means	of	assessment.	

Pielke	does	note	that	the	linear	model	has	received	much	criticism,	and	he	brings	
up	the	so-called	stakeholder model as	an	alternative:	this	is	a	model	emphasising	
an	open,	interactive	relationship	between	science	and	decision-making.	

According	to	Pielke,	when	researchers	ponder	their	relation	to	decision-making,	
two	things	must	be	recognised.	The	first	concerns	the	degree	of	value	consensus	
in	a	certain	issue.	Controversial	issues	raise	political	stakes	to	a	whole	new	level.	
Another	criterion	is	the	degree	of	uncertainty	with	regard	to	the	issue	at	hand.	The	
greater	the	prevailing	uncertainty,	the	more	important	it	is	to	focus	on	bringing	up	
the	various	policy	options	rather	than	presenting	simple	scientific	results.	

Pielke	notes	that	it	would	be	tempting	to	link	scientific	uncertainty	with	political	
uncertainty,	assuming	that	a	decline	of	the	former	would	automatically	result	in	a	
decline	of	the	latter.		This	assumption	reflects	the	linear	model	of	science.	However,	
scientific	research	often	increases	the	uncertainty	of	political	decision-making:	good	
science	shakes	black-and-white	political	decision-making.	According	to	Pielke,	the	
linear	model	only	suits	certain	circumstances,	i.e.	those	in	which	values	are	shared	
and uncertainty is minor. It is much more likely that the linear model leads to a 
system that feeds and maintains its concealed issue advocacy in science policy. 
(Pielke	2007a:17–21)

Hulme also calls for a kind of stakeholder model for the introduction of local 
environmental	knowledge105	alongside	universal	scientific	knowledge:	the	value	of	
local	expertise	should	be	acknowledged.	Local	knowledge	–	often	referred	to	as	the	
knowledge	of	indigenous	peoples	or	as	traditional	knowledge	–	has	accumulated	
as	a	result	of	centuries	of	inhabitation	and	is	often	unique	to	a	certain	community	
or	ethnic	group.	In	respect	of	climate,	it	can	contribute	substantially,	for	instance,	
to	solving	a	drought	problem	or	observing	environmental	changes.	(Hulme	2009a:	
76–82).

Corfee-Morlot	 et al.	 (2007)	 consider	 the	 IPCC	 to	 largely	 represent	 the	
linear	model.	 According	 to	 them,	 this	 is	 due	 to	 the	 dominance	 of	 the	 IPCC’s	

105	 In	my	opinion,	it	could	be	called	“local	environmental	wisdom.”
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techno-rational	 and	 analytical	 tradition	 in	 decision-making	 relating	 to	 the	
environment.	 They	 demand	 that	 there	 should	 be	 a	 broader	 understanding	 of	
social	 processes	 and	 political	 problems,	 which	 would	 better	 respond	 to	 the	
global	problems	of	environmental	change.	Between	the	positivist-realistic	 ideal	
of	 science	and	 the	 interpretive-constructivist	model	 that	emphasises	 the	social	
dimension,	 they	suggest	a	co-construction	hybrid	model.	It	would	combine	the	
strengths	 of	 both:	 social	 understanding	 with	 a	 scientific	 research	 approach.	 
(Corfee-Morlot	et al.	2007:2743–2744)	

4.4.7 CERTAINTY TROUGH

Donald	MacKenzie,	a	British	researcher	of	science,	has	developed	the	so-called	
“certainty	trough”	theory.	His	 idea	 is	 intriguing:	 it	suggests	 that	 the	closer	one	
is	to	the	origin	and	the	production	of	knowledge,	the	more	cognitive	uncertainty	
will	be	emphasised.	The	producers	of	knowledge	are	the	ones	who	know	best	the	
deficiencies,	risks	and	problems	associated	with	their	materials	and	theories,	which	
creates	uncertainty	among	them.	

McKenzie	gives	an	example	from	the	field	of	technology:	both	those	who	know	
nothing	about	technology	and	those	who	know	it	best	are	remarkably	uncertain.	
Nuclear	engineers	and	the	soldiers	that	develop	missile	systems	are	aware	of	the	
risk	factors	and	the	uncertainty	related	to	new	technologies.	The	same	uncertainty	
is,	according	to	Hulme,	inherent	in	climate	science:	it	is	always	uncertain.	“Science 
always speaks with a conditional voice, or at least good science always does” 
(Hulme	2009a:106).

According	to	“certainty	trough”	theory,	uncertainty	decreases	decisively	when	
it	comes	to	the	intermediaries	of	information	instead	of	its	producers.	Those	who	
have	the	most	superficial	knowledge	of	technology	have	the	most	trusting	attitude	
towards	it.	(MacKenzie	1998)

Thus,	as	knowledge	decreases,	certainty	increases	until	it	begins	to	increase	again	
as	it	approaches	the	level	of	minimal	knowledge.	The	certainty	of	information	is	
emphasised	precisely	by	those	who	are	most	apt	to	convey	it:	teachers,	journalists,	
politicians and communication consultants. 

The	“certainty	trough”	theory	gives	a	helpful	explanation	of	the	climate	change	
discussion:	 it	 is	 precisely	 the	 users	 and	 transmitters	 of	 information,	 such	 as	
journalists	and	politicians,	 that	express	 the	most	certainty	about	all	 the	details	
related to climate science. 

One	exception	has	to	be	mentioned,	however:	climate	modelling.	According	
to	Lahsen	(2005),	the	traditional	“certainty	trough”	theory	does	not	befit	climate	
modelling,	 i.e.	 climate	 simulations.	 The	 processes	 and	 dynamics	 relating	 to	
modelling	challenge	the	simple	model	of	the	“certainty	trough”	theory,	according	
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to	which	uncertainty	reigns	at	the	source	of	information	production.	This	is	especially	
because	in	computer	modelling,	it	is	not	easy	to	distinguish	between	the	users	and	
the	producers	of	the	knowledge.		Many	parties	are	involved	with	the	production	of	
information	through	model	construction.	In	this	case,	the	producers	of	information	
are	not	the	best	evaluators	of	the	accuracy	of	the	research	either.	From	this	research	
based	on	interviews	with	climate	modellers	and	atmospheric	researchers,	Lahsen	
also	drew	the	conclusion	that	the	producers	of	information	are	sometimes	even	less	
capable	that	others	in	the	recognition	of	their	models’	weaknesses.	

Of	course,	MacKenzie’s	theory	could	be	criticised	for	the	fact	that	it	confuses	
understanding	as	an	ability	with	understanding	as	a	feeling.	The	certainty	of	an	
expert,	which	 is	based	on	ability	(expertise)	cannot	be	directly	compared	to	an	
ordinary	person’s	certainty,	which	is	founded	in	a	feeling	of	their	own	expertise.

Despite	this	tangential	remark,	in	my	opinion	the	“certainty	trough”	metaphor	
illustrates	and	explains	nicely	the	climate	change	discussion:	it	is	exactly	the	users	
and	the	intermediaries	of	information	(journalists	and	politicians)	who	convey	the	
impression	of	most	certainty	about	all	the	details	relating	to	the	phenomenon.

Figure 10: The Certainty trough. Adapted from MacKenzie 1990, Woolgar, 1996  
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Mika	 Pantzar	 (2006)	 says	 that	 the	 “certainty	 trough”	 can	 yield	 a	 certain	
fossilisation	of	information	related	to	a	number	of	issues.	One	of	these	concerns	
division	of	labour:	the	producers	of	information	are	allowed	to	express	uncertainty	
but	the	intermediaries	are	not.		A	second	has	to	do	with	information:	the	producers	
of	information	know	the	sources	of	uncertainty	better.		A	third	issue	is	technical:	
the production of information is not technically and institutionally as automated 
and	streamlined	as	conveying	 information	is	–	even	 in	an	 information	society:	
“Whatever the causes are, the fact that the conveyance of information is becoming 
stronger and more professional can result in the weakening of the self-correction 
typical of scientific knowledge.”	(Pantzar	2000:64).

Uncertainty	 also	 increases	 when	 moving	 far	 enough	 from	 the	 origin	 of	
information.	In	other	words,	the	most	uncertain	are	those	who	know	the	original	
source	of	information	hardly	at	all,	and	those	who	know	it	best.

The	role	of	politicians	becomes	an	interesting	question	in	this	regard.	Why	do	
so-called	expert	committees	(e.g.,	various	environmental	committees,	or	temporary	
ad	hoc	committees	on	climate	change)	not	experience	this	uncertainty	but,	on	the	
contrary,	make	proclamations	with	great	certainty?		Does	this	entail	the	blurring	of	
the	principled	role	of	the	decision-maker,	putting	politicians	in	the	same	category	as	
teachers,	journalists	and	communication	consultants?	Are	they	now	in	the	business	
of	issuing	declarations	rather	than	making	decisions?	

It	is	a	different	question	why	the	fossilisation	mentioned	by	Pantzar	does	not	
trouble	the	ordinary	experts	of	working	life	–	i.e.	those	who	do	not	convey	or	produce	
information	but	are	simply	well-informed	(nuclear	engineers,	safety	experts,	doctors,	
professional	pilots,	etc.).	Why	does	fossilisation	label	so	radily	apply	to	political	
experts?	Is	this	because	politicians	have	adopted	the	role,	not	users–	but	of	conveyors	
of	information	(i.e.	the	mediatisation	of	politics)?

The	self-confidence	of	politicians	is	aptly	characterised	by	a	formulation,	which	
almost	became	part	of	a	resolution	approved	by	the	European	Parliament.	In	May	
2008,	the	temporary	Committee	on	Climate	Change	of	the	European	Parliament	
was	finalising	 its	work	that	had	lasted	for	one	year,	and	submitted	a	resolution	
with	the	title	“Scientific	facts	of	climate	change:	findings	and	recommendations	
for	decision-making”	for	approval	by	the	Parliament.	

In	paragraph	12	of	the	original	version	of	the	draft,	the	resolution	stated	that	the	
Parliament “condemns efforts to portray the results of studies into the causes and 
effects of climate change as doubtful, uncertain or questionable.”	I	suggested	toning	
down	the	wording	because	of	its	unscientific	attitude.	In	practice,	the	formulation	
also	condemns	Popperian-style	attempts	to	falsify	data,	thereby	freezing	the	further	
development	of	science.	Self-correction,	criticality	and	the	exposure	of	research	
results	to	public	discussion	would	be	jeopardised,	as	would	probably	the	courage	of	
researchers	to	bring	forward	anomalistic	findings.	Secondly,	it	betrays	an	attitude	
of	scientific	illiteracy	as	it	creates	the	impression	that	uncertainty	is	incompatible	
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with	science.	Thirdly,	this	attitude	is	worrisome	in	the	light	of	history.	My	group	
accepted	my	criticism	and	agreed	to	a	reformulation	of	the	relevant	paragraph	in	
the	resolution.	However,	in	public,	I	was	reprimanded	by	two	Finnish	colleagues	
for	the	attempt	“to	attenuate	the	wordings	on	climate	change”106.  Nevertheless, the 
final	wording	of	paragraph	12	clearly	showed	signs	of	slighty	more	moderation:	
“Does not accept scientifically unsubstantiated efforts to portray the results of 
studies into the causes and effects of climate change as doubtful, uncertain or 
questionable; understands, however, that scientific progress has always been 
marked by doubt, the progressive elimination of such doubt and the search for 
explanations or models beyond the current scientific mainstream.”107 

It	 is	noteworthy	 that	many	of	 those	who	declare	 their	knowledge	“certain”,	
convey	their	information	through	the	media.	It	is	important	to	consider	the	role	of	
media	in	the	delivery	of	the	message.	According	to	Niiniluoto	(2010),	even	when	it	
is	a	researcher	conveying	the	information,	the	media	have	the	effect	of	simplifying	
the	message.	Even	the	conception	of	the	operations	of	a	scientific	community	may	
acquire	new	features	when	research	results	are	transmitted	through	the	media	or	
other	channels	to	those	who	apply	them,	to	decision-makers	and	to	citizens:	“In 
such a case, the often cautious and accurate formulations in scientific articles have 
to be condensed and simplified, and even made more entertaining. The boundary 
conditions of the research frame and the degree of the uncertainty of the results 
are perhaps not expressed. Particularly in the field of applied science, such as 
clinical medicine, environmental sciences and economics, it is often hoped that 
researchers would give straightforward recommendations for action, whereby 
the underlying value assumptions will remain hidden.”

4.4.8 CLIMATEGATE AND THE CREDIBILITY OF CLIMATE SCIENCE

On	Thursday	19	November	2009,	during	the	“year	of	climate	change”,	when	the	
world	was	preparing	for	the	Copenhagen	Conference,	a	team	of	individuals	at	the	
Climatic	Research	Unit	(CRU)	of	the	University	of	East	Anglia,	UK,	disseminated	
thousands	of	personal	emails	and	computer	files	on	the	Internet.	Mainly	two	topics	
sparked	discussion:	in	their	correspondence,	the	parties	pondered	how	to	deal	with	
(1)	 the	Medieval	Warm	Period,	and	(2)	the	fact	that	warming	has	not	occurred	
during	the	first	decade	of	this	millennium,	both	of	which	pose	significant	problems	
for	the	greenhouse	theory.	It	is	still	not	known	whether	this	was	a	case	of	external	

106	 See	my	blog	text	Translating	discretions,	(Annex	15.20)
107	 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2008-

0223+0+DOC+XML+V0//FI&language=FI
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hacking	or	an	 intentional	 internal	 leak	within	 the	 institution,	but	 the	 incident	
launched	a	serious	discussion	about	the	independence	and	impartiality	of	climate	
science.	Doubts	also	immediately	arose	about	whether	the	timing	was	intentional	
and	whether	 it	was	 intended	to	disturb	the	political	atmosphere	of	 the	climate	
conference.	Among	others,	the	first	short	news	report	concerning	the	matter	in	the	
Finnish	newspaper	Helsingin Sanomat	(21	November	2009)	carried	a	quotation	
from	an	interviewee	claiming	that	“aiming the attack at the university is due to 
the approaching Copenhagen Climate Conference, which arouses strong reactions 
for and against”.	The	next	news	item	(24	November	2009)	repeated	likewise	the	
judgment	of	an	interviewee,	who	said	that	“the perpetrators want to vitiate the 
climate conference in Copenhagen in December.” 

It	did	not	take	long	until	 the	approximately	1000	e-mails	disseminated	by	a	
Russian	server	were	condemned	 in	 the	mainstream	media	as	bogus	and	as	an	
outrageous	attempt	to	question	the	credibility	of	climate	science.	Soon	after	the	
leak	it	was	announced	that	the	head	of	the	Climatic	Research	Unit,	Professor	Phil	
Jones108,	would	temporarily	step	down	from	his	position.	As	a	consequence,	the	
British	government	set	up	external	research	committees	to	examine	the	reliability	
of the CRU research. 

Nonetheless, none of those concerned attempted to contest the authenticity of 
the	e-mails.	They	mainly	cast	doubt	upon	whether	the	admittedly	large	message	
chains	were			interpreted	correctly.	

At	the	time,	the	public	was	beginning	to	wonder	about	the	weather,	which	was	
getting	colder.	The	trend	did	not	seem	to	follow	the	IPCC’s	forecasts	of	warming.	One	
of	the	leaked	e-mails	therefore	aroused	attention.	Kevin	Trenberth,	a	US	researcher	
contributing	to	the	IPCC	Assessment	Report,	complained	in	one	of	his	e-mails:	“The 
fact is that we can’t account for the lack of warming at the moment and it is a 
travesty that we can’t...”	This	comment,	taken	out	of	its	context,	was	interpreted	
as	having	produced	unjustified	pleasure	for	climate	sceptics.	

It	could	be	inferred	from	the	e-mails	that	some	features	that	were	worrisome	in	
terms	of	the	credibility	and	independence	of	science	had	gained	a	foothold	in	the	
IPCC’s	core	group	of	researchers.	They	gave	the	impression	of	a	scientific	community	
with	a	strong	mission	and	goal.		In	terms	of	Pielke’s	concepts	(described	in	Chapter	
4.3.6),	it	could	be	described	as	a	group	of	issue	advocates	who	had	identified	with	
their	research	subject	to	such	an	extent	that	they	could	no	longer	relate	to	it	with	
the	distance	or	detachment	required	by	scientific	research.	The	values	of	science	
–	objectivity,	criticality,	autonomy	and	progress	–could	thus	be	jeopardised.		This	
does	not	mean	that	it	was	necessarily	a	question	of	political	aspirations,	but	rather	

108	 Phil	Jones	 is	a	highly	appreciated	scientist	of	 this	field;	EPP	party	also	used	him	as	our	expert	when	we	
organised	a	climate	conference	in	Ioannina,	Greece	in	July	2007.	https://www.flickr.com/photos/eppofficial/
sets/72157623467383079/?view=sq
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the	all-too-human	motives	of	a	person	committed	to	the	production	of	knowledge.	
Phil	Jones	notes	in	one	of	his	e-mails	of	July	2005:	“As you know, I’m not political. 
If anything, I would like to see the climate change happen, so the science could 
be proved right, regardless of the consequences. This isn’t being political, it is 
being selfish.”

The	e-mails	that	relate	to	the	peer	reviewing	of	scientific	results	can	be	regarded	
as	 problematic.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 published	 e-mails	 considered	 the	 possibility	 of	
preventing	the	opinions	of	certain	persons	or	of	a	certain	kind	from	finding	their	
way	to	scientific	publications	or	IPCC	reports.	Some	e-mails	advised	boycotting	
the	scientific	publication	Climate Research.	The	recommendation	was	made	to	
no	longer	classify	it	among	peer-reviewed	series	because	it	had	published	articles	
approaching	anthropogenic	climate	change	critically	and	provided	space	for	views	
which	discussed	the	role	of	solar	radiation	and	the	Medieval	Warm	Period	(Pearce	
2010:130–137,	Montford	2010:402–410).

Of	course,	it	can	always	be	asked	what	the	significance	of	peer	review	is,	if	it	
does	not	imply	the	researcher’s	free	right	to	reject	an	article	and	regard	it	as	being	
of	poor	quality	or	erroneous	in	its	outlook.	In	principle,	Jones	and	his	colleagues	
practised	their	right	granted	by	science.	It	remains	a	question	whether	one’s	attitude	
makes	possible	the	progress	and	self-correction	indispensable	to	science	or	whether	
it	has	become	so	doctrinaire	that	there	is	no	room	for	scientific	revolutions	and	
paradigm	shifts.	

Another	 example	 of	 non-desired	publicity	 concerned	 the	publication	 of	 an	
article	claiming	that	urbanisation	would	have	twice	as	big	an	impact	on	warming	
as	previously	assumed.	Phil	Jones	e-mailed	a	message	marked	confidential,	claiming	
that	an	opinion	like	that	should	not	find	its	way	 into	the	IPCC’s	report.	“Kevin 
and I will keep them out somehow – even if we have to redefine what peer –
review literature is.” This	became	one	of	most	widely-known	leaked	e-mails	(Pearce	
2010:138),109	and	its	 incriminatory	nature	was	due	to	Jones’	role	as	the	 leading	
author	of	the	IPCC’s	Fourth	Assessment	Report	–	he,	if	anybody,	was	an	insider.

The	e-mails	also	made	it	apparent	that	the	leading	authors	of	the	IPCC’s	Third	
Assessment	Report	(TAR)	were	not	satisfied	with	the	statistics	on	temperature	
development	presented	by	the	CRU	researchers.	They	wanted	a	“clearer	story”	
which	would	confirm	that	the	current	warming	is	the	strongest	in	over	a	thousand	
years.	This	 is	also	 related	 to	one	of	 the	best-known	representations	of	 climate	
change,	the	“Ice	Hockey	Stick”	coined	by	researcher	Mike	Mann	which	illustrates	
a	strong	temperature	rise.	Mann’s	reconstruction	has	received	also	a	lot	of	scientific	

109	 Pearce	regarded	Jones’	comment	on	the	re-definition	of	peer	review	as	a	joke	but	conceded,	nevertheless,	
that	the	text	confirms	Jones’	view	that	the	study	in	question	had	to	be	kept	out	of	the	hands	of	the	IPCC.
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criticism.110	One	problem	that	became	apparent	was,	according	to	critics,	that	the	
Medieval	Warm	Period	had	to	be	blotted	out	from	the	graph.	

In	connection	with	the	CRU	scandal,	one	of	the	most	frequently	raised	issues	
was	the	institute’s	attitude	towards	the	question	of	scientific	transparency	and,	in	
practice,	towards	the	British	Freedom	of	Information	Act.	 	Judging	from	all	the	
evidence,	the	institute	was	culpable	of	egregious	violations.		It	took	pains	to	destroy	
observational	evidence,	such	as	tree	ring	samples,	for	example,	rather	than	allowing	
it	to	fall	into	the	hands	of	the	opposing	side	of	the	climate	sceptics.	The	Freedom	of	
Information	Act	had	entered	into	force	in	2000,	and	Jones	found	it	inconvenient	
for	his	work	and	wanted	to	protect	his	data,	which	in	his	opinion	could	be	misused	
in	the	hands	of	the	sceptics.	He	had	given	the	order	that	if	anyone	requesting	the	
data	had	anything	to	do	with	the	AGW-sceptic	webpage,	Climate Audit, the request 
should	be	turned	down.	

One	interpretation,	which	defends	and	explains	Jones’	behaviour,	is	that	a	British	
law	cannot	be	applied	to	IPCC	material	(Pearce	2010:	144–148).

The	defensive	attitude	clearly	included	some	understandable	frustration	from	
a	human	point	of	view.	According	to	his	correspondence,	Jones	said	that	he	had	
worked	on	the	material	for	a	quarter	of	a	century:	“Why should I make the data 
available to you, when your aim is to try and find something wrong with it?” 
The	comment	was	honest	but	contrary	to	the	spirit	of	science.	The	whole	idea	of	
scientific	intersubjectivity	and	repeatability	involves	the	possibility	of	finding	errors	
by	means	of	which	the	theory	in	question	could	be	improved	(Pearce	2010:150).	

The	CRU	scandal	led	to	the	establishment	of	three	different	external	investigation	
panels	consisting	of	experts	in	relevant	scientific	fields,	in	order	to	ensure	the	integrity	
of	the	investigation.	The	investigative	panels,	which	completed	their	reports	during	
the	spring	of	2010,	expectedly	came	to	the	conclusion	that	no	intentional	scientific	
fraud	or	distortion	of	results	was	found	in	the	CRU’s	operations.	Instead,	the	CRU	
was	criticised	for	actions	that	can	be	considered	to	demonstrate	an	anti-scientific	
attitude.

The	problems	mentioned	 includedlack	of	openness	of	 the	CRU	researchers.		
Evidence	of	withholding	information	was	perceived	as	a	risk	for	the	reputation	of	
the	entire	British	climate-scientific	field.	Another	cause	for	complaint	was	found	
in	soon	highly-publicized	phrase,	“Hide	the	decline,”111	which	concerned	a	graph	
presented	in	the	WMO’s	report	of	1999.	The	problem	was	that	expressions	like	“hide	

110	 Among	others,	Legates	(2004)	and	Chapman	et al.	(2004)	have	criticised	the	selective	use	of	so-called	proxy	
data, and Esper et al.	(2004)	criticised	the	dismissal	of	the	Medieval	Warm	Period.

111	 A	ridiculing	song	was	made	about	 the	 “Hide	 the	decline”	phrase,	 in	which	 the	 leading	role	 is	played	by	
someone	impersonator	caricaturing	Mike	Mann.				There	are	several	versions	of	the	song	on	the	Internet,	for	
example	http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fAlMomLvu_4	.	Fox	News	reported	that	Mike	Mann	considered	
pressing	charges	concerning	the	matter,	and	the	video	was	played	on	Fox	News:	http://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=FwTuEqqh0-g&feature=related
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the	decline,”	as	well	as	the	word	“trick”	(in	the	sense	of	“deceive”)	which	aroused	
a	great	deal	of	attention	in	the	e-mail	leak,	were	directly	related	to	this	graph.	Phil	
Jones	reveals,	in	one	of	his	messages,	how	he	started	employing	a	“trick”	that	was	
used	earlier	by	Michael	Mann	in	his	article	published	in	Nature magazine:	he	hid	
the	part	of	the	graph	which	revealed	the	temperature	decline,	and	replaced	it	with	
a	series	of	measurements	demonstrating	that	the	temperatures	had	risen.

Even	though	the	panel	did	not	accuse	the	researchers	themselves	of	any	intent	
to	mislead,	it	judged	the	presented	graph	out-of-order	because	its	drafting	methods	
were	not	described	in	the	text.	

The	CRU	scandal	 is	 linked	 to	 the	 issues	 that	appeared	 that	 same	winter	 in	
the	 IPCC’s	Fourth	Assessment	Report	 (AR4),	 especially	 in	 the	 contribution	of	
Working	Group	II	(WG-2).	A	claim	concerning	the	melting	of	the	Himalayan	glaciers	
became	the	best-known	error.	According	to	the claim “glaciers in the Himalayas 
are receding faster than in any other part of the world and, if the present rate 
continues, the likelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps 
sooner is very high”.	(IPCC	2007)

The	error	was	obviously	partly	 intentional,	 for	according	to	newspapers,	 the	
glaciologist	Georg	Kaser	had	warned	the	panel	already	when	the	report	was	being	
prepared	of	the	misleading	nature	of	the	claim,	but	his	criticism	was	not	accepted	
by	WG-2.	Kaser	 himself	was	 responsible	 for	 the	 contribution	 of	WG-1,	which	
concentrated	on	the	scientific	aspects	of	the	matter.

It	is	considered	likely	that	the	incorrect	figure	is	from	an	interview	of	Professor	
Syed	Hasnain	of	the	University	of	Delhi,	published	by	the	New Scientist	magazine	
ten	years	earlier,	and	his	claim	was	not	based	on	peer-reviewed	research	but	on	
the	 campaign	material	 of	 the	 environmental	 organisation	WWF.	Later	 on,	Dr	
Hasnain	 joined	The	Energy	&	Research	 Institute	 (TERI),	which	 is	 headed	 by	
Rajendra	Pachauri,	the	chair	of	the	IPCC.	TERI	was	conducting	research	on	the	
Himalayas	and	received	funding	for	 it	 from	the	EU,	among	other	sources.	The	
Seventh	Framework	Programme	for	Research	and	Technological	Development	
(FP7)	finances	the	“Highnoon”	with	three	million	euros.	

If	 the	claim	concerning	the	Himalayas	was	based	on	an	interview	circulated	
through	the	WWF,	the	fingerprints	of	non-governmental	organisations	could	also	
be	traced	in	the	estimates	on	African	crops	and	the	deforestation	of	the	Amazonian	
rain	forests.	Only	a	preliminary	lecture	on	the	relevant	research	could	be	found	
behind	the	claimed	link	between	floods	and	climate	change.	The	IPCC’s	report	
quoted	precisely	this	lecture,	even	though	the	actual	research	finally	came	to	the	
conclusion	that	the	assumed	connection	could	not	be	proven	(Pielke	2010:181–183).

Later	on,	a	smaller	error	was	also	 found	 in	the	IPCC	report	concerning	the	
Netherlands,	which	is	below	sea	level.	

In	January	2010,	 the	chairpersons	of	 the	panel	confessed	that	 the	research	
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material	used,	as	well	as	 its	processing,	was	not	 in	compliance	with	the	IPCC’s	
standards.	 They	 stated	 their	 regret	 that	 approved	 procedures	 had	 not	 been	
appropriately	followed.

Meanwhile,	however,	 intense	disputes	were	taking	place	 in	the	background.	
When	the	Indian	government	brought	up	the	erroneous	information	referring	to	
other	pieces	of	research,	Pachauri	called	the	counter-arguments	“voodoo	science,”	
remnants	of	climate	change	“deniers”	and	“schoolboy	science.”112	When	it	became	
apparent	that	the	criticism	had	a	strong	scientific	basis,	Pachauri	said	that	he	was	
not	responsible	for	what	Hasnain	had	decided	to	say	in	his	interview.	Nevertheless,	
the	Panel	had	to	admit	that	 it	had	not	complied	with	the	scientific	requirement	
of	peer	review,	even	though	the	research	labelled	as	“voodoo	science”	had	been	
peer-reviewed.	

From	 a	 policy-making	 point	 of	 view,	 I	 regarded	 the	 crises	 that	 winter	 as	
problematic,	albeit	educational.	Science	is	a	self-correcting	system,	but	it	can	only	
correct	itself	by	preserving	its	independence	and	impartiality,	i.e.	not	by	censoring	
anomalies	appearing	in	a	theory.	

What	 attracted	my	 attention	was	 the	 fact	 that	 those	 showing	 the	 greatest	
confidence	in	the	conclusions	of	contemporary	climate	science	belittled	legitimate	
criticism	most	passionately.	If	we	are	indeed	worried	about	a	greenhouse	effect,	
should	our	anger	not	be	directed	at	the	internal	erosion	of	our	scientific	credibility?	
We	will	need	reliable	climate	research	in	the	coming	decades	and,	therefore,	 its	
quality	should	be	of	utmost	concern	to	us.		

Niiniluoto	(2010)	took	a	stand	in	favour	of	scientific	openness	in	connection	
with	the	Climategate	scandal:	“The faster any errors are corrected, the better it 
is for scientific progress.  Thus, according to fallibilism, the reliability of science 
is not guaranteed by the certainty of results or the possession of final truths, 
but by the ability of self-correcting science to progress and regenerate. Thus, for 
instance, climate sceptics are welcome to shake the consensus of climatologists. 
It is not an easy task, because they will have to present new scientific materials 
and arguments, which are even more convincing than the results that have been 
accepted thus far. Anyway, it is clear that current scientific views will be corrected 
and specified further in many ways in the course of time.” 

Evelyn	Fox	Keller	(2011),	professor	of	philosophy	of	science	at	MIT,	commented	
on	the	Climategate	scandal	by	saying	that	if	researchers	hold	some	responsibility,	
it	has	to	do	with	their	way	of	supporting	an	image	of	science	that	presents	it	as	
infallible	and	as	something	that	can	convey	an	absolute	and	value-free	truth.	Most	
people	realise	that	this	image	is	unrealistic,	but	the	emphasis	is	easily	surfaces	when	

112	 http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2010-01-19/global-warming/28130248_1_himalayan-glaciers-
ipcc-panel-on-climate-change
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dealing	with	non-researchers,	and	particularly	when	politics	threatens	to	intrude	
the	scientific	realm.

The	philosopher	of	science,	Peter	Godrey-Smith	(2003:	164–165),	has	reminded	
us	why	forgery	in	science	is	a	crime	so	much	worse	than	theft.	It	is	a	matter	of	trust.	
In	the	case	of	theft	or	plagiarism	the	only	one	who	suffers	is	the	one	who	has	been	
robbed.	In	the	case	of	forgery,	anyone	using	the	forged	information	in	the	research	
will	be	stigmatised	as	untrustworthy.

What,	then,	can	be	expected	from	science	with	regard	to	a	phenomenon	like	
climate	change,	which	inherently	contains	a	 large	number	of	uncertain	factors?	
When	demanding	absolute	reliability	of	IPCC	reports,	no	reference	should	be	made	
to	the	certainty	of	information,	for	such	is	not	available.	Reliability	concerns	the	
procedures	and	methods	of	acquiring	information.	The	classical	criteria	of	science	–	
objectivity,	autonomy,	criticality	and	progress	–	must	be	honoured	in	the	procedures	
used	 to	generate	scientific	knowledge	and	 in	 the	results	conveyed	by	 it.	 In	my	
opinion,		preserving	the	cognitivist	ideal	of	science	is	the	most	important	way	to	
protect climate science from further scandals.
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5 CLIMATE CHANGE AS A GRAND NARRATIVE

How to describe an abstract issue, which is based on a scientific theory 
and which cannot be identified with one’s senses at first sight? The 
chapter deals with the many ways in which climate change has been 
depicted and treated in public and political discussions. Cultural and 
religious myths have played a significant role, because they have been 
needed to render an invisible phenomenon, which is based on science, 
understandable to the wider public. 

This is how the narrative and the iconography of climate change were 
born. Climate science, possibly more than any other scientific field, has 
made a breakthrough in every-day discussions, politics and also popular 
culture. Climate change has become Climate Change in upper case, 
which lives its own life partly detached from its scientific foundation. 
Moralistic elements and catastrophe discourse have also been part of 
this kind of Climate Change. Thus, it is no wonder that we can discern 
plenty of religious elements in the discussions, which will be dealt with 
at the very end of this chapter.

When	Steve	Rayner,	Professor	of	Science	Research	at	Oxford,	decided	as	a	young	
student	to	focus	on	climate	change,	an	American	environmental	official	warned	him	
that	climate	change	would	never	become	an	issue	of	any	significant	importance.	
Science	is	too	unsure	about	the	whole	issue,	the	effects	are	too	distant	and	the	villains	
of	the	narrative	are	too	difficult	to	recognise.	Rayner	recalls	having	responded	that	
for	exactly	these	reasons	climate	change	will	become	a	big	issue	–	meaning	that	
the	plasticity	of	climate	change	is	the	reason	that	guarantees	public	interest.	Or,	
in	other	words,	climate	change	means	different	things	to	different	people.	(Hulme	
2009a:xxi)

It	may	very	well	be	said	that	this	has	indeed	happened:	climate	change	began	to	
concern	everybody.	When	the	climate	hype	was	at	its	hottest	during	2007–2009,	
there	was	hardly	any	aspect	of	 life,	which	was	not	 linked	with	climate	change.	
It	 conquered	businesses,	 religion,	 education,	 culture,	 cinema,	painting,	music,	
celebrity	culture	and	even	sports.	

Probably	we	have	needed	 this	kind	of	Climate	Change	 for	 the	same	reason	
what	we	need	religion:	to	provide	explanations.	Much	suffering	and	harm	occurs	
the	world,	 to	which	no	moral	 interpretation	can	be	found.	Volcanoes	erupt,	 the	
earthquakes	 take	place,	waters	flood,	we	are	hit	by	 tsunamis,	and	 for	 the	vast	
disasters	and	the	subsequent	suffering,	we	often	cannot	find	any	actors	which	we	
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could	blame,	or	an	address	to	send	a	complaint	to.	It	is	painful	for	a	human	being	
as	a	moral	agent	that	a	large	part	of	the	world’s	suffering	is	indifferent	in	a	moral	
sense.	If	the	responsibility	of	at	least	some	part	of	nature’s	damages	could	be	thrust	
upon	some	actors	and,	hence,	provide	it	with	moral	content,	it	would	create	some	
order	in	the	chaos.	We	can	point	an	accusatory	finger,	we	can	create	meanings	and	
fight	against	the	suffering.	

Because	 climate	 change	 has	 become	 something	more	 than	 just	 a	 physical	
phenomenon,	 it	 is	 also	 impossible	 to	 combat	 it	 by	means	 of	 only	 science	 or	
technology.	It	has	become	a	state	of	mind,	even	a	kind	of	social	fact113,	which	captured	
much	of	our	awareness	after	the	Cold	War.	Therefore,	 it	 is	necessary	to	analyse	
what	it	has	begun	meaning	to	us	culturally,	and	what	else	it	could	be	accounted	for.	

According	to	Hulme	(2009a),	climate	change	can	be	viewed	and	verbalised	
in	many	different	ways,	depending	on	the	respective	points	of	view.	It	has	been	
regarded,	inter alia,	as	a	development	issue,	as	a	dialogue	process	between	the	North	
and	South,	as	an	economic	issue,	as	an	energy-political	question,	from	the	point	
of	view	of	national	and	global	security	or	of	moral	and	social	equity	–	or,	simply,	
as a physical phenomenon that continually takes place, partly naturally and partly 
because	of	human	actions.	

The	 viewpoint	 also	 has	 an	 impact	 on	 the	 linguistic	 repertoire.	 The	 
conceptualisation	of	climate	change	as	a	security	issue	brings	along	phrases	such	
as	“coastal	defence”	and	“climate	protection”	or	metaphors,	which	describe	climate	
change	as	a	“weapon	of	mass	destruction”	or	using	the	words	“there	is	an	on-going	
climate	change	war”.	The	language	is	never	neutral	–	rather,	it	is	always	active.	

The	concepts	carbon	footprint	and	carbon	tax,	where	the	actual	word	“carbon	
dioxide”	has	been	shortened	to	the	form	“carbon”,	are	regarded,	especially	among	the	
climate	sceptics,	as	an	example	of	a	manner	of	speaking	that	provides	negative	mental	
impressions.	According	to	them,	the	concepts	create	a	much	dirtier	impression	than	
that	what	the	phenomena	are	in	reality.	This	impression	provokes	associations	of	
a	burnt	coal-black	toast	or	of	a	Dickensian	chimney	which	young	chimney	boys	
were	ordered	to	sweep114. 

One	way	to	perceive	how	and	why	there	are	so	many	different	opinions	of	climate	
change	is	to	trace	the	linguistic	repertoire.	

None	of	these	different	points	can	be	proven	absolutely	wrong	but	none	of	them	
can	be	regarded	as	comprehensive	explanations	of	the	phenomenon.	Therefore,	
communicating	 climate	 change	 can	 never	 be	 merely	 “raising	 awareness”	 or	
“presenting	the	facts”.	Raising	awareness	on	which	aspect	of	climate	change,	asks	

113	 I	refer	to	Dürkheim´s	theory	on	social	facts.
114	 This	was	referred	to,	by	among	others,	an	Australian	Catholic	Cardinal	Pell,	who	gave	a	presentation	on	the	

religious	and	totalitarian	features	of	the	climate	change	ideology	at	a	meeting	of	the	Global	Warming	Policy	
Foundation	in	London	October	2011.	(Pell	2011)
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Hulme.	Or	with	what	audience	and	end	result	 in	sight?	Certain	 factors,	actors	
and	measures	are	always	either	favoured	or	demonised	when	the	climate	change	
narrative	is	created	or	communicated	(Hulme	2009a:	228).	

5.1  THE NARRATIVE OF CLIMATE CHANGE

The	climate	hype	culminated	in	the	2009	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference.	The	
media	attention	towards	the	phenomenon	itself	and	its	meaning	in	the	international	
relations has decreased ever since. 

The	development	had	been	 slow	but	when	 the	 situation	finally	 changed,	 it	
changed	completely.	During	2007–2009,	almost	everything	was	viewed	from	the	
vantage	point	of	climate	change.	In	the	field	of	politics,	the	change	was	significant,	
especially	for	the	politicians	that	had	followed	climate	and	energy	issues.	Earlier,	
environmental	issues	were	on	the	edge	of	the	technical	side	of	politics	–	part	of	
some	sort	of	sewage	management	system	of	the	EU.	One	was	left	to	bugger	around	
undisturbed	whilst	being	sympathised	for	not	working	on	the	“relevant	 issues”.	
Environmental	issues	were	not	considered	interesting,	and	they	were	rather	seen	
as	unexciting	and	politically	flat:	 the	environmental	organisations	defined	how	
things	were	and	the	politicians	implemented	these	self-evident	technical	matters	
into	practice.	Only	little	by	little	the	immense	economic	and	political	implications	
of	environmental	issues	became	evident.	

This	manifested	in	my	own	life	as	I	received	tens	of	invitations	to	deliver	speeches	
on	the	matter.	As	I	worked	on	environment	and	climate	legislation	issues	and	was	
a	member	of	the	Temporary	Committee	on	Climate	Change,	the	demand	exploded.	
The	situation	resembled	the	one	in	1994–95	when	Finland	was	about	to	join	the	
European	Union.	At	that	time,	every	matter	was	viewed	from	the	vantage	point	
of	the	possible	EU	membership.	However,	life	did	not	change	that	much	after	all	 
–	and	certainly	not	the	way	the	numerous	seminar	presentations	described	it.	In	
both	cases,	quite	many	threatening	prospects	and	ideas	that	were	perceived	as	
difficult	were	linked	to	the	new	phenomenon.	

The	difference	was	that	joining	the	EU	was	also	considered	to	bring	opportunities	
which	had	mostly	been	a	forbidden	subject	in	the	field	of	climate	discussions.	If	
anyone	claims	that	the	growing	season	will	be	prolonged,	farmlands	will	produce	
more	corn	and	forests	will	grow	better,	 it	 is	necessary	 to	also	add	that	various	
plant	diseases,	new	species	and	other	threatening	prospects	will	surely	kill	the	joy.	
A	noteworthy	aspect	is	that	when	the	climate	changes,	everything	will	turn	for	the	
worse.	In	respect	of	the	narrative,	it	is	almost	a	taboo	to	see	positive	or	comforting	
elements	in	climate	change.	

There	are,	however,	still	some	exceptions.	One	reason	for	this	is	that	the	so-called	
catastrophe	discourse	(in	more	detail	in	Chapter	5.4)	shaped	fairly	fairly	gradually	
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and	in	the	beginning,	when	climate	change	was	still	a	politically	neutral	subject,	a	
mere	physical	phenomenon,	both	positive	and	negative	sides	could	be	found	in	it.	
It	was	only	later	that	it	became	politically	incorrect	to	discuss	the	positive	aspects	
of	climate	change.

When	the	IPCC’s	Fourth	Assessment	Report	was	published	in	April	2007,	almost	
all	British	newspapers	wrote	about	scientific	discoveries.	The	multiple	reporting	
concerning	the	one	and	same	communiqué	and	summary	was,	according	to	Hulme	
(2009a:	228),	noteworthy:	The	Daily	Express	put	its	faith	in	the	headline	“Melting	
Ice	Doomsday”,	describing	the	catastrophe	that	Britain	will	face	within	50	years,	
unless	governments	take	measures	to	prevent	climate	change.	The	Daily	Mirror	
took	another	vantage	point	with	its	headline	of	“Boom	and	Dust”:	“Britain would 
become warm and prosperous after a global warming that may bring disaster for 
poor countries, the world’s top scientists warned yesterday.”	The	aspect	was	quite	
exceptional	as	the	mainstream	emphasised	the	gloomy	sides	of	the	phenomenon.	

Hulme	(2009c)	studied	the	reporting	patterns	in	Britain’s	newspapers	during	
the	weeks	after	the	IPPC	had	published	its	Fourth	Assessment	Report	 in	2007.	
The	first	remark	concerned	the	reporting	of	Working	Group	1	(WG	I	concentrates	
on	the	natural	scientific	elements)	and	Working	Group	2	(WG	II	focuses	on	the	
effects	of	climate	change,	adaptability	and	vulnerability),	which	were	written	in	an	
overwhelmingly	alarming	manner	

Figures	of	speech	such	as	“catastrophe”,	“fear”,	“destruction”	and	“death”	reigned	
over	all	the	reports,	except	those	of	the	Financial	Times	and	The	Times.	Instead,	
the	more	optimistic	report	of	Working	Group	3	(WG	III	deals	with	the	economic	
side	of	and	the	curbing	of	climate	change)	was	quoted	neutrally	but,	all	in	all,	far	
less	than	the	other	two	parts.	

The	other	 remark	 concerned	 the	 exaggerated	 reporting	 style	 of	WG	 I.	The	
scientific	part,	which	was	in	principle	neutral	and	contained	no	perplexed	language,	
but,	nonetheless,	it	was	linked	to	some	very	partial	interpretations	as	to	what	future	
global	warming	would	be	like.	Because	the	catastrophe	discourse	was	missing	from	
the	first	part	of	the	report,	the	newspapers	consider	it	necessary	to	add	their	own	
interpretations	of	the	impacts	of	climate	change.

The	third	remark	was	about	the	possibility	or	necessity	of	adaptation	which	was	
completely	missing	from	the	second	part,	despite	the	fact	that	this	was	a	major	
theme in the summary itself.

The	research	results	were	obviously	influenced	by	the	fact	that	the	reports	of	the	
working	groups	were	not	published	at	the	same	time	but	one	after	the	other	in	which	
case	the	first	one	published	naturally	had	the	greatest	media	coverage.	Hulme’s	
conclusion	is	clear,	however:	the	British	print	media	adopted	an	overwhelmingly	
alarmist	way	of	reporting	and	more	than	75%	of	all	news	pertaining	to	WG	I	and	WG	
II	were	part	of	this	category.	Climate	change	was	presented	through	a	predetermined	
apocalyptic	discourse	of	fear	and	catastrophe,	rather	than	as	a	phenomenon,	which	
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we	can	influence	by	means	of	political	action.	Adaptation	to	climate	change,	i.e.,	
readjustment	measures	 and	 the	 reduction	of	 societal	 vulnerability,	was	nearly	
forgotten.	

After	 the	 Copenhagen	 Conference,	 the	 general	 interest	 in	 climate	 change	
decreased	drastically,	only	going	up	again	for	a	short	while	just	before	the	Cancun	
Conference.	The	change	featured	strongly	in	the	media	coverage	and,	for	example,	
climate	issues	were	reported	by	The	Daily	Climate	website	to	have	“fallen	off	the	
map”	in	2010.	The	collapse	of	the	coverage	was	sudden:	for	example,	in	the	US	the	
coverage	dropped	by	30%,	i.e.	the	2005	level.	According	to	professor	Robert	Brulle,	
who	reviewed	the	news	coverage	on	climate	change,	the	downfall	was	so	drastic	
on	US	news	channels	that	the	professor	started	doubting	the	credibility	of	his	own	
data	.	The	Daily	Climate	came	to	the	same	conclusion	in	its	own	survey:	in	2010,	
the	drop	in	climate	reporting	in	the	world’s	mainstream	media	was	sharp:	-51%	in	
Toronto’s	Globe	&	Mail	newspaper,	-44%	in	the	Wall	Street	Journal,	-21	%	in	the	
New	York	Times	and	-33%	in	the	Guardian.

Figure 11: Reporting covering climate change from the 1980s onwards (Source: Brulle 2010 http://wwwp.
dailyclimate.org/tdc-newsroom/2011/01/climate-coverage)

 

There	are	many	reasons	why	the	narrative	became	more	and	more	diluted	over	
time.	The	economic	crisis	took	most	of	the	political	attention,	but	the	failure	of	the	
Copenhagen	Conference	and	the	anti-climax	that	followed	also	caused	a	certain	
media	fatigue.	Additionally,	the	so-called	Climategate	is	worth	mentioning,	as	it	is	
also	to	blame	for	the	credibility	crisis,	which	is	associated	with	the	CRU	leakage,	as	
well	as	with	the	misinformation	found	in	the	2007	IPCC	report.	Consequent	snowy	
and	cold	winters	also	tempered	interest	in	climate	issues.
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5.1.1 FOUR BIBLICAL MYTHS: EDEN, APOCALYPSE, BABEL AND THE JUBILEE

What,	then,	happened	to	climate	change	ever	since?	Mike	Hulme	wonders,	how	a	
scientific	physical	phenomenon	(“lower case climate change”)	became	an	imaginary	
phenomenon	with	a	capital	C	(“upper case Climate Change”),	to	which	a	whole	
range	of	ideologies	from	green	colonialism	to	celebrity	culture	were	linked	without	
any	criticism.	As	an	explanation,	Hulme	(2007a,	2009a)	provides	a	number	of	
biblical	myths	as	explanatory	models.	These	he	came	across	when	studying	the	use	
of	language	and	rhetoric	in	climate	change	discussions,	and	they	included	lamenting	
a	lost	Eden,	presaging	Apocalypse,	constructing	the	Tower	of	Babel	and	celebrating	
Jubilees.	In	these	myths,	climate	change	appeals	to	the	psychological	instincts	of	
the	human	mind:	nostalgia,	 fear,	hubris	and	hunger	for	 justice.	Hulme	borrows	
the	metaphors	from	the	Judeo-Christian	tradition,	but	he	emphasises	that	other	
religious	traditions	also	rely	on	the	same	basic	human	instincts.	He	does	not	highlight	
the	myths	in	a	pejorative,	pointed	or	derogatory	manner.	After	all,	according	to	the	
classical	definition,	a	myth	is	a	belief	considered	to	be	true.

Hulme	states	that	it	is	simply	too	easy	to	divide	people	into	those,	who	believe	in	
climate	change,	and	those	who	do	not.	The	issues	are	far	more	complex	and	there	
are	underlying	background	attitudes,	which	should	be	pieced	together.	(Hulme	
2007a,	2009a:340–342).

5.1.1.1 Eden, the lost paradise

“Therefore the LORD God sent him out of the garden of Eden to till the ground  
from which he was taken. So he drove out the man, and He placed the cherubim 
at the east of the garden of Eden, and a flaming sword which turned every way to 
guard the way to the tree of life.”	1.	Genesis	3:23–24	(New	King	James	Version,	NKJV)

Our	worry	over	climate	change	does	not	only	concern	how	mankind	will	survive	it	
but	there	is	a	great	deal	of	symbolism	involved.	The	climate	has	become	a	symbol	of	
nature,	the	last	untouched	“fortress	of	nature”,	which	humankind	has	not	destroyed.	
If	the	global	climate	is	no	longer	safe	from	the	spoiling	effects	of	the	human	species,	
it	symbolically	describes	how	deeply	mankind	has	managed	to	 intrude	into	the	
concept	of	“the	natural”.	(Hulme	2009a:	342–343)

According	to	Hulme,	the	climate	change	rhetoric,	which	refers	to	a	lost	Eden,	takes	
us	back	to	Enlightenment	ideas,	according	to	which	man	and	nature	were	set	against	
each	other.	The	idea	of	nature	as	its	own	category	separate	from	culture,	i.e.	something	
that	can	be	studied	and	also	harmed	by	means	of	human	action	derives	from	the	
Enlightenment	worldview.	This	way	of	thinking	has	found	its	home	in	the	mainstream	
environmental	movement.	There	is	no	similar	kind	of	juxtaposition	in	other	non-
Western	or	traditional	cultures.	Therefore,	changing	the	last	resort	of	untouchability	
is	considered	a	powerful	symbolic	gesture.	(Hulme	2007b,	2009a:344).
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What	are	we	going	to	lose,	then,	if	the	climate	changes,	asks	Hulme.	Nothing	
dramatic.	Climate	is	not	a	similar	kind	of	value	as	biodiversity	or	the	ozone	layer.	
The	depletion	of	both	of	these	is	clearly	a	threat	to	nature	and	humankind.	When	
the	climate	changes,	certain	climatic	conditions	will	simply	readjust	–	we	do	not	
lose	clouds,	cast	off	rains	or	deny	the	Sun.	Certain	climate	conditions	will	change	
but	not	in	such	a	way	that	we	will	end	up	with	either	a	good	or	bad	climate	–	apart	
from	in	our	imagination	perhaps.

If	 it	 just	a	question	of	being	sad	about	 losing	“the	natural”,	as	stated	by	Bill	
McKibb	 in	 his	 book,	The End of Nature,	 then	we	 are	 dealing	with	 the	 same	
phenomenon	as	during	those	historical	days	when	mankind	discovered	how	to	
control	 fire:	 the	manipulation	 and	 control	 over	 nature.	Climate	 change	 is	 not	
any	 new	 category,	 and	 yearning	 for	 a	 lost	 paradise	 is	 only	 romantic	 idealism	 
(Hulme	2007b).

In	the	background	of	the	myth	of	the	lost	paradise	we	can	find	the	romanticisation	
of	nature,	which	is	quite	typical	for	the	environmental	movement	–	as	is	the	notion	
of	experiencing	everything	“artificial”	as	negative.	A	French	sociologist	and	societal	
critic	Jacques	Ellul	also	pondered	this	setting.	Appealing	to	nature	often	frees	the	
opinion	 from	argumentation	because	of	 the	emotional	content	associated	with	
nature:	something	is	justified	merely	because	it	is	natural.	Ellul	considers	the	border	
between	the	natural	and	the	artificial	blurred.	For	example,	natural	needs	are	often	
satisfied	artificially	and,	on	the	other	hand,	so-called	artificial	needs	always	have	a	
natural	foundation,	as	it	is	impossible	to	create	human	needs	from	nothing.	(Ellul	
1980b:263–264)

The	human	being	is	also	artificial	in	essence:	for	example;	according	to	Engels’	
human	evolution	theory,	it	was	the	introduction	of	a	medium	of	labour,	a	tool	(albeit	
a	primitive	one)	that	finally	made	the	human	being.	The	appearance	of	the	artefact	
characterises	the	transition	from	the	animal	stage	to	a	human	stage.	Language	or	
labour	as	the	criteria	for	humanity	is	no	more	natural:	according	to	the	present-
day	understanding	human	language	differs	decisively	from	other	communication	
forms	in	nature	and	especially	 language	develops	as	a	process	of	discovery	and	
using	the	imagination,	not	along	natural	evolution.	Human	labour,	for	one,	differs	
from	animal	instinct-based	labour	as	it	maintains	nature’s	balance:	the	human	as	
a	working	individual	does	not	follow	the	laws	of	nature	and	does	not	necessarily	
maintain	the	ecological	balance.	(Ellul	1980b:264–265)

Ellul	considers	 the	 importance	of	 the	artificial	decisive	both	for	humankind	
and	for	cultural	development.	From	the	beginning,	the	relationship	between	man	
and	nature	has	been	characterised	by	two	sides:	nature	provides	the	conditions	
for	life	whilst	causing	danger	and	threatening	to	destroy	the	human.	Man	has	to	
recognise	nature’s	laws,	respect	them	but	also	circumvent	them	in	order	to	survive.	
Nature	cannot	serve	as	a	model	for	action	or	be	a	restriction	for	humankind.	(Ellul	
1980b:268–272)
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It	 is	very	common	that	our	 imagination	associates	freedom	with	nature	and	
restrictions	and	force	with	social	life.	Ellul	does	not	perceive	this	as	black	and	white	
to	such	an	extent:	man	is	not	free	in	nature	because	nature	is	a	combination	of	
necessities	–	it	implies	destiny	to	humankind.	Man	can	only	ensure	his	freedom	by	
following	these	laws	in	order	to	produce	other	results,	i.e.	something	that	does	not	
copy	nature.	According	to	Ellul,	the	human	is	only	free	in	their	ability	to	discover	
when	creating	their	own	environment	(society)	and	when	providing	the	tools	for	it	
(knowledge,	religion,	art,	technology).	The	natural	realm	is	the	world	of	necessity;	
the	artificial	realm	is	the	expression	of	human	freedom.	(Ellul	1980b:273–275).

5.1.1.2 Presaging Apocalypse

According	to	Hulme,	environmental	argumentation	has	 long	been	connected	to	
an	apocalyptic	use	of	 language.	 It	 started	 in	 1962	when	Rachel	Carson’s	book	
Silent Spring	was	published	and	continued	with	Paul	Ehrlich’s	The Population 
Bomb	 in	1968.	In	1972,	the	Club	of	Rome	commissioned	The Limits of Growth 
and	after	September	11	 the	argumentation	has	only	become	more	heated.	The	
standard	vocabulary	includes	expressions	such	as	“future	catastrophe”,	“irrevocable	
turn”,	“endangered	species”	and	“billions	are	in	mortal	danger”.	Therefore,	Hulme	
encourages	us	to	pay	attention	to	the	variety	and	kinds	of	adjectives	and	illustrations	
are	used	in	the	context	of	climate	change.

During	the	past	few	years,	metaphors	of	fear,	catastrophe	and	destruction	have	
intruded	into	our	language.	Climate	change	has	been	named	an	even	more	severe	
threat	than	terrorism.	“Climate	chaos”	is	one	of	the	catchwords	most	frequently	
used	in	climate	campaigns,	and	Hulme	regards	this	with	irony,	considering	that	
natural	science	has	proven	that	the	functioning	of	the	atmosphere	is	in	fact	naturally	
chaotic	(Hulme	2009a:27).	When	the	IPCC	report	states	that	no	sudden	changes	
should	be	expected,	such	as	the	vanishing	of	the	Antarctic	ice	sheet	or	Greenland,	
during	the	present	century,	climate	change	appears	significantly	more	threatening	
in	the	media.	Some	10–15	years	are	granted	for	us	to	save	the	planet	(The	Times,	
January	2007).	According	to	Hulme’s	estimation,	the	forceful	use	of	language	leads	
to	powerlessness,	apathy	and	scepticism.	It	does	not	promote	the	goals	it	aims	to	
achieve.	(Hulme	2007c)

The	writers	Nordhaus	and	Shellenberger	(2004,	2007)	also	paid	attention	to	
the	same	phenomenon:	they	ask	how	the	world	would	be,	if	Martin	Luther	King	
had	commenced	his	famous	“I	have	a	dream”	speech	with	the	sentence	“I	have	a	
nightmare”.	This	speech	remained	in	world	history	because	it	gave	us	an	inspiring	
vision	which,	nonetheless,	 contained	criticism	against	 the	prevailing	 situation.	
According	to	them,	environmental	 leaders	continuously	spread	a	message	of	“I	
have	a	nightmare”	(Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	2004:31).
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Nordhaus	 and	 Shellenberger	 interviewed	American	 environmental	 leaders	
concerning	the	measures	that	should	be	promoted	to	combat	climate	change.	Several	
answers	pertained	to	communication	tactics:	do	not	call	it	“climate	change”	as	the	
Americans	like	change;	do	not	call	it	global	“warming”	as	warming	sounds	pleasant;	
describe	global	warming	as	a	“heat-trapping	blanket”	so	that	people	will	understand	
it	(Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	2004:2).	

Hulme	wonders	why,	then,	climate	change	is	described	apocalyptically.	One	
explanation	is	the	human	fear	of	the	unknown,	which	is	nourished	by	descriptions	
of	disturbed	ecosystems;	and	the	perception	of	a	fragile	and	perishable	nature	fits	
the	picture.	The	stories	about	the	complexity	of	natural	systems,	thresholds	and	
tipping	points	–	i.e.	points	after	which	a	change	will	be	irrevocable	–	are	also	in	
line	with	the	tone	of	the	Book	of	Revelation.	The	third	reason	can	be	found	in	the	
frustration	of	climate	activists	towards	the	slowness	and	inefficiency	of	political	
action.	Due	to	this,	 the	volume	control	has	been	switched	to	a	 louder	position,	
whilst	striking	a	difficult	balance	between	the	effectiveness	and	honesty	of	 the	
message.	(Hulme	2009a:345–348)

Therefore,	the	reason	for	the	forceful	environmental	rhetoric	may	have	been	the	
wish	to	change	the	future	and	not	to	predict	it.	The	threats	are	discussed	so	they	
do	not	become	real.	It	is	a	call	to	take	up	arms	and	science	is	used	to	legitimise	
this	(Hulme	2007b).

The	alarmist	“we-will-all-die”	rhetoric	is,	according	to	Hulme,	understandable	
when	 it	 comes	 from	 the	 activists	 of	 climate	 campaigns,	 but	 he	wonders	why	
politicians	 and	 scientists	 also	 rely	 on	 fear-mongering	 catastrophe	 and	 chaos	
discourse,	which	does	not	even	reflect	the	scientific	content	of	the	IPCC	reports.	
“The climate campaign activists, media and certain scientists appeal to fear to 
create a sense of urgency. If they want to make the public committed to the climate 
challenge, it is at best unreliable and, at worst, it will turn against its purpose.” 
(Hulme	2007c)

Risbey	(2008),	who	created	the	distinction	between	alarmist	and	alarming	
discourse,	responded	to	Hulme.	The	former	is	rhetorical,	fatalistic,	and	incompatible	
with	science.	The	latter	is	discourse	arising	from	the	contemporary	scientific	idea,	
the	purpose	of	which	is	to	alarm	the	general	public	and	to	convince	it	on	the	necessity	
to	change	track.	Risbey	regarded	catastrophe	discourse	as	totally	appropriate	for	
scientists	–	even	as	a	necessary	way	to	communicate	the	scientific	character	of	
the	problem.

5.1.1.3 Constructing the Tower of Babel

Hulme	also	describes	a	third	biblical	myth	appearing	in	climate	change	discussions.	
He	refers	to	the	story	in	the	Book	of	Genesis	about	power-drunk	people	who,	after	
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the	trauma	of	the	Deluge,	pulled	themselves	together	and	started	a	construction	
project:

“Come, let us build ourselves a city, and a tower whose top is in the heavens; 
let us make a name for ourselves, lest we be scattered abroad over the face of the 
whole earth.”	Genesis	11:4	(NKJV)

The	endeavour	to	achieve	a	godlike	status	relates	to	the	Greek	concept	of	hubris	
and,	according	to	Hulme,	a	strong	faith	that	humankind	is	able	to	control,	 is	a	
typical	attitude	of	Western	intelligentsia.	When	a	threat	has	been	discovered	and	
located,	the	state	or	the	state	apparatus	must	be	harnessed	to	combat	the	risk.	The	
apocalyptic	use	of	language	provides	the	project	with	the	necessary	emotional	power.

According	 to	 Hulme,	 in	 other	 words,	 the	 Western	 ideal	 of	 control	 and	
management	lie	behind	the	strategic	choice	of	our	climate	actions.	We	believe	that	
control	is	possible.	It	is	demonstrated	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	which	believes	in	the	
possibility	of	climate	control,	or	the	Stern	Report,	 in	which	neoclassic	economic	
means	are	used	to	affirm	why	the	carbon	dioxide	content	of	the	atmosphere	must	
be	halted	at	a	level	of	450–550	ppm.	The	dream	to	control	also	explains	the	biofuel	
boom,	emissions	trading,	green	taxes.	The	climate	must	be	rescued	and	we	can	do	
it.	This	has	created	a	new	type	of	green	gold	fever	around	the	climate	business	with	
various	new	technologies.

This,	however,	brings	up	a	new	question:	whose	climate	are	we	optimising,	and	
at	which	level	should	the	change	actually	be	halted?	Is	it	the	global	climate	of	the	
early	Holocene	epoch,	the	Medieval	Warm	Period	in	the	12th	century	or	the	pre-
industrial	climate	of	the	19th	century?	He	regards	the	efforts	of	building	a	global	
thermostat	as	offering	a	climate	utopia	for	the	masses.	But	for	which	masses,	asks	
Hulme.	Those	who	speak	loudest,	those	who	pay	the	most,	or	those	who	need	the	
most	help?	(Hulme	2009a:	350–351)

Hulme	sees	deep	irony	in	this	enthusiasm:	the	harmful	side	effects	of	carbon-
based	economic	growth	have	caused	climate	unbalances.	All	efforts	to	manage	the	
damages	by	traditional	means	are	doomed	to	fail.	Therefore,	it	has	been	suggested	
that	our	planet	needs	new	wide-scale	calculated	geophysical	experiences.	The	only	
difference	between	the	former	and	present	experiences	is	that	“now we have the 
wisdom as our guide”	(Hulme	2007b:10).

Thus,	Hulme	states	 that	only	when	the	history	of	1985–2010	is	written,	we	
will	see	how	enchanted	mankind	was	by	human-induced	climate	change	and	the	
human	ability	to	react	to	it115.	Rather	than	hubris,	Hulme	suggests	the	“technology 
of humility”,	emphasised	by	Sheila	Jasanoff,	as	an	answer	(Hulme	2010:5).

Hulme	asks	why	 the	 focus	 is	put	 so	pronouncedly	on	 the	 threat	of	 climate	

115	 I	borrowed	this	idea	of	enchantment	in	my	blog	Towards	Cancun	–	Climate	policy	must	be	divided	into	parts,	
see15.46
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change.	Why	not	on	other	perversions,	which	are	seen	and	experienced	as	clearly	
and	 concretely	 and	which	 threaten	 the	 future	 of	mankind?	 ”The unavoidable 
question to ask is why do we not see the same political energy and social capital 
being invested in the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals as we 
see daily in the drive to establish a global climate regime? – Is Climate Change, 
rather than being an inconvenient truth, in fact being used as a very convenient 
category because it offers us a psychological focus for our loss of the past, our 
fear of the future and our instinct for hubris.”	(Hulme	2007b:12)

Hulme	mentions	hubris,	the	Western	ideal	of	controlling	and	managing	nature,	
which	relates	to	the	philosophical	concept	of	causation.	When	it	comes	to	non-linear	
models	one	question	is	whether	we	have	to	accept	a	totally	new	kind	of	concept	of	
causation	when	the	former	one	no	longer	works.	The	most	predominant	idea	of	
causation	is	the	von	Wright’s	model,	which	he	presented	in	his	work	Explanation 
and Understanding	(1971):	cause	is	what	we	need	to	systematically	produce	a	certain	
effect.	By	establishing	the	A,	we	can	induce	the	B.	Thus,	it	is	an	interventionist-
manipulative	understanding	of	causation.	By	intervening	with	a	variable;	i.e.,	by	
modifying	the	value	of	a	variable,	we	will	obtain	certain	facts	as	a	result.	(Woodward	
2008).	Therefore,	 if	we	only	take	half	of	the	CO2	volume	of	the	atmosphere,	we	
should	see	certain	desired	global	effects.

The	question	is,	how	accurate	the	models	we	create	can	be?	How	to	perform	
these	types	of	surgical	interventionist	operations	and	how	to	study	empirically	the	
causal	interdependencies,	in	which	we	interfere	with	one	variable	without	changing	
another.	Robustness	 implies	 that	certain	 types	of	 invariants	or	 regularities	are	
preserved	in	different	circumstances.	Now,	the	challenge	of	climate	science	is	to	
find	out	whether	we	can	find	robust	interdependencies,	i.e.	do	they	exist	–	or	is	
Hulme	right	about	the	fact	that	we	are	dealing	with	an	endeavour	marked	by	hubris?

5.1.1.4 The Jubilee year

The	fourth	myth	of	climate	change	relates	to	the	language	used	in	the	discussions	
on	climate	change,	cultivating	moral	and	ethical	vocabulary.	Hulme	associates	this	
myth	with	the	concept	of	the	Jubilee	year,	which	originates	from	Judaism.	This	is,	
in	other	words,	the	idea	about	bringing	justice	and	freedom	and	celebrating	every	
fifty	years	when	the	slaves	and	the	indebted	are	released	from	imprisonment.

“And you shall consecrate the fiftieth year, and proclaim liberty throughout 
all the land to all its inhabitants. It shall be a Jubilee for you; and each of you 
shall return to his possession, and each of you shall return to his family.”	Leviticus	
25:10	(NKJV)

According	to	Hulme,	climate	change	is	not	just	a	material	environmental	problem	
or	the	symbolic	yearning	for	a	lost	paradise	to	many	NGOs.	Climate	change	is	an	
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ideology	by	means	of	which	many	NGOs	can	satisfy	their	concern	for	social	or	
environmental	 justice.	 It	has	created	a	new	category	of	 justice,	climate-specific	
justice.	A	comment	of	Canada’s	former	environmental	minister,	Christine	Stewart,	
from	1998	illustrates	this	aptly:	“It doesn’t matter if climate science were just a 
hoax (...) climate change offers the greatest opportunity to create some justice 
and equality in our world116.” 

By	seeing	climate	change	as	a	celebration	of	Jubilee,	the	myth	offers	hope	as	an	
antidote	to	the	presaging	of	Apocalypse.	(Hulme	2009a:354)

Naturally,	 it	urges	one	to	question	whether	the	climate	recipes	of	 the	NGOs	
make	the	“justice	flow”,	which	is	the	prerequisite	of	a	Jubilee	year.	Goodwill	is	not	
automatically	followed	by	the	best	possible	expertise.	From	the	point	of	view	of	the	
world’s	poor,	we	can	easily	find	several	problematic	solutions.	One	of	them	was	
opposing	the	adaptation,	which	was	practiced	by	the	environmental	movement	in	
the	beginning.	In	practice,	this	attitude	would	most	severely	harm	the	people	in	
those	less	developed	countries,	who	suffer	most	from	extreme	weather	phenomena.	
The	other	one	is	the	biofuel	boom,	first	supported	but	afterwards	opposed	by	the	
environmental	movement.	The	biofuel	boom	elevated	food	prices	and	accelerated	
the	clearing	of	forests,	thus	further	alienating	the	world’s	poor.	The	willingness	to	
rise	energy	prices	can	also	be	regarded	as	a	bad	choice	as	it	will	mostly	boomerang	
against	the	poor.	Moreover,	exempting	developing	countries	from	climate	targets	
cannot	be	considered	something	unequivocally	positive:	it	is	not	in	the	benefit	of	
local	people	that	in	some	parts	of	the	world	goods	can	be	produced	in	a	polluting	
fashion.

According	to	the	feedback	of	some	development	aid	organisations,	emphasising	
climate	change	over	other	challenges	has	also	cannibalised	other	problems:	anxiety	
for	the	distant	future	has	outshone	other	acute	catastrophes	when,	for	instance,	the	
victims	of	a	flood	have	become	more	or	less	symbols	of	future	threats	rather	than	
human	beings	who	should	be	helped	at	this	very	moment.

5.1.2 MYTHS OF THE POLITICAL PROCESS

Victor	(2011)	suggests	that	the	international	coordination	of	global	warming	is	stuck	
due	to	the	myths	reigning	over	the	entire	political	dialogue.	These	myths	create	an	
impression	that	the	carbon	dioxide	problem	would	be	easy	to	solve.	Secondly,	they	
claim	that	if	there	only	were	some	“political	will”	or	“ambition”,	the	world	could	
tighten	its	belt	and	reach	the	target.	According	to	Victor,	the	problem	is	not	the	lack	

116	 Quotation	from	the	Canada	Free	Press	of	5.2.	2007,	according	to	which,	Stewart	had	said	this	in	1998.	Source:	
Hulme	2009a:354.
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of	political	will.	More	likely	it	is	a	question	that	people	have	a	wrong	idea	about	
how	politics	function	(Victor	2011:5).	It	is	worth	noticing	that,	unlike	Hulme	who	
did not take a stand on the truth value of these myths, Victor clearly uses a critical 
tone	when	talking	about	the	myths.	

5.1.2.1 Scientist’s myth

The	scientist’s	myth	 is	 linked	 to	 the	scientific	 linear	model,	which	I	dealt	with	
earlier	 in	this	research.	It	assumes	that	 the	scientific	research	could	determine	
the	safe	level	of	global	warming.	Once	scientist	has	defined	it	then	everyone	else	
in	society	optimizes	to	meet	that	global	goal.	The	truth	is	that	nobody	knows	how	
much	warming	is	safe,	and	what	society	expects	from	science	is	far	beyond	than	
any	 level-headed	scientists	can	actually	deliver.	Victor	emphasises	that	“safety”	
is	a	product	of	circumstances	and	interests	not	just	geophysics.	The	result	of	the	
myths	has	created	an	obsession	with	setting	false	and	unreachable	targets.	Victor	
gives	as	an	example	a	two-degree	target,	which	has	become	a	barometer	of	 the	
progressing	climate	negotiations,	a	sort	of	benchmark.	“Two degrees is attractive 
because it is a simple number, but it bears no relationship to emission controls 
that most governments will actually adopt. And it isn’t based on much science 
either.” (Victor	2011:	5–6)

According	to	Victor,	the	fault	of	the	scientific	myth	is	that	it	creates	a	false	vision	
for	the	policy	process:	one	that	starts	with	global	goals	and	works	backwards	to	
national	efforts.	Real	policy	works	 in	the	opposite	direction:	 it	starts	with	what	
nations	are	willing	and	able	to	implement.	Universal	treaties	with	their	strict	targets	
are	a	bad	way	to	get	started	on	serious	emission	controls,	as	the	global	agreements	
make	it	easier	for	governments	to	hide	behind	the	lowest	common	denominator.	
(Victor	2011:6,	31)

5.1.2.2 Engineer’s myth

Climate	policy	is	also	bothered,	according	to	Victor,	by	an	engineer’s	myth:	people	
think	 that	when	 inventors	 have	 created	 cheaper	 new	 technologies,	 these	 new	
devices	can	quickly	enter	 into	 service.	The	myth	offers	delusions	of	quick	and	
cheap	solutions.	It	also	appeals	to	people	because	many	incorrectly	believe	that	
the	needed	technologies	already	exist.	For	example,	energy	efficiency	 is	widely	
believed	to	be	a	readily	available	option	for	making	efficient	emissions	cuts	at	no	
cost.	According	to	Victor,	a	large	part	of	the	available	energy-saving	potential	is,	in	
practice,	not	working,	because	it	hasn’t	yet	been	linked	to	the	practical	solutions	in	
companies	and	households.	Technological	transformation	is	a	slow	process	because	
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it	is	dependent	on	so	many	other	things	than	just	the	engineering;	new	business	
models and industrial practices are needed.

The	danger	of	the	engineer’s	myth	is	that	it	leads	towards	political	targets	which	
are	too	ambitious	and	away	from	the	reality,	instead	of	concentrating	on	testing	
what	really	works.	(Victor	2011:	7,	31–32)

Victor	talks	of	the	engineer’s	myth	but	it	is	unlikely	that	an	engineer,	in	particular,	
would	ever	fall	for	it	–	just	as	hardly	would	a	scientist	err	in	the	scientist’s	myth.	
Moreover	those	quarters,	which	have	no	touch	with	technical-economic	realities,	
like humanistic politicians, are apt to do so.

5.1.2.3 Myth of environmental lens 

The	following	myth	claims	that	global	warming	is	an	environmental	problem.	A	
large	number	of	people,	including	most	policy	makers,	look	at	warming	through	
the	lens	of	environmental	regulation.	According	to	Victor,	the	phenomenon	worries	
environmentalists	for	good	reasons	but	the	real	reason	and	at	the	same	time	also	
the key for the solution is rooted in the economy. “Too much greenery is making 
it hard to focus on the economic causes and consequences of global warming.” 
The	environmental	lens	on	global	warming	has	also	led	diplomats	to	search	for	the	
solution	in	the	wrong	direction,	in	environmental	diplomacy.	Consequently,	models	
have	been	used	as	examples	for	problem	solutions,	such	as	the	treaties	protecting	
the	ozone	layer,	which	do	not	work	well	when	complex	economic	systems	have	to	
be	coordinated.	(Victor	2011:	31).	According	to	Victor,	more	suitable	models	can	
be	found	in	the	direction	of	international	economic	cooperation,	such	as	the	WTO	
or	GATT	agreement	(Victor	2011:	244–245).	

Victor’s	three	myths	are	a	fitting	description	of	the	daily	work	of	EU	legislators:	
it	is	quite	common	that	we	set	our	targets	slightly	optimistically	trusting	that	the	
technological	prerequisites	already	exist,	or	believing	that	the	available	scientific	
advice	is	unequivocal.	The	2020	renewable	energy	target	is	an	apt	example	of	the	
engineer’s	myth.	At	the	time	of	setting	the	target	(2008),	the	Parliament’s	Greens	
started	to	speak	of	“super	grids”.	A	super	grid	is	a	new	Europe-wide	grid,	which	
would	be	based	on	high-voltage	direct	 current	 (HVDC)	 technology	 for	 electric	
power	transition	 instead	of	 the	currently	dominant	alternating	current	system.	
The	development,	renewal	and	strengthening	of	the	network	of	grids,	is,	certainly	
recommendable.	Nevertheless,	the	experts	in	the	field	did	not	share	the	excitement	
of	the	politicians:	it	was	diluted	by	the	information	on	inadequate	technology.	It	is	
likely	that	the	remote	feasibility	and	uncertainty	were	acknowledged	at	the	outset	
of	the	idea.	Possibly,	it	was	also	a	political	initiative	that	created	the	impression	of	
a	resolved	problem:	more	new	renewable	energy	targets	can	be	brought	to	the	EU	
table,	“now	that	the	problem	of	electric	power	transition	has	been	resolved,	too”.
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5.1.3 CLIMATE CHANGE AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF CONTROLLING NATURE

The	 idea	 of	 controlling	nature	has	 its	 historic	 origins	 and	 they	 are	 essentially	
connected	with	scientific	and	technological	development,	 their	 interconnection,	
and	the	kind	of	ideology	that	enabled	their	development	and	interaction.	At	the	
very	centre	 lies	the	relationship	with	nature.	This	 is	also	a	key	question	for	the	
climate.	Therefore,	the	idea	of	climate	management	cannot	be	separated	from	the	
ideological-historical	background	of	controlling	nature.

The	thought	of	nature	in	control	is	not	only	connected	to	the	technology,	but	
also	to	human	social	and	religious	activities,	especially	to	magic.	(Rapp	1982:71–72;	
von	Wright	1987:72–73;	Ellul	1964:25).	

As	a	cultural	phenomenon	technology	is	much	older	than	science;	the	tendency	
to	make	use	of	tools	rather	than	just	use	one’s	own	hands	is	well	known	from	the	
early	history	of	mankind.	Until	 the	end	of	the	18th	century,	the	development	of	
technology	was	slow.	It	relied	on	the	limited	resources	of	mankind,	the	terms	of	the	
human	body	and	senses.	Both	problems	and	solutions	were	dictated	by	practical	
life.	Only	modern	technology	brought	along	future-oriented	planning,	and	here	the	
only	limit	was	the	imagination.

The	origin	of	Western	science	is	in	ancient	Greek	traditions.	Technology	used	by	
the	Hellenistic	civilisation	was	originally	oriental	–	not	so	much	in	Greek	science.	
It	was	characteristic	of	the	Greek	way	of	thinking	to	distinguish	between	science	
and	technology.	Technical	research	was	considered	 less	necessary	 in	a	culture,	
which	admires	abstract	intellect:	the	goal	of	science	was	contemplation	rather	than	 
applying	it.

It is said that Archimedes destroyed his equipment used to demonstrate his 
numeric	model	immediately	after	the	demonstration.	As	noted	by	Ellul,	although	
the	Greek	attitude	towards	technology	demonstrated	a	perfect	capability	of	self-
control,	the	separation	of	science	from	technology	was	not	always	absolute	as	can	
be	discerned	from	the	examples	of	Plato	and	Archimedes.	The	deliberate	rejection	
of	technology	was	an	act	expressing	deep	self-domination,	goal-recognition,	and	the	
clear	application	of	the	predominant	world	view	in	all	fields	of	life.	(Ellul	1964:27–29).	

The	Ancient	Greek	way	of	thinking	determined	the	status	and	development	of	
technology	long	into	the	future.	The	Greek	perception	included	the	idea	that	man	
must	obey	nature.	The	opposite	of	this	thought	is	the	idea	of	man	controlling	nature.	
Thus,	the	Greek	understanding	of	the	relationship	between	man	and	nature	was	
impossible	to	combine	with	technology.

According	to	von	Wright	(1987),	the	Aristotelian	doctrine	of	natural	and	forced	
motion	was	at	the	foundation	of	this	conception.	Three	forms	of	motion	–	towards	
the	centre,	away	 from	it	and	rotation	around	 it	–	were	 the	natural	motions	of	
objects.	Science	was	not	interested	in	the	unnatural,	i.e.	forced	motion	generated	
by	means	of	technology,	levers	and	pulleys.	According	to	the	Greek	understanding,	
technology	was	 not	 based	 on	 natural	 science	 but	 rather	 science	 dealing	with	
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unnatural	phenomena.	The	world	was	complete	–	it	just	had	to	be	classified.	All	
the	way	up	to	Galileo	Galilei,	this	attitude	restrained	the	development	of	physics,	
for	example.

In	Christian	ideology,	the	Greek	antithesis	of	the	natural	–	i.e.	the	unnatural,	was	
replaced	by	the	natural	–	supernatural	dichotomy.	This	meant	that	the	focus	was	
now	on	the	supernatural,	and	nature	as	an	ideal	the	natural	ideal	faded	in	favour	
of	the	transcendental	reality.	Thus,	theology	became	one	of	the	highest	sciences.	
However,	it	had	a	rival	–	magic	or	witchcraft.	von	Wright	considered	religion	the	
opposite	of	magic,	because	it	expresses	a	submission	to	higher	powers.	von	Wright	
regarded	magic	as	the	closest	predecessor	to	modern	technology:	both	of	 them	
aspire	to	control	nature	for	the	sake	of	human	purposes,	even	though	technology	
is	based	on	science,	whereas	magic	relies	on	superstition.	According	to	von	Wright,	
science	is	rationalised,	superstition-free	magic.

But	what	then	changed	in	the	way	of	thinking?	Instead	of	the	transcendental,	the	
focus	was	now	set	on	this	world,	and	surprisingly	enough,	largely	as	a	consequence	of	
the	Reformation.	Two	very	significant	forces	led	to	the	remarkably	fast	technological	
development	starting	from	the	Age	of	Enlightenment,	i.e.	the	Reformation	and	the	
Renaissance.	Alongside	these,	a	new	understanding	of	history,	its	development,	man	
and	his	freedoms,	emerged.	(Schuurman	1977)	The	Renaissance	relied	on	the	idea	
of	human	autonomy	and	domination	over	creation.	It	worshipped	Antiquity	but	its	
idea	of	nature	did	not	correspond	with	the	ideal	nature	of	Antiquity	anymore.	The	
Reformation	also	emphasised	freedom	and	domination,	but	only	before	God,	to	
whom	man	was	accountable	for	his	acts.	The	Reformation	also	included	the	idea	that	
nature	was	not	divine.	The	legitimacy	of	science	and	technology	was	acknowledged	
but	provided	that	the	acts	of	God	set	their	norms.

The	themes	of	 freedom,	responsibility,	nature	and	its	control	were	therefore	
completely	 identical	during	these	two	eras	but	they	began	acquiring	a	different	
content.	While	one	of	them	had	an	immanent	tone,	the	other	one	was	transcendental.	
At	the	beginning,	the	influence	of	the	Reformation	was	stronger	until	the	content	
and	meaning	of	Renaissance	thinking	won	over	it	and	gave	words	the	tone	known	by	
contemporary	Western	culture.	As	noted	by	von	Wright	(1988),	in	the	long	run,	the	
Reformation advanced the secularisation of lifestyles at least as much as it activated 
religiousness,	which	had	started	slackening.	Due	to	Cartesianism,	the	idea	of	man	
as	the	centre	of	the	universe,	gained	ground	in	Western	culture.	During	the	Age	of	
Enlightenment,	humanism	edged	out	the	transcendental	elements	resulting	from	
the	Reformation,	even	though	the	concepts	still	remained.	(Schuurman	1977:231).	
Thus,	the	Enlightenment	expressed	the	conclusions	of	what	was	already	stirring	
during	the	Reformation	and	the	Renaissance.

Consequently,	people	began	studying	nature	mechanically,	i.e.	as	the	target	of	
technical	manipulation.	The	natural	science-based	method	was	regarded	as	superior	
to	other	scientific	methods.	Ethical	and	religious	restrictions,	which	had	previously	
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prohibited	the	manipulation	of	nature,	vanished	from	modern	science	(Schuurman	
1977:10–35)

At	the	start	of	the	Modern	Era,	science	at	the	pursuit	of	knowledge	made	an	
alliance	with	tool-developing	technology.	The	British	philosopher,	Francis	Bacon,	
expressed	 a	 technological	 attitude	 towards	 life,	which	was	unknown	and	only	
distantly	anticipated	during	Antiquity	and	the	Middle	Ages.	He	led	science	towards	
practical	results.	According	to	Bacon,	scientific	knowledge	offered	people	power	
over	nature,	made	their	lives	easier	and	reduced	misery	(von	Wright	1988:76–77).

When	the	theoretical	legitimacy	of	the	Age	of	Enlightenment	started	virtually	
pushing	technology	forward	at	full	speed,	the	time	was	ripe	for	all	these	changes.	
For	a	long	time,	nature	has	been	viewed	as	a	provider	of	livelihoods,	but	also	as	an	
enemy	and	a	threat.	Nature	could	also	let	one	down,	kill	or	deprive.

As	divinity	was	shrugged	off	from	nature,	man	could	at	last	start	a	real	battle	
over nature in order to harness it to serve humankind. Man has to conquer it, take 
what	it	did	not	want	to	give	humankind	voluntarily.	Now,	technology	was	divine	
and	it	opened	up	new	possibilities	for	humankind.

Hulmes’	description	(2009a:343)	of	climate	change-related	myths	has	to	be	seen	
against	this	backdrop.	One	of	these	myths	is	the	nostalgia	focusing	on	a	lost	Eden.	
Since	the	Age	of	Enlightenment,	as	humankind	set	out	to	conquer	nature,	the	climate	
was	considered	one	of	the	last	untouched	bastions	and	it	should	remain	outside	
human	interference.	If	we	lost	the	climate,	too,	we	would	lose	everything.	Our	worry	
about	the	climate	does	not	only	concern	surviving	new	challenges	of	life	but	it	is	also	
a	matter	of	a	great	deal	of	symbolism.	Thus,	the	first	myth	mentioned	by	Hulme	
approaches	the	concept	of	controlling	nature	from	a	critical	angle.	Therefore,	it	is	
interesting	to	note	that	the	third	myth	of	the	same	reference	group	reveals	a	totally	
opposite	attitude:	an	attitude,	which	Hulme	compares	with	the	Tower	of	Babel.	It	
is	an	age-old	attitude	of	dealing	with	controlling	nature,	which	started	already	with	
the	introduction	of	technology,	magic	and	then	later	the	Enlightenment.	Hulme	also	
acknowledged	this	irony	when	he	stated	that	the	only	difference	between	historical	
and	contemporary	experiments	is	the	steadfast	belief:	“now	we	have	the	wisdom	
as	our	guide”	–	and	even	this	is	nothing	new	(Hulme	2009a:353).

5.2 CLIMATE CHANGE AND THE RISE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL  
 MOVEMENT 

The	origin	of	the	environmental	movement	can	be	located	in	the	1960s	when	the	
book	Silent Spring	(1962),	written	by	the	American	Rachel	Carson,	was	published	
and	aroused	the	greater	public	to	take	notice	of	the	dangers	of	certain	pesticides	such	
as	DDT.	The	book	faced	opposition	by	certain	scientist	and	some	chemical	companies	
and	an	attempt	was	made	to	prevent	its	publication	but,	after	the	publication,	it	
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became	an	international	success.	The Population Bomb	by	Paul	Ehrlich	(1968)	and	
the Limits of Growth	by	the	Club	of	Rome	(1972)	are	also	considered	milestones	
of	 the	movement.	The	message	of	 these	books	 is	concretised	by	environmental	
problems	that	were	visible	and	made	themselves	 felt:	 the	smog	of	Los	Angeles,	
the	Cuyahoga	River	fire	(as	the	pollutants	in	the	river	caught	fire)	or	the	oil	tanker	
disasters.	According	to	many,	a	certain	photo	was	necessary	for	the	awakening.	
The	Earth	was	photographed	from	outer	space	for	the	first	time	in	1969	and	this	
sight	made	people	realise	how	frail	and	vulnerable	our	planet	really	is	(Nordhaus	
&	Shellenberger	2007:	21).	The	consequence	was	a	significant	change	in	our	values	
and	environment,	and	thus,	environmental	protection	took	huge	steps	forward.	

According	 to	 Nordhaus	 &	 Shellenberger	 (2007),	 the	 preconditions	 of	 the	
environmental	 ideology	were	 improved	living	conditions:	when	the	basic	needs	
are	fulfilled,	there	will	be	enough	energy	also	for	the	questions	concerning	the	living	
quality.	Clean	air,	pure	water	and	natural	parks	are	linked	to	so-called	post-material	
needs,	stated	the	writers.	The	idea	is	connected	to	Maslow’s	hierarchy	of	needs:	the	
basic	human	needs	have	to	be	satisfied	before	a	human	being	starts	to	search	for	
satisfaction	of	“higher”	needs.	This	theory	also	explains	why	ecological	awareness	is	
weaker	in	Brazil,	India	and	China	than	for	example	in	Japan,	the	US	and	Europe.	
However,	the	environmental	movement	often	foregrounds	environmental	activists	
coming	from	the	less-developed	countries	to	point	out	that	environmental	protection	
is	an	important	issue	as	much	to	the	rich	people	as	it	is	to	the	poor	ones	but,	in	a	
larger	scale,	environmental	protection	has	never	belonged	to	the	priorities	of	the	
developing	countries	(Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	2007:37).

One	very	characteristic	stereotype	associated	to	the	environmental	movement	is	
that	it	would	represent	a	counter-culture,	an	alternative.	Nordhaus	and	Shellenberger	
state	that	it	is	rather	a	product	of	liberal	ideologies	bound	with	this	time.	The	most	
important	environmental	acts	of	the	US	were	accepted	by	liberal	decision-makers	
and	were	signed	by	the	Republican	President.	Therefore	according	to	them,	it	was	
no surprise that the most important achievements of the modern environmental 
concept	were	witnessed	during	the	most	significant	period	of	growth	and	prosperity,	
and	that	since	then,	the	interest	has	subsided.	(Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	2007:	
30–33).

A	strong	leftist	youth	movement	with	a	pacifist	trend	preceded	the	environmental	
movement	in	Europe.	The	disappointment	in	the	communist	ideology	and	the	end	of	
the	Cold	War	was	partly	replaced	by	the	environmental	ideology	and	political	non-
alignment	that	gradually	found	its	full	form	in	the	green	policy.	During	the	1980s,	
positions	for	environmental	ministers	started	to	open	up	in	governments	of	different	
countries	and	it	was	very	typical	that	these	positions	were	given,	in	particular,	to	the	
representatives	of	the	Green	parties.	Most	likely,	these	responsibilities	were	regarded	
as	being	politically	somewhat	neutral,	and	only	later	the	political	scope	of	decisions	
and	choices	and,	in	particular,	the	economic	consequences	were	fully	perceived.	
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It	was	not	until	climate	change	foregrounded	the	environmental	questions	in	
the	actual	centre	of	political	attention.	The	process	was	slow	and	was	probably	
linked	to	the	political	essence	and	its	traditions.	Usually,	politics	have	been	thought	
of	as	something	that	happens	amongst	people.	It	has	taken	a	long	time	to	realise	
that	there	is	also	a	third	party	at	our	political	negotiation	table.	This	third	party	
does	not	negotiate	in	the	way	we	are	used	to	and	it	does	not	make	any	comprises.	
It	–	the	nature	–	 just	simply	exists.	Nothing	guarantees	 that	 the	nature	would	
agree	to	bend	itself	to	the	desired	centre	position,	right	in	the	middle	of	different	
vantage	points.	Even	 though	we	make	politics	with	 it,	we	cannot	 tire	 it	out	 to	
become	a	proper	and	flexible	contracting	partner,	like	we	do	with	people.	Politicians	
have	had	to	adjust	themselves	permanently	to	the	situation	that	 ‘Nature’	will	be	
sitting	at	the	negotiation	table	from	now	on,	and	will	possibly	occupy	more	than	 
just	one	chair.	

Gradually,	environmental	policy,	too,	began	to	focus	solely	on	climate	change.	
In	a	way,	 it	cannibalises	all	 the	other	environmental	problems.	Now	at	 last,	we	
are	again	approaching	a	time	when	other	environmental	issues	will	be	put	on	the	
agenda.	Almost	all	environmental	questions	have	been	overruled	by	climate	issues	
for	almost	two	decades.	The	reduction	of	carbon	dioxide	in	the	atmosphere	gained	
such	a	primary	position	amidst	political	targets	that	 it	was	considered	to	be	the	
mother	of	all	problems.	If	this	problem	were	just	solved,	other	problems	would	be	
straightened	out,	too.	In	Chapter	7	“An	autopsy	of	the	solutions”,	I	present	some	
examples	of	how	the	concentration	on	merely	one	political	target	increased	other	
problems,	for	instance,	by	increasing	air	pollution	–	typically	for	a	problem	that	
can	be	regarded	as	being	wicked	by	its	nature.	

Only	future	historiography	will	show	what	the	total	effect	of	the	climate	hype	
on	the	overall	wellbeing	of	the	environment	will	be.	My	own	estimation	is	that	we	
will	then	talk	about	a	big	step	backwards	from	the	point	of	view	of	environmental	
protection. 

Although	the	climate	hype	subsided	afterwards	in	the	media,	it	by	no	means	
implies	that	the	phenomenon	has	become	any	weaker	since	the	political	obligation	
was	made	during	the	climate	hype.	The	concern	of	climate	change	has	just	undergone	
a	metamorphosis	in	many	ways.	We	have	come	down	from	the	state-level	to	the	level	
of	practical	actors.	There	are	various	projects	which	focus	on	how	changes	in	people’s	
everyday	life	can	decrease	the	speed	of	climate	change.	The	underlying	assumption	
is	that	a	change	in	people’s	behaviour	at	an	individual	level	would	play	a	decisive	
role	–	or	at	least,	so	significant	that	a	change	is	regarded	as	imperative.	Climate	
calculations	and	carbon	footprint	measurements	are	results	from	this:	emissions	
ensuing	from	all	human	actions	are	calculated	and	they	function	as	a	burden	of	
sins	of	each	individual	actor.	A	school	meal,	a	trip	by	car	to	one’s	grandmother,	a	
sauna	evening	with	friends	or	a	new	spring	coat	–	all	these	have	gotten	a	carbon	
footprint.	In	my	opinion,	it	is	possible	that	food,	which	is	small	and	beneficial	from	
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the	point	of	view	of	its	carbon	footprint,	will	be	valued	at	some	point	–	and	climate	
anorexia	will	then	be	the	natural	consequence.	

I	rather	believe	that	 there	are	two	major	 issues	around	climate	change	that	
should	be	taken	care	of:	the	CO2	emissions	of	energy	production	and	the	prevention	
of	forest	depletion.	It	would	be	simpler	to	separate	the	management	of	population	
growth	and	other	promotions	of	sustainable	development	from	the	climate	issue.	
An	attempt	to	see	everything	from	the	point	of	view	of	climate	change	will	contort	
the	reality	conception.	Insofar	if	only	the	combat	against	climate	change	legitimises	
actions	and	matters,	quite	many	things	that	are	 important	 for	humankind	and	
nature	will	remain	undone.	

5.3  THE ICONOGRAPHY OF CLIMATE CHANGE

The	most	significant	difficulty	in	the	communication	on	climate	change	is	probably	
that	it	concerns	a	problem	which	is	invisible.	It	is	difficult	to	arouse	the	interest	of	
the	larger	public,	since	the	everyday	sense	perceptions	will	not	reveal	the	matter	
concerned.	If	scientists	had	not	perceived	the	connection	between	the	increasing	
amount	of	carbon	dioxide	in	the	atmosphere	and	global	warming,	we	would	be	
unaware	 of	 the	whole	 issue.	Therefore,	 climate	 change	 is	 in	need	 of	 a	 proper	
expression	that	would	concretise	the	problem	and	make	the	invisible	visible	through	
illustrations. 

A	picture	must	change	into	a	symbol	in	order	to	function	as	an	elucidator	of	a	
complex	phenomenon	difficult	to	perceive.	There	must	be	an	analogy	between	the	
picture	and	phenomenon	to	be	illustrated,	a	mutual	understanding,	in	a	cultural	
sense,	in	order	to	create	a	symbolic	status	for	an	individual	image.	This	again	depends	
on	the	repetition	of	the	picture	in	the	context	of	the	matter.	(Salo	2000:	31–33)	
Certain	pictures	that	are	frequently	repeated	have	achieved	or	are	about	to	achieve	
this	kind	of	position	as	a	symbol	for	climate	change,	such	as	polar	bears117 on a 
melting	ice	floe,	pictures	of	floods	or	of	a	dry	desert	landscape.	The	environmental	
movement	has,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	become	very	dependent	on	the	icons	of	climate	
change	as	they	are	decisively	 important	for	campaigns	and	in	motivating	 larger	
audiences	to	join	in	the	combat	against	climate	change.	

According	to	Nordhaus	and	Shellenberger	(2007:24–25),	the	problem	is	not	that	
global	warming	were	invisible.	The	problem	is	that	the	environmental	movement	
is	too	dependent	on	the	visible.	“If	you	just	had	a	hammer,	the	whole	world	would	
start	to	look	like	a	nail”.	According	to	them,	the	environmental	movement	has	been	
too	dependent	on	just	one	tool,	visualisation.	The	environmental	leaders	still	believe	

117	 Hulme	(2009a:	238)	names	the	polar-bear	pictures	as	the	“poster-child”	of	climate	change.
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that	if	they	could	just	show	what	is	happening,	people	would	climb	the	barricades	
and	demand	action.	This	kind	of	dependency	on	visualisation	is,	according	to	them,	
pure	nostalgia	in	the	clothes	of	a	political	strategy.	The	nostalgic	communication	
includes	an	underlying	hypothesis	that	things	were	better	in	the	early	days	and	that	
mankind	is	a	threat	to	the	nature.	The	threat	of	humankind	and	the	beauty	of	the	
genuine	nature	must	only	be	relieved	and	things	would	become	more	rationalised.	

They	asked,	however,	why	the	environmental	movement	did	not	wake	up	already	
in	1912	or,	 let’s	say,	 in	1952	when	the	Cuyahoga	River	Fire118 killed people and 
caused	major	damages,	if	seeing	a	real	disaster	would	really	get	people	to	take	the	
initiative.	At	that	time,	pollution	was	a	much	bigger	problem	in	American	cities.	
Therefore,	there	must	be	some	other	explanation	for	the	environmental	awakening	
of	the	1960s.	The	authors	see	the	reason	in	the	increased	living	standards.	When	the	
basic	needs	are	satisfied,	other	values	become	an	issue.	Therefore	the	authors	say	
that	the	satisfaction	of	materialistic	needs	is	not	an	obstacle	but	a	precondition	for	
modern	respect	for	the	nature.	According	to	them,	respecting	and	taking	care	of	our	
environment	is	a	so-called	post-material	need.	(Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	2007:	
24–29).	The	environmental	movement	makes	a	mistake	by	regarding	economic	
growth	as	a	threat	–	according	to	the	authors;	the	practice	does	not	support	the	
presupposition:	just	like	prosperity	discloses	the	best	sides	of	humankind,	poverty	
and	collapse	bring	out	the	worst	ones.	Poverty	is	dangerous	for	democracy,	since	
the	emergence	of	totalitarian	systems	is	then	much	more	likely	than	during	richer	
days.	They	also	impugned	the	often	repeated	idea	of	how	a	situation	has	to	become	
remarkably	worse	before	mankind	will	wake	up	to	notice	it.	The	exploitation	theory	
–	a	thought	that	increased	suffering	would	lead	towards	constructive	social	change	
–	has	been	repeatedly	rejected	by	history	(Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	2007:	35–36).	

Hulme	asks	whether	the	iconography	of	climate	change	will	help	us	to	find	a	
common	ground	about	what	the	phenomenon	means	or	whether	it	embeds,	in	a	
visual	sense,	our	disagreement	on	the	phenomenon	and	its	meaning	more	severely.	
He	refers	to	a	research	by	Julie	Doyle119	on	the	climate	campaigns	of	Greenpeace	
which	 covered	 the	 years	 1994–2005.	 The	 organisation	 has	 successfully	 used	
visualisation	in	its	campaigns	against	whaling,	marine	pollution	and	nuclear	power.	
Climate	change	set	a	new	kind	of	challenge	for	the	campaigning:	how	to	describe	a	

118	 The	Cuyahoga	River	in	Cleveland,	Ohio,	has	been	one	of	the	most	polluted	rivers	of	the	US,	and	at	least	13	
river	fires	have	been	reported	on	the	surface	of	its	oily	waters.	A	fire	at	the	very	same	river	aroused	a	great	
deal	of	public	attention	in	June	1969.	The	catastrophe	featured	in	several	cover	stories,	songs	were	written	
about	it	and	it	has	been	considered	as	one	of	the	most	significant	symbols	of	the	American	environmental	
movement’s	prime.	But,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	the	fire	of	1952	was	much	worse,	and	the	cover	picture	of	the	
Time	magazine’s	story	in	1969	was	from	the	fire	of	1952.	There	have	been	several	fires	since	1868;	in	1912,	
5	people	died	in	a	fire	and,	in	1936,	the	river	burned	for	five	days.	

119	 Doyle,	Julie	(2007)	Picturing	the	clima(c)tic:	Greenpeace	and	the	representational	politics	of	climate	change	
communication. Science as Culture	16	(2):129–150.
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phenomenon	whose	dramatic	effects	were	somewhere	off	in	an	indefinite	future?
Doyle	distinguished	five	different	stages	in	the	visual	 iconography	of	climate	

change:	Climate	change	was	presented	as	a	 time	bomb,	as	dependent	of	 fossil	
fuels,	as	a	channel	for	renewable	energy,	as	a	dirty	political	game	and,	finally,	as	a	
“here-and-now”	reality.	All	these	have	been	a	visible	part	of	Greenpeace’s	marketing	
campaign.	They	aim	to	arouse	various	reactions	in	the	audience	and	to	illustrate	the	
idea	that	even	though	the	problem	is	one	and	the	same,	it	means	a	lot	of	different	
things.	A	polar	bear	as	an	interpreter	of	climate	change	can	be	seen	as	a	symbol	of	
growing	disagreement,	as	well	as	something	that	unites	people	to	take	care	of	our	
nature’s	treasures.	The	research	showed	that	the	polar	 iconography	appealed	to	
people’s	feelings.	It	has	a	strong	effect	on	those	who	care	about	polar	bears	whereas	
for	those	who	aren’t	interested,	the	meaning	is	insignificant	or	non-existent.	This	
kind	of	visual	presentation	of	climate	change	is	very	frail,	especially	as	there	still	is	
no	agreement	amongst	the	ecologists	on	the	effects	of	climate	change	on	the	polar	
bear	population.	(Hulme	2009a:	241–242).

5.4  CATASTROPHE TALK AND THE DISCOURSE OF FEAR IN 
  CLIMATE CHANGE 

We	need	a	more	thorough	interpretation	of	climate’s	culture	and	history	in	order	
to	understand	the	present	post-modern	climate-related	anxiety	and	the	discourse	
of	fear	clearly	perceivable.	The	world	experienced	a	climate	shock	during	the	first	
decade	of	 the	21st	century.	It	had	various	consequences.	A	new	kind	of	climate	
moralism	came	about	with	the	measurement	of	carbon	footprints.	

The	 discourse	 of	 fear	 is	 evident:	 terms	 such	 as	 “crisis”,	 “catastrophic”,	
“dangerous”,	“dramatic”,	“irrevocable”,	“worse	than	thought”,	“last	warning”	and	
“saving	the	planet”	are	typical	vocabulary	used	in	the	reporting	of	climate	change	
issues.	However,	none	of	these	expressions	are	used,	for	example,	in	the	reports	
of	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	(IPCC).

According	to	Hulme	(2008a),	the	discourse	of	fear	has	its	resonance	in	the	past;	
human	cultures	have	always	fabricated	tales	of	fear	concerning	an	unknown	and	
uncontrollable	weather.	Hulme	poses	three	discourses	of	fear	which	have	been	linked	
to	the	climate;	one	from	the	pre-modern,	the	next	from	the	modern	and	the	third	
from	the	post-modern	time	period.	The	phrase	“climate	as	a	judgement”	describes	
the	fear	for	unknown	factors,	“climate	as	pathology”	illustrates	the	fear	for	unknown	
places	and	“climate	as	catastrophe”	refers	to	the	fear	for	an	unknown	future.	

Extreme	weather	phenomena	have	long	since	been	interpreted	as	being	signs	
either	of	higher	blessings	or	condemnations.	The	inconsistency	of	weather	has	been	
furnished	with	god-like	features	already	from	the	Middle	Ages	till	the	beginning	
of	the	new	age,	and	it	is	still	common	in	many	traditional	cultures.	Weather	was	
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regarded	as	a	primary	instrument	of	God	expressing	his	moral	grace	or	disgrace,	
as	none	of	the	rational	facts	seemed	to	be	able	to	explain	the	twist	of	the	weather.	
It	was	either	a	question	of	the	works	of	God	or	Satan.	The	period	of	climate	cooling	
was	connected	with	witchcraft	during	the	Little	Ice	Age	(1500–1650),	and	some	
people	were	even	burned	to	death	due	to	the	accusation	of	sorcery,	the	cold	weather	
being	the	scapegoat	(Pfister	&	Brazdil	1999).	The	Lutheran	church	was	the	first	
one	managing	to	create	a	change	in	the	way	of	thinking	by	emphasising	that	only	
God	was	responsible	for	the	weather,	not	the	human	being	(Hulme	2008a:7–8).	

The	observation	and	measurement	of	weather	conditions,	which	were	more	
frequently	performed	during	the	Age	of	Enlightenment,	also	increased	the	knowledge	
of	weather	phenomena	and	their	causes.	When	the	causes	became	natural,	 the	
spirit	of	the	Enlightenment	first	put	God	in	brackets	and	then	relocated	him	within	
purely	private	matters	(Latour	1933,	quoted	by	Hulme).	By	adopting	the	naturalistic	
explanations	of	weather	phenomena,	the	climate	became,	at	the	very	least,	tamed.	
The	development	of	meteorology	as	a	discipline	of	science	and	the	emergence	of	
the	first	daily	weather	forecasts	during	the	mid-19th	century	diminished	even	more	
the	fear	and	condemnation	narrative	associated	with	the	climate.	

Nevertheless, the remnants of this notion still prevailed as the Victorian disputes 
about	the	effects	of	saying	a	prayer	at	the	beginning	or	at	the	end	of	rain	clearly	
show	later	on.	Hulme	also	sees	a	continuation	of	 the	theological	orientation	 in	
our	present	use	of	language	in	which	the	concepts	“sin”,	“guilt”	and	“punishment”	
show	up	amidst	debates	on	the	size	of	carbon	footprints.	Climate	as	a	judgement	
is	therefore	still	present	(Hulme	2008a:	8–9).	

The	era	of	colonialism	opened	upon	a	new	horizon	of	fear.	As	a	contrast	to	the	
fear,	prior	to	the	Age	of	Enlightenment,	which	focused	on	unknown	factors,	the	
new	of	form	of	fear	concerning	the	climate	was	directed	towards	unknown	places.	
The	mild	and	humid	climate	at	 the	equator	was	associated	with	the	moral	and	
intellectual	inertness	of	the	local	races.	In	this	way,	the	racial	hierarchy,	as	well	as	
the	moral	and	social	superiority,	became	connected	with	the	climate.	The	tropical	
climate	began	to	be	described	with	words	such	as	“dangerous”,	“spurious”	and	as	
the	cause	of	“mortal	danger”	–	were	the	white	Europeans	able	to	cope	and	rule	
in	a	“hostile”	climate?	The	question	also	provided	a	kind	of	basis	to	conquer	and	
take	over	it	by	using	colonialist	methods	–	moreover,	as	the	tropical	climate	was	
considered	as	having	caused	also	sexual	amorality.	This	is	when	climate	is	regarded	
as	pathology.	

Hulme	states	that	even	this	form	of	fear,	traces	of	pathology,	are	still	evident.	
The	emphasis	is	present	in	some	of	the	summaries	of	the	IPCC’s	reports	by	which	
the	effects	of	climate	change	on	the	less-developed	countries	are	described.	The	
concepts	of	danger,	threat	and	death	are,	once	again,	associated	with	the	tropics	
(Hulme	2008a:10–11).

The	third	form	of	climate-related	fear	is	the	one	we	are	living	with	right	now:	
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the	 human-induced	 global	 climate	 change	 as	 a	 global	 catastrophe.	 First,	 the	
increasing	greenhouse	gases	were	regarded	as	a	useful	phenomenon	which	made	
weather	conditions	more	favourable	and	would	improve	crops	for	the	benefit	of	
the	rapidly	growing	population	(Arrhenius	1906,	Callendar	1938;	quoted	by	Hulme	
2008a).	It	was	not	until	1963,	as	one	of	the	first	interpretations,	which	connected	
the	greenhouse	phenomenon	to	danger	and	threat,	was	heard	when	a	group	of	
scientist	were	gathered	at	a	nature	protection	conference	in	New	York.	The	tone	
changed	slowly	during	the	1970s	and	1980s	towards	being	more	concerned	although	
positive	features	were	perceived	 in	global	warming,	and	even	though	there	was	
a	period	in	the	70s	when	cooling	made	people	worried.	During	the	mid	1980s,	
the	prevailing	scientific	opinion	was,	however,	concerned	over	the	threat	of	global	
warming	(Hulme	2008a:11).

Later	on,	it	was	institutionalised	in	article	2	of	the	United	Nations	Framework	
Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC),	where	the	dangerous	human-induced	
influence	on	the	climate	system	is	mentioned.	

After	9/11,	the	catastrophe	tale	in	the	context	of	climate	change	grew	decisively	
louder.	The	war	against	terrorism	provided	a	new	boundary	value	against	which	
the	future	climate	change	could	be	reflected.	

The	 alarmist	 rhetoric	 cultivates	 words	 like	 “chaos´”,	 “catastrophe”	 and	
“destruction”,	and	the	tone	of	this	rhetoric	 is	often	quite	hurried.	It	exploits	the	
quasi-religious	 vocabulary	 of	 the	 doomsday.	 According	 to	Hulme	 (2006),	 the	
catastrophe	discourse	of	the	climate	campaigns	awakens	distress	and	stress	in	the	
greater	public	as	the	catastrophe	tale	 itself	becomes	a	prediction	fulfilling	itself.	
Threatening	has	also	been	considered	remarkably	unsuitable	for	the	target	itself:	
fear	paralyses	people,	it	does	not	inspire	to	make	commitments	(Hulme	2009a:228).	
Hulme	notes	that	the	research	reports	of	the	IPCC	are	significantly	moderate	in	
this	respect:	the	state	of	climate	change	is	never	referred	to	as	a	“catastrophe”.	It	
concerns	the	choice	of	phrasing	on	the	part	of	the	reporters.	

In	the	two	previous	discourses	of	fear,	the	fear	is	based	on	an	unknown	reason	
and	an	unknown	place	whereas	the	third	example;	 i.e.,	 the	present	discourse	of	
fear,	is	based	on	the	unknown	future.	The	pre-modern	and	modern	climate	fear	
were	 largely	beatable;	 the	first	one	along	with	the	rationalisation	of	 the	subject	
of	 fear	as	the	awareness	grew	together	with	the	enlightenment,	and	the	second	
fear	when	people	began	to	adjust	themselves	 in	tropical	conditions:	the	fear	for	
unknown	climate	areas	and	conditions	started	to	diminish	as	mobility	increased	
and	imperialism	collapsed.	The	unknown	factors	became	known	and	the	unknown	
places	became	safe.	

Therefore,	Hulme	asks	how	the	present	discourse	of	fear	could	be	surmounted.	
Are	we	doomed	to	live	forever	in	the	shadow	of	the	climate	catastrophe?	How	can	
our	post-modern	fear	for	the	unknown	climate	future	be	overcome?

Hulme	opts	 towards	engineering-like	planning	 for	one	approach	and	refers	
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to	three	alternatives:	geoengineering	for	managing	the	causes	of	climate	change,	
political	engineering	for	political	management	and	social	engineering	for	social	
management.	These	approaches	 include	technical	solution	attempts,	 the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	as	well	as	public	recruitment	to	the	climate	campaigns.	All	of	these	include	
the	idea	of	global	control	and	the	management	of	the	climate	future:	the	management	
of	 the	 planet,	 the	management	 of	 political	 processes	 and	 the	management	 of	
individuals.	The	idea	of	managing	something	has	a	long	history	and,	according	to	
Hulme,	the	voice	of	hubris	is	underlying	it,	an	unrealistic	illusion	that	everything	
would	be	under	control.	

He	suggests	that	we	could	take	a	closer	look	at	our	discourse,	the	catastrophe	tale,	
and	see	how	it	is	integrated	in	our	present-day	culture	and	how	it	is	formed	by	our	
culture.	How	much	it	includes	fear	that	is	created	by	the	cultural	Climate	Change	(the	
upper-case	Climate	Change)	and	not	by	purely	physical	climate	change.	Provided	that	
the	culture	is	changing,	will	the	fear	change	too?	He	reminds	us	that	a	part	of	the	
fear	had	a	cultural	function:	when	communism	collapsed	and	the	Cold	War	ended,	
the	apocalyptic	fear	for	nuclear	power	eased	off:	fear	was	looking	for	a	new	target,	
and	so	climate	change	found	its	place	in	the	human	consciousness.	According	to	
Hulme,	the	entire	concept	“global	climate”	is	in	the	same	line	with	the	globalisation	
movement	of	the	1980s	and	it	is	impossible	to	understand	the	entire	discourse	on	
the	global	climate	catastrophe	outside	its	special	geopolitical	and	cultural	set-up.

The	present	catastrophe	discourse	might	worsen	the	deeper	human	fear	for	the	
future,	a	fear	that	cannot	even	be	negotiated.	The	fear	will	be	anchored	to	issues	
which	are	offered	nowadays	to	us	by	scientific	arguments.	Science	has	never	offered	
any	similar	alleged	data	on	the	far	future,	supplemented	by	uncertainty	factors,	
tipping	points	and	probabilities.	In	this	way,	our	frail	and	nervous	human	mind	is	
alertly	linked	to	these	declarations	and	our	anxiety	is	turned	towards	the	weather.

Hulme	demands	a	cultural	change	for	overcoming	the	fear.	Since	the	fear	for	the	
unknown	factor	has	been	diminished	by	the	increased	awareness	of	the	causality	
of	 the	weather	phenomena	and	the	 fear	 for	an	unknown	place	 is	decreased	by	
technology	and	increased	mobility,	the	cultural	changes	and	new	hierarchies	will	
now	change	the	discourse	of	fear	in	the	unknown	climate	future.	Our	relationship	to	
the	climate	will	change	again.	As	Hulme	states,	the	combat	against	climate	change	
takes	place	as	much	in	our	cultural	and	individual	imagination	as	in	the	physical	
atmosphere.	The	fact	is	that	the	physical	climate	change	also	contains	other	possible	
cultural	interpretations	which	our	current	research	literature	only	dimly	reflects	and	
which	are	not	linked	to	the	catastrophe	tales.	Hulme	refers,	for	example,	to	Inuit	
culture	in	which	climate	change	is	regarded	and	experienced	in	a	totally	different	
way.	He	believes	that	our	conception	of	climate	will	change	much	faster	than	the	
physical	phenomenon	itself.	We	should	respect	the	climate	as	a	part	of	ourselves,	
rather	than	trying	to	manage	it.	(Hulme	2008a:13–15)
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5.5  CLIMATE CHANGE IN RELIGIOUS REVIEW

In	2007,	 the	columnist	of	 the	Financial Times	John	Kay	wrote	a	column	with	
a	headline:	Green	 lobby	must	be	 treated	as	a	 religion120. Kay marvelled at the 
inefficiency	of	 the	environmentalists	 in	 times	of	crisis	–	 it	 is	as	 if	 they	weren’t	
interested	at	all	 in	finding	solutions	to	problems,	moreover	they	concentrate	on	
preaching	about	improvement	and	penances.	Why	indeed	not	seriously	invest	in	
the	search	for	efficient	technology	that	diminishes	emissions?	Why	show	more	
interest	 in	 imposing	gestures	that	try	to	 impress	the	public	although	they	don’t	
really	have	any	importance	as	a	whole?	“The	danger	of	environmental	evangelism	
is	that	rituals,	gestures	and	rhetoric	take	the	place	of	substance”,	Kay	reasoned.	

It	is	not	difficult	to	find	concepts	in	the	climate	change	rhetoric	with	a	religious	
scope	or	with	metaphors	borrowed	 from	the	religious	use	of	 language.	Hulme	
mentions	such	concepts	as	“carbon	sins”	and	“penances”	which	are	implemented,	
among	other	things,	by	acquiring	emission	allowances	from	the	personal	“guilt”	
that	is	linked	to	flying,	or	from	the	“conversion”	to	a	low-carbon	life	style	(Hulme	
2009a:173–174).	

It	is	of	no	surprise	to	detect	a	religious	notion	in	the	use	of	language.	A	religion	
often	expresses	a	personal	feeling	and	scope	related	to	one’s	way	of	life;	moreover,	
it	would	be	rather	surprising,	if	there	was	not	any	use	of	religious	metaphors	in	
the	context	of	other	matters	 that	we	consider	to	be	 important,	 like	the	combat	
against	climate	change.	More	likely,	the	question	is	why	a	religious	attitude	is	so	
strongly	present	that	it	is	repeatedly	mentioned.	Why	is	climate	change	so	often	
talked	about	as	a	new	religion?	Why	does	one	natural	phenomenon	have	such	an	
important	role	in	our	culture	that	it	is	paralleled	by	a	religion-related	sentiment:	
piety,	repentance,	devoutness	and	proclaiming	pathos	–	often	also	moralism?	For	
example,	the	London	School	of	Economics	professor,	Gwyn	Prins,	has	spoken	of	
climate	puritanism	and	climate	orthodoxy	in	his	presentations,	when	describing	
the	atmosphere	around	the	climate	change	discussion.

The	previous	chapter	gave	an	answer	to	this	question	–	it	could	concern	a	fear,	
which	is	being	controlled	through	a	religious	sentiment.	It	could	also	concern	power:	
a	religious	approach	offers	a	short-cut	to	the	human	mind	–	a	human	being	is	a	
religious	creature.

What	kind	of	religiousness	can	we	then	speak	of?	If	we	look	at	climate	preaching	
from	the	point	of	view	of	the	Christian	High	Church	vs.	Low	Church	dichotomy,	
the	answer	is	clear.	It	can	be	seen	as	a	form	of	Low	Church	Evangelicalism	i.e.	neo-
Pietism	or	puritanism,	a	religious	movement	emphasising	individual	piousness	and	
repentance.	Just	like	Pietism,	the	repentance	sermon	aims	at	personal	conversion	

120	 http://www.johnkay.com/2007/01/09/green-lobby-must-be-treated-as-a-religion
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and endeavour, the environmental movement puts a lot of emphasis on the 
individual’s	choices	and	personal	 lifestyle.	Large-scale	technical	solution	models	
do not arouse their interest.

A	 similar	 observation	has	 been	made	by	 a	 professor	 of	 economics,	Robert	
H.	 Nelson	 (2010),	 who	 has	 analyzed	 the	 normative	 basis	 of	 both	 economics	
and	 environmentalism.	 In	 the	 philosophical	 background	 among	 American	
environmentalists	 he	 recognises	 elements	 of	 classical	Calvinist	worldview	and	
thinking,	as	Max	Weber	originally	described	it.	According	to	Nelson,	the	enthusiastic	
reception	for	environmentalism	in	the	United	States	 is	partially	explainable	by	
the	original	Puritan	heritage	of	 the	nation	and	the	continuing	strong	hold	of	a	
Puritan	 mentality	 on	 American	 thinking	 even	 today.	 On	 the	 American	 soil,	
Puritanism	was	the	local	version	of	European	Calvinism.		In	the	argumentation	of	
the	environmentalist,	classical	Christianity	has	been	replaced	by	a	kind	of	secular	
religious	thinking	both	in	America	and	in	Europe:	”Despite many assertions to the 
contrary, the fact that Europe has become more secular does not necessarily mean 
that it has become less religious; it may simply mean that the form of religion has 
been changing significantly.”	(Nelson	2012:	428)

The	scope	of	 the	religious	environmental	concept	can	also	be	scrutinised	 in	
a	positive	light.	Thomas	Dunlap,	an	environmental	historian,	adopted	a	positive	
attitude	in	his	work	Faith in Nature:	Environmentalism	as	a	religious	quest	(Dunlap	
2004),	according	to	which	environmentalism	can	be	regarded	as	a	growing	religious	
tradition,	since	it	expresses	so	many	of	the	same	features	that	the	more	established	
religious	traditions	include.	

It	 is	not	very	surprising	to	notice	that	 the	most	religious	communities	have	
spoken	out	towards	saving	the	planet.	It	is	not	a	foreign	idea	for	any	religion	that	
the	created	world	is	a	gift	that	should	be	protected.	During	his	visit	to	the	Vatican	
the	former	British	Foreign	Minister,	David	Miliband,	already	stated	that	climate	
change	is	not	just	an	environmental	or	economic	issue,	but	also	a	moral	and	ethical	
question,	and	it	equally	concerns	religious	communities,	politicians	and	enterprises.	
This	is	why	he	demanded	“ecological	conversion”121. 

Instead,	it	is	perhaps,	to	some	extent,	a	little	surprising	that	the	churches	have	
so	uncritically	associated	the	general	concern	over	the	climate	with	one	political	
solution	model.	For	example,	several	Christian	churches	have	spoken	out	strongly	
for	 the	Kyoto	Protocol.	They	have	done	the	same	in	favour	of	a	climate	 law	or	
the	regulation	of	emission	allowances	in	emissions	trading,	i.e.	backloading.	The	
intentions	have	surely	been	very	sincere	but	a	statement	on	just	one	specific	measure,	
the	Kyoto	Protocol,	 is	really	a	political	message	itself	and	would	require	certain	

121	 http://www.qct.org.au/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=126%3Aethical-dimensions-
climate-change&Itemid=107
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knowledge	concerning	the	consequences	of	the	agreement,	with	all	the	good	and	
bad	sides.	Quite	clearly,	the	churches	did	not	have	that	knowledge,	only	a	good	will	
and	genuine	conviction	in	the	direction	where	we	should	head.	At	the	same	time	
when	it	is	justified	for	churches	and	religious	communities	to	speak	out	for	the	good	
and	worthy	targets	of	the	climate	and	environmental	protection,	they	should	only	
comment	with	great	consideration	on	the	climate-political	measures.

The	Evangelical	 Lutheran	Church	of	 Finland’s	 pronounced	 involvement	 in	
climate	questions	during	 the	beginning	of	 the	first	decade	of	 the	21st	 century	
was	somewhat	surprising;	the	church	did	not	seem	to	recognise	how	rigorous	a	
political	line	it	has	chosen,	even	though	it	probably	only	believed	to	speak	out	for	
the	environment.	A	church	that	traditionally	shuns	fundamentalism	in	its	different	
forms	seemed	to	be	blind	to	recognise	fundamentalism	and	climate	puritanism	
as	soon	as	it	took	a	stand	outside	its	field	of	expertise122. Plenty of fundamentalist 
elements	can	be	observed	in	the	environment	and	climate	discussions.

This	is	illustrated	well	in	the	discussions	of	the	peak	years	of	the	climate	hype:	
the	discussion	was	heavily	marked	by	strict	orthodoxy	and	restraining	oneself	to	
certain	means	–	by	condemning	others.123

In	 his	 interview,	 the	 founder	 of	 Greenpeace	 who	 then	 resigned	 from	 the	
organisation,	Canadian	Patrick	Moore,	has	named	precisely	fundamentalism	as	the	
reason	for	his	withdrawal.	He	described	the	so-called	Round	Table	meetings	with	
the	government	an	efficient	method	to	achieve	results.	“The Round Table method 
was important in the whole of Canada in the 1990s, and we reached many good 
and sustainable environmental solutions using it”.

“Compare this to Greenpeace’s ‘No compromise for Mother Earth’ campaign. 
A hard line, fundamentalism, which inevitably leads to the question concerning 
the movement’s perception of the human being. Are humans only destroyers? 
Doesn’t the human deserve a place on Earth? In the end, many activists do not 
care about human beings.”124

Also	Moore	saw	religious-fundamentalist	elements	in	the	climate	discourse:	”For 
instance Al Gore, who recently compared ‘deniers’ to racists. It’s a dirty thing to say! 
Climate issue nowadays is as close to religion as possible!”	(Karlsson	2011:31–39)

122	 I	described	the	atmosphere	of	climate-orthodoxy	during	a	climate	change	discussion	of	the	2009	Finnish	
Church	Days:	”The non-conformists are demonised, the threats are exaggerated. After the means to combat 
climate change were chosen and sanctified, it has been hard to criticise without being questioned even in 
terms of motives: that one has never been in ‘true faith’ anyway! The one’s who speak correctly will be 
rewarded, doing the ‘right thing’ does not matter.”

123	 Adaptation	and	nuclear	power	are	examples	of	forbidden	means
124	 Patrick	 Moore’s	 interview	 was	 published	 in	 the	 Katternö	 magazine	 http://www.katterno.fi/assets/

Publikationer/Kattern32011FIlres.pdf
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6 WICKED AND OTHER PROBLEMS

Climate change is considered a problem, but what type of problem is it? 
This chapter as a whole presents different types of problems and problem-
solving dichotomies. All of these are applied to the problem of climate 
change, focusing particularly on Horst Rittel’s division of problems 
into tame and wicked problems. All the discussed problem dichotomies 
demonstrate the same: climate change is about an exceptionally complex 
web of problems, which creates problems, if it is dealt with as a one-
dimensional, clearly definable or marketable problem. The excessively 
simple problem definition can be considered the reason for the failure 
of the Kyoto Protocol.  Because of global developments more and more 
problems that politicians face are multidimensional and hard to define. 

6.1  PROBLEM AND PROBLEM SOLUTION DICHOTOMIES

My	thesis	sets	the	focus	on	climate	change	first	of	all	as	an	example	of	a	difficult	
and	complex	tangle	of	problems	and	presents	the	criteria	of	the	wicked	problems,	
developed	by	Horst	Rittel,	which	have	often	been	applied	to	climate	change	over	
the	past	years.	Rittel	created	the	classification	of	problems	into	tame	and	wicked	
ones.	I	will	deal	with	them	more	thoroughly	later	in	this	chapter.	

In	addition	to	Rittel’s	classification,	Mingers	and	Rosenhead	(2001:4–6)	have	
also	classified	a	number	of	other	known	problem	solution	dichotomies.	All	these	
classifications	present	a	certain	problem	type	that	is	well	suited	for	describing	the	
problem	of	climate	change:

6.1.1 WICKED VERSUS TAME PROBLEMS

According	to	Rittel	 (1973),	a	 tame	problem	is	a	one-dimensional	phrasing	of	a	
question	 that	can	be	defined	 in	a	 form	on	which	 the	parties	concerned	can	be	
united	and	which	can	be	analysed	and	which	does	not	change	whilst	being	analysed.	
Instead,	a	wicked	problem	is	a	complex	and	ambiguous	phenomenon	or	a	tangle	
whose	explanation	model	may	vary	and	whose	solution	may	depend	on	the	selected	
explanation	model.	Therefore,	the	solutions	cannot	merely	be	right	or	wrong,	only	
good	or	bad.	An	estimation	of	 the	solutions	should	first	of	all	be	made	by	 the	
concerned	parties,	not	by	any	external	analysts.	(Rittel	&	Webber,	1973).	I	will	deal	
with	this	classification	in	more	detail	in	Chapter	6.2.	
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6.1.2 MESSES VERSUS PROBLEMS

According	to	Ackoff	(1978),	messes	are	tangles	of	problems	that	consist	of	a	complete	
dynamic	system	and	of	inter-affective	changeable	problems	within	this	dynamic	
system.	Problems,	on	the	other	hand,	are	abstractions	which	can	be	distinguished	
from	the	messes	through	an	analysis:	what	atoms	are	for	a	table	and	chair	are	
exactly	what	problems	are	for	messes.	Individual	problems	can	be	solved	but	 if	
they	are	components	of	a	mess,	the	solutions	cannot	be	linked	together	since	the	
solutions	are	in	interaction	with	each	other.	Problems	can	be	solved,	messes	must	
be	lead.	(Ackoff,	1978:	93,	1981).	

In	Ackoff’s	classification,	climate	change	can	arguably	be	seen	as	a	mess,	since	
its	attempted	problem	solutions	interact	strongly	with	each	other	and	create	more	
problems.	

6.1.3 MORASSES VERSUS UPLANDS: RELEVANCE OR THOROUGHNESS

Schön	(1995)	uses	a	juicy	metaphor	to	describe	a	situation	in	which	the	analysis	
can	be	done	under	messy	wicked	circumstances:	in	wet	lowlands,	i.e.	the	morass,	
the	unclear	and	disconcerting	problems	flee	any	technical	solution.	In	uplands,	the	
problem	solution	is	made	in	a	controlled	way	through	a	research-based	theory	and	
technology.	The	irony	of	the	situation	is	that	the	uplands’	problems	are	relatively	
meaningless	 to	 individuals	 and	 also	 for	 the	 society	 in	 general	 although	 their	
technical	relevance	and	thoroughness	may	be	significant.	The	relevant	problems	that	
concern	people	the	most	lie	in	the	wet	morass.	The	actor	may	choose	between	the	
thoroughness	and	relevance.	Will	the	actor	remain	in	the	uplands	where	it	is	possible	
to	solve	less	important	problems	through	all	the	exactness	and	methodicalness,	or	
should	the	actor	come	down	to	the	morass	of	unmethodical	analyses	where	the	
important	problems	lie?	

Schön	says	that	almost	all	scientists	have	to	face	the	difficulty	of	choices	between	
the	thoroughness	and	relevance.	Those	who	go	to	the	morass	will	tangle	themselves	
voluntarily	with	 disconcerting	 but	 essentially	 relevant	 situations.	When	 these	
persons	are	asked	to	describe	their	research	method,	they	will	talk	of	experience,	
trial	and	error,	intuition	and	trying	to	cope.	It	may	be	far	from	that	scientific	ideal	
and	research	model	which	is	provided	by	academic	training.	

In	the	background	of	the	dilemma,	Schön	recognises	a	certain	epistemology	
that	 is	 integrated	 in	modern	 research	 universities	 and,	 as	 its	 counterbalance,	
an	 observation	 which	 we	 make	 about	 the	 world:	 the	 growing	 resonance	 of	
undefined	 zones.	 These	 are	 linked	 to	 such	 an	 uncertainty,	 complexity	 and	
uniqueness	of	 the	activity,	which	does	not	fit	 in	epistemological	categories	and	
technical	 rationalism,	 and	 therefore	 challenges	 the	 rational	 ideal	 of	 science.	 
(Schön	1995:	27–28).
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As	the	analysis	of	wicked	problems	shows,	climate	change	can	verifiably	be	
regarded	as	a	relevant	problem	that	is	being	studied	under	the	uncertain	and	complex	
circumstances of a morass. 

6.1.4 PRACTICAL VERSUS TECHNICAL PROBLEMS

Ravetz	(1971)	divides	problems	into	technical	and	practical	ones.	With	the	technical	
problems,	the	starting	points	of	the	research	show	a	clearly	specified	realisation	for	
what	the	experts	seek	a	solution	using	the	best	possible	means.	Ravetz	defines	the	
practical	problems	as	problems	whose	solutions	are	linked	with	human	efforts	at	
such	issues	as	people’s	welfare	and	health	or	environmental	matters.	The	practical	
problem	 includes	 general	 prepositions	 referring	 to	 the	 goal,	which	 cannot	 be	
solved	by	only	using	technical	or	analytical	expertise.	The	expertise	must	be	 in	
interaction	with	the	commentaries	coming	from	different	parties.	As	an	example	
of	 the	 technical	problem	definition	Ravetz	mentions	 the	GDP,	 the	growing	 life	
expectancy	or	 technical	or	political	means	aiming	to	reduce	certain	pollutants.	
Modern	societies	have	been	characterised	as	trials	to	reduce	practical	problems	
in	groups	of	certain	technical	problems	which	are	then	being	solved	by	competent	
experts.	(Strand	2002).	The	belief	in	this	reduction	leads	towards	an	underestimation	
of	the	uncertainty	and	complexity.	According	to	Strand,	it	is	incorrect	to	assume	
that	a	technical	solution	to	a	problem	will	automatically	help	to	solve	the	original	
practical	problem.	By	ignoring	this	aspect,	an	increase	in	the	amount	of	irrelevant	
and	unnecessary	information	will	be	triggered.

Climate	change	verifiably	belongs	to	the	category	of	practical	problems,	as	the	
nature	of	this	problem,	to	say	nothing	of	 its	solution,	cannot	be	clearly	defined.	
This	does	not	mean	that	there	would	not	be	any	examples	of	several	technological	
solution	attempts	available.	

6.1.5 PEOPLE AROUND THE PROBLEM: UNITARY, PLURALIST OR COERCIVE  
 STATES

Flood	&	Jackson	(1991)	regarded	the	problem	solution	as	being	a	separating	factor	for	
people	and	their	political	and	cultural	climate.	By	analysing	the	interactive	relation	
between	different	groups	of	people,	we	can	distinguish	three	types	of	states:	unitary,	
pluralist, coercive. 

In a unitary state, people 
 - share common interests. 
 - have	very	compatible	values	and	beliefs.	
 - largely	agree	with	each	other	on	targets	and	means.	
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 - participate	in	the	decision-making.
 - act	in	unison	to	achieve	the	set	targets.	

In a pluralistic state, people 
 - share	basic	common	interests.	
 - have	somewhat	different	values	from	each	other.
 - will	not	necessarily	be	of	one	mind	about	means	and	targets,	but	are	able	

to make compromises. 
 - participate	in	the	decision-making.
 - act	in	unison	to	achieve	the	set	targets.	

In a coercive state, people 
 - do	not	share	common	interests	with	each	other.	
 - have	values	and	beliefs	that	are	very	likely	to	collide.	
 - will	not	be	able	to	agree	on	means	and	targets,	and	a	real	compromise	is	
not	possible.	

 - are	divided	and	some	will	force	the	others	to	accept	the	decisions.	
 - are	incapable	of	achieving	targets	in	unison.
(Flood	&	Jackson	1991:34–5)

According	 to	 the	 aforementioned	 categorisation,	 traditional	 politics	 are	
presented	as	usually	being	practised	in	a	pluralistic	state,	which	enables	the	making	
of	compromises.	Climate	policy	is	more	likely	to	be	coercive:	different	participants	
cannot	even	agree	on	the	basic	cause	of	the	problem.	Ergo,	how	could	they	ever	find	
working	solutions	together?	Phenomena	similar	to	climate	change	can	be	considered	
to	be	pushing	people	towards	the	coercive	state,	as	the	other	party	is	none	other	
than	 the	environment	which	makes	no	compromises,	but	has	 to	be	 taken	 into	
consideration	as	an	influential	 factor.	In	addition	to	this,	 it	 forces	the	parties	to	
take	positions	in	which	their	interests	will	collide.	

6.1.6 PROBLEM SOLUTION – SOLVED, RESOLVED OR DISSOLVED

Ackoff	(1978)	presents	a	categorisation	of	problems	into	solved, resolved and 
dissolved	problems:	

A	problem	is	solved,	when	after	the	optimisation	the	decision-maker	selects	
those	values	of	certain	variables,	which	maximise	the	result.	If	the	decision-maker	
chooses	such	values,	which	will	not	maximise	the	result	but	are	sufficiently	good	
enough,	he	or	she	has	complied	with	the	problem	or	has	resolved	it.	The	third	
alternative is to dissolve	the	problem:	this	will	happen	by	changing	the	values	so	
that	the	provided	alternatives	are	no	longer	essential.	For	example,	the	difficulty	
in	choosing	a	new	car	can	be	solved	by	a	decision	to	prefer	public	transportation.	
(Ackoff	1978:13)
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Ackoff	also	warns	of	a	situation,	in	which	the	problem	solution	may	be	missed,	
i.e.	 the	problem	may	remain	unsolved:	only	a	part	of	solved	problems	remain	
solved.	A	change	in	the	circumstances	may	also	cause	a	problem	that	has	already	
been	solved	to	return	anew.	Since	the	solutions	may	create	new	problems,	a	problem	
solution	system	also	requires	the	ability	to	recognise	problems	in	advance	rather	
than	just	an	ability	to	retain	or	control	solutions.	(Ackoff	1978:189–190).

Climate	change	is	a	multidimensional	problem	that	is	difficult	to	define	and	most	
probably	cannot	be	solved	using	Ackoff’s	way.	At	most,	it	could	be	only	resolved,	
in	which	case	the	final	result	 is	good	enough,	 i.e.	 tolerable.	Preparation	for	and	
adaptation	in	climate	change	could	partly	be	regarded	as	a	resolution,	but	to	some	
extent	also	as	a	dissolution,	in	so	far	as	the	adaptation	activities	refer	to	completely	
new	type	of	circumstances	or	lifestyle	choices.	

6.1.7 PROBLEM SOLUTION: HOLISTIC OR REDUCTIONIST

Nadler	 and	 Chandon	 (2004)	 have	 created	 a	 comparison	 between	 holistic	
and	 reductionist	 ways	 of	 solving	 problems.	 The	 holistic	 approach	 involves	
anthropocentrism	and	taking	the	context	into	consideration	whereas	the	reductionist	
approach	emphasises	facts	and	limits	the	context	to	the	problem	itself.	The	authors	
applied	this	segregation	to	medical	problems	and	outlined	the	differences	between	
the	Eastern	and	Western	medicine.	

Different	 solutions	 of	 climate	 change	 can	 be	 reviewed	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 this	
division.	Solution	models	that	emphasise	a	change	in	the	 life	style	and	person’s	
own	possibilities	 to	have	an	influence	(such	as	a	personal	carbon	footprint,	 the	
ideology	of	degrowth	and	downshifting)	present	a	holistic	approach	whereas	the	
reductionist	 approach	 focuses	on	 the	 technological	 solutions	 to	 reduce	 carbon	
dioxide	(the	storage	and	capture	of	carbon	dioxide	and	atmospheric	carbon	catch	
among	other	things).	

6.2  BACKGROUND OF THE WICKED PROBLEM

As	the	aforementioned	division	shows,	climate	change	can	be	 interpreted	from	
several	different	viewpoints	of	the	problem	classification.	I	focus	on	Rittel’s	model	
on	account	of	its	elaborateness	and	diversity.	

The	post-normal	science	is	often	elucidated	through	the	problems	on	which	it	
focuses	and	which	are	characterised	by	the	term	“wicked”.	This	concept	is	launched	
by	the	design	theorist,	Horst	Rittel	(1973),	who	together	with	his	colleague	Melvin	
Webber	described	the	category	of	public	decision-making	in	which	the	rational	and	
optimal	solution	is	difficult	to	achieve.	“Wicked”	problems	have	no	clear	design	and	
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they	can	be	regarded	as	symptoms	of	other	unsolved	problems.	The	solutions	are	
hard	to	be	recognised	due	to	the	system’s	varied	interactive	relations.	The	solution	of	
an	individual	problem	can	also	worsen	the	situation	or	create	a	whole	new	problem	
which	requires	quite	a	new	type	of	solution.	It	is	a	question	of	a	tangle	of	problems	
formed	through	complex	feedback	and	interdependences,	a	sort	of	Rubik’s	Cube	
which	is	nowadays	present	in	more	and	more	fields	of	the	technological	society.	

Rittel	presented	ten	criteria	for	wicked	problems:
1.	 The	problem	has	no	clear	definition;	in	other	words,	it	is	difficult	to	define.
2.	 The	problem	has	no	clear	ending.	
3.	 The	solutions	to	the	problem	are	not	clearly	right	or	wrong;	they	are	rather 

	 better	or	worse.
4.	 The	solution	of	the	problem	has	no	immediate	or	final	test.	
5.	 Each	solution	 is	a	one-shot	solution,	as	 there	 is	no	possibility	 to	 learn	 

	 fromthe	previous	errors	and	every	attempt	to	resolve	the	problem	has	 
	 a	strong	effect.

6.	 The	wicked	problems	have	no	clear	 list	of	possible	solution	alternatives 
	 and	no	clear	description	of	the	means	which	can	be	implemented.	

7.	 Each	wicked	problem	is	essentially	unique.	
8.	 Each	wicked	problem	can	be	regarded	as	a	symptom	of	somebody	else’s 

	 problem.	
9.	 A	wicked	problem	can	be	presented	in	many	different	ways.	The	choice	of	 

	 the	explanation	model	determines	the	character	of	the	solution.	
10.	 The	designer	has	no	right	to	err.	

Rittel	and	Weber	developed	their	concept	 in	view	of	social	problems.	Rittel,	
a	professor	in	community	planning,	compared	relatively	easy	social	problems	of	
the	beginning	of	the	20th	century	with	the	challenges	at	the	end	of	that	century	
and	noticed	that	when	different	values	came	into	conflict	the	problems	became	
qualitatively	different,	partly	due	to	the	increasing	heterogenisation	of	the	society	
(Rayner	2006).	

The	concept	of	the	wicked	problem	was	first	applied	by	Peters	&	Tripp	(1976)	
when	they	described	the	problems	of	information	technology	and	programming.	
After	that,	software	design	has	often	been	presented	as	a	very	typical	example	of	a	
wicked	problem:	computer	software	consists	of	tangles	and	when	tried	to	be	solved	
in	one	place,	these	tangles	create	a	new	problem	somewhere	else.

6.3  WICKEDNESS OF CLIMATE CHANGE

A	problem	which	requires	a	change	in	the	way	of	thinking	or	in	the	life	style	of	a	
large	group	of	people	in	order	to	be	solved	is	probably	a	wicked	problem.	This	is	
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a	frequently	used	definition	for	a	wicked	problem	and	is	also	fitting	for	describing	
climate	change.	Therefore,	several	researchers	have	interpreted	climate	change	as	a	
good	example	of	a	wicked	problem	(Lazarus	2009:1159–1160).	According	to	Hulme	
(2009a),	climate	change	is	characterised	by	uncertainty;	changing	or	badly	defined	
needs,	preferences	and	values;	a	vague	understanding	of	means,	consequences	
or	cumulative	effects;	a	varying	 involvement	to	which	varied	supporters	devote	
themselves	often	in	very	different	ways	according	to	their	resources.	Like	a	wicked	
problem,	climate	change	does	not	have	any	kind	of	final	criterion,	a	culmination	
point,	after	which	the	problem	could	be	declared	to	have	been	conquered.	

Rittel	and	Weber	named	tame	problems	as	an	antipode	to	wicked	problems.	
These	tame	problems	might	also	be	complicated	but	 they	have	a	goal	which	 is	
relatively	easy	to	define	and	achieve	and	are	therefore	potentially	solvable.	Hulme	
mentions	the	thinning	of	the	atmospheric	ozone	layer,	which	had	been	attempted	
to	be	solved	by	the	Montreal	Protocol,	as	an	example	of	this	kind	of	tame	problem.	

According	to	Hulme,	the	worrying	aspect	in	the	problem	of	climate	change	is	
that	the	wicked	character	of	this	problem	is	not	generally	acknowledged.	This	has	
led	to	 implementation	of	an	 inadequate	and	poorly	 functioning	global	solution	
models.	These	models	are	often	contradictory	with	each	other	and	override	each	
other’s	effects	or	shift	the	actual	problem	elsewhere.	With	this	Hulme	clearly	refers	
to	those	solution	models	that	were	applied	within	the	UN	Framework	Convention	
on	Climate	Change	and	the	Kyoto	approach.	They	are	intrinsically	controversial	by	
trivialising	the	nature	of	the	problem,	the	wicked	character	of	the	problem,	and	by	
overrating	the	ability	of	states	and	governments	to	tame	the	problem.	According	
to	Hulme,	the	forged	solution	model	also	raises	a	question	which	has	no	answer:	
“What	is	the	ultimate	performance	metric	for	the	human	species,	what	is	it	that	
we	are	seeking	to	optimise?	Is	it	to	restabilise	climate,	to	stabilise	population	or	
to	minimise	our	ecological	footprint?	Is	it	to	increase	life	expectancy,	to	maximise	
GDP,	to	make	poverty	history	or	to	increase	the	sum	of	global	happiness?	Or	is	
the	ultimate	performance	metric	for	humanity	simply	survival?”	(Hulme,	2009a:	
336–337)	

Like	Hulme,	Rayner	(2006)	describes	the	indefinableness	concerning	both	the	
problem	and	solution	of	climate	change.	He	refers	to	the	Rio	Conference	where	
the	aim	was	set	on	the	stabilisation	of	the	atmospheric	greenhouse	gases	content	
at	 the	 level	 that	“prevents	 the	dangerous	human-induced	effect	on	the	climate	
system”.	Already	the	starting	point	shows	the	typical	deconceptualisation	of	a	wicked	
problem:	there	is	no	definition	for	“dangerous	effect”.	There	is	no	special	scientific	
reason	why	the	duplication	of	the	amount	of	carbon	dioxide	(2	x	CO2)	was	selected	
as	the	criterion;	the	idea	comes	from	Svante	Arrhenius	in	1896:	in	his	article	“On	
the	Influence	of	Carbonic	Acid	in	the	Air	Upon	the	Temperature	of	the	Ground”	he	
randomly	chose	the	duplication	scenario	to	which	climate	science	later	adhered	to.	
According	to	Rayner,	neither	is	there	any	special	reason	for	the	stories	about	the	
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atmospheric	gas	content	at	450–650	ppm125.	More	likely,	the	underlying	reason	is	
that	round	numbers	are	more	suitable	for	the	political	parlance,	since	these	are	easy	
to	sell	to	a	larger	audience.	Likewise,	politicians	and	scientists	like	to	talk	about	a	
“tipping	point”	after	which	catastrophic	development	will	get	off	the	ground	and	
where	there	will	be	no	return.	Kerry	Emanuel,	a	climate	scientist	at	MIT,	stated	
that	he	does	not	believe	in	the	existence	of	this	kind	of	magic	 limit	“but	even	if	
there	were	such	a	thing,	we	would	collectively	have	no	idea	what	this	number	is.”	
(Pielke	2010:12)	

According	to	Rayner,	the	conception	of	climate	change	is	quite	largely	based	
on	the	management	of	the	ozone	layer	which,	after	an	arduous	diplomatic	process,	
finally	climaxed	with	the	Montreal	Protocol.	The	general	thought	was	that	the	model	
was	also	suitable	for	being	copied	in	order	to	solve	the	climate	problem	and	the	fact	
that	the	analogy	was	extremely	unsuitable	was	completely	overlooked.	The	core	of	
the	ozone	problem	was	that	a	small	amount	of	artificially	generated	gases	were	set	
under	control	and	that	these	gases	were	produced	by	a	limited	number	of	factories	
in	the	industrialised	countries	and	that	when	the	agreement	was	being	drafted	some	
alternatives	for	these	gases	were	already	known.	Instead,	carbon	dioxide	is	a	part	
of	everybody’s	daily	life,	it	is	a	global	gas	existing	everywhere,	as	well	as	a	sign	of	
life,	which	cannot	be	clamped	down	by	merely	closing	down	a	couple	of	factories.	
(Rayner	2006:3).	

Rayner	also	analyses	the	Kyoto	Protocol	division	of	countries	into	those	in	Annex	
B,	which	the	reductions	targets	concern;	and	the	developing	countries,	which	have	
no	emission	restrictions,	including	China	and	India.	During	the	1990s,	this	led	in	
the	discourse	to	a	division	into	survival	and	luxury	emissions126	when	classifying	
the	emissions	without	taking	into	consideration	that,	for	instance,	the	emissions	
generated	by	the	Indian	middle	class	were	higher	than	the	average.	According	to	
Rayner,	 the	use	of	states	as	a	unit	of	measurement	will	altogether	 lead	matters	
astray.	(Rayner	2006:4).

The	conception	of	the	wicked	problem	has	also	been	studied	by	Auld	et al.	(2007)	
in	their	estimation	of	climate	change	 in	relation	to	other	global	environmental	
problems.	According	to	their	study,	global	environmental	problems	include	at	least	
four	special	features	which	make	the	problems	hard	to	solve:	they	are	complex	by	
ensuing	from	several	different	 factors	and	interdependences	 in	both	social	and	

125	 Ever	since,	there	have	also	been	real	campaigns	for	350	ppm.	Just	prior	to	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference,	
the	environmental	activist	Bill	McKibben	founded	an	organisation	called	350.org	which	demanded	the	rejection	
of	450	ppm	as	a	number	that	was	too	high	and	ambitious.	This	target	was	supported	by	the	IPCC’s	Chairman,	
Rajendra	Pachauri,	and	by	NASA’s	James	Hansen.

126	 Agarwal	and	Narain,	whose	pamphlet	“Global	Warming	in	an	Unequal	World”,	published	in	1991,	aroused	
a	great	deal	of	attention,	were	behind	the	conceptions	of	 “survival”	and	“luxury”	emissions.	According	 to	
them,	carbon	dioxide	emission	units	had,	depending	on	their	background,	a	different	moral	weight-age	and	
level	of	blame.
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natural environment. For this reason the attempted solutions may cause unintended 
and	harmful	effects.	The	environmental	problems	are	often	blurred	by	scientific	
uncertainty	for	both	their	reasons	and	consequences.	In	addition	to	this,	the	effects	
are	often	cumulative;	therefore	an	efficient	dealing	with	the	problems	may	require	
decisive	interventions	before	the	most	serious	consequences	have	even	come	out.	

According	to	them,	the	typical	features	of	a	wicked	problem	are	all	present	in	
climate	change,	one	after	the	other:	

1. There is no exact formulation for the wicked problem
According	to	Rittel	and	Weber,	 the	wicked	problem	cannot	be	defined	without	
referring	 to	 its	solution.	Naming	human-induced	climate	change	as	a	problem	
requires	the	recognition	of	the	causes	of	the	problem.	Is	the	usage	of	fossil	fuels	one	
of	these	causes?	Or	is	the	reason	their	inefficient	usage,	or	is	the	usage	more	efficient	
but	just	happens	more	often?	If	so,	what	is	the	reason?	The	growing	population?	
Increasing	prosperity	and	materialism?

2. A wicked problem has no ending point 
Another	feature	of	a	wicked	problem	is	the	 lack	of	an	obvious	solution.	Even	if	
human-induced	 climate	 change	 were	 to	 be	 stopped	 today,	 the	 consequences	
concerning	the	temperatures	and	sea	level	would	continue.	Climate	change	as	a	
problem	is	dynamic,	and	unlike	mathematical	problems,	wicked	problems	will	never	
be	completely	solved.	Besides	winners,	each	solution	level	can	additionally	create	
losers	whose	situation	will	worsen	even	more.	At	the	end,	those	who	solved	the	
wicked	problem	will	have	to	notice	that	the	solution	is	not	perfect,	but	at	most	it	
is	merely	good	enough.	Additionally,	nobody	is	even	able	to	define	the	moment	or	
point	when	the	problem	would	have	been	solved.	

3. Solutions to wicked problems are never true or untrue, only good 
or bad 
The	aim	is	not	just	to	find	the	truth,	but	an	optimal	solution	that	will	be	estimated	in	
the	light	of	various	value-bound	interests.	The	target	is	to	find	a	level	for	emissions	
with	which	one	is	able	to	live	tolerably.	The	authors	refer	to	Nicholas	Stern’s	report	
(Stern	2006)	according	 to	which	 rapid	measures	 for	 restricting	emissions	will	
become	significantly	cheaper	than	the	amounts	required	to	compensating	for	the	
damages	caused	by	climate	change.	They	note	that	the	report	has	aroused	critical	
discussion	on	whether	the	report’s	conclusions	are	reliable:	is	the	value	of	future	
damages	overrated	or	is	the	price	of	required	actions	underrated.	In	this	respect,	
the	discussion	also	reminds	us	that	the	solutions	cannot	merely	be	estimated	as	a	
positive	truth	but	are	ensued	from	beliefs	and	values,	like	how	leading	the	human	
role	on	our	planet	should	actually	be.	
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4. The solution of a wicked problem has neither an instant nor a final 
test. 
The	attempted	solutions	lead	to	other	consequential	effects	which	cannot	be	tested	
or	discovered	beforehand.	An	example	is	served	by	Ken	Caldeira’s	research	according	
to	which	albedo	changes,	changes	in	the	reflective	power	of	the	Earth’s	surface,	have	
a	significant	impact.	To	change	a	lighter	soil	that	has	been	in	agricultural	use	into	
a	darker	forest	–	a	measure	which	as	such	has	positive	effects	from	the	point	of	
view	of	carbon	sequestration	–	may	lead	towards	an	increased	absorption	of	heat	
radiation	which	nullifies	the	benefits	of	forestation	(Caldeira	et al.	2006).	In	this	
respect,	the	wicked	problems	challenge	the	grounds	of	certain	attempted	scientific	
solutions	as	solutions	for	the	human-induced	problems.	They	test	the	boundaries	
of	our	abilities	to	control	and	understand	complex	interdependent	relations	in	the	
world,	where	one	solution	to	a	problem	may	be	the	cause	of	another	problem.	

5. Each solution to a wicked problem is a “one-shot” measure; since 
there is no possibility to learn from the mistake, each attempt has  
a crucial meaning. 
Solutions	to	wicked	problems,	in	contrast	to	tame	ones,	are	not	easy	to	cancel.	This	
becomes	concrete	 in	the	combat	against	climate	change	since	the	budget-based	
strategy	is	chosen	without	knowing	whether	these	measures	are	also	too	late	or	
wrong	chosen.

Biofuels	or	renewable	energy	have	both	been	advertised	as	being	the	solution	
to	climate	change,	and	both	of	them	are	connected	to	elements	which	may,	in	fact,	
accelerate	climate	change	in	the	way	revealed	in	Chapter	7	and	8.	

6. Wicked problems have neither a clear catalogue of possible solution 
options nor a clear description of the means, which can be implemented. 
Like	the	definition	of	the	climate	problem,	its	solution	models	are	also	controversial.	
No	single	solution	will	be	sufficient	enough	to	keep	the	emissions	under	control.	
There	is	no	single	smart	weapon	for	reducing	emissions	as	the	solution	consists	
of	several	concurrent	measures	and	each	one	of	them	requires	some	value-bound	
thinking:	should	the	reduction	policy	also	concern	consumption?	Is	the	unlimited	
economic	 growth	 an	 accelerator	 for	 the	 problem,	must	 the	 curbing	measures	
challenge	the	ideology	of	growth?	

7. Each wicked problem is essentially unique. 
Whereas	the	mathematical	problems	appear	as	similar	kinds	of	series	the	wicked	
problems	vary	significantly.	Climate	change	is	not	only	a	problem	that	cannot	be	
compared	with	other	problems	as	it	varies	both	at	the	state-level	and	the	ecosystem	
level.	It	affects	numerous	species	but	 in	different	ways.	Therefore	the	measures	
require	local-level	tailoring.	
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8. Each wicked problem can be regarded as a symptom of another 
problem. 
Climate	change	can	be	regarded	as	a	result	of	the	population	growth,	economic	
growth,	values,	change	in	institutions,	dynamics	of	power	or	other	factors	increasing	
the	amount	of	greenhouse	gases.	Should	the	measures	be	focused	at	this	kind	of	
upper	level	of	climate	change	or	should	the	decision-makers	focus	on	renewable,	
energy-efficiency	and	other	focused	lower-level	solution	models?

9. A wicked problem can be presented in many different ways. The choice 
of the explanation model determines the character of the solution. 
The	analysis	and	solutions	to	the	wicked	problem	are	largely	defined	by	people’s	
world	view.	An	institutionalist	aims	to	establish	or	correct	institutions,	a	constructivist	
would	propose	a	change	 in	values	or	a	 reform	 in	social	 learning.	Likewise,	we	
can	choose	political	measures	either	with	wide	or	narrow	range.	A	deep	ecologist	
demands	an	instant	stop	for	greenhouse	gas	emissions	and	a	neoclassical	economist	
might	come	to	the	conclusion	that	 it	 is	more	economical	 to	concentrate	on	the	
symptoms than the causes. 

10. The designer has no right to err. 
Whereas	Rittel	 and	Weber	 connected	 the	wicked	problem	with	 the	designer’s	
responsibility,	we	could	use	the	term	“decision-maker”	when	talking	about	climate	
change:	there	is	no	right	to	err.	When	the	hypothesis	of	a	researcher	is	proven	to	
be	wrong	–	and	this	is	an	essential	part	of	the	scientific	progress	–	no	equivalent	
immunity	is	granted	to	the	decision-maker	who	tries	to	solve	the	problem.	Designers	
and	decision-makers127	are	responsible	for	the	consequences	that	ensue	from	their	
actions. 

6.3.1 CLIMATE CHANGE AS A SUPER WICKED PROBLEM

In	reference	to	Rittel	and	Weber,	Auld	et al.	(2007),	as	well	as	Lazarus	(2009)	name	
climate	change	as	a	super	wicked	problem,	which	creates	an	even	bigger	problem	
of	decision-making	for	the	society	than	ever	before.	The	decisions	have	to	be	made	
under	circumstances	where	contingency,	uncertainty	and	long	intervals	characterise	
the	prevailing	conditions.	Auld	et al.	call	this	approach	applied	forward	reasoning.	
The	question	 is:	how	could	small	changes	now	create	a	sustainable	path	which	
would	 lead	 in	the	 long	run	towards	winning	or,	at	 least,	minimising	the	future	
consequences	of	climate	change.	

127	 I	do	not	specifically	refer	to	politicians	here.
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Auld et al.	and	Lazarus	name	three	factors	which	make	climate	change	a	super	
wicked	problem	and	thus	differentiate	it	from	other	wicked	problems:

Time is running out 
Several	wicked	problems	can	be	placed	anew	onto	the	agenda	after	a	failed	solution,	
as	happened	when	the	US’s	healthcare	reform	was	challenged.	According	to	Auld	et 
al.,	super	wicked	problems	do	not	have	this	‘luxury’;	they	are	too	acute	by	their	nature	
and	the	nature	itself	sets	a	deadline	for	the	decision-making.	It	is	not	possible	to	
make	compromises	since	the	nature	cannot	be	persuaded	to	become	a	compromising	
partner. Auld et al.	refer	to	a	number	of	research	studies	which	presuppose	that	
the	climax	of	emissions	will	 focus	on	the	time	range	of	2010-2020	and,	hence	
start	steeply	declining	so	that	the	warming	could	be	restricted	down	to	the	level	of	
2°C.	Lazarus	notes	that	time	is	not	without	price:	the	longer	it	takes	to	address	the	
problem,	the	harder	it	will	be	to	do	so	(Lazarus	2009:1160).	

No centred power – the lacking competence 
Those	who	make	decisions	on	climate	change	issues	may	not	necessarily	have	the	
competence	in	all	those	decisions,	which	were	needed	to	combat	climate	change.	
The	question	concerns	a	global	problem	but	there	is	not	any	global	institutional	
framework	which	would	develop,	 implement	and	maintain	 the	necessary	 laws	
(Lazarus	2009:	1160–1161).	Only	those	 international	agreements	remain	which	
are	essentially	more	indefinite	by	their	nature.	The	lack	of	a	centred	plan	is	reflected	
at	several	levels	as	the	coordination	is	not	only	needed	amongst	different	states	but	
also	for	instance	within	the	different	economic	sectors.	

Those who solve the problem have also caused it
The	fact	that	those	parties,	which	campaign	for	the	problem	solution	are	also	the	
ones,	who	caused	the	problem,	differentiates	the	problem	of	climate	change	from	
other	political	problems	for	which	a	change	is	sought.	Everybody	who	is	concerned	
about	the	problem	has	also	somehow	participated	in	the	infliction	of	the	problem	
through	their	own	everyday	actions;	even	those	who	make	energy-saving	choices	
in	their	daily	 lives.	Lazarus	(2009:1160)	mentions	the	United	States	of	America	
as	an	example;	according	to	him,	the	US	has	the	best	position	ever	to	address	the	
problem	but	has	the	least	incentives	to	do	so.

6.4 OTHER WICKED PROBLEMS

Wicked	problems	are	typically	cyclical	 in	nature,	as	described	by	Steve	Rayner	
(2006),	 a	 professor	 in	 social	 science	 and	 climate	 change,	 giving	 educational	
underachievement	as	an	example.	The	cause	is	probably	poverty,	which	again	is	
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explained	through	the	social	class.	And	the	social	class	by	 itself	 is	explained	by	
education. 

According	 to	 Rayner,	 wickedness	 seems	 to	 be	 increasing,	 in	 particular	 in	
environmental	problems.	As	examples	he	lists,	among	other	things,	climate	change,	
the	management	of	water	resources,	energy	production,	genetic	farming,	urban	
planning,	waste	management,	nuclear	waste,	municipal	waste,	marine	ecosystems,	
biodiversity	depletion	–	the	list	could	go	on	and	on	(Rayner	2006:2).	

Batie’s	 list	 (2008)	 of	 wicked	 problems	 is	 quite	 extensive128;	 she	mentions	
terrorism,	global	climate	change,	nuclear	power,	health	care,	poverty,	criminality,	
ecological	health,	pandemics,	genetically	modified	food,	water	resource	management,	
trade	liberalisation,	the	use	of	stem	cells,	biofuel	production,	nanotechnology,	gun	
control,	air	quality,	sustainable	development,	biodiversity	depletion,	environmental	
restoration,	forest	fire	management	and	animal	welfare.	Additionally,	she	also	lists	
the	classical	NIMBY	projects129	of	reengineering	the	food	supply	chain	to	address	
food	 safety	 problems,	 constructing	 or	 removing	 hydroelectric	 projects,	 or	 the	
opening	of	a	new	mineral	mine.	

Batie’s	list	is	quite	comprehensive,	even	exhausting,	but	from	a	political	point	of	
view	it	is	plausible	that	the	number	of	wicked	problems	on	our	agenda	is	increasing.	
At	the	moment,	we	are	increasingly	dealing	on	qualitative	terms	with	such	problems	
that	weren’t	there	some	70	years	ago;	still,	the	procedures	of	politics	have	remained	
very	similar.	One	reason	for	this	change	is	obvious:	as	Carl	Gustav	Jung	(1985)	
stated	already	in	1961	that	machines	and	technology	will	offer	us	more	time	and	
freedom	by	doing	the	work	for	us,	but	overall,	they	will	speed	up	our	way	of	life.	
The	speed	of	all	events	forces	us	to	take	up	an	ever-faster	working	speed.

6.5  WICKED PROBLEMS AND CLIMATE STRATEGIES

When	we	speak	of	climate	change	as	a	problem,	we	have	to	ponder,	of	course,	in	
what	way	it	is	a	problem.	As	we	know,	it	is	a	phenomenon,	which	has	always	been	
there.	At	the	moment,	the	problem	is	defined	to	be	the	human-induced	acceleration	
of the phenomenon. 

Is	it	a	cognitive	or	practical	problem?	A	cognitive	problem	so	far	as	without	the	
scientific	input,	we	would	not	know	anything	about	it,	since	climate	change	per	se	

128	 The	list	is	so	vast	that	its	effectiveness	suffers.	It	reminds	me	of	a	typical	speech	held	by	a	representative	of	
some	EU	country	concerning	the	focal	areas	at	the	beginning	of	its	presidency	period.

129	 NIMBY	=	Not	In	My	Backyard	refers	 to	an	attitude	oppositional	 to	some	project	which	 involves	a	strong	
personal	interest.	Yet	a	stricter	attitude	is	called	BANANA=	Build	Absolutely	Nothing	Anywhere	Near	Anything,	
which	means	that	absolutely	nothing	should	be	touched.
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is	not	separable	from	the	other	processes	of	nature.	A	practical	problem	so	far	as	
according	to	the	scientific	prognosis,	we	will	face	major	practical	difficulties	unless	
we	are	able	to	solve	or	at	least	mitigate	the	problem.	

About	the	wickedness	of	climate	change	we	could	ask	whether	the	problem	itself,	
the	development	trend	in	weather,	is	in	its	multidimensionality	a	wicked	tangle	or	
is	it	all	about	how	we	have	turned	the	problem	into	conclusions	and	politics	which	
create	more	and	more	problem	tangles.	Could	climate	change	be	solved	in	a	way	
which	lessens,	tames	its	wicked	problematic	character?	Most	probably	we	can	answer	
yes	to	both	questions.	The	original	problem	is	wicked,	but	as	it	is	typical	for	wicked	
problems,	the	attempted	answer	merely	creates	more	problems.

Or	is	it	a	question	of	a	number	of	different	problems	which	are	for	some	political	
or	other	reasons	lumped	together?	The	only	certain	thing	is	that	something	has	to	
be	done,	so	we	better	start	working	and	concentrate	on	relevant	sectors.

Gwyn	Prins	and	Steve	Rayner	(2007a)	say	that	the	nature	of	climate	change	as	a	
wicked	problem	explains	the	failure	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Their	criticism	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	published	in	the	Nature magazine	(2007b),	is	based	on	the	conception	
of	climate	change	as	being	an	extraordinarily	complex	problem.	The	article	was	
published	in	the	autumn	of	2007	just	before	the	Bali	Climate	Conference	and	it	
aroused	a	great	deal	of	attention	by	arguing	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	not	only	an	
inefficient	but	a	damaging	agreement	indeed.	Altogether	it	is	problematic	trying	to	
solve	a	complex	and	multileveled	problem	through	an	agreement	architecture	which	
has	been	created	for	addressing	one-dimensional	problems.	According	to	Prins	
and	Rayner	(2007b),	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	a	copy	of	agreements	which	restricted	
nuclear	weapons,	sulphur	emissions	and	freons	and	which	were	used	to	solve	tame	
problems.	Therefore	they	are	not	suitable	for	solving	a	multidimensional	wicked	
problem:	The	Kyoto	Protocol	has	become	a	politically	correct	necessity	that	has,	in	
fact,	caused	harm	by	freezing	the	dialogue	concerning	efficient	means	for	combating	
climate	change.	A	little	earlier	in	the	same	year,	the	authors	published	the	pamphlet	
“The	Wrong	Trousers”	(2007a)	which	compared	the	Kyoto	Protocol	with	the	electric	
trousers	of	Wallace,	a	well-known	animation	figure,	who	was	taken	by	his	trousers	
wherever	and	however,	causing	a	lot	of	damages.	

The	authors,	Nordhaus	and	Shellenberger	(2007)	continue	with	their	criticism	
of	the	traditional	environmentalist	and	Kyoto-type	approach	by	stating	that	climate	
change	has	been	wrongly	 interpreted	as	a	pollution	problem.	Carbon	dioxide	is	
an	invisible	and	odourless	gas,	with	effects	that	are	quite	different	than	those	of	
pollutants.	“Global	warming	is	as	different	from	smog	(…)	as	is	nuclear	war	from	
gang	violence.	 -	 -	 -	 (…)	 it	cannot	be	understood	as	a	straightforward	pollution	
problem,	but	instead	as	an	existential	one.	Its	impacts	will	be	so	enormous	that	it	
is	better	understood	as	a	problem	of	evolution,	not	pollution	(2007:8)”.	Along	the	
same	vein,	Victor	(2011)	states	that	climate	change	has	been	incorrectly	interpreted	
as	an	environmental	problem,	even	though	its	basic	causes,	as	well	as	the	key	to	its	
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solution	are	connected	to	the	structures	and	actions	of	the	energy	market	(2011.xix).	
Does	a	universal	solution	framework	exist	for	wicked	problems?	This	would	be	

a	new	doctoral	thesis	topic	in	itself.	It	appears,	however,	that	several	researchers,	
who	have	recognised	climate	change	as	a	wicked	problem,	propose	the	breaking	
up	of	the	problem	into	parts,	the	gradual	dismantling	of	this	web,	one	part	at	a	
time.	 	This	is	also	the	method	of	the	so-called	Hartwell	approach,	which	will	be	
presented	in	chapter	9.5.

6.6  WICKED PROBLEM AND THE CRISIS OF  
  DECISION-MAKING

If	the	character	of	the	problems	occupying	the	agenda	of	decision-makers	during	the	
past	decades	has	changed	significantly,	this	change	should	also	be	reflected	in	the	
way	decisions	are	made.	It	is,	however,	difficult	to	trace	such	a	change	in	politics:	
the	processes	of	political	decision-making	are	nearly	the	same	as	decades	ago	even	
though	we	are	dealing	with	very	different	issues	also	occurring	at	a	different	pace	
than	before.	It	appears,	that	politics	is	almost	systematically	late	and	legislation	is	
out-dated	when	it	enters	into	force.

Behind	this	rupture	is	an	explosive	increase	in	the	amount	of	available	data.	
Globalisation	 has	 naturally	 affected	 this	 process	 due	 to	 the	multiplication	 of	
interactions	and	information	flows.	At	the	same	time	the	value	base	has	changed	
and	the	bipolar	world	of	the	Cold	War	has	been	succeeded	by	a	much	more	confusing	
political	environment.	All	 this	has	created	a	 fruitful	ground	for	 the	 increase	 in	
wicked	problems.

In	recent	years	the	concept	“big	data”	has	been	used	to	describe	these	information	
flows.	Big	data	is	one	of	the	greatest	trends	of	our	time.	In	order	to	make	decisions	
on	meaningful	basis,	it	is	becoming	ever	harder	to	filter	the	relevant	information	
from	the	vast	amount	of	information	available.	The	challenge	is	the	recognition	of	
relevant	trends	and	patterns	and	putting	them	into	understandable	terms.	Exactly	
this	has	changed	radically.	We	have	become	paralysed	ahead	of	decision-making.

For	the	aforementioned	reasons	information	technology	is	being	subjected	to	
massive	calculations	in	which	the	repetitive	patterns	of	millions	of	transactions	are	
harnessed	for	the	support	of	decision-making.	Therefore	also	decision-making	is	an	
upcoming	trend,	and	it	is	also	the	main	responsibility	of	a	leader,	i.e.	naturally	also	
of	the	politician.	Life	in	general	requires	the	ability	to	make	decisions.	Decision-
making	concerns	every	human	being,	and	it	 is	a	bare	necessity	of	 life.	 In	turn,	
true	learning	occurs	if	a	feedback	loop	is	established	between	the	decision-making	
process and the outcome of the decision.

In	this	feedback	procedure	it	is	useful	to	ask	oneself	if	the	decision	made	was	
right	or	wrong.	Would	I	recommend	this	decision	to	my	colleague?	Would	I	make	
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it	in	the	future,	too?	Who	was	behind	the	decision?	Who	benefited	from	it?
Big	 data	 has	 led	 to	many	wrong	 conclusions.	 Closed	 and	 non-transparent	

decision-making	poses	a	significantly	higher	risk	to	come	to	wrong	conclusions.	
The	key	elements	of	democratic	decision-making	have	not	been	respected	and	
considering	past	events	and	the	 information	flow	political	decision-making	has	
become	way	too	slow.

We	have	also	 lost	 the	ability	 to	see	the	 interconnections	between	decisions.	
Within	 large	organisations	 there	are	bodies	 that	 are	attempting	 to	 resolve	 the	
same	problems	without	actually	knowing	of	each	other’s	doings.	The	European	
Commission	is	not	the	only	example	of	 this	phenomenon:	an	average	company	
may	face	the	same	problem.

Thus,	 the	next	essential	breakthrough	that	has	to	take	place	 in	the	business	
world	and	political	 life	 is	 the	reform	of	decision-making	processes	 in	order	 for	
them	to	correspond	with	the	highly	insecure	operational	environment	created	by	
big	data.	Computer	programmes	attempting	to	analyse	and	organise	data	and	thus	
improve	the	social	involvement	and	the	transparency	of	decision-making	are	being	
created	as	we	speak.

Naturally,	also	a	great	danger	lies	in	the	phenomenon.	Decision-making	risks	
being	at	the	mercy	of	the	IT	experts	needed	for	the	filtering	of	the	bulk	of	information.	
At	the	same	time	the	awareness	of	this	vast	amount	of	data	can	turn	decision-makers	
into	careful	mistake-averse	avoiders.	

The	climate	change	problem	is	essentially	a	decision-making	problem.	On	many	
occasions	appeals	have	been	made	 to	 the	decision-makers’	obligation	 to	make	
responsible	decisions	and	minimise	future	risks.	These	appeals	have	been	made	
by	both	those	demanding	climate	actions	and	by	those	criticising	them.

On	the	other	hand,	it	is	worth	mentioning	that	the	thought	of	not	having	to	regret	
anything	at	all	is	rather	ambitious	and	unrealistic.	It	is	also	possible	that	a	matter	
that	now	seems	undesirable	later	turns	out	to	be	a	stroke	of	luck.	Still,	minimising	
risks	is	an	reasonable	goal.	Naturally,	it	would	be	desirable	for	us	to	make	policies	
that	we	will	have	to	regret	as	little	as	possible	in	the	future.

Eliminating	risks	 is	a	 typically	raised	argument	 in	climate	discussions.	 It	 is	
still	worth	asking	whether	the	recognition	of	risks	has	been	conducted	or	even	
understood	correctly.	Or,	has	this	too	been	done	by	means	of	the	argumentation	
of	a	tame	–	i.e.	a	non-wicked	–	problem?	How	should	decisions	be	made	when	
insecurity	reigns?

A	fitting	example	is	given	by	Andrew	Dessler130 Professor of Atmospheric Sciences 
at	Texas	A&M	University.	He	scrutinises	the	possibility	of	the	97%	majority	of	the	

130	 The	Link	to	Dessler’s	educational	video:	https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iRAL3dWnSNg&feature=you
tu.be
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research community131	not	being	right.	In	principle,	the	three	per	cent	that	does	not	
consider	climate	change	a	severe	problem	could	also	be	right.	How	is	the	decision	
made	when	there	is	no	full	certainty	of	the	matter?

Dessler	draws	an	analogy	between	the	US	criminal	trial	system	and	the	climate	
change	debate.	Court	verdicts	are	often	given	in	circumstances	in	which	fully	certain	
evidence	is	not	available.	Thus,	in	such	a	situation	the	judiciary	can	make	two	types	
of	mistakes:	an	innocent	person	can	be	convicted	or	a	guilty	person	can	be	acquitted.	
In	this	kind	of	decision-making	process	the	worst	possible	scenario	is	an	innocent	
person	being	sent	to	prison.	Our	concept	of	justice	is	based	on	the	understanding	
that	punishing	an	innocent	person	is	a	worse	injustice	than	a	guilty	person	getting	
off	the	hook.	Society	has	made	this	moral	choice	consciously:	therefore	decision-
making	is	biased	towards	the	presumption	of	innocence	and	requires	very	strong	
evidence	of	a	crime	in	order	for	the	conviction	of	an	innocent	person	to	be	as	unlikely	
as	possible.	The	system	also	consciously	accepts	that	there	is	a	risk	of	impunity	but	
this	is	considered	a	lesser	injustice	than	convicting	the	innocent.

According	to	Dessler,	the	situation	is	quite	the	opposite	in	the	case	of	a	terror	
threat.	Strong	evidence	is	not	required.	If	there	is	a	shred	of	evidence	of	a	possible	
terror	attack	action	has	to	be	taken.	The	procedure	also	applies	to	flight	security.	
Even	 though	97%	of	 the	 technicians	 says	 that	 the	flight	 is	 safe	Dessler	would	
put	more	weight	on	 the	scepticism	of	 the	dissident	3%:	 if	a	delay	and	a	plane	
crash	are	weighed	up	against	each	other,	 the	moral	choice	 is	clear.	In	this	case	
the	 three	per	cent	minority	would	be	 listened	to	more	attentively	as	a	delay	 is	 
a	lesser	injustice.

In	the	same	vein	Dessler	proceeds	weighing	up	the	alternatives	of	the	climate	
discussion.	Do	we	have	to	be	certain	of	the	catastrophic	nature	of	climate	change	
in	order	for	us	to	take	action	against	it?	Or,	should	we	instead	think	that	if	there	is	
even	a	minor	chance	we	should	act	as	if	it	was	completely	certain?	This	pondering	
is	related	to	 the	risks	of	both	flawed	alternatives.	 If	 the	situation	has	not	been	
corrected	even	if	the	problem	is	serious,	the	risk	would	have	to	do	with	the	irreversible	
effects	of	climate	change.	Alternatively,	if	counter-actions	had	been	taken	even	if	
climate	change	did	not	turn	out	to	be	a	grave	danger,	the	risk	would	not	be	that	big	
according	to	Dessler:	in	such	a	case	we	would	mainly	have	transitioned	to	renewable	
energy	sources.	This	would	in	any	case	be	inevitable	at	some	point	in	the	future,	as	
it	would	have	positive	consequences	and	the	decision	could	be	reverted	if	need	be.	
For	this	reason	Dessler	deduces	that	the	97%	majority	of	the	climate	discussants	
should	be	listened	to	and	there	is	no	reason	to	wait	for	the	silencing	of	3%	group	
of critical researchers.

131	 Dessler	presumably	refers	to	Cook	et al.	(2013)	according	to	which	97%	of	the	scientific	literature	endorses	
anthropogenic	climate	change.
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Dessler’s	 logic	 is	not	flawed	but	his	premises	 requires	critical	 scrutiny.	The	
experiences	I	have	had	as	an	EU	 legislator	show	that	 the	risk	assessments	are	
inadequate.	The	consequences	of	climate	actions	have	clearly	been	underrated	
and	it	 is	not	only	a	question	of	an	early	transitioning	towards	renewable	energy	
sources.	In	Europe	the	actions	have	been	considerably	more	far-reaching,	and	the	
consequences	have	been	vast	and	the	costs	high.	As	has	been	pointed	out	in	Chapter	
8,	a	badly	timed	transition	towards	renewable	energy	can	become	environmentally	
unsustainable	and	it	can	increase	emissions	and	air	quality	problems.	Therefore,	
even	though	the	argumentation	may	convince	the	larger	public,	it	is	not	able	to	map	
out	the	true	risks	of	climate	actions.	Also	driving	the	economy	in	a	downward	spiral	
can	be	seen	as	an	irrevocable	action	with	vast	and	far-reaching	consequences.	In	
other	words,	Dessler	has	understood	both	the	problem	and	its	solutions	as	tame	
rather	than	as	wicked.

He	is	right	in	terms	of	the	uselessness	of	waiting	for	a	consensus	among	the	
scientific	community	before	 taking	action.	Such	a	consensus	 is	unlikely	on	the	
whole	–	a	total	consensus	and	a	stable	equilibrium	do	not	belong	to	the	nature	of	
progressive	science.	(Pielke	2010;	Prins	&	Caine	2013).

The	minimisation	of	risks	and	the	worst	alternatives	called	for	by	Dessler	is	thus	
essential.	But	it	has	to	be	based	on	a	realistic	understanding	of	the	risks.	In	the	
following	chapter	the	most	important	EU	decisions	will	be	evaluated	in	this	regard.

6.7  CLIMATE SOLUTIONS IN TERMS OF DECISION  
  EFFECTIVENESS

The	effectiveness	and	quality	of	decision-making	can	be	evaluated	from	two	angles,	
i.e.	by	evaluating	the	quality	of	the	decision	and	the	quality	of	the	outcome:

DECISION QUALITY	=	The	process	leading	up	to	the	decision-making	moment.	

OUTCOME QUALITY	=	The	effectiveness	and	consequences	of	the	decision.

Decision quality	 involves	the	questions	how	the	decision	was	made,	whether	
there	was	an	appropriate	process,	was	it	based	on	high-quality	and	up-to-date	data	
etc.	Based	on	these	criteria	decision-making	can	be	evaluated	before	the	outcome	
is	known.

Outcome	quality	deals	with	the	questions	around	intentional	and	unintentional	
consequences,	the	time	spent	and	costs	that	were	generated.	A	good	decision	is	
not	excellent	 if	 it	requires	the	 investment	of	a	disproportionate	amount	of	 time	
and resources.
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For	learning	purposes	some	key	questions	follow:	Would	you	recommend	this	
decision	to	a	colleague	in	a	similar	situation?	What	are	the	lessons	learned	as	soon	
as	the	effectiveness	of	the	decision	starts	to	be	evident,	and	how	does	the	decision	
appear	today?	Why	did	the	decision	fail,	based	on	the	present-day	knowledge	we	
have?	How	were	the	possible	opponents	silenced?	It	is	also	good	to	ponder,	based	
on	our	current	knowledge,	what	should	have	been	done	differently	and	what	could	
have	been	the	alternative	scenario.

Based	on	the	aforementioned	I	will	go	through	the	most	important	decisions	of	
EU	climate	policy,	which	were	made	in	the	March	2007	summit	meeting,	i.e.	the	
so-called	triple	20	decision.	In	addition	to	these,	I	will	present	the	decision	that	
preceded	them,	i.e.	the	first	Emissions	Trading	Directive.	The	legislation	in	question	
is	presented	in	more	detail	in	Chapter	8;	in	the	present	chapter	I	am	only	looking	
at	the	decisions	from	a	usefulness	and	decision-making	point	of	view.

For	the	purpose	of	decision-making	it	is	key	to	understand	the	original	goal	or	
idea,	the	decision	based	on	it	and	who	advocated	it,	who	supported	it	and	who	was	
against	it,	as	well	as	the	consequences	and	unintended	consequences.	This	implies	
acknowledging	the	beneficiaries	and	losers	of	the	decision	and	the	corrections	made	
based	on	it.	 I	would	 like	to	emphasise	that	 these	assessments	are	my	own	and	
subjective,	but	they	will	hopefully	open	up	discussions	on	what	climate	decisions	
have	led	to	and	what	we	can	learn	from	it.

The Directive establishing a scheme for greenhouse gas emission 
allowance trading (Emissions Trading Directive, 2003/87/EC)

Commission	proposal	given	in	October	2001,	passed	in	October	2003

Purpose:	Realising	the	community	greenhouse	gas	emission	trading	system	for	
the	reduction	of	greenhouse	emissions.	Scope:	energy	production,	oil	refineries,	
and	most	of	the	energy-intensive	production	industries.

Supporters:	EU	electricity	producers,	the	Greens,	environmental	organisations

Opponents:	The	EU’s	energy-intensive	industries

Outcome of the decision:	Emissions	trading	commenced	in	accordance	with	
the	Directive	in	2005,	the	emissions	of	the	participating	industries	were	reduced	
between	2005	and	2007	in	line	with	the	target	by	ca	100	million	CO2	tn.	The	free	
allocation	of	emission	allowances	to	industries	was	based	on	historical	decisions.
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Consequences of the decision:
 - The	emission	allowance	prices	varied	largely	(c.a.	0,1–32	€/CO2	tn)	
because	of	the	system’s	novelty	and	structure.	This	led	to	the	pressure	to	
cheat on the electricity market.

 - The	electricity	price	on	Europe’s	wholesale	electricity	market	went	up	by	
10	€/MWh	on	average	as	a	consequence	of	emissions	trading.

 - Electricity	producers	reaped	immense	profits	because	of	the	Windfall	
phenomenon,	and	the	energy-intensive	industries	paid	the	bill.	Windfall	
made	nuclear	energy	and	(suurvesivoima)	very	profitable.

 - The	threat	of	‘carbon	leakage’	came	about	when	non-EU	energy	
producers	were	given	a	competitive	advantage:	cutting	emissions	became	
transferring	emissions.

 - Tying	the	system	with	CDM	credits	was	taken	advantage	of	in	China.
 - Cheating	with	the	VAT	of	emission	allowances	came	to	daylight.	
 - Selling	hot	air	and	a	distortion	of	competition:	when	emission	allowances	
were	distributed	from	national	quotas,	the	producers	from	different	
countries	received	allowances	based	on	what	was	offered.	As	the	national	
delivery	criteria	were	often	based	on	historical	emissions,	the	largest	
emitters	received	the	most	emission	allowances.

 - Companies’	administrative	costs	rose	because	of	the	emission	allowance	
reporting	system.

Major beneficiaries:	All	 electricity	 producers,	 nuclear	 and	hydraulic	 power	
owners,	 non-EU	 energy-intensive	 industries,	 which	were	 given	 a	 competitive	
advantage	as	the	costs	of	their	EU	competitors	went	up.	Emission	allowance	traders	
and	the	emission	allowance	staggers.

Major losers:		Energy-intensive	industries	within	the	EU.	Households	and	the	
service	sectors	who	also	paid	the	costs	of	the	surged	energy	costs.	An	income	transfer	
from	customers	to	producers	came	about.

Corrective actions:	The	rules	for	the	allocation	of	the	emission	allowances	were	
later	revisited	in	multiple	ways.	The	biggest	reason	for	the	volatility	of	EUA	prices	was	
that	the	delivery	of	emission	allowances	only	concerned	he	years	2005–2007	and	
the	allowances	could	not	be	transferred.	This	allowed	for	speculations.	The	mistake	
was	corrected.	The	carbon	leakage	problem	was	remedied	by	creating	a	carbon	
leakage	list:	the	sectors	threatened	by	the	phenomenon	were	defined.	A	plan	for	the	
reform	of	emissions	trading	was	made,	e.g.	the	change	in	the	allocation	criteria	of	
emission	allowances	from	the	earlier	historical	emissions	to	a	benchmarking	system	
and	the	auctioning	as	well	as	withdrawal	of	the	national	targets.	Some	started	to	
make	plans	for	an	anti-nuclear	energy	Windfall	tax.
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Directive amending the Emissions Trading Directive to ‘improve 
and extend’ the greenhouse gas emission allowance trading scheme 
(2009/29/EC) 

Commission	proposal	given	in	January	2008,	passed	in	December	2008.

Purpose:	Reforming,	 improving	and	expanding	the	greenhouse	gas	emissions	
trading	scheme	of	 the	Community	 in	order	 to	reduce	greenhouse	emissions	to	
correspond	with	 the	 tightening	2020	reduction	goal	 for	 the	years	2013–2020.	
Scope:	energy	production,	oil	refineries	and	most	of	the	energy-intensive	production	
industries.

Supporters:	Electricity	producers,	environmental	organisations,	the	Greens

Opponents:	The	EU’s	energy-intensive	industries.	Some	of	the	environmentalists	
opposed	the	directive	at	this	stage	suspecting	its	effectiveness	as	a	control	mechanism	
especially	because	of	the	competitive	advantage	given	to	nuclear	power.

Outcome of the decision:	Emissions	trading	transitioned	to	a	new	system	in	
which,	instead	of	national	emission	ceilings	an	EU	emission	ceiling	was	set.	The	
key	 logic	became	auctioning,	and	a	gradual	 transitioning	towards	 it	 took	place	
replacing	the	free	allocation	of	emission	allowances.	Electricity	producers	no	longer	
received	free	allowances	from	2013	onwards	and	the	basis	for	the	industry’s	free	
allocations	became	benchmarking	 (BAT),	not	historical	emissions.	The	carbon	
leakage	sectors	were	defined	and	they	were	given	more	free	allowances	than	to	
other	sectors.	Emissions	trading	was	extended	to	cover	new	sectors.	5%	of	 the	
overall	allocations	was	set	aside	for	newcomers	and	in	addition	300	million	emission	
allowances	were	allocated	to	CCS	programmes	through	the	NER	300	programme.

Consequences of the decision:	The	benchmarking	of	the	free	allocation	was	a	
decisively	important	change	for	the	entire	system.	It	allowed	for	the	most	efficient	
actors	to	receive	the	most	in	accordance	with	their	need	and	the	emitter	was	not	
rewarded.	The	windfall	of	thermal	power	disappeared.	On	the	one	hand,	the	real	
carbon	leakage	vis-à-vis	the	competitors	was	only	about	to	start,	as	no	significant	
free	allocations	existed	any	longer.	On	the	other	hand,	the	overall	control	was	slacked	
because	of	the	economic	stagnation	and	the	renewable	energy	subsidies,	and	the	
significance	of	the	system	as	a	whole	declined.	Against	the	expectations	electricity	
prices	went	down	due	to	the	recession	(i.e.	declined	demand)	and	abundant	renewable	
energy	investments	(i.e.	increased	supply).	The	price	of	emission	allowances	sank	to	
a	historical	low.	An	oversupply	of	emission	allowances	came	into	existence.	Cheap	
coal	power	increased	because	emissions	trading	did	not	send	a	price	signal.
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Major beneficiaries:	Third-country	competitors.	In	the	short	term	coal	plants	
and	energy-intensive	industries.

Major losers:	Once	again	energy-intensive	industries:	even	though	the	sectors	
suffering	from	carbon	 leakage	received	emission	allowances	 free	of	charge	and	
wholesale	electricity	was	cheap,	competitors	outside	the	EU	still	had	smaller	costs.	
Also	electricity	consumers	and	producers	lost.	The	actors	that	had	benefited	from	
windfall	profit	did	not	benefit	anymore;	emission	allowances	were	no	longer	free	
for	 energy	 companies,	 and	 low	 emission	 allowance	 prices	 did	 not	 reward	 the	
investments.

Corrective actions:	Backloading,	i.e.	the	plans	of	lifting	the	emission	allowance	
prices	by	temporarily	withdrawing	emission	allowances	from	the	market.

 

Directive on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources 
(Renewable Energy Directive, 2009/28/EC)

Commission	decision	given	in	January	2008,	passed	in	December	2008.

Purpose:	The	promotion	of	renewable	energy	forms	in	line	with	the	EU’s	2020	
targets.	The	Directive	assigned	national	obligations	to	lift	the	share	of	renewable	
energy	in	such	a	way	that	the	EU’s	common	share	of	renewable	energy	would	reach	
20%	of	all	energy	use.	The	target	varied	country	by	country	from	Malta’s	10%	to	
Sweden’s	49%.

Supporters:	The	companies	engaged	in	renewable	energy	business.	Environmental	
organisations,	 the	Greens	and	everyone	supporting	tight	and	ambitious	climate	
targets.

Opponents:	The	EU’s	energy-intensive	industries	anticipated	a	cost	increase	of	the	
electricity	price,	and	the	pulp	and	paper	producers	also	saw	an	increase	in	the	raw	
material	prices.	In	general,	the	overlapping	nature	of	the	legislation	was	criticised.	
Electricity	companies	were	afraid	that	renewable	energy	subsidies	would	pull	down	
the	price	of	electricity	allowances.

Outcome of the decision:	EU	Member	States	were	given	national	obligations	for	
the	promotion	of	renewable	energy	and	were	obliged	to	present	the	Commission	
with	plans	to	reach	them.	Renewable	energy	capacity	was	significantly	increased.
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Consequences of the decision:	Renewable	energy	 investment	programmes	
were	heavily	subsidised	on	national	level	by	means	of	feed-in	tariffs	and	investment	
support.	Because	of	the	abundant	subsidies	renewable	energy	investments	became	
Europe’s	most	profitable	business,	which	was	 taken	advantage	of	especially	by	
Chinese	wind	and	solar	energy	production.	This	elevated	the	electricity	prices	of	the	
consumer.	The	subsidies	disturbed	the	energy	market	and	kept	emission	allowance	
prices	 low.	An	oversupply	of	emission	allowances	was	created.	Even	though	the	
electricity	prices	went	up	for	the	consumer,	they	were	too	low	for	the	investor,	and	
investing	was	unprofitable	without	the	renewable	energy	subsidies.	Most	of	 the	
energy	investment	programmes	targeted	renewable	energy	as	anything	else	was	
risky.	The	controversy	around	the	investments	into	wind	energy	accelerated.	The	
increase	in	renewable	energy	created	a	need	for	balancing	power	and	generated	a	
demand	for	coal	power	as	a	reserve	energy	source.	The	topic	of	a	separate	capacity	
market	 entered	 the	 discussion	 in	 order	 to	 make	 reserve	 energy	 investments	
profitable.	Energy	prices	fluctuated	radically	as	the	use	of	wind	energy	increased.

Major beneficiaries:	 The	 actors	 investing	 into	 renewable	 energy.	 Non-EU	
competitors.

Major losers:	Energy-intensive	industries:	electricity	prices	increased	their	costs.

Corrective actions:	As	a	consequence	of	 the	critique	concerning	overlapping	
legislation	the	Commission	proposed	renouncing	the	binding	national	renewable	
energy	targets	in	January	2014	and	instead	to	only	preserve	the	EU-level	target.	The	
goal	was	to	give	more	space	to	emissions	trading	and	to	reduce	excessive	subsidies	
for	renewables,	which	disturbed	the	electricity	market.

 

The Energy Efficiency Directive (2012/27/EU)

Commission	proposal	given	in	June	2011,	passed	in	November	2012.

Purpose:	 The	 Directive	 obliges	 the	 EU	 to	 adopt	 national	 energy	 efficiency	
programmes	in	order	to	comply	with	the	set	2020	targets.	The	Directive	covers	
energy	production	and	consumption	in	both	the	public	and	private	sectors.

Supporters:	 All	 environmental	 organisations	 and	 the	Greens,	 but	 especially	
the	energy	efficiency	-related	service	providers	and	all	those	benefiting	from	the	
additional	obligations	to	isolate,	acquire	new	products,	order	energy	audits,	measure,	
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conduct	major	overhauls,	etc.:	part	of	the	construction	sector,	consultants,	sellers	
of	measuring	devices	etc.

Opponents:	The	energy	sector	opposed	a	setting	in	which	it	is	obliged	by	law	to	
act	on	behalf	of	the	consumer.	Many	municipalities	opposed	it	in	addition	to	the	
countries	 that	had	already	gone	far	 in	applying	voluntary	measures.	Industries	
wanted	to	ensure	that	the	Directive	was	only	limited	to	public	authorities	and	energy	
companies.	The	industries	were	terrified	by	the	thought	of	the	use	of	energy	ceilings,	
which	would	possibly	prevent	factory	investments	in	small	countries.

Outcome of the decision:	Energy	companies	were	obliged	to	find	savings	of	
1,5%	of	 their	clients’	annual	energy	consumption.	 	The	percentage	 is	calculated	
from	the	annual	sales	of	the	energy	companies.	The	obligation	does	not	concern	
transport	fuels.	Some	flexibility	is	allowed	by,	for	instance,	by	the	increase	in	the	
efficiency	of	energy	transfers.

Consequences of the decision:	As	a	consequence	of	the	recession	the	decisions	
are	likely	to	be	minor	as	savings	are	automatically	generated.	Significant	additional	
costs	could	have	been	caused	to	especially	the	countries	that	had	already	reached	
high	energy	efficiency	through	voluntary	agreements.

Major beneficiaries:	Companies	promoting	energy	efficiency,	the	construction	
and	renovation	sector,	energy	review	consultants.

Major losers:	It	is	difficult	to	name	these	because	of	the	recession.	In	principle,	
at	 the	beginning	the	countries	 that	had	gone	 far	 in	voluntary	energy	efficiency	
measures	were	considered	the	losers.

Corrective actions:		The	Directive	was	pushed	through	by	a	short-cut	procedure,	
i.e.	 a	 first	 reading	 agreement,	 and	 it	was	 passed	 in	 a	 rush	 during	 the	Danish	
presidency.	The	result	was	an	unclear	and	incomplete	Directive,	and	its	content	
had	to	be	specified	in	Commission	working	groups.
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From	the	aforementioned	examples	we	can	discern	several	features	typical	to	wicked	
problems	as	defined	by	Rittel	(Chapter	6.3).	For	example,		a wicked problem 
has no ending point:	”each	solution	level	can	additionally	create	losers	whose	
situation	will	worsen	even	more”.	

What	is	even	more	significant	in	this	context,	however,	is	to	evaluate	the	quality	
of	the	decision	in	order	for	us	to	be	able	to	learn	from	mistakes.	Decision quality 
has	been	clearly	weakened	by	the	fact	that	significant	decisions	had	been	made	
appealing	to	a	lack	of	time	through	a	short-cut	procedure	undermining	transparent	
democratic	processes	(more	in	Chapter	8.6).	When	evaluating	outcome quality 
the	abundance	of	unintended	consequences	and	the	elements	that	contradict	the	
original	goals	directly	are	remarkable	(e.g.	the	renewable	energy	target	increases	the	
demand	of	coal	power	as	a	reserve	source,	or	the	carbon	leakage	phenomenon	in	
emissions	trading).	Measured	by	the	invested	resources	and	the	costs,	the	outcome	
is	weak.
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7 AN AUTOPSY OF THE SOLUTIONS

For many people the combat against climate change equals the Kyoto 
Protocol. This chapter takes a look at the most relevant elements and 
ideological assumptions of this most established climate protocol and 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Problems can be 
identified ranging all the way from the definition of the problem to the 
tools and the solutions of it. The climate problem has been assumed to 
be more one-dimensional than it is in reality, which has led to excessive 
simplification. The protocol has tied the leaders’ hands to climate 
puritanism and the politics of limitation. Therefore, we can speak of 
a series of failures.

It	can	easily	be	said	that	climate	change	has	been	on	the	agenda	for	twenty	years	
since	 the	 adoption	 of	 the	United	Nations	 Framework	Convention	 on	Climate	
Change	(UNFCCC).	This	time	period	gives	a	fairly	reasonable	basis	to	serve	towards	
estimating	the	effectiveness	and	success	of	the	selected	strategy.	Since	international	
climate policy has had one clear mainstream, the Kyoto Protocol and the related 
approach	to	set	emission	ceilings;	i.e.,	also	called	the	policy	of	limitation.	I	will	focus	
here	on	an	analysis	of	this	approach.	It	has	been	self-explanatory	within	public	
discussions	that	when	talking	about	the	need	or	responsibility	to	do	something	in	
respect	of	climate	change,	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	predominantly	referred	to.

7.1  THE KYOTO PROTOCOL AS AN ATTEMPT TO RESOLVE  
  THE PROBLEM

The	Kyoto	Protocol	resulted	from	a	diplomatic	process	at	the	Rio	Conference	in	
1992,	and	was	based	on	the	United	Nations	Framework	Convention	on	Climate	
Change	(UNFCCC).	In	Rio,	the	agreement	came	about	by	simply	pushing	the	most	
difficult	questions	aside:	the	agreement	concerned	solely	those	issues,	which	were	
possible	to	agree	upon.	Binding	targets	for	the	member	states	weren’t	any	option,	
but	a	general	statement	to	reduce	emissions	was	entered	in	the	Convention,	which	
however	didn’t	concern	developing	countries.	In	1995,	all	parties	reconvened	–	
First	Conference	of	the	Parties	(COP),	held	in	Berlin	under	the	chairmanship	of	
Mrs	A.	Merkel	–	and	noted	that	the	agreement	was	insufficient;	it	initiated	a	two-
year	negotiation	process,	which	climaxed	with	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	But,	as	with	the	
UNFCCC,	this	strategy	also	 followed	the	customary	model:	 the	agreement	only	
concerned	those	matters	that	could	be	agreed	upon,	while	the	more	difficult	issues	
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were	postponed	into	the	future.	In	Kyoto,	the	US	seconded	binding	targets	and	
accepted	cuts	of	-7%	compared	to	the	level	of	1970,	despite	the	fact	that	in	June	1997	
the	US	Senate	voted	the	Byrd-Hagel132	resolution	by	95	versus	zero	and	refused	any	
binding	agreement	not	involving	China	and	other	big	emitters.	This	is	why,	back	
home,	the	US	government,	Clinton	and	Gore	never	dare	to	present	the	Protocol	
for	ratification.	This	led	the	process	towards	a	situation	in	which	an	agreement	on	
issues	became	increasingly	unlikely	to	reach.

When	the	Kyoto	Protocol	finally	came	into	force	in	2005,	after	Russian	ratification	
and	the	fulfilment	of	the	required	conditions133	at	last,	diplomats	soon	noticed	two	
years	later	that	the	Protocol	was	insufficient.	A	new	process	followed	and	its	climax	
was	supposed	to	take	place	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference	in	2009:	the	idea	was	
to	find	a	replacement	to	the	agreement	that	was	coming	to	an	end	in	2012.	As	we	
now	know,	the	result	of	the	Copenhagen	Conference	was	a	total	debacle.	The	old	
strategy,	with	the	purpose	of	drawing	an	agreement	only	on	those	issues	for	which	
it	would	be	possible	to	find	a	solution	and	to	postpone	the	more	difficult	decisions	
into	the	future,	was	not	relevant	anymore.	There	were	simply	too	many	issues	which	
needed	to	be	decided	upon:	the	countries	with	various	and	divided	interests	could	
not	find	a	common	solution	to	anything.	(Victor	2011:	206–208).

Kyoto	 2,	which	was	 born	 after	 the	 conferences	 of	Durban	 and	Doha,	 only	
demonstrates	 the	weakness	of	 the	approach:	 the	package	covers	 less	 than	15%	
of	the	industrial	countries’	emissions.	Significant	parties	have	rejected	the	treaty	
framework	and	declared	it	inefficient.

The	process	of	climate	conferences	(Chapter	2)	illustrates	clearly	as	to	how	many	
of	the	negotiating	countries	understood	that	the	primary	question	was	the	sharing	
of	the	economic	burden.	Each	level-headed	country	tries	to	negotiate	the	lowest	
possible	reduction	target	for	itself	in	relation	to	the	other	countries.	This	was	also	
the	crux	of	the	matter	in	the	EU’s	internal	burden-sharing	in	respect	of	the	target	
assigned	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	

It	clearly	shows	the	problems	that	a	Kyoto-type	approach	has.	The	degree	of	
progress	is	dependent	on	how	much	the	various	parties	are	willing	to	do	within	
reasonable	limits.	This	does	not	have	much	to	do	with	the	idea	of	how	much	should	
be	done	so	that	the	climate	would	be	“saved”.	Science	is	necessary	to	provide	a	goal,	
but	a	complicated	negotiation	set-up	(all	countries,	various	country	groups	with	
their	internal	chemistry)	like	this	clearly	shows	that	freeriding	is	tempting	–	and	
the	more	tempting,	the	harder	the	others	toil.	

132	 Chuck	Hagel	was	at	the	time	of	writing	(2013)	the	US	Secretary	for	Defence.
133	 The	ratification	did	not	require	great	sacrifices	from	Russia.	The	target,	which	was	assigned	to	Russia,	was	

to	freeze	the	emissions	to	the	level	of	1990	–	the	limit	was	even	2/5	lower	due	to	the	country’s	economic	
collapse.	Helm	(2009a)	notes	that	the	reason	why	Russia	ratified	the	Kyoto	protocol,	which	thus	came	into	
force,	was	the	EU’s	trading	in	respect	of	Russia’s	membership	in	the	WTO.	The	EU	needed	this	in	order	to	
legitimate	its	own	strict	climate	policy.
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Helm	(2009a:17–19)	states	that	the	Kyoto	protocol	and	the	COP	process	did	not	
succeed	in	lowering	the	EU’s	emissions	in	any	significant	way	so	that	it	would	have	
any	impact	on	global	warming.	Even	those	modest	numbers,	which	we	now	have,	are	
more	and	more	modest	considering	that	the	Kyoto	target	didn’t	contain	provisions	
on	air	and	marine	traffic.	After	two	decades	of	climate	efforts	the	emissions	are	
increasing	at	an	accelerated	speed.	Carbon	concentration	has	increased	from	the	
pre-industrial	275	ppm	to	a	 level	of	almost	400	ppm	(Helm	2012:2).	However,	
Helm	does	give	the	Kyoto	Protocol	credit	for	one	thing:	at	its	best,	it	provides	a	
forum	for	dialogue.

The	aim	of	the	following	review	is	to	 illustrate	what	 is	so	problematic	 in	the	
Kyoto approach.

7.1.1 INCORRECT ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM

“Global warming is as different from smog (…) as is nuclear war from gang 
violence; it cannot be understood as a straightforward pollution problem, but 
instead as an existential one. Its impacts will be so enormous that it is better 
understood as a problem of evolution, not pollution”,	Nordhaus	and	Shellenberger	
(2007:8)	emphasised.	According	to	them,	the	basic	problem	in	climate	policy	is	that	
climate	change	is	interpreted	as	a	pollution	problem.	Carbon	dioxide	is	an	invisible	
and	odourless	gas,	and	its	effects	are	quite	different	than	those	of	pollutants.	Indeed	
it	is	a	gas	that	we	humans	emit	at	each	respiration.

Victor	(2011)	also	comes	to	a	conclusion	that	the	problem	is	falsely	perceived.	
According	to	him,	climate	change	should	be	interpreted	as	an	economy	and	energy-
related	problem,	not	an	environmental	one.	Therefore,	solutions	should	be	searched	
for	in	the	WTO	or	GATT	-like	forums,	rather	than	in	international	frameworks	and	
agreements	of	environmental	diplomacy.	

According	to	Prins	et al.	(2010),	getting	stuck	with	a	pollution	and	environmental	
paradigm	has	created	a	basic	type	of	framing	error.	The	solution	models	that	arise	
from	this	paradigm	have	only	handled	tame	problems;	although	they	were	somewhat	
complex	but	still	clearly	definable	and	attainable.	Instead,	climate	change	as	a	wicked	
problem	requires	a	deep	understanding	of	its	blending	into	social	systems,	of	its	
complexity	and	the	trickiness	of	its	resolution.

The	consequence	of	this	misunderstanding	is	that	climate	change	was	presented	
as	a	typical	“environment-related”	“problem”	that	is	“solvable”.	According	to	the	
writers	of	the	so-called	Hartwell	Paper134,	it	is	none	of	the	options	presented	above.

134	 In	Chapter	9	I	will	present	the	so-called	Hartwell	Paper,	which	outlines	an	alternative	to	the	Kyoto	approach:	
instead	of	the	current	carbon	dioxide-oriented	policy,	it	aims	at	broader	climate	policy	and	the	decarbonisation	
of society.
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Rather	 than	being	a	problem	 that	 should	be	solved,	 climate	change	had	 to	
be	 understood	 as	 a	 continuous	 condition	whereby	we	 should	 learn	 to	 survive	
and	which	 could	 be	 only	 solved	 partially	with	 a	 solution	 that	 is	more	 or	 less	
better.	 It	 is	 one	 part	 of	 a	 larger	 conditional	 entity	 to	 which	 the	 population,	
technology,	 prosperity-based	 differences,	 usage	 of	 resources	 etc.	 belong.	 For	
this reason, it is not an environmental	 problem	either.	 It	 is	equally	an	energy	
problem,	 economic	 problem	 or	 a	 problem	 concerning	 the	 use	 of	 land;	 it	
might	be	easier	 to	search	 for	 the	solution	of	 the	problem	through	these	paths.	 
(Prins	et al.	2010)

7.1.2 WRONG MODELS

Among	others,	Prins	&	Rayner	(2007b),	Nordhaus	&	Shellenberger	(2007)	Hulme	
(2009a),	Pielke	(2010)	and	Victor	(2011)	consider	that	the	problem	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	is	that	it	is	a	copy	of	the	Montreal	Protocol,	which	was	created	to	curb	the	
depletion	of	the	ozone	layer.	The	general	idea	at	that	time	was	that	the	model	was	
also	suited	for	copying	as	a	solution	for	the	climate	problem	–	and	nobody	noticed	
anything	amiss	in	the	scale.	According	to	Rayner,	the	Montreal	Protocol	only	set	
a	small	amount	of	artificially	generated	gases	under	control,	merely	produced	by	
a	 limited	number	of	 factories	 in	the	industrialised	countries.	He	also	noted	that	
when	the	agreement	was	being	drafted,	it	was	already	known	that	there	were	some	
alternatives	available	to	do	away	with	these	gases.	However,	it	is	not	possible	to	
curb	carbon	dioxide	by	just	closing	down	a	couple	of	factories.	(Rayner	2006:3).	

Prins	and	Rayner	(2007b)	also	mentioned	the	agreements	that	restrict	sulphur	
emissions	and	nuclear	weapons	as	being	wrong	models.	All	in	all,	all	three	of	these	
models	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	were	problematic,	in	particular,	because	they	were	
used	for	solving	one-dimensional	tame	problems	and	a	similar	kind	of	model	is	
not	suitable	for	tackling	a	multi-dimensional	wicked	problem.

Hulme	 (2009a:291–293)	 states	 that	 the	 selection	 of	 an	 unsuitable	model	
was	no	wonder.	The	Montreal	Protocol	was	a	success	story	whereby	substances	
depleting	the	ozone	layer	could	be	restricted	by	over	90%	between	1986	and	2004;	
and	the	situation	of	the	ozone	layer	began	to	stabilise.	However,	 the	superficial	
similarity	of	these	problems	–	i.e.	 they	both	concerned	gases	 intruding	into	the	
atmosphere,	causing	decades-long	effects	–	was	 left	secondary	alongside	more	
relevant	differences:	carbon	dioxide	has	to	do	with	all	human	activity,	whereas	
the	substances	thinning	the	ozone	layer	are	the	by-product	of	a	number	of	gases.	
The	 former	cannot	be	 replaced	with	anything,	while	 the	 latter	 can	substituted	 
for easily.
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7.1.3 WRONG PERCEPTION OF THE SITUATION

According	 to	 the	authors	of	 the	Hartwell	Paper,	Prins	et al.	 (2010),	 the	entire	
approach	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	which	aims	to	set	ceilings	 is	unrealistic,	since	it	
completely	ignores	the	consideration	of	how	many	countries	still	have	no	access	
to	reasonably	priced	energy.	So,	the	Kyoto	Protocol	aims	to	cut	down	on	emissions	
without	realistically	taking	into	consideration	how	much	emissions	will	justifiably	
increase. 

One	and	a	half	billion	people	live	without	electricity.	Mitigation	policies	always	
seem	to	forget	this	huge	group	of	people	and	it	simply	cannot	be	acceptable	that	
they	remain	literally	in	the	dark.	The	scenario	of	the	IEA,	which	is	450	ppm	until	
2030,	does	not	take	into	consideration	these	people	whose	needs	must	be	met	and,	
therefore,	it	represents	the	policy	fault.	The	price	of	electricity	must	be	decreased	
so	that	people	would	be	able	to	get	the	electricity	that	they	need.	Now,	however,	
the	opposite	trend	is	much	more	likely	(Prins	et al.,	2010).	

7.1.4 WRONG UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS

If	the	key	policy	hypotheses	are	wrong,	it	is	no	wonder	that	climate	policy	will	end	
up	in	a	lose-lose	situation,	says	Pielke	(2010)	and	names	three	incorrect	underlying	
hypotheses	of	climate	policy	which	are	usually	mentioned	without	having	to	justify	
them.

1.	 We	are	lacking	in	political	will.	
2.	 We	have	to	exchange	the	economy	for	the	environment.
3.	 We	already	have	all	the	technology	that	we	need.	

The	lack	of	political	will	is	a	typical	explanation	as	to	why	the	climate	measures	
have	been	so	 inefficient.	On	the	same	grounds,	a	 famous	quotation	of	Al	Gore	
encourages	 changing	 the	political	 decision-makers:	 “We have everything that 
we need except political will; but political will is a renewable resource” Pielke 
2010:36).	Pielke	considers	this	argument	to	be	amiss:	 if	“political	will”	has	any	
practical	meaning,	 it	simply	cannot	be	based	on	a	conclusion	that	since	certain	
climate	measures	have	failed,	 the	reason	must	be	the	 lack	of	political	will.	This	
phrase	rolls	back	the	necessary	self-criticism.	And	what	if	the	fault	lies	in	political	
actions	which	just	aren’t	efficient	enough?

Does	it	mean	that	there	is	a	 lack	of	political	will?	Pielke	refers	to	certain	US	
research	results	according	to	which	the	public	concern	about	climate	change	has	
remained	remarkably	steady	regardless	of	the	fluctuation	of	the	media	attention,	
economic	changes	or	changes	in	political	power.	He	notes	that	political	will	has	
been	significant	enough	for	the	political	measures.	The	question	merely	concerns	for	
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what	kinds	of	measures.	In	his	opinion,	the	climate	advocates	have	failed	to	create	
any	efficient	policy.	There	is	no	need	any	more	to	convince	people	about	climate	
change	being	a	threat	and	there	is	no	need	to	get	people	to	think	in	the	same	way,	
they	would	rather	have	to	act	in	the	same	way,	to	head	towards	the	same	direction	
(Pielke	2010:36–45).	

And	should	the	economy	and	environment	be	seen	as	each	other’s	alternatives	
in	order	to	save	the	environment?	Can	we	expect	more	good	things	from	nature	if	
we	have	less	economy?	Like	Nordhaus	and	Shellenberger,	Pielke	also	questions	this	
basic	hypothesis	of	the	environmental	movement.	The	idea	that	the	environment	
and	economy	are	incompatible	has	deep	historical	roots.	It	is	also	integrated	into	
the	emission	forecasts	of	the	IPCC	as	an	underlying	hypothesis.	According	to	Pielke,	
it	is	not	necessary	to	think	along	these	lines.	In	fact,	one	almost	just	has	to	think	
the	other	way	round	if	we	want	to	carry	out	the	efficient	decarbonisation	of	the	
global	economy.	

Naturally,	the	economic	recession	reduces	emissions	so	that	superficially	seen	
the	argument	concerning	the	incompatibility	could	be	given	some	support.	Kevin	
Anderson,	the	director	of	the	Tyndall	Centre	in	the	UK,	even	suggested	that	by	the	
end	of	2009	a	premeditated	recession	or	depression	would	be	necessary	in	order	
to	reduce	emissions	–	construction	plans	should	be	frozen	until	new	technologies	
would	present	alternatives	to	fossil	fuels.	And	Rajendra	Pachauri,	the	chair	of	the	
IPCC,	suggested	that	restaurants	should	stop	serving	ice-water,	as	a	symbolic	gesture	
of	a	change	in	our	life-style	that	will	be	inevitable.

If	 economic	 growth	 and	 emission	mitigation	 were	 set	 against	 each	 other,	
according	to	Pielke,	the	winner	would	always	be	the	economy	–	that	 is	the	iron	
law	of	climate	policy.	Therefore,	it	would	be	wise	to	create	politics	in	which	there	
were	no	such	kinds	of	juxtapositional	set-ups;	on	the	contrary,	economic	growth	
should	be	set	to	serve	the	environment.	And	why	would	it	be	right	that,	for	example,	
the	people	of	developing	countries	would	be	denied	their	desire	for	prosperity?	
Hence,	politics	aiming	towards	decarbonisation	must	also	be	able	to	offer	short-
term	benefits	that	are	in	some	manner	proportional	to	the	short-term	costs.	(Pielke	
2010:	45–50).

The	third	wrong	mantra	is	that	we	would	already	have	all	the	necessary	technology	
in	order	to	reduce	emissions	and	that	we	just	have	to	start	to	exploit	the	already	
existing	resources.	Both	Al	Gore	and	Rajendra	Pachauri	have	promulgated	this	
statement	when	suggesting	that,	in	fact,	it	only	concerns	the	lack	of	political	will.	
Pielke	mentions	the	theory	of	two	scientists,	the	Pacala	&	Socolow	theory	(2004),	as	
an	example	of	stabilization	wedges	according	to	which	the	development	in	emissions	
can	be	stabilised	through	a	certain	number	of	measures.	They	presented	15	different	
emission	reduction	technologies	or,	rather,	stabilization	wedges	of	which,	according	
to	them,	only	7	were	needed:	In	other	words,	there	are	enough	measures	available	
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to	cover	the	needs	of	the	next	50	years.	According	to	some	critical	voices,	Pacala	
and	Socolow	first	set	the	hypothesis	on	the	emissions’	growth	far	too	low,	half	of	
the	real	growth.	Secondly,	they	made	the	same	hypothetical	mistake	as	the	IPCC	
in	 its	report	about	 the	continuation	of	decarbonisation.	The	research	report	of	
Pielke et al.	(2008),	which	was	published	in	the	Nature magazine135,	shows	that	
the	IPCC	has	assumed	that	the	natural	decarbonisation	of	the	economy	as	such	
will	solve	some	part	of	the	emission	problem	–	but	that	is	incorrect	as,	along	with	
India’s	and	China’s	strong	and	carbon-intensive	growth,	there	is	no	spontaneous	
decarbonisation	to	such	a	degree	as	there	was	earlier.

Pielke	also	says	that	in	his	interview	in	2008,	Pacala	did	confess	that	the	purpose	
of	the	stabilisation	wedge	research	was	purely	political.	“We	wanted	to	stop	the	Bush	
administration	from	what	we	saw	as	a	strategy	to	stall	action	on	global	warming	
by	claiming	that	we	 lacked	technology	to	tackle	 it,136”	Pacala	confessed	that	the	
research	proved	to	be	“surprisingly	effective”.	According	to	Pielke,	Pacala’s	and	
Socolow’s	paper	gained	a	short-term	win	but,	from	the	perspective	of	a	long-term	
decarbonisation	need,	it	was	very	unprofitable.	The	same	has	been	noted	by	Davis et 
al.	(2013):	the	unfortunate	consequence	of	stabilisation	wedge	research	was	making	
the	solution	look	too	easy.	The	solutions	were	partly	virtual.	We	still	do	not	have	
all	 the	required	technology,	and	pretending	that	we	do	has	taken	up	too	much	
valuable	time.	(Pielke	2010:	51–58).	According	to	Davis	et al.	(2013)	the	situation	
has	worsened	from	before,	as	lingering	around	the	matter	has	continued,	and	now	
we	may	need	even	31	wedges	according	to	the	authors.	They	name	some	of	the	
wedges	latent	or	virtual	because	they	cannot	be	clearly	indicated:	it	is	a	matter	of	
natural	decarbonisation,	which	is	taking	place	in	any	case.	

7.1.5 WRONG IDEOLOGY

7.1.5.1 Policy of restriction

“As in most environmental problems, policies that prescribe hardships – eating 
less or using fewer wood products – were unlikely to work. Technology, not castor 
oil, is how most environmental problems get solved.”	(Victor	2011:	xvii)

Nordhaus	 and	 Shellenberger,	 who	 were	 once	 active	 as	 strategists	 in	 the	
environmental	movement,	stated	that	this	movement	had	better	evaluate	its	own	
unpleasant	truths	honestly,	declare	the	traditional	green	restrictive	policy	as	a	wrong	

135	 I	mentioned	this	piece	of	news	on	decarbonisation,	published	by	the	Nature magazine,	in	my	blog	Differing	
interpretations:	what	really	happened	in	Bali.	(Annex	15.19)	

136	 http://environmentalresearchweb.org/cws/article/news/34156:	Climate	change:	the	thin	end	of	the	wedge
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answer,	realise	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	has	only	increased	emissions	and	look	for	
more	positive	means	to	free	human	creativity	when	facing	the	climate	challenge.	
The	authors,	who	have	also	been	called	post-environmentalists,	aroused	a	great	
deal	of	discussion	with	their	article	The Death of Environmentalism	(2004)	and	by	
their	book	Break Through – From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics 
of Possibility	(2007),	in	which	they	talk	with	a	critical	voice	about	the	limited	scope	
of	the	restrictive	policy	as	being	the	solution	for	environmental	problems.	They	
consider the environmental movement to emphasise the untouched nature and 
to	discriminate	human	creativity.	When	we	focus	on	just	negative	features	and	on	
what	is	wrong	in	the	current	situation,	our	perspective	is	being	limited	although	it	
should	be	desperately	widened.	

Restriction	is	intuitively	regarded	as	the	right	answer,	but	is	it	sufficient?	Actually,	
it	means	we	will	slow	down	our	pace	but	continue	in	the	same	direction.	Less	waste	
is	generated,	fewer	resources	are	exploited,	less	hazardous	substances	are	generated	
and	all	this	has	a	slower	impact	on	our	health	and	safety.	Nonetheless,	the	negative	
impact	can’t	be	denied.	

The	model	of	 frugality	and	asceticism	is	also	not	a	model	of	nature.	Nature	
itself	is	endlessly	productive,	creative	and	even	lavish	–	but,	at	the	same	time,	also	
effective	and	purposeful.

7.1.5.2  The criterion of production instead of consumption

According	to	Helm	(2009a:20–24),	the	basic	problem	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	that	
it	does	not	pay	attention	to	consumption,	 just	production.	The	emissions	of	an	
individual country cover all the production that has taken place there and therefore 
the	Protocol	would	punish	those	countries	that	have	energy-intensive	production	
even	if	that	production	would	have	been	generated	with	lowest	possible	emissions.	
Instead,	consumption	which	should	be	decisive	and	could	be	a	reasonable	method	as	
political	steering	isn’t	practically	considered	at	all.	A	country	may,	in	principle,	have	
relatively	low	production	but	a	high	consumption	level.	It	can	produce	low-emission	
commodities	(for	instance	services)	but	also	import	carbon-intensive	articles	(steel,	
aluminium,	glass	and	chemicals).	Helm	notes	that	this	is	what	practically	happened	
with	the	United	Kingdom,	as	it	moved	its	production	to	China,	India	and	to	other	
less-developed	countries.	A	country	could	achieve	its	target	set	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol	
by	transferring	its	production	somewhere	else	but	this	would	not	help	the	actual	
climate	targets,	which	should	be	global.	According	to	Helm,	we	have	to	remember	
that	the	consumer	is	a	polluter,	not	the	producer.	Helm	also	refers	to	the	problem	
of	carbon	leakage	and	to	the	competition	distortion,	which	has	been	caused	by	this	
situation. “Whilst Europe has been deindustrializing its own production, it has not 
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decarbonized its consumption. Indeed, once imports of carbon-intensive goods 
from countries like China are taken into account, the reality is that Europe’s carbon 
consumption has been going up. In Britain’s case, as we shall see, focusing on 
carbon consumption reveals the true scale of deception: whilst carbon production 
fell by 15% from 1990–2005, carbon consumption went up by 19%. Rather than 
boast of their achievements, our political leaders should hang their heads in shame.” 
(Helm	2012:7)

This	 conclusion	 is	 supported	by	a	database	 created	by	Peters	et al.	 (2011),	
which	reveals	that	the	stabilisation	of	emission	generation	in	developed	countries	
has	 occurred	 partly	 to	 the	 detriment	 of	 an	 increase	 of	 developing	 countries’	
emissions,	 as	 the	 import	of	 goods	 from	developing	 to	 industrial	 countries	has	
increased	significantly.	In	order	to	measure	the	increase	in	emissions	generated	
by	international	trade,	Peters	et al.	developed	a	global	database	concerning	CO2 
emissions,	 which	 covered	 113	 countries	 and	 57	 fields	 of	 production	 between	
1990	and	2008.	The	research	revealed	that	the	emissions	of	imported	goods	and	
services	had	augmented	between	 1990–2008	 from	4.3	Gt	CO2	 (20%	of	global	
emissions)	to	7.8	Gt	CO2	(26%	of	global	emissions).	Most	industrial	countries	have	
increased	their	consumption-based	emissions	more	than	their	regional	emissions,	
and	the	non-energy-intensive	production	also	had	a	key	role	 in	 the	 transfer	of	
emissions.	The	transfer	of	net	emissions	generated	through	international	 trade	
surged	from	0.4	Gt	CO2	to	1.6	Gt	CO2,	which	exceeds	the	emission	reductions	of	
the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Therefore,	the	increase	in	international	trade	is	a	significant	
explanation	for	the	transformation	of	emissions	from	the	points	of	view	of	both	
production	and	consumption.	Thus,	the	conclusion	of	the	research	is	that	in	the	
monitoring	of	emission	trends	attention	should	be	paid	to	transferred	emissions	
in	addition	to	regional	emissions,	in	order	to	get	the	global	increase	in	emissions	 
under control.

Saikku et al.	 (2012)	 come	 to	 the	 same	 conclusion	 in	 their	 research,	which	
compared	the	reasons	for	the	explosive	rise	in	CO2	emissions	between	1990–2010.	
According	to	the	research,	 the	documented	emission	reductions	of	Europe	can	
be	explained	by	the	shifting	trend	of	 international	trade.	For	example,	the	EU’s	
domestic	emissions	decreased	and	the	energy-intensity	of	the	economy	developed	
favourably,	but	consumption-based	emissions	went	up.	Even	though	the	carbon-
intensity	of	the	EU-27	is	lower	than	in	the	other	researched	areas	(global	emissions,	
China,	US,	India,	Russia,	Japan),	immediately	after	the	ratification	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	 consumption-based	emissions	 increased,	while	 in	general,	 emissions	
were	reduced.	The	research	states: “During 2005–2010, outsourcing of emissions 
became the strongest driver for the growth of consumption-based emissions  
in EU27.” 
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7.1.5.3  Wrong scapegoats

Focusing	on	production-based	emissions	also	reveals	the	underlying	assumption	
that	it	would	be	exactly	the	manufacturing	industries	that	are	to	blame	for	climate	
change.	They	do,	indeed,	have	a	significant	role,	but	as	a	whole,	according	to	Unger	
et al.	(2010)	these	industries	produce	globally	more	cooling	than	warming	emissions.	
Thus,	if	we	want	to	curb	climate	change	rapidly,	we	should	also	raise	the	issues	of	
road	transport-,	agriculture-,	and	energy	production	–based	emissions	along	with	
the industrial emissions.

Also	air	transport	has	often	been	highlighted	as	one	of	the	scapegoats	for	climate	
change	in	a	manner	that	does	not	reflect	the	situation	as	a	whole.	According	to	an	
IPCC	estimate,	air	traffic’s	responsibility	 for	climate	change	is	around	3.5%.	On	
the	other	hand,	air	transport	is	on	the	increase.	But	if	the	target	of	emission-free	
air	traffic	is	realised,	it	will	become	a	significant	ecological	means	of	transport	as	
it	does	not	require	significant	road	infrastructure.

7.1.6 WRONG TOOLS

Victor	(2011)	distinguishes	four	tools	that	were	particularly	mistakenly	chosen	in	the	
diplomatic	tool	kit.	He	regards	these	tools	as	having	caused	the	climate	diplomacy	
to	be	less	efficient	as	it	could	have	been.	

Universal membership:	From	the	outset,	UN	climate	talks	have	been	open	to	
all	countries	and	the	key	decisions	have	required	unanimity	in	decision-making.	This	
kind of geometry of membership	makes	the	decision-making	process	difficult,	
as	it	is	tinted	by,	first	of	all,	the	least	ambitious	members.	Any	single	member	can	
block	the	entire	agreement	by	using	its	veto	power,	and	the	whole	decision-making	
process	is	characterised	by	conformity	to	the	so-called	Underdal’s137	 law:	i.e.	the	
“law	of	the	least	ambitious	programme”.	It	ends	up	watering	down	all	agreements	
at the UN level. 

Targets and timetables:	 For	 governments	 and	NGOs,	which	have	been	
the	most	committed	ones,	 the	Holy	Grail	of	 climate	negotiations	has	been	 the	
agreement	on	emission	targets	and	timetables	In	Victor’s	opinion	to	select	them	
as	the	central	regulatory	instrument	is	a	failure	and	an	obsession	as	this	happens	
at	the	expense	of	other	instruments	that	might	work	better.	Governments	could	
settle	their	common	policy	measures,	distribute	the	respective	information	about	
them	or	agree	upon	commensurable	reduction	actions	for	which	the	related	costs	
rather	than	the	emissions	levels	would	function	as	the	meter.	

137	 The	name	comes	 from	Arild	Underdal,	 a	Norwegian,	whose	 research	aimed	at	finding	out	why,	despite	
numerous	fishing	agreements,	the	fish	population	is	systematically	decreasing.	According	to	him,	the	reason	
is	the	governments’	use	of	their	veto	rights.
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I	myself	regard	Victor’s	 idea	of	expenses’	commensurability	as	well-founded,	
since	it	would	solve	the	rather	tiresome	basic	problem	of	climate	policy,	the	distortion	
of	competition.	The	real	problem	is	not	the	increase	in	expenses,	assuming	that	the	
costs	were	divided	evenly.	But	in	case	the	climate	measures	on	the	global	market	
create	severe	competition	distortions	as	it	happens	at	the	moment,	it	is	a	great	pity	
from	the	point	of	view	of	the	environment.	Carbon	leakage	takes	place	whereupon	
emission	reductions	in	one	place	may	turn	into	an	emission	increase	somewhere	
else,	 insofar	as	the	global	demand	is	met	by	such	conditions	that	concern	lower	
expenses	but	higher	emissions.

In	my	opinion,	the	meaningfulness	of	setting	quantitative	emission	ceilings	can	
be	compared	with	the	problem	of	cancer	diseases.	In	principle,	we	could	visualise	
a	situation	in	which	the	politicians	note	that	the	cancer	death	rate	is	too	high	and	
therefore	decide	to	draft	an	international	agreement,	which	defines	that,	for	example,	
until	2030	the	number	of	cancer	deaths	should	be	decreased	by	a	certain	percentage	
and	that	all	countries	concerned	were	assigned	to	a	binding	target.	From	the	point	
of	view	of	a	politician	who	 is	after	numbers,	 this	 set-up	can	entice	 to	 look	 for	
loopholes.	Should	the	cause	of	death	perhaps	be	defined	anew	and	made	sure	that	
the	primary	cause	is	really	cancer?	Should	we	size	up	again	from	which	parts	of	
the	world	to	take	refugees,	etc.?	However,	our	common	sense	says	that	the	cancer	
numbers	will	really	and	indisputably	decrease	if	we	take	up	the	right	actions:	early	
screening,	preventive	measures,	the	right	kind	of	nourishment,	the	recognition	of	
carcinogens.	Just	like	with	climate	change,	it	could	be	much	more	effective	to	reach	
out	for	more	reasonable	political	measures:	decarbonisation,	pollution	prevention,	
combating	 poverty,	 forestation,	 energy-savings,	 clean	 energy,	 adaptation.	 The	
mere	staring	at	the	roof	gate	may	lead	towards	a	self-delusion	which	interprets	
emission	reductions	ensued	from	decreasing	economic	growth,	for	example,	as	a	real	 
achievement.138

Why	did	we	enter	the	path	of	setting	ceilings	when	there	are	many	examples	of	
international	agreements	on	environmental	issues	that	represent	another	kind	of	
approach,	such	as	investing	in	proportional	actions,	and	when,	based	on	experience,	
it	is	clearly	a	better	policy	to	regulate	the	prices	rather	than	the	amounts?	According	
to	Victor,	the	explanation	for	this	is	the	herd	instinct	which	made	governments	gallop	
after	the	Montreal	Protocol.	The	number	of	CFC	compounds	in	the	atmosphere	
destroying	the	ozone	layer	was	curbed	down	through	it	quite	efficiently,	but	nobody	
considered	the	fact	that	the	question	concerned	was	quite	different	in	its	scope:	
the	problem	with	Freon	was	limited	whereas	the	problem	with	carbon	dioxide	is	
all-embracing	and	expensive.	(Victor	2011:217–219).

138	 As	a	matter	of	fact,	this	has	happened	many	times.	Among	others,	the	father	of	the	emissions	trading	system,	
Josh	Delbeke	of	the	EU	Commission,	interprets	that	emissions	trading	has	been	successful	as	a	mechanism	
based	on	decreased	emissions,	but	he	does	not	mention	the	simultaneous	decrease	in	GDP.
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Legally binding:	Almost	all	governments	and	NGOs	have	believed	that	binding	
agreements	would	be	better	than	non-binding	agreements	and	that	bombproof	
binding	treaties	were	the	most	effective	legal	form	to	be	applied	here.	The	underlying	
assumption	has	been	that	the	governments	would	take	binding	law	more	seriously.	
As	Victor	states,	this	kind	of	reasoning	does	not	include	the	necessary	flexibility	
and	therefore	he	calls	this	approach	a	mania	(Victor	2011:xii).	The	kernel	of	the	
problem	is	that	this	approach	requires	a	change	in	the	behaviour	of	individuals	and	
companies	but	these	again	aren’t	so	easily	regulated	by	the	law	as	the	situation	would	
require.	If	mere	complying	is	scrutinised,	the	legally	binding	agreements	qualify	
better	in	the	comparison	than	the	non-binding	ones.	But,	in	respect	of	the	content	
of	the	agreements,	the	non-binding	ones	are	better:	the	non-binding	agreements	
are	more	ambitious	as	more	courage	was	shown	when	they	were	drafted,	since	
there	are	fewer	sanctions	involved.	

Lack of enforcement mechanisms:	Binding	agreements	have	been	justified	
by	the	assumption	that	they	are	easier	to	enforce.	Serious	systems	to	achieve	formal	
inter-governmental	enforcement	are,	however,	extremely	rare	in	the	international	
environmental	 legislation.	Moreover,	 they	are	based	on	uncompelled	reporting	
which	seldom	includes	qualitative	assessment,	punctuality	and	comparability.	The	
final	result	is	that	not	much	is	happening.	(Victor	2011:	208–237).

7.1.7 WRONG RECIPES

The	Kyoto	 approach	 is	 characterised	 by	 a	 focus	 on	 carbon	 dioxide	 in	 a	 way,	
which	almost	 entirely	 ignores	other	human-induced	effects	 (land	use,	 such	as	
logging,	agriculture,	urbanisation	and	the	soot	generated	by	fossil	 fuels).	This	 is	
understandable,	since	a	certain	simplification	assisted	the	political	progression	of	
the	 issue.	The	situation	has	however	now	set	off	the	 trend	of	rather	practicing	
carbon	dioxide	-based	politics	than	overall	climate	politics.	Carbon	dioxide	is	not	
a	by-product	of	industrial	production,	it	is	rather	a	basic	element	connected	with	
everything	in	our	lives	and	one	of	the	most	challenging	tasks	is	to	control	it.	

Carbon	dioxide	has	been	estimated	to	account	for	only	about	half	of	the	human-
induced	climate	forcings.	Not	only	are	these	emissions	the	most	difficult	to	control,	
but	reducing	them	will	only	provide	relief	in	the	long	run.	In	other	words,	climate	
policy	has	rather	concentrated	on	the	most	difficult	side	of	climate	change	and	not	
on the easiest one.

Focusing	 on	 carbon	 dioxide	 has	 also	 weakened	 the	 overall	 situation	 of	
environmental	protection.	Also	 in	Finland	 the	 fuel	 taxation	 reform	will	 surely	
decrease	CO2	 emissions	 but,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	will	 increase	 air	 pollution.	
Simultaneously,	hazardous	waste	 is	 increasing	significantly:	energy-saving	 light	
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bulbs	 certainly	 save	 some	 energy	 and	prevent	 emissions	 but	 they	 reintroduce	
poisonous mercury in our everyday lives. 

7.1.7.1 Mitigation versus adaptation

For	 a	 long	 time,	 environmental	 organisations	 opposed	 measures	 promoting	
adaptation	to	climate	change.	Al	Gore	was	one	of	the	most	impressive	opponents	
of	adaptation:	in	1992,	he	said	that	it	represents	“a	kind	of	laziness,	an	arrogant	
faith	in	our	ability	to	react	in	time	to	save	our	skins”.	Adaptation	was	treated “with 
the same distaste that the religious right reserves for sex education in schools.” 
(Pielke	et al.	2007).	It	was	commonplace	to	say	that	climate	change	should	not	be	
adapted	to,	but	it	should	be	prevented.	Still	in	the	middle	of	the	first	decade	of	the	
new	millennium,	adaptation	was	a	very	undesired	discussion	topic	all	the	way	until	
the	Nairobi	Conference,	when	a	discussion	properly	started	on	it	at	the	initiative	
of	the	developing	countries.

Therefore,	the	mitigation	of	emissions	and	adaptation	to	climate	change	were	
seen	for	a	long	time	as	mutually	exclusive	alternatives	in	climate	conference	culture.	
The	first	option	was	regarded	as	the	right	way	to	solve	the	climate	change	problem	
whereas	 the	 latter	was	considered	 to	be	an	undesirable	policy	 that	describes	a	
resilient	attitude.	The	Kyoto	model	viewed	adaptation	as	being	 the	price	of	an	
unsuccessful	mitigation,	an	undesirable	solution.	Adaptation	was	only	gradually	
taken	onto	the	honourable	agenda	of	the	climate	conferences	after	the	less-developed	
countries started to demand it. 

So,	it	took	a	while	to	accept	that	there	is	no	way	to	entirely	prevent	climate	change	
anymore	and	that	being	prepared	for	it	is	a	necessary	complementary	measure	of	
politics.	Both	are	needed:	the	emission	reductions,	i.e.,	mitigation,	for	the	sake	of	
future	generations,	and	the	adaption	to	the	change	for	the	sake	of	the	present	and	
future	generations.

The	over-emphasis	on	mitigation	at	 the	expense	of	adaptation	has	been	an	
error	 arising	 from	 fundamentalism	 and	 this	 error	 has	 resulted	 in	 numerous	
deaths,	especially	 in	developing	countries.	The	concrete	prevention	of	damages	
and	adaptation	to	the	change	have	been	seen	as	a	threat	towards	mitigation,	i.e.,	
reduction	policy,	and,	from	the	political	point	of	view,	it	has	significantly	slowed	
down	the	process	which	would	make	the	society	more	weather-proof139. In some 

139	 A	journalist	of	science	programmes	at	YLE,	the	Finnish	Broadcasting	Company,	told	me	an	example	of	the	
unpopularity	of	adaptation:	“I	started	to	work	in	the	science	editing	office	of	YLE	in	2007	and	should	have	
worked	on	a	programme	on	 the	adaptation	 to	climate	change.	 I	mean,	 for	climate	activists,	 it	was	really	
difficult	to	talk	about	this	whole	theme,	since	it	was	‘wrong’	and,	was,	according	to	them,	stealing	attention	
from	the	battle	against	climate	change.”



210

7 An autopsy of the solutions

sense,	all	societies	have	been	badly	prepared	for	the	climate.	Therefore,	it	is	necessary	
to	develop	 technologies,	 institutions	and	practices	 through	which	 the	risks	are	
attempted	to	be	minimised,	from	weather-proof	civil	engineering	to	early	warning	
systems.	These	are	necessary	 in	any	case,	no	matter	whether	 it	 is	a	question	of	
human-induced	or	natural	catastrophes.

According	to	Pielke	et al.	(2007)	adaptation	was	a	taboo,	whose	eruption	occurred	
for	three	main	reasons	in	particular:	 it	became	visible	that	because	of	historical	
emissions	alone	climate	change	could	not	be	prevented.	Hence,	mitigation	would	
not	be	enough.	Secondly,	the	reasons	that	do	not	pertain	to	climate	change,	 i.e.	
overpopulation	and	coastal	construction,	increase	vulnerability	to	climate	change	–	
also	here,	mitigation	does	not	provide	a	solution.	The	third	reason	was	the	demand	
for	preparedness	by	those	suffering	from	the	damages	themselves,	such	as	 the	
victims of the Katrina storm.

7.1.7.2  Emissions trading 

Emissions	trading	was	primarily	a	flexibility	mechanism	desired	by	industry.	In	
1996	at	the	Geneva	COP2,	the	United	States	set	emissions	trading	as	a	condition	
for	its	participation	in	a	legally	binding	agreement.	At	the	end,	the	USA	remained	
outside	the	agreement	but	the	mechanism	was	entered	in	the	Kyoto	protocol.

Theoretically,	the	idea	of	emissions	trading	is	ingenious.	As	a	market	mechanism,	
it	provides	time	for	companies	to	adapt	themselves	to	a	large-scale	change	in	which	
the	atmosphere	is	being	priced	in	the	same	way	as	the	building	land.	With	emissions	
trading,	emissions	can	theoretically	be	reduced	where	it	is	cheapest.	If	it	is	cheaper	
to	buy	allowances	from	those	which	have	reduced	their	emissions	rather	than	reduce	
the	emissions	oneself,	it	will	be	just	fine	as	the	point	is	that	somebody	should	make	
reductions	somewhere.

International	 emissions	 trading	was	 supposed	 to	 begin	 in	 2008,	when	 the	
commitment	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	began.	According	to	this,	the	EU	also	
initiated	its	own	internal	emissions	trading	system	in	advance	in	2005	in	order	to	
prepare	itself	for	global	emissions	trading	of	emission	allowances.	That	was	never	
accomplished;	there	are	just	a	few	local	systems	in	addition	to	the	EU	Emissions	
Trading	System.	Linking	these	systems	to	each	other	when	the	mutual	emission	
ceiling	 is	 still	 lacking	 is,	 in	 principle,	 impossible	without	 creating	 competitive	
distortions.	On	the	other	hand,	one-sided	emissions	trading	already	as	such	creates	
a	competitive	distortion	for	companies	which	are	exposed	to	global	competition.	I	
deal	with	these	problems	in	more	detail	in	section	6.2.2.	

At	the	moment,	it	looks	as	if	emissions	trading	will	not	become	a	global	system.	
As	the	following	chapter	shows,	the	primary	plan	was	for	emissions	trading	to	be	a	
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solution	for	local	pollution	problems.	In	so	far	as	it	should	serve	towards	solving	the	
volumes	of	carbon	dioxide	and	other	greenhouse	gases,	the	system	should	be	global	
otherwise	it	will	distort	the	competition.	In	which	case	the	allocation	of	emission	
allowances	should	be	based	on	some	kind	of	sector-based	best	available	technology	
(BAT)	benchmarking140	(best	performance	level	in	emissions	per	one	production	
tonne),	since	the	combining	of	different	emission	ceilings	and	reduction	targets	to	
each	other	is	incommensurable.	

Criticism by the creators of emissions trading 
The	Wall	Street	Journal	(August	13,	2009)	reported	just	before	the	Copenhagen	
COP	Conference	that	emissions	trading	was	surprisingly	criticised	by	those	parties	
who	had	created	the	concept	of	emissions	trading	in	the	first	place.	According	to	
the	article,	 the	system	has	never	been	intended	to	solve	the	multi-dimensional	
environmental	problem	or	to	be	taken	into	larger	usage;	it	has	only	been	meant	
for	limited	and	clearly	definable	problems.	

The	 idea	of	emissions	trading	was	first	born	in	the	1960s	as	a	brainwave	of	
Thomas	Crocker,	a	student	at	Wisconsin	University.	The	problem,	for	which	he	
was	trying	to	find	a	solution,	was	air	pollution	in	Florida	caused	by	fertilisation.	
Crocker	got	an	idea	that	for	polluting	emissions,	a	defined	emission	ceiling	could	be	
of	some	use	and	that	the	companies	could	trade	emission	allowances	within	the	given	
limits.	At	the	same	time	another	economist,	John	Dales,	published	a	book	Pollution, 
Property and Prices	in	which	he	applied	the	same	idea	to	farmers	who	polluted	
Canada’s	lakes	and	rivers.	Since	other	polluters	manage	the	emission	reductions	
easier	than	the	others,	it	makes	sense	to	define	some	price	for	the	emissions.	To	set	
a	ceiling	for	emissions	and	provide	a	possibility	to	trade	them	helps	the	polluters	
seek	a	cheaper	way	to	achieve	new	targets.	This	has	been	successfully	applied	to	
reduce	the	sulphur	dioxide	emissions	in	the	so-called	“Clear	Air	Act”	that	the	USA	
adopted to limit air pollution, particularly acid rains.

As	the	US	Congress	discussed	the	emissions	trading,	 the	creators	of	 the	cap	
and	trade	system	spoke	out	about	its	adaptability	to	climate	policy.	They	did	not	
question	the	need	to	reduce	emissions	but	stated	that	the	original	 idea	was	not	
meant	for	large-scale	usage	and	it	could	not	even	function	as	such.

Crocker	said	that	he	was	sceptical	towards	the	suitability	of	the	cap	and	trade	
system	for	regulating	carbon	dioxide.	He	thought	that	a	carbon	tax	would	be	clearer	
and	more	flexible	a	measure	to	solve	the	problem.

Crocker	 saw,	 in	 particular,	 the	 difficulties,	which	would	 arise	 in	 one-sided	
emissions	trading.	On	the	other	hand,	even	if	every	country	 joined	in,	 it	would	

140	 In	2004,	I	proposed	a	benchmark	system	as	the	basis	for	the	global	emissionss	trading.	Already	in	2002,	 
I	had	proposed	it	as	a	basis	for	allocating	the	emission	allowances	of	the	EU’s	internal	emissions	trading.
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still	be	difficult	to	get	the	limits	of	emissions	trading	to	function	between	different	
countries	and	their	branches	of	industry.	The	third	difficulty	is	the	uncertainty	of	the	
climate	change	problem.	The	price	of	economic	damages	caused	by	it	is	impossible	
to	define.	The	estimates	show	that	the	price	can	be	placed	anywhere	between	5	and	
20%	of	GDP.	Since	we	cannot	know	how	expensive	climate	change	will	become,	
nobody	really	knows	how	strictly	the	emission	price	should	be	defined.	Crocker	
considers	that	emissions	trading	can	only	be	practiced	if	the	price	of	the	damage	
is	known	and	clear,	like	it	was	with	acid	rains	back	in	the	90s.	

According	to	the	article,	John	Dales,	who	died	in	2007,	also	warned	about	a	
wide	usage	of	emissions	trading.	In	2001,	he	said	in	an	interview	that	it	was	not	
any	panacea	and	that	are	many	situations	for	which	it	is	not	suitable.

The	third	economist,	David	Montgomery,	developed	further	the	idea	of	Crocker	
and	Dales	with	mathematical	models	during	the	70s.	He	also	thought	that	emissions	
trading	was	an	unsuitable	means	for	the	wide	problem	of	greenhouse	gases	and	
instead,	he	recommended	clear	taxation.	He	regarded	the	high	price	fluctuation	of	
carbon	emission	allowances	as	a	problem,	which	causes	volatility	and	investment	
insecurity on the market.

If	the	aforementioned	criticism	is	interpreted	in	the	light	of	the	wicked	problem	
character	of	climate	change,	it	can	be	argued	that	emissions	trading	is,	apparently,	
suitable	for	tame	problems;	i.e.,	for	such	problems	that	are	one-dimensional	and	
easily	 defined,	 such	 as	 the	 fertilisers	mentioned	 above.	The	 restriction	 of	CO2  
–	a	global	gas	–	is	obviously	a	far	too	wicked	challenge	to	be	answered	through	
emissions	trading.

7.1.7.3 Clean Development Mechanism

The	Clean	Development	Mechanism	(CDM)	is	the	flexibility	mechanism	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	 through	which	an	industrial	country	can	carry	out	part	of	 its	assigned	
emission	mitigations	by	a	reductive	project	implemented	in	a	developing	country	
and	thus	by	earning	so-called	carbon	credits.

The	purpose	of	this	mechanism	is	to	promote	development	in	the	less-developed	
countries	and	to	offer	cost-efficient	means	to	reduce	emissions	in	a	situation	in	which	
the	respective	emission	cuts	would	become	significantly	more	expensive	if	carried	
out	in	the	plants	of	the	industrial	countries.	The	cost	of	the	emission	reductions	
increases	as	the	energy	efficiency	of	these	plants	rises,	and	therefore,	the	emission	
reduction	implemented	in	the	less-developed	countries	is,	in	principle,	a	very	cost-
efficient	alternative.	These	projects	concentrate	typically	on	energy	efficiency	of	
energy-related	fields	or	on	the	field	of	waste	management.	

The	implementer	of	the	project	located	in	a	developing	country	can	include	the	
costs	ensuing	from	reducing	emissions	in	the	financing	estimations	of	the	project.	
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At	the	end,	the	CDM	enables	the	realisation	of	projects	which	are	significant	from	
the	point	of	view	of	the	climate	and	which	could	not	otherwise	find	financing.	The	
projects	are	expected	to	promote	the	transfer	of	technology,	to	entice	investments	
into	developing	 countries	 and	 to	 increase	 the	 share	of	 climate-friendly	 energy	
production methods. 

CDM	projects	have	been	criticised	 for	being	nightmares	 for	administration	
purposes	due	to	their	excessively	rigid	conditions,	especially	since	additionality	is	
required	from	CDM	projects.	Additionality	means	that	the	projects	must	produce	
emission	 reductions	which	wouldn’t	have	been	 implemented	without	financial	
support	from	the	Clean	Development	Mechanism.	In	order	to	claim	that	a	project	
fulfils	the	additionality	requirement,	the	project	developer	must	be	able	to	show	
that	the	project	can	only	be	implemented	by	the	support	of	the	CDM.

Victor	 (2011)	 considers	 the	 additionality	 requirement	 perverse,	 since	 it	 is	
impossible	to	distinguish	a	“true”	emission	reduction	from	one	that	could	have	
been	implemented	in	any	case.	This	has	led	towards	some	misuse	and	to	solutions	
that	are	merely	marginal.	According	to	Victor,	serious	solutions	to	global	warming	
require	a	reverse	approach:	we	should	focus	on	practices	that	are	bound	to	become	
mainstream;	i.e.,	essential	big-time	energy	solutions	(Victor	2011:13–14).

7.1.7.4 Demonisation of nuclear power

The	environmental	movement	had	a	decisive	 influence	on	 the	 fact	 that,	 in	 the	
context	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	climate	policy	as	a	whole,	nuclear	power	has	
long	been	regarded	as	an	undesired	recipe,	a	no-go	area.	From	the	point	of	view	of	
the	development	of	emissions,	this	has	already	been	very	problematic	for	a	longer	
time,	as	there	are	practically	no	reasonable	alternatives	available.	The	shutdown	
and	rejection	of	nuclear	power	have,	in	practice,	increased	the	share	of	fossil	energy	
that, for its part, increases the emissions. 

The	strongest	growth	period	of	nuclear	power	was	time-wise	located	in	the	mid	
1980s	when,	at	its	best,	over	30	power	plants	were	erected	in	just	one	year.	After	
this,	 the	construction	boom	has	slowed	down	largely	due	to	the	environmental	
activism	of	the	1970s	and	1980s,	the	“Atomkraft?	Nein	Danke!”	(Nuclear	Power?	
No	Thanks!)	movement	which	initiated	the	Green	movement.	

Helm	(2009b:4)	estimated	the	EU	climate	policy	by	stating	that,	most	probably,	
it	was	even	more	important	what	was	 left	undone	than	what	was	actually	done	
in	respect	of	nuclear	power	–	a	significant	reduction	potential	of	emissions	was	
lost	or	at	 least	 it	was	vitiated.	Apart	from	France	and	Finland,	several	countries	
were	disposed	towards	nuclear	power	either	with	an	indifferent	or	hostile	attitude.	
Sweden,	Germany	and	Belgium	had	their	respective	shutdown	programs,	Austria	
and	Italy	had	a	total	ban.	The	attitudes	mellowed	down	towards	being	positive	
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during	the	21st	century,	when	low	emissions	of	nuclear	power	and	clean	air	quality	
began	to	be	more	valued	but	after	the	Fukushima	accident	Germany,	among	others,	
restarted	the	phase-downs.	

In	 terms	of	 carbon	dioxide	emissions	and	air	quality,	 the	negative	political	
attitude	towards	nuclear	power	has	already	been	very	costly.	A	negative	attitude	
has	also	slowed	down	the	technical	development	of	nuclear	power;	nuclear	power	
could	have	become	rather	safer	and	more	cost-efficient	and	the	solution	models	of	
the	related	waste	problem	were	most	probably	developed	much	further	compared	
to the present situation.141

The	waste	problem	is	the	most	common	reason	to	oppose	nuclear	power.	And	of	
course,	it	would	have	been	better	if	the	product	development	for	solving	the	waste	
problem142	had	been	carried	out	before	the	erection	of	a	single	nuclear	power	plant.	
We	cannot	return	anymore	to	the	crossroads	where	we	could	decide	whether	we	
will	do	anything	to	uranium,	i.e.	the	only	element,	which	does	not	have	any	use,	
unless	its	atom	undergoes	fission.	

For	 this	 reason,	 I	 consider	 the	waste	 problem	 the	worst	 possible	 counter-
argument:	above	all,	nuclear	waste	 is	a	qualitative	problem	and	not	so	much	a	
quantitative	problem.	Humankind	must	in	any	case	treat	the	waste	ensuing	from	
nuclear	energy	and	nuclear	weapons	in	order	to	neutralise	them	or	store	them	safely.	
We	are	not	freed	from	this	obligation	by	just	rejecting	nuclear	power	as	long	as	these	
substances	exist.	The	core	question	is	not	whether	there	are	more	or	less	of	them.	

It	should	also	be	noted,	that	what	is	commonly	called	“waste”	is	not	typically	
waste	because	it	contains	a	lot	of	energy	unused.	Even	more,	only	a	tiny	part	of	the	
energy	is	used	in	the	present	generation	of	nuclear	reactor.	Accordingly,	it	will	be	
more	appropriate	to	call	it	“spent	fuel”,	a	term	widely	used	in	UK.

Therefore,	the	waste	argument	repeatedly	leads	us	astray,	also	in	the	Finnish	
debate.	The	opponents	of	nuclear	energy	create	an	impression	that	by	rejecting	
the	sixth	or	seventh	Finnish	reactor	we	would	have	bypassed	or	prevented	the	
waste	problem.	But	waste	 is	precisely	the	problem,	which	we	haven’t	bypassed	
and	rejected	–	perhaps	even	the	other	way	round,	since	the	future	nuclear	power	
plants	may	be	the	key	to	the	solution.	The	fourth	generation	nuclear	power	plants	
are	able	to	use	the	spent	fuel	as	fuel	or	even	the	waste	of	nuclear	weapons.	The	
development	should	be	completed	until	we	are	able	to	construct	new	power	plants	
that	can	exploit	uranium	more	efficiently	or	fully.	

Another	reason	for	the	opposition	is	the	radiation	generated	by	nuclear	power	
production.	The	natural	background	radiation,	however,	causes	a	12,000	times	

141	 In	more	detail	my	blog	Nuclear waste challenges the worry-pants and Little Green men,	(see	Annex	15.42	
and	15.43)

142	 In	Finland,	Posiva	has	a	safe	solution	to	the	disposal	of	radioactive	waste	in	Olkiluoto,	Eurajoki.
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bigger	portion	of	radiation	in	human	habitats	that	nuclear	power	plants.	Also	the	
radiation	from	medical	research	is	2,000	times	the	amount	of	nuclear	radiation.143

From	the	beginning	on,	the	shutdown	of	nuclear	power	has	been	the	number	
one	priority	for	the	environmental	movement.	Their	argument	is	often	the	future	
generations:	nuclear	energy	hands	the	problem	over	to	them.	This	priority	selection	
has	practically	increased	the	world’s	environmental	problems	in	a	very	significant	
way:	air	pollution,	forest	destruction,	the	use	of	fossil	energy	and	the	numerous	
accidents	caused	by	it.	Also	these	problems	are	delegated	to	the	future	generations.	
It	is	noteworthy	that	the	only	energy	source	that	can	deliver	massive	reduction	of	
CO2	emissions	as	it	has	been	demonstrated	historically,	is	totally	rejected	by	those	
that	claim	the	urgency	to	reduce	these	emissions.	

143	 Source:	UN	Scientific	Committee	on	the	Effects	of	Atomic	Radiation	(UNSCEAR,	2000):	Sources	and	effects	
of	ionizing	radiation.	Vol	I:	Sources.	www.unscear.org/unscear/en/publications/2000_1.html	It	is	remarkable	
that	Greenpeace	has	used	the	same	source	as	a	reference	in	its	campaign	directed	at	parliamentarians,	called	
“Nuclear	power	belongs	 in	 the	past”:	according	 to	Greenpeace,	 the	material	proved	that	 the	emissions	of	
nuclear	energy	industries	for	military	and	civilian	use	have	already	demonstrated	the	deaths	of	more	than	a	
million	people.	The	source,	however,	does	not	present	these	numbers,	and	instead	notes,	among	other	things	
that	“By	far	the	greatest	contribution	to	exposure	comes	from	natural	background	radiation.	The	annual	per	
caput	dose	is	2.4	mSv	and	the	range	in	typical	circumstances	may	be	between	1	mSv	and	10	mSv.”
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8 ANALYSING EU CLIMATE POLICY

This chapter deals with the EU’s most important climate instrument, 
emissions trading, as well as the EU’s Climate and Energy Package, 
which came about in 2008 in its entirety. Plenty of academic research 
has been done on the topic, and this overview does not attempt to 
compete with these. It is a point of view by someone who has been 
participating in the legislative process as a legislator. The deliberation 
also continues in the footnotes and in the references to blogs. When 
dealing with politics, content-related factual issues have as significant 
an influence on the final result as political fashion trends. 

Partly because of this, EU legislation has been marked by catapulting 
hence and forth between two extremes, as can be observed in the 
case of biofuels and renewable energy. At the end of the chapter it 
is presented how the so-called first reading agreement, a legislative 
fast track procedure, the use of which has heavily increased, causes a 
democratic deficit and distorts political power relations. This explains 
the pieces of legislation, which have even taken the Parliament itself 
by surprise.

The	EU	prefers	to	perceive	itself	as	the	frontrunner	of	environmental	policy,	and	
this	has	especially	characterised	the	EU’s	stand	towards	climate	policy	–	if	we	were	
not	the	ones	leading	global	climate	policy,	who	else	would	do	it	–	this	is	a	typical	
sentence	frequently	repeated	by	the	EU	institutions.

The	EU	has	already	consciously	made	climate	policy	since	the	1990s	and	it	was	
raised	to	the	actual	centre	of	politics	after	2005.	The	first	directive	on	EU	emissions	
trading	was	adopted	in	2003	and	this	system	was	selected	to	be	the	most	important	
instrument	of	the	EU’s	climate	policy.	Emissions	trading	entered	into	force	from	the	
beginning	of	2005	and	in	February	of	the	same	year,	the	Kyoto	Protocol	also	became	
valid	after	Russia	had	ratified	it,	thus	fulfilling	the	threshold	for	the	agreement	to	
come	into	force	in	terms	of	the	emissions	generated	by	the	industrial	countries.	The	
EU’s	internal	emissions	trading	was	supposed	to	prepare	and	train	the	EU	Member	
States	for	the	first	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	during	2008–2012,	during	which	
global	emissions	trading	was	expected	to	begin	as	a	part	of	the	Kyoto’s	flexibility	
mechanisms.	This	did	not	take	place	but	the	EU	has	faithfully	practiced	a	Kyoto-
type	approach	in	 its	climate	policy,	which	means	a	commitment	to	quantitative	
restrictions	of	greenhouse	gases	through	national	emission	ceilings.	In	order	to	
reach	the	targets,	flexibility	mechanisms	may	be	used,	such	as	the	Emissions	Trading	
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System	(ETS),	reduction	measures	implemented	by	joint	projects;	in	other	words,	
Joint	Implementations	(JI)	or	Clean	Development	Mechanisms	(CDM).

Helm	(2009b)	scrutinises	 the	development	of	 the	EU	from	a	coal	and	steel	
union	 to	a	 climate	union	as	a	 starting	point.	From	 the	beginning,	 the	EU	has	
focused	on	trade	and	economic	integration.	The	EU	started	out	as	a	Coal and 
Steel Community thus	 forming	a	customs	union	with	the	aim	of	 integrating	
Germany	into	the	European	community	after	the	Second	World	War.	The	price	
that	Germany	paid	was	to	support	France’s	agricultural	sector.	The agricultural 
union	was	followed	by	the	focused	challenges	of	the	common	currency.	The	EU	
thus	became	a	currency union	and,	at	this	stage,	the	environmental	legislation	had	
no	significant	position.	Along	with	the	discussion	on	acid	rain	and	ozone	depletion,	
some	changes	started	to	take	place	and	the	EU	became	more	and	more	distinctively	
an environmental union,	in	which	it	also	had	remarkable	legislative	competence.	
The	EU	does	not,	however,	have	respective	powers	in	energy	issues	but	there	is	
a	strong	desire	to	create	a	common	energy	policy	and	to	present	itself	with	a	one	
voice as an energy union	that	takes	care	of	its	own	supply	reliability.	However,	
all	 the	Commission’s	efforts	to	create	a	common	European	energy	market	have	
only	advanced	falteringly	and	slowly.	Climate	change	entered	the	EU’s	policy	focus	
relatively	late,	but	when	it	happened,	it	took	place	with	a	big	bang.	According	to	
Helm,	partially	the	reasons	for	this	are	the	rejection	of	the	constitutional	treaty	and	
the	Treaty	of	Lisbon,	as	well	as	the	difficulties	in	managing	the	economic	crisis:	
it	started	to	look	as	if	the	Commission,	which	was	about	to	end	its	term,	had	no	
concrete	accomplishments.	Thus,	the	emphasising	of	a	climate union provided 
the	EU	with	some	badly	needed	legitimacy	in	the	eyes	of	the	citizens	of	its	member	
nations.

In	taking	office,	Barroso,	the	President	of	the	Commission	defined	three	priorities	
for	its	mandate:	strategy	of	Lisbon,	Solidarity	with	new	Members	States	and	the	
Security144.	After	having	admitted	that	none	of	these	priorities	were	delivering	results	
he	was	advised	by	a	close	collaborator	that	the	dossier	of	the	climate	change	will	give	
EU	a	new	mandate	in	the	international	arena.	With	the	conviction	of	Mrs	Merkel	this	
has	become	the	credo	of	the	EU.	During	his	EU-Presidency	in	the	second	semester	
of	2008	President	Sarkozy	used	all	his	skills	and	dynamism	to	pack	the	package	in	
a	record	time;	he	was	logically	hoping	that	the	climate	package	will	re-launch	the	
nuclear	energy	and	particularly	his	national	company	Areva.

Helm	presents	an	estimation	as	to	why	the	EU	so	eagerly	began	to	support	
especially	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	First,	the	Kyoto	Protocol	provided	the	EU	with	a	role 
 
 

144	 At	that	time	the	9/11	was	very	topical.	
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in	the	forums	of	foreign	policy,	some	badly	needed	visibility	and	leadership	which	
were	hardly	even	achievable	prior	to	the	Lisbon	treaty.	Secondly,	especially	after	the	
2004	enlargement,	it	looked	as	if	the	Kyoto	target	assigned	to	the	EU	(-8%	from	the	
level	of	1990)	was	going	to	be	easy	to	achieve,	as	the	target	had	been	weakened	by	the	
Eastern	European	countries	which	had	practiced	a	somewhat	loose	environmental	
policy.	The	target	was	defined	in	relation	to	the	earlier	emission	level	which	was	
high	for	the	Eastern	European	countries.	(Helm	2009b).

8.1  TRIPLE-20-20

The	March	2007	EU	summit	made	a	decision,	which	is	known	by	the	term	“triple	20-
20”	or	20-20-20:	the	Member	States	commit	to	reduce	their	greenhouse	emissions	
by	20%	from	the	2005	level,	to	enhance	energy-saving	for	the	same	20%	and	increase	
the	share	of	renewable	energy	to	20%	of	the	final	energy	consumption;	and	all	
of	 this	by	the	year	2020.	In	January	2008,	 the	Commission	gave,	based	on	 its	
summit	decision,	its	proposal	for	a	directive,	and	the	Energy	and	Climate	package	
in	question	–	a	combination	of	several	different	directives	–	was	submitted	to	the	
co-decision	procedure	of	 the	Parliament	and	the	Council.145	 It	was	approved	in	
December	2008	as	a	fast-track	procedure146,	a	first	reading	agreement,	in	which	
the	standard	first	reading	in	the	plenary	was	bypassed	and	based	on	the	results	
in	committee	an	agreement	was	made	in	the	trilogue	between	the	Commission,	
Council and Parliament. 

Helm	(2009b)	analyses	the	content	of	the	climate	package	critically	and	forecasts	
it	to	face	a	defeat	both	in	terms	of	its	goals	and	its	chosen	means.	“Any	package	with	
equal	numbers	in	its	headline	must	be	first	and	foremost	political”,	Helm	criticises	
the	harmoniously	resonating	number	series	of	the	climate	package.	It	would	be	
extremely	unlikely	that	the	answer	to	the	question	as	to	what	should	really	be	done 
 
 

145	 I	was	 the	 responsible	 rapporteur	of	 the	EPP	 in	 the	 ITRE	committee	opinion	on	 the	Emissions	Trading	
Directive.

146	 When	the	Climate	and	Energy	Package	had	to	be	awkwardly	accepted	through	the	fast-track	procedure	for	
it	to	be	ready	before	the	European	elections	and	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference,	the	question	why	it	
took	the	Commission	almost	a	year	to	make	the	legislative	proposal	after	the	2007	summit	decision	arises.	I	
heard	one	theory	from	an	official	of	the	Commission’s	Directorate-General	(DG)	for	Energy:	I	was	told	that	
the	Energy	Commissioner	Piepalgs	had	 forbidden	his	DG	from	working	on	 the	renewables	directive	–	 to	
prolong	the	pleasure.	”At that time Piebalgs was touring the Member States on a lap of honour Al Gore-
style to celebrate the decisions concerning combating climate change made during the spring EU summit: 
the decision to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 20%, the decision to make energy savings of 20% and 
the decision to increase the share of renewable energy sources to 20%, and all this by 2020. ’Please let me 
enjoy this moment! When we get to the actual directive and the burden-sharing between Member States, 
the festive mood will fall flat and the quarrelling will start,’	Quotation	from	my	column	(Annex	15.11).
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to	climate	change	would	mean	something	like	emission	reductions,	renewables	and	
energy	savings	of	at	least	20%147.

Helm	considers	the	all-embracing	number	twenty	to	be	treacherously	simple.	
It	is	not	at	all	clear	as	to	what	the	achievement	of	this	twenty	requires;	not	even	as	
to	what	effect	this	achievement	would	have	on	climate	change.

Climate	change	is	a	global	phenomenon	and,	according	to	Helm,	it	is	very	unlikely	
that	the	EU	would	be	the	best	place	to	implement	the	emission	reductions	within	
this	 time	 frame.	There	are	much	cheaper	ways	 to	 reach	 the	goal,	 for	example,	
by	decarbonising	the	fast	growing	economies	of	China	and	India	that	are	based	
on	carbon.	Even	though	the	EU	policy	also	allows	for	reduction	implementations	
outside	the	EU	through	CDM	projects,	at	the	time	the	Climate	and	Energy	Package	
was	born,	it	was	unlikely	for	them	to	be	equated	with	emission	reductions	inside	
the	EU,	according	to	Helm.

According	to	Helm,	the	decisive	problem	is	that	the	general	reduction	target	
of	 20%	 is	 based	 on	 carbon	dioxide	production	within	 the	EU	and	not	 on	 the	
consumption	of	it.	Thus,	the	EU	can	only	achieve	its	targets	by	transferring	some	
of	its	production	outside	the	EU	and,	after	that,	by	importing	products	that	would	
otherwise	cause	internal	emissions.	Insomuch	as	the	energy-intensive	industry	is	
globally	moving	from	the	developed	countries	to	the	developing	countries	as	the	
prevailing	trend	shows,	the	reduction	target	of	20%	can	be	reached	even	without	
any	real	reductions	at	the	global	level.	According	to	Helm,	the	situation	may	even	
increase	the	global	emissions	if	the	production	technology	in	developing	countries	
becomes	more	carbon-intensive,	in	particular,	if	the	share	of	transportation	is	added	
to	the	emissions.	Helm	notes	that	the	EU	Commission	has	no	analysis	of	the	subject	
and	cannot,	therefore,	estimate	what	kind	of	effect	the	EU’s	emission	reductions	
would	have	on	the	global	emissions	and	consequently	on	global	warming.	Since	
then,	the	hypothesis	has	also	been	confirmed	by	Saikku	et al.	 (2012)	as	well	as	
Peters et al.	(2011).

The	EU	has	committed	itself	to	increasing	its	target	up	to	30%	if	an	international	
agreement	 covering	 the	major	 emitters	 can	 be	 achieved	 by	 binding	 emission	
reduction	 assignments.	 Helm	 considers	 this	 idea	 to	 be	 far-fetched	 since	 the	
Commission	has	no	plan	as	to	how	a	cut	of	30%	could	be	 implemented	within	
such	a	short	time.	Helm	predicted	in	2009	that	only	a	long-term	deep	economic	
recession	could	add	some	reliability	to	these	plans,	but	at	the	same	time	the	public 
 

147	 I	marvelled	at	the	summit	decision	right	after	it	was	made	public	in	2007	and	considered	the	round	numbers	
to	be	based	on	poetry	rather	than	science:	“a poet’s mindset must underlie these three equal numbers rather 
than the mind of an engineer: a 20% emission reduction, a 20% energy saving target, a 20% increase in 
renewables; all these by 2020 – 20/20, 20/20, 20/20. Whose mind produced these rhyming lines?” See 
Annex	15.11	Politics, pleasure, repentance.
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opinion	under	these	miserable	economic	circumstances	would	become	somewhat	
unfavourable	towards	stern	emission	reduction	measures.

According	to	Helm,	the	problem	is	not	only	the	unrealistic	emission	reduction	
targets	but	also	 their	 reference	year	of	2020.	2020	 is	 simply	 too	close	and,	as	
Helm	notes,	 the	danger	 is	 that	 this	 target	 is	 attempted	 to	be	 reached	 through	
present	 technologies	as	 further	developed	means	are	still	missing	 for	 the	 time	
being.	Therefore	we	have	only	two	means	besides	outsourcing	energy-intensive	
production:	renewables	and	the	reduction	of	the	demand.	

Due	to	the	policy	definition	over	the	past	decades,	it	would	not	be	possible	to	
substantially	increase	nuclear	power	prior	to	2020,	and	neither	is	carbon	capture	
and	storage	realistic	before	that	year148.	The	renewables	are,	 for	the	time	being,	
depending	on	the	wind.

And	what	about	the	second	part	of	the	triple	decision?	Naturally,	it	is	still	possible	
to	make	a	political	decision	and	build	up	the	necessary	amount	of	megawatts,	even	
against	all	odds.	However,	the	environmental	price	of	this	decision	might	be	high	if,	
in	the	end,	there	will	be	excessive	pressure	on	the	potential	of	biomass.	The	reason	
for	this	is	that	hydropower	cannot	be	increased	significantly	in	Europe	and	wind	
power	is	dependent	on	changing	wind	conditions	and	therefore	requires	control	or	
reserve	power.	Additionally,	many	consider	wind	power	to	be	a	serious	landscaping	
disadvantage	and,	 for	 instance,	Lapland’s	wilderness	and	Finland’s	archipelagic	
nature,	which	are	both	dependent	on	tourism	would	experience	a	significant	change.	
The	imports	of	wood	into	the	EU	in	order	to	reach	the	renewable	energy	target	
were	raised	as	a	discussion	topic	in	2012;	it	is	hard	to	consider	this	to	be	in	line	
with	sustainable	development	or	even	the	spirit	of	the	directive.

Europe	is	the	most	important	market	for	wood	pellets.	The	main	exporters	to	
the	EU	are	US,	Canada	and	Russia,	representing	together	80%	of	the	importation.	
In	2010,	the	global	production	was	about	13	million	tonnes,	and	the	consumption	
in	the	EU	was	75%	of	this,	9.8	Mt.	In	less	than	eight	years,	the	increase	in	wood	
pellet	exports	to	Europe	increased	by	700%,	reaching	1.2	million	tonnes	in	2010.	
This	cross-Atlantic	trade	of	low-calorie	energy,	which	involves	transport	over	long	
distances	is	possible	due	to	the	EU	renewable	energy	target.		The	purchase	price	
of	electricity	from	renewable	energy	sources	 is	not	set	by	the	market	but	by	the	
authorities.	(Furfari	2012:78)	

Helm	 (2012:4)	 considers	 the	 target	 for	 renewables	 astonishing	 economic	
illiteracy:	“For	a	long-term	problem	the	Europeans	chose	a	short-term	target,	and	
seem	to	have	convinced	themselves	that	 the	target	and	renewables	and	energy	
efficiency	should	all	add	up	to	the	same	magic	number.”

148	 According	to	World	Energy	Outlook	2013,	only	around	1%	of	global	fossil	fuel-fired	power	plants	are	equipped	
with	CCS	by	2035.
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Of	course,	for	those	companies	that	invest	in	renewables,	it	is	very	unfortunate	
if	the	signals	given	by	political	decision-makers	change	all	the	time	and	are	drawn	
back.	It	is	especially	difficult	if	such	support	forms	that	are	disturbing	and	artificial	
from	the	point	of	view	of	the	price	formation	of	the	electricity	market	are	being	
created,	such	as	feed-in	tariffs149,	which	have	to	be	withdrawn	later.	Companies	
need	predictability	when	making	investments	worth	millions	or	even	billions	and	
therefore	a	stop-go	policy	really	is	extremely	problematic.	I	deal	with	this	topic	in	
section	8.3.4	concerning	biofuels.	

It	is	my	estimation	that	the	EU’s	renewable	energy	target	should	be	lowered	or	
made indicative150,	as	the	20	%	target	is	very	tight	considering	the	timeframe,	i.e.	
by	2020.	Nevertheless,	in	politics,	the	humility	of	dismantling	a	decision	already	
made	is	rarely	encountered.	It	is	more	likely	that	the	decision	is	forgotten	or	that	
the	reference	is	moved	to	a	later	stage	while	simultaneously	further	tightening	the	
target.	There	have	already	been	demands	to	raise	the	renewable	energy	target.	

In	January	2014,	the	Commission	published	its	2030	climate	target	proposal.	
It	is	noteworthy	that	the	Commission	retreated	concerning	the	renewable	energy	
target,	proposing	it	to	be	binding	only	at	the	Union	level,	i.e.	not	nationally.	The	
backdrop	was	that	it	aimed	at	responding	to	the	critique	that	the	national	subsidy	
regimes	 for	 renewable	energy	had	disturbed	emissions	 trading	by	keeping	 the	
emission	allowance	prices	low.	At	the	Union	level	the	target	was	set	at	27%,	which	
the	Commission	expects	to	reach	relatively	easily	when	the	ETS	gets	to	operate	
freely	and	emission	allowances	obtain	a	“genuine”	market	price.

8.2  THE EU’S INTERNAL EMISSIONS TRADING

The	trade	in	emission	allowances	became	the	most	important	and	chief	instrument	
of	the	EU’s	climate	policy.	The	EU	Commissioner	for	the	Environment,	Margot	
Wallström,	presented	the	first	version	of	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	to	the	
other	 commissioners	 in	May	 2001.	However,	 this	 version	was	 rejected	 in	 the	
internal	consultation	of	the	Commission.	Despite	this,	the	Directorate	General	for	
the	Environment	was	determined	to	follow	the	proposal	through	and	succeeded	in	
this	project	in	2001,	as	the	collegial	Commission	then	released	a	somewhat	revised	
form	of	the	proposal	for	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	to	the	public.	The	process	
took	two	years:	the	parlament	adopted	the	ETS	in	October	2003.	

The	starting	points	of	EU	climate	policy	leaned	on	the	approach	chosen	by	the	
UN,	i.e.,	on	setting	the	emission	ceilings	and	cutting	emissions.	According	to	the	

149 I call these forced feeding tariffs	in	my	blog	Ideological	electricity,	see	Annex	15.28.
150	 On	the	other	hand,	the	directive	does	not	mention	anything	about	possible	sanctions	in	case	of	failure.
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guidelines	set	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	emissions	trading	was	supposed	to	begin	in	
2008,	and	the	idea	of	the	EU	was	therefore	to	be	prepared	for	global	emissions	
trading	by	practising	the	system	within	the	EU.	The	system	covered	also	three	
EEA-EFTA	states:	Iceland,	Liechtenstein	and	Norway.

Very	soon	after	the	Commission’s	proposal	came	to	the	reading	of	the	Parliament	
and	the	Council,	a	couple	of	problems	and	open	questions	started	to	take	shape.	
The	Commission	has	defended	its	scheme	fiercely,	and	has	also	received	support	
from,	among	others,	 the	environmental	organisations.	This	 is	possibly,	because	
the	significant	rise	in	electricity	prices	suits	their	climate	goals.	Especially	during	
the	climate	conferences	the	EU’s	emissions	trading	scheme	(EU-ETS)	has	been	
presented	as	an	example	of	the	success	of	EU	climate	policy,	and	the	model	has	been	
peddled	to	the	others,	too.	Later,	severe	abuses	linked	to	speculations	concerning	
value-added	tax	were	exposed.	Also	the	research,	according	to	which	the	effect	of	
emissions	trading	on	the	emission	reductions	has	been	less	than	one	per	cent	inside	
the	EU,	has	caused	confusion	(Pearson	&	Worthington	2010151).	Also	from	a	global	
point	of	view	the	EU’s	unilateral	climate	policy	appears	as	 inefficient:	according	
to	Niemi	and	Honkatukia,	the	EU’s	one-sided	actions	can	even	lead	to	a	weaker	
solution	that	the	hypothetical	scenario	in	which	no	distinct	climate	policy	is	being	
practiced	(Niemi	&	Honkatukia	2011:11–12).	This	can	be	explained	by	the	concept	
of	carbon	leakage,	to	which	I	will	come	back	at	a	later	stage.

Why	exactly	did	the	EU’s	chosen	mechanism	turn	out	to	be	emissions	trading	
and	not,	for	instance,	carbon	taxation?	Many	parties	have	supported	carbon	taxation	
as	a	more	stable	and	secure	solution,	which	would	not	cause	price	fluctuation	and	
a	steep	increase	in	electricity	prices	like	emissions	trading.	One	reason	is	naturally	
linked	to	the	boundaries	of	EU	competence.	The	union	has	no	clear	powers	in	fiscal	
matters,	but	with	regard	to	the	internal	market	its	competences	are	indisputable.

Dieter	Helm	offers	another	theory.	Carbon	tax	was	also	being	considered	at	
one	time	but	the	focus	of	the	policy	process	was	transferred	onto	the	question	as	
to	who	would	get	the	money.	Taxes	would	go	to	the	governments;	but	instead,	the	
emission	allowance	income	belongs	to	the	companies.	Helm	did	not	consider	 it	
surprising	that	those	quarters,	which	benefit	from	emissions	trading,	were	lobbying	
for	this	approach.	The	other	reason	is	the	new	commercial	market	created	by	the	
emission	allowances.	This	market	is	being	lobbied	quite	eagerly.	The	third	argument,	
according	to	Helm,	is	linked	to	the	role	of	emissions	trading	within	international	
negotiations.	It	has	been	alleged	that	the	ETS	has	supported	the	achievement	of	
the	additional	targets,	offered	a	way	to	connect	various	countries	with	the	emission	
reduction	system	and	also	provided	an	income	transfer	mechanism	for	developing	
countries.	(Helm	2009b:9–10).

151	 It	has	to	be	noticed	that	the	research	deals	with	the	first	emissions	trading	period.
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The	EU’s	internal	emissions	trading	commenced	at	the	beginning	of	2005,	during	
the	first	emissions	trading	period	that	lasted	to	the	end	of	2007.	The	second	period	
of	emissions	trading	took	place	during	2008–2012,	and	from	the	beginning	of	2013,	
emissions	trading,	which	was	reformed	in	connection	with	the	Energy	and	Climate	
Package,	commenced	with	the	third	trading	period.	During	the	third	period,	the	
EU	will	proceed	to	a	system	of	auctioning	emission	allowances,	when	governments	
can	benefit	fiscally	from	the	practice.	In	this	context,	the	system	changed	radically,	
as	in	connection	with	it	national	burden-sharing	plans	were	abandoned,	moving	
to	a	harmonised	EU-level	system.		During	the	first	two	periods	the	Member	States	
had	significantly	more	national	competence.

In	2005,	emissions	trading	started	slowly	as	the	first	emission	allowances	were	
distributed	to	the	companies	for	free.	Low	trading	volumes,	as	well	as	doubts	about	
the	adequacy	of	emission	allowances,	increased	the	price	for	emission	allowances	
to	30	euro,	which	again	significantly	increased	the	electricity	price152. At its peak, 
at	the	beginning	of	the	first	ETS	trading	period,	the	price	of	an	emission	allowance	
tonne	went	up	to	32.85	euro.	Later	at	the	end	of	the	trading	period,	the	price	of	
emission	allowances	collapsed	to	some	ten	cents	–	the	most	important	reason	for	the	
price	collapse	was	that	the	allowances	could	not	be	transferred	to	the	next	period.	
After	the	start	of	the	auctioning	period	in	2013,	the	price	fell	to	a	record	low,	i.e.	
2.81	euro,	after	the	European	Parliament’s	Committee	on	Industry,	Research	and	
Energy	rejected	the	so-called	backloading	proposal	(see	Chapter	8.2.6)	in	January.

Among	legislators,	the	system	has	been	constantly	justified	using	the	assumption	
that	emissions	trading	will	become	global153.	It	was	assumed	that	it	would	happen	
during	the	second	emissions	trading	period	at	the	beginning	of	2008	when	the	
commitment	period	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	starting.	It	didn’t	happen	like	that,	
except	in	the	sense	that	the	EU	system	was	opened	up	to	the	Kyoto	mechanism	
whereupon	emission	credits	(CER)	were	allowed	to	be	acquired	through	reduction	
measures implemented outside the EU either in another industrial country or in 
some	developing	countries.	The	situation	has	been	embarrassing	for	the	Commission,	
especially	in	DG	Clima,	where	they	have	emphasized	for	many	years	that	the	ETS	
will	widen	very	soon	outside	of	 the	EU.	Therefore	 it	comes	as	no	surprise	that	
the	Chinese	ETS-experiment	started	in	2013	is	mainly	a	product	encouraged	and	
assisted	by	the	EU,	especially	DG	Clima154.  

152	 A	 rule	of	 thumb,	which	has	emerged	during	emissions	 trading	 concerning	 the	market	price	 increase	 in	
wholesale	electricity,	shows	a	factor	about	ca.	0.8,	if	the	price	of	the	emission	allowance	is	10	€	/tCO2, the 
result	in	the	market	electricity	will	be	a	price	increase	of	8	€/MWh	at	most.

153	 A	 typical	 example	 is	 the	message	of	 the	 commissioner-designate	Connie	Hedegaard	 in	January	2010.	 I	
describe	her		EP	hearing	in	my	blog	An interplanetary dreamer,	see	Annex	15.38

154	 This	was	said	by	a	leading	climate	expert	in	China,	Professor	Qi,	who	is	Director	of	China’s	Climate	Policy	
Institute	School	of	Public	Policy	and	Management.	See	the	interview:	http://www.energypost.eu/professor-
ye-qis-inside-view-chinese-climate-policy-way-can-peak-2015/.
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The	 revision	of	 the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	 for	 the	2013–2020	period	
brought	 along	 the	 auctioning	 of	 emission	 allowances.	 For	 the	 free	 emission	
allowances,	 sector-specific	 calculation	 systems	 have	 been	 prepared	where	 the	
number	of	free	emission	allowances	decreases	linearly	and	would	be	lower	from	
the	very	beginning	of	2013	onwards	than	it	was	during	the	period	of	2008–2012.	
The	EU	directive	containing	the	auction	rules	was	adopted	 in	November	2010.	
Free	allocation	was	implemented	in	the	so-called	carbon-leakage	sectors;	 i.e.,	 in	
production	that	is	exposed	to	global	competition.	

In	2013,	the	total	number	of	emission	allowances	was	2.039	million,	and	the	
number	 is	 cut	 linearly	on	an	annual	basis	with	 1.74%,	 i.e.	 corresponding	with	
37.4	million	 emission	 allowances,	 while	 one	 emission	 allowance	 corresponds	
with	one	tonne	of	carbon	dioxide.	The	ponderings	around	whether	the	price	of	
emission	allowances	is	high	enough	for	the	emissions	to	be	reduced	is	a	general	
misunderstanding:	 they	are	 reduced	 in	accordance	with	 the	community	 target	
during	the	2013–2020	period	even	if	 they	were	distributed	for	free.	Completely	
another	question	is	whether	this	price	will	be	any	kind	of	incentive	towards	low-
carbon	technology	investments.

During	 the	 2013–2020	 period	 electricity	 producers	 no	 longer	 receive	 free	
emission	 allowances,	 and	 instead,	 they	 need	 to	 purchase	 all	 needed	 emission	
allowances	from	an	auction	or	the	market.	Heat	production	and	several	industrial	
sectors	will	still	get	some	emission	allowances	free	of	charge,	but	the	free	distribution	
will	decline	 linearly	throughout	the	period.	The	sectors	with	the	highest	carbon	
leakage	risk	will	get	all	of	their	emission	allowances	for	free.

During	the	previous	emissions	trading	period	all	 the	unused	allowances	can	
still	be	used	during	the	third	period.	In	addition,	the	operators	can	limitedly	use	
the	allowances	acquired	from	international	flexibility	mechanisms.	Even	though	
the	details	of	the	fourth	period	have	not	been	agreed	upon,	emissions	trading	will	
continue	in	accordance	with	the	directive	also	after	2020.

Poland	 initiated	 legal	 proceedings	 against	 the	Commission	 in	 July	 2011	 in	
the	Court	of	Justice	of	the	European	Union,	since	in	Poland’s	opinion,	the	Polish	
industries	do	not	receive	enough	free	allowances	during	the	2013–2020	period.	In	
tow	of	Poland,	Eurofer,	the	European	steel	industry	organisation,	summoned	the	
Commission	to	the	Court	of	Justice	for	the	same	reason.	The	court	urged	Eurofer	
to	turn	to	a	national	court:	if	the	unjust	distribution	can	be	proven,	restitution	can	
be	requested	from	national	auction	revenues.

Air	 traffic	 departing	 and	 arriving	 the	 EU	 area	 joined	 emissions	 trading	 at	
the	beginning	of	2012,	as	was	agreed	before.	Several	countries,	such	as	the	US,	
China,	Russia,	India	and	the	UAE	(United	Arabic	Emirates)	do	not	approve	of	the	
extension	of	the	measures	to	airplanes	and	therefore	these	countries	announced	
to	take	counter-measures.	In	November	2012,	the	Commission	announced	that	it	
will	freeze	(launch	the	so-called	Stop	the	Clock)	emissions	trading	for	non-EU	air	
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traffic.	The	aim	of	launching	Stop	the	Clock	was	to	alleviate	the	possibility	to	find	
an	agreement	on	global	emissions	trading	during	2013.	In	2013,	the	Commission	
proposed	to	cancel	the	Stop	the	Clock	–arrangement	and	to	replace	it	with	a	so-
called	airspace	model,	which	would	oblige	the	third	parties	inside	EU/ETA	again.	
The	Parliament	and	the	Council	rejected	the	Commission’s	plans	in	order	to	avoid	
the	threat	of	trade	wars.

Whatever	opinion	people	might	have	about	emissions	trading,	it	has	created	a	
concrete	expense	for	the	energy	sector	from	carbon	dioxide	emissions.	It	has	turned	
climate	change	into	a	board-room	issue.	Companies	can	handle	emission	expenses	
in	the	same	way	as	other	economic	marginal	terms	(fuel	prices,	raw	material	and	
labour	force	expenses	etc.)	both	in	short-term	and	long-term	planning,	albeit	within	
a	considerable	price	fluctuation.	The	climate	factor	in	the	decision-making	has	been	
concretised	and	become	a	part	of	everyday	 life;	 it	 is	also	present	 in	 investment	
decisions.	The	problem	is	that,	besides	emissions	trading,	also	overlapping,	parallel	
and	crossing	targets	and	decisions	have	come	into	existence.	The	companies	cannot	
trust	that	climate	issues	were	as	simple	to	handle	as	emissions	trading	would,	in	
theory,	enable	it.	For	the	same	reason,	the	Commission’s	plans	for	the	so-called	
backloading	(for	more	detail,	see	Chapter	8.2.6)	have	raised	some	concern:	they	
threaten	to	create	an	uncertain	 investment	climate.	The	mingling	of	politicians	
in	the	functioning	of	the	market	raises	the	question,	whether	this	will	be	it,	or	is	
legislative	uncertainty	to	be	expected	in	the	future	as	well.

Emissions	trading	could	work	if	it	were	trusted	as	a	mechanism.	But	if,	in	addition	
to	it,	a	decision-maker	is	allowed	to	set	separate	targets	and,	for	example,	to	put	
an	emission	tax	on	top	of	 the	emission	allowance	price,	 the	system	will	be	 too	
confusing	and	expensive.	

The	revision	of	the	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	(ETS)	Directive	(2008)	in	the	
energy	and	climate	package	was	a	genuine	attempt	 to	fix	 the	 identified	errors.		
But	it	also	stumbled	on	the	excessive	regulation	and	overlapping	policy	measures,	
especially	on	the	renewables	target	which	disturbed	the	energy	market	and	carbon	
price	mechanism.	The	aim	of	the	ETS-reform	was	to	strengthen	the	price	signal	
towards	encouraging	low-carbon	investments,	and	the	resulting	higher	prices	would	
have	been	compensated	with	free	allowances	for	the	industry.	It	would	have	created	
a	remarkable	signal	to	steer	electricity	prices.	In	this	kind	of	reform	the	losers	would	
have	been	those	electricity	producers	who	use	fossil	fuel	sources	and	the	winners	
would	have	been	non-emitting	producers.	Inside	the	EU,	the	energy	efficient	and	
low-emitting	industry	would	have	been	rewarded	in	comparison	with	the	high-
emitting	industry.	However,	globally	the	whole	European	industry	would	have	been	
the	loser,	but	the	intention	was	to	compensate	this	loss	with	a	carbon	leakage	list,	
applied	to	those	who	become	exposed	to	the	carbon	leakage	threat	the	most.

This	plan	was	however	disturbed	by	other	20-20	 targets	and	 the	economic	
recession	to	such	an	extent,	that	the	consequences	were	practically	reverse.	Against	
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the	expectations	electricity	prices	went	down	because	of	 the	recession	(reduced	
demand)	and	numerous	investments	in	renewable	energy	(increased	supply).	The	
price	of	EU	Emision	Alowances	(EUA)	sank	to	a	historical	 low.	An	oversupply	
of	emission	allowances	was	generated.	Affordable	coal	power	increased	because	
the	ETS	did	not	send	a	price	signal.	The	major	losers	were	electricity	producers	
(the	20	 largest	companies	are	estimated	to	have	 lost	500	billion	euro)	and	the	
temporal	winners	were	energy-intensive	industries	in	their	turn.	The	conventional	
wholesale	electricity,	used	by	industry,	is	cheap.	The	industry	does	not	have	to	pay	
the	renewable	subsidies	either.	Therefore	coal-fired	power	has	benefited,	although	
it	was	supposed	to	be	the	biggest	 loser.	For	the	 industry,	however,	 the	relief	 is	
temporary:	electricity	companies	close	down	loss-making	production	facilities	and	a	
new	balance	is	created.		Electricity	prices	have	to	rise	to	such	a	level	that	the	needed	
capacity	investments	may	be	possible	again.

In	the	same	vein	the	electricity	bill	of	the	consumer	and	the	service	sector	has	risen	
enormously,	especially	in	those	countries	with	abundant	renewable	subsidies.	The	
question	is	now,	to	which	extent	these	subsidies	should	be	paid	by	the	industry	too.

In	principle,	in	the	case	of	the	EU,	emissions	trading	has	reached	its	reduction	
target.	The	emissions	trading	mechanism	quite	clearly	means	that	the	target	will	be	
reached	as	a	desired	number	of	emission	allowances	are	removed	from	the	market.	
In	practice,	this	has	also	been	the	case.	It	has	to	be	remembered,	however,	that	this	
mechanism	only	concerns	production-based	emissions,	which	leads	to	the	possible	
increase	in	total	emissions	–	which	has,	indeed,	happened.

It	should,	therefore,	be	pondered	whether	this	target	could	have	been	achieved	
without	emissions	trading	or	whether	emissions	trading	has	been	or	will	be	cost-
efficient	and	whether	it	may	cause	other	harmful	effects.	

As	the	price	tag	is	so	clear,	it	also	means	that	it	is	difficult	for	the	EU	to	unilaterally	
advance	at	a	very	high	pace	with	its	emission	cuts.	Therefore,	the	question	should	
maybe	be	whether	emissions	trading	as	a	reduction	tool	in	combating	climate	change	
is	somewhat	inefficient	–	not	because	it	would	not	reach	the	emission	ceiling,	but	
because	it	is	not	possible	to	advance	as	ambitiously	as	required	through	it.	No	doubt,	
there	will	be	massive	lobbying	against	the	emission	restrictions	if	huge	additional	
expenses	are	presented	for	the	industry	compared	to	the	competitor	economies.	

Therefore,	emissions	trading	could	work	globally	if	it	were	possible	to	agree	on	
cuts.	But	can	we	agree	on	them?	It	is	unlikely,	as	long	as	emissions	trading	involves	
national	emission	ceilings:		it	is	difficult	to	combine	them	within	the	same	system	
in	an	equitable	way.	The	basis	should	be	a	commensurate	system,	 like	sectoral	
benchmarking,	to	which	I	will	come	back	later.

Expanding	emissions	trading	to	the	transport	sector	has	been	discussed.	It	could	
be	imagined	that	road	transport	joins	emissions	trading.	Even	though	fuel	prices	
would	double,	consumption	would	probably	remain	at	the	current	level.	Already	
now,	taxes	constitute	more	than	half	of	the	price,	so	even	a	larger	emission	allowance	
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expense	would	not	be	very	visible	in	gasoline	or	diesel	prices.	
What	would	happen	then?	The	idea	probably	would	not	work	since	the	industry	

would	run	out	of	emission	allowances	and	the	road	transport	users	of	their	jobs:	
transportation	would	 purchase	 the	manufacturing	 production	 out	 of	 Europe.	
Industry	would	have	no	potential	to	pay	for	emission	allowances	in	the	same	way	
as	the	drivers.	In	practice,	 there	would	be	some	sort	of	balance	situation	where	
emissions	trading	would	have	no	influence	on	the	traffic	and	the	more	the	target	
is	tightened,	the	more	industry	and	energy	production	would	diminish.	

From	the	vantage	point	of	climate	change,	it	would	be	arguable	inasmuch	as	the	
carbon	leakage	(cp.	Chapter	8.2.2)	was	not	considered	at	all.	However,	the	situation	
would	be	undesirable	from	the	economic	point	of	view.	Emissions	trading	as	a	very	
simple	and	mechanistic	control	tool	surely	supports	one	issue	very	strongly	whilst	
other	targets	can	be	easily	overlooked.	

In	the	chapter	below,	I	will	describe	my	own	viewpoint	–	as	one	of	the	key	figure	
in	the	legislative	process	–	concerning	emissions	trading.	In	chapters	8.2.2–8.2.6	I	
list	the	issues	that	have	occurred	in	the	field	of	emissions	trading.	It	is	worth	noting	
that	the	analysis	concerns	the	two	first	periods	of	emissions	trading;	the	third	period	
started	from	the	beginning	of	2013,	and	the	auctioning	system	will	either	resolve	
or	alleviate	some	of	the	problems	that	have	been	raised.

Before	my	 comments	 it	 is,	 however,	 necessary	 to	 establish	 clearly	 that	 in	
principle,	 I	 find	 emissions	 trading	 an	 ingenious	 system.	We	 have	 seen	 some	
successful	applications	of	it.	In	the	EU,	emissions	trading	has	not	gotten	the	chance	
to	show	its	strengths	as	a	cost-effective	and	technology-neutral	emissions	reduction	
mechanism.	I	see	many	reasons	for	this.	The	most	obvious	one	is	the	abundance	
of	overlapping	 legislation155	and	 the	 fact	 that	our	system	permits	 the	existence	
of	various	kinds	of	energy	subsidies.	The	ETS-EU	has	not	managed	to	create	a	
functioning	European	carbon	market,	and	it	is	because	emissions	trading	has	not	
been	trusted	sufficiently.	By	itself	it	could	also	steer	towards	the	use	of	renewable	
energy.	Especially	the	binding	target	for	renewable	energy	and	the	abundant	subsidy	
regimes	that	have	been	built	up	nationally	to	ensure	the	target’s	fulfilment	have	
prevented the proper formation of a market price.

Secondly,	CO2	poses	a	challenge:	the	attempt	to	control	emissions	with	global	
consequences	 in	a	 local	and	limited	environment	will,	 in	theory,	 lead	to	carbon	
leakage.	This	is	exactly	what	the	fathers	of	emissions	trading	have	also	remarked	
(cf.	Chapter	7.1.7.2)	–	the	system	had	been	created	for	local	use	to	remedy	only	a	
limited	and	clearly	definable	problem.	If,	instead	of	CO2,	we	limited,	for	instance	

155	 According	to	a	memorandum	of	CEPI,	representing	the	European	cellulose	industries,	the	EU	is	one	of	the	
world’s	most	strictly	regulated	operating	environments	in	the	world,	and	it	has,	for	example,	set	130	separate	
environmental	goals	and	it	has	published	34	energy-related	political	documents.	In	the	same	memorandum	
it	was	noted	that	US	companies	consider	the	EU’s	greatest	threat	coming	from	the	abundance	of	regulation.
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soot	(black	carbon)	emissions,	the	situation	would	be	different:	the	local	advantages	
would	be	both	apparent	and	direct.	Now,	the	EU’s	application	of	emissions	trading,	
has	neither	led	to	the	reduction	of	consumption-based	CO2 emissions nor a decrease 
in	global	emissions.

8.2.1 MY PERSONAL VIEW ON EMISSIONS TRADING

When	the	emissions	trading	proposal	of	the	Commission	came	to	the	Parliament	
in	 autumn	2001,	 I	was	a	member	of	 the	Environment	Committee,	which	was	
responsible	for	the	handling	of	the	directive.	I	was	one	of	the	members	of	the	largest	
political	group	and	took	part	in	the	process	by	making	various	amendments	to	the	
draft.	Quite	soon	I	got	the	impression	that	the	effects	of	emissions	trading	will	be	
much	more	significant	than	most	of	the	decision-makers	realised	at	that	moment156. 
The	Commission’s	proposal	was	also	remarkably	incomplete.	I	prepared	a	series	
of	written	questions	to	the	Commission	about	the	Emissions	trading	Directive157 
and	only	afterwards	I	heard	that	those	questions	had	summoned	some	sort	of	a	
crisis	meeting	in	the	Commission,	as,	according	to	the	rules,	the	answers	to	my	
questions	had	to	be	given	within	a	very	short	time	period	–	and,	in	reality,	there	
were	no	good	answers	to	be	given.	In	a	way,	these	revealed	how	many	gaps	and	
open	questions	there	were.	

I	 regarded	 the	 EU’s	 most	 important	 climate	 instrument’s	 impact	 on	
competitiveness	as	the	biggest	problem.	If	the	matter	is	worded	like	this,	it	naturally	
sounds	very	business-oriented,	and	side-lining	only	with	industry(and	that	it	only	
side-lines...).	However,	I	have	never	been	very	concerned	about	the	companies	in	
itself;	they	will	always	adjust	themselves,	if	not	otherwise,	by	changing	their	products	
and	locations.	Therefore,	we	should	rather	talk	about	 jobs.	And	therefore	I	was	
satisfied	when	Commissioner	Günther	Verheugen	at	 last	admitted	 it	before	the	
Bali	Conference	(COP13)	in	December	2007	as	he	spoke	about	the	EU’s	emissions	
trading:	“We are exporting pollution and importing unemployment; isn’t that 
stupid?” 

156	 I	listed	in	my	plenary	speech	of	autumn	2002,	among	others,	the	following	problem	items	included	in	the	
Commission’s	proposal:	 the	competitiveness	of	companies	 that	 implemented	environmental	action	 in	the	
early	stages,	taking	special	account	of	the	limits	for	individual	countries	as	a	result	of	burden	sharing;	the	
competition-distorting	factors	of	burden	sharing	among	the	Member	States	generally;	the	relationship	between	
emissions	trading	and	the	free	energy	market,	as	well	as	the	issues	of	massive	transfers	of	income,	arising	
from	cooperative	action	between	different	operators	and	states;	and	matters	to	do	with	legal	protection	and	
access	to	justice.	(See	Annex	15.1)

157	 See	Annex	15.2	“The	Commission	responded	to	MEP	Korhola’s	questions	concerning	emissions	trading	–	
Commissioner	Wallström	does	not	admit	problems	in	emissions	trading”.	The	questions	not	only	show	my	
own	lack	of	expertise,	but	also	the	fact	that	there	were	many	aspects	that	haven’t	been	considered	at	all	by	
the Commission.



230

8 Analysing EU climate policy

8.2.1.1 ETS in climate and energy package 

When	in	2008	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	was	reviewed	in	the	context	of	
the	climate	and	energy	package,	within	the	Commission	bets	were	placed	for	me	
to	become	the	rapporteur	for	emissions	trading.	It	was	very	likely	that	the	largest	
group	EPP	will	receive	the	position	and	there	was	only	a	handful	of	true	experts	
available.	After	my	name	was	mentioned	as	the	possible	future	rapporteur	for	ETS	
in	an	internal	memorandum	of	the	Commission,	I	started	receiving	invitations	to	
go	and	speak	about	my	views	on	cap	and	trade.	For	instance,	Eurelectric	invited	
me	to	its	lunch	event	to	grill	me	on	my	views.

The	 environmental	 organisations	 weren’t	 so	 enthusiastic	 about	 the	 news,	
as	my	criticalness	towards	EU-ETS	was	generally	well	known,	and	they	started	
lobbying158	against	my	appointment	as	the	rapporteur.		Our	coordinator	from	the	
Environment	Committee	did	not	dare	to	appoint	me	after	all,	as	I	was	considered	
to	be	a	too	disputable	figure;	the	report	was	given	to	Avril	Doyle	from	Ireland.	The	
coordinator	of	the	Industry	Committee	fixed	the	situation	by	appointing	me	to	a	
shadow-rapporteur	of	ETS-opinion	in	the	Industry	Committee.	Therefore	the	EPP	
was	divided	from	the	very	beginning.	The	official	EPP-rapporteur	was	supported	
by	the	socialists	and	the	greens,	while	the	EPP	as	a	whole	was	united	in	backing	
up	my	emissions	trading	policy.	The	subject	was	decided	after	voting	in	a	group	
meeting,	when	Avril	Doyle	only	received	4	votes	and	the	rest	supported	me	–	the	
size	of	our	group	was	some	270	at	that	time.	

I	promoted	the	so-called	benchmark	model	as	a	basis	 for	the	assignment	of	
emission	allowances	within	emissions	trading.	The	benchmark	model	simply	means	
that	the	basis	for	allocating	emission	allowances	should	be	the	cleanest	possible	
performance;	 in	other	words,	each	production	sector	was	to	define	a	minimum	
as	to	how	much	emissions	per	one	production	tonne	could	be	allowed.	The	one,	
which	achieves	the	minimum	level	is	the	winner	of	emissions	trading	and	the	one	
which	produces	 in	a	dirtier	way	must	purchase	allowances.	This	has	also	been	
known	as	a	nominal	emission	model,	process	emission	model	–	or	in	Finland	even	
as	Soini’s	model,	since	the	party	leader	of	“the	Finns	“	Timo	Soini	supported	it	in	
the	following	decade.

In	Finnish	discussions,	it	was	interpreted	that	I	had	promoted	a	model	“marketed	
by	heavy	industry”159	to	replace	the	emissions	trading	model.	As	a	matter	of	fact,	
this	was	not	the	case	as	I	invented	the	whole	idea	by	myself	and	also	presented	
the	model	in	question	as	the	solution	for	the	steel	industry	as	early	as	2002.	The	

158	 There	is	yet	another	story	connected	with	this	answer;	a	story	about	the	threat	of	being	put	in	a	“negative	
light”,	as	I	report	in	my	blog	Blacklisted,	Annex	15.33.

159	 A	quotation	 from	the	article	 (Annex	15.9)	“Soininvaara	claims	 that	 I	 recommend	the	model	marketed	by	
heavy	 industry	 instead	of	emissions	 trading.	The	reason	 for	 that	can	be	 that	 I	myself	have	presented	 the	
model	in	question	to	heavy	industry.”
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matter is documented, since I personally already prepared the said amendment160 
to	the	first	Emissions	Trading	Directive.

Thus,	I	suggested	the	model	myself	for	the	steel	industry	but,	on	the	other	hand,	
the	idea	itself	came	on	my	mind	as	I	was	listening	to	the	employee’s	representatives	
of	the	Rautaruukki	and	Avesta	Polarit	factories	at	the	beginning	of	2002.	They	came	
to	Brussels	offering	their	own	proposal,	which	was	to	remain	outside	emissions	
trading.	The	problem	of	the	steel	industry	is	its	initial	heavy	CO2	emissions:	steel	
cannot	be	produced	without	burning	carbon	in	the	blast	furnace	process.	If	we	agree	
that	steel	is	still	needed	somewhere	and	cannot	always	be	replaced	by	something	
else,	the	share	of	process	emissions	must	just	be	accepted.

However,	 there	are	 vast	differences	 in	 emissions	between	 the	world’s	 steel	
factories.	 The	 Finnish	 employee’s	 representatives	 showed	me	 statistics	where	
the	emissions	generated	by	the	steel	industries	in	different	countries	were	being	
compared.	Finnish	emissions	were	the	lowest	in	the	world,	close	to	the	theoretical	
minimum.	The	representatives	were	concerned	about	the	option	where	emissions	
trading	will	raise	costs,	consequently	drive	off	their	jobs	and	transfer	the	production	
elsewhere,	and	in	the	end	the	benefits	will	be	obtained	by	polluters.	

The	steel	industry	hoped	to	be	able	to	remain	outside	emissions	trading,	precisely	
due	to	these	above	mentioned	process	emissions.	My	counter	proposal	was	based	on	
the	theoretical	minimum	presented	by	the	Finnish	employee’s	representatives:	the	
directive	should	include	the	idea	that	only	the	share	that	exceeds	the	theoretically	
lowest	possible	process	emissions	would	be	calculated	as	belonging	to	emissions	
trading	in	certain	sectors	of	process	emissions.	In	this	way,	the	system	would	not	
punish	the	industrial	sector	in	question	so	exorbitantly	but	would	rather	reward	the	
cleanest	one	and	spur	the	emitters	into	reductions.	Later	on,	my	idea	of	a	sector-
specific	theoretical	minimum	sprang	from	these	reflections.	I’m	certainly	not	the	
only	one	who	has	thought	of	something	like	this	but	I	was	the	first	one	to	apply	
the	idea	to	EU	emissions	trading.	

The	industrial-sector-specific	model	is	based	on	such	kind	of	realism	that	people	
throughout	the	world	need	and	consume	certain	products,	such	as	paper,	steel	and	
cement.	Therefore	it	would	be	good	to	develop	a	mechanism,	which	drives	producers	
to	improve	their	own	specific	manufacturing	process.	Even	though	if	steel	production	
would	stop	as	being	‘non-ecological’	in	nearly	all	developed	countries	and	the	so-
called	transition	economies,	there	will	always	be	some	quarters	and	places	that	will	
meet	the	demand	for	steel.	It	is	difficult	to	think	that	humankind	would	be	able	to	

160	 In	one	of	my	plenary	speeches	in	2002	I	explain	my	idea	of	process	emissions:	“I	have	been	especially	anxious	
about	the	possibility	of	carbon	leakage.	Without	my	amendment	the	directive	would	not	distinguish	between	
carbon	dioxide	emissions	that	result	from	the	use	of	coal	for	energy	and	its	use	as	part	of	an	industrial	process.	
As	a	result	the	position	of	the	European	steel	industry,	which	meets	excellent	global	ecological	standards,	
would	be	in	danger	of	being	weakened	in	the	global	markets,	causing	not	only	economic	but	also	massive	
ecological	harm.”
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succeed	in	stopping	the	entire	demand	for	steel	so	quickly	and	replace	it	with	some	
other	material	–	although	some	quarters	seem	to	wish	so.

8.2.1.2 Backloading 

My	work	on	emissions	 trading	continued	 in	 fall	2012,	when	I	was	responsible	
for	the	EPP’s	position	on	the	Commission’s	backloading	plans;	I	was	the	shadow	
rapporteur	of	the	so-called	mini-amendment,	and	I	took	an	opposing	position	to	the	
Commission’s	intervention	to	the	emission	allowances	markets.	Against	the	odds,	
backloading	became	the	most	 fanatic	climate-political	dispute	of	 this	 legislative	
term.	In	fall	2012,	it	looked	like	it	was	only	a	matter	of	a	formality:	the	Commission	
said	that	it	would	not	even	have	to	ask	Parliament	for	a	permission	to	withdraw	
emission	allowances,	but	it	wanted	to	do	so	in	order	to	avoid	possible	ambiguity	
or	trials.	They	wanted	to	apply	a	fast	track	procedure,	i.e.	a	so-called	first	reading	
agreement	to	the	decision,	and	it	was	said	that	it	was	only	about	a	trivial	amendment	
of	21	words,	which	would	give	the	Commission	the	right	to	adjust	the	timing	of	the	
auctioning.	Of	course,	it	was	not	about	a	trivial	change,	as	it	altered	the	content	of	
the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	i.e.	the	linear	reduction	of	emissions.	

The	 issue	 turned	out	 to	be	 extremely	 controversial.	The	 energy	 companies	
benefiting	 from	 a	 price	 surge	 of	 emission	 allowances	 supported	 backloading	
together	with	the	environmental	organisations.	The	matter	was	opposed	by	the	
other	industries	and	the	majority	of	trade	unions,	as	it	would	–	again	–	pose	a	one-
sided	cost	increase	for	crisis-ridden	Europe.	I	proposed	a	rejection	of	the	commission	
proposal	both	in	the	Committee	on	Industry,	Research	and	Energy	(ITRE),	which	
was	to	give	an	opinion;	as	well	as	in	the	lead	committee,	Environment,	Public	Health	
and	Food	Safety	(ENVI).	When	ITRE,	which	voted	first	on	the	proposal,	rejected	
it,	the	price	of	emission	allowances	collapsed	by	40%	on	the	same	day.	The	prices	
normalised	when	the	markets	understood	that	ITRE	was	not	the	lead,	i.e.	decision-
making	committee,	but	rather	ENVI,	which	would	vote	on	the	matter	a	couple	of	
weeks	later.	ENVI	adopted	backloading	on	a	tight	margin	and	the	situation	calmed	
down.	I	demanded,	however	that	because	of	the	controversy	around	the	issue	and	
the	disagreement	between	the	committees	the	decision	should	not	be	made	using	the	
short-cut	procedure,	but	it	should	be	given	to	plenary,	i.e.	for	the	entire	Parliament	
to	decide.	When	I	mentioned	this	on	the	social	media	platform	Twitter,	the	news	
agencies	stated	that	this	upset	the	carbon	markets	again.	In	April,	a	week	before	the	
decision	was	due,	I	informed	on	Twitter	that	the	EPP	had	agreed	on	a	rejection,	and	
I	was	informed	that,	again,	this	tweet	had	dropped	the	value	of	emission	allowances	
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by	9%.161	This	was	a	case	that	demonstrated	how	history	is	made	on	Twitter.	One	
of	my	colleagues	accused	me	for	publishing	confidential	information,	when	I	told	
about	the	voting	result	of	our	working	group.	However,	the	chairman	of	our	group,	
Joseph	Daul,	pointed	out	that	our	political	lines	are	public	information.	The	quick	
information	flow	just	took	everyone	by	surprise,	including	the	markets,	which	had	
only	prepared	for	a	price	crash	during	the	following	week.

Why	did	I	oppose	the	idea	of	backloading162?	The	decision	was	uneasy	because	
there	were	only	poor	alternatives	available.	Basically	I	found	the	idea	artificial	and	
shallow.	The	carbon	price	was	definitely	very	 low,	but	 intervening	with	market	
mechanisms	would	convey	a	worrisome	signal	of	political	volatility:	who	would	dare	
to	invest	in	such	a	Europe?	I	admitted	that	emissions	trading	requires	structural	
reform	but	 it	 in	 this	case,	rather	than	creating	temporary	solutions	that	would	
cumulate	new	problems	it	was	essential	to	take	an	honest	look	at	the	factors	that	
disturb	the	ETS	market	most.	For	the	emissions	trading	system	the	overlapping	
policies	of	Member	States,	especially	 the	renewable	energy	subsidies	and	partly	
also	taxation	as	well	as	energy	efficiency	subsidies	and	regulations	have	become	
detrimental.	Overlaps	have	constantly	disturbed	the	 formation	of	a	normalised	
energy	market.	It	is	not	in	the	benefit	of	the	national	economy	either	that	we	replace	
profitable	energy	forms	with	unprofitable	ones	and	convince	ourselves	that	this	
creates	growth.

This	is	a	typical	example	of	a	wicked	problem.	Backloading	as	a	solution	model	
in	this	case	would	only	complicate	the	problem.		

The	European	Parliament	rejected	backloading	during	the	April	2013	plenary	
and	referred	it	back	to	the	committee.	The	result	was	attributed	to	me	personally	
and	my	role	as	the	shadow	rapporteur	to	such	an	extent	that	the	rapporteur	who	
was	unhappy	with	 the	decision	demanded	my	 replacement	with	 another	EPP	
member.	My	group	did	not	change	me	for	another	rapporteur,	but	the	discussions	
continued	more	fiercely	than	ever.	Personalities	 like	Catholic	bishops	and	even	
Prince	Charles	were	brought	on	board	of	the	discussions,	but	I	dare	to	claim	that	
the	topical	ignorance	of	these	well-intentioned	people	was	abused	to	some	extent.	
The	Parliament	plenary	had	to	retake	a	stance	on	backloading	in	July,	2013	which	
is	when	the	Commission’s	plans	won	on	a	tight	margin.	In	order	to	supplement	
the	backloading	report,	the	Parliament	was	meant	to	draft	a	roadmap	on	the	ways	
in	which	we	then	could	make	the	carbon	markets	functional.		This,	however,	was	
rejected	in	the	Environment	Committee.

161	 The	issue	was	reported	on	by,	e.g.	Bloomberg	and	European	Voice.	See	also	https://storify.com/jonworth/
how-a-tweet-shifts-the-carbon-price-in-the-eu-s-et

162	 I	explain	my	critical	stance	on	backloaging	in	my	blog	An	energy	form	in	breast-feeding,	see	Annex	15.50
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8.2.1.3 Aviation-ETS

My	next	emissions	trading	battle	concerned	a	piece	of	 legislation	on	emissions	
trading	within	the	aviation	sector,	the	opinion	of	which	I	was	responsible	for	in	the	
Industry,	Research	and	Energy	Committee	in	2013–2014.	The	EU	had	commenced	
aviation	emissions	trading	 from	the	beginning	of	2012	and	applied	 it	 to	all	air	
traffic	to	and	from	the	EU	as	well	as	to	internal	air	traffic.	Very	quickly,	the	move	
evoked	the	threat	of	a	trade	war,	which	is	why	the	Commission	decided	to	freeze	
emissions	trading	for	third	countries:	the	so-called	“Stop	the	Clock”	in	November	
2012	exempted	third	countries	from	purchasing	emission	allowances.	Backing	off	
from	the	decision	was	considered	wise,	as	it	seemed	to	have	improved	the	negotiation	
atmosphere:	consequently,	 the	International	Civil	Aviation	Organisation	(ICAO)	
managed	to	pull	together	a	resolution	on	the	rapid	development	of	a	global	emission	
reduction	system	in	October	2013.

The	ICAO’s	resolution	was	not	enough	for	the	Commission,	however,	and	in	
the	end	of	2013	it	decided	to	pass	a	legislative	proposal	to	the	Parliament,	which	
suggested	a	new	“Airspace	Model”.	The	model	would	apply	to	all	flights	 in	the	
airspace	of	the	European	Economic	Area	and	would,	once	again	impose	obligations	
on	third	countries.	Again,	all	 this	stirred	up	the	possibility	of	a	 trade	war,	and	
European	 aviation	 companies	 contacted	 us	worryingly.	 They	were	 afraid	 that	
possible	counter-actions	would	cause	problems	to	EU	Member	States	and	their	
airlines,	and	would	weaken	EU	aviation	companies’	competitiveness	and	growth	
opportunities.

One	would	imagine	that	as	someone	who	has	raised	the	drawbacks	of	unilateral	
emissions	trading	I	would	support	the	Commission’s	ETS	expansion	plans,	but	this	
was	not	the	case.	It	would	have	still	been	a	one-sided	system,	which	does	not	go	
beyond	the	Union,	and	I	considered	the	EU’s	attitude	a	threat	to	the	negotiation	
spirit	–	and	thus	a	global	agreement.	The	feedback	of	a	Chinese	airline	was	very	
telling:	we	do	want	to	reduce	emissions,	but	why	is	the	EU	imposing	their	own	
model	upon	us	forcefully?	Why	does	the	EU	present	itself	as	a	leader	instead	of	an	
equal	negotiation	party?

Three	 Committees	 dealt	 with	 the	 matter.	 The	 lead	 committee	 was	 the	
Environment	Committee	(ENVI)	of	which	I	was	a	member.	Opinions	were	delivered	
by	the	Transport	(TRAN)	and	Industry	(ITRE)	Committees,	for	which	I	was	the	
rapporteur	in	the	matter.	TRAN	and	ITRE	rejected	the	Commission’s	proposal	while	
ENVI	voted	in	favour.	Now,	the	problem	became	the	tight	schedule	and	the	fact	
that	the	rapporteur	of	ENVI	was	in	favour	of	the	Commission	line	and	disagreed	
with	both	the	majority	of	the	Parliament	and	the	Council.

The	situation	would	not	have	been	problematic	if	it	had	been	dealt	with	through	
a	normal	democratic	process:	in	plenary	a	minority	position	would	have	naturally	
been	replaced	by	a	majority	position.	But	now,	due	to	timing	issues,	the	shortcut	
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procedure,	i.e.	a	first	reading	agreement,	had	to	be	applied	once	again.	This	led	to	an	
absurd	situation	in	which	the	person	representing	the	Parliament	in	the	negotiations	
represented	a	minority	opinion.	Therefore,	I	had	to	communicate	directly	with	
the	Council	and	emphasise	that	the	Parliament’s	official	negotiator	did	not	have	
a	strong	mandate.	I	also	had	to	use	the	social	media	platform,	Twitter,	to	remind	
about	this	anomaly	on	a	regular	basis.

The	lead	rapporteur	realised	this	himself	soon	after	and	gave	in	to	the	majority	
opinion.	He	presented	the	result	to	Parliament	as	a	“great	compromise”,	albeit	the	
same	line	which	had	passed	in	ITRE	and	which	he	had	opposed	fiercely.

8.2.2 CARBON LEAKAGE

Carbon	leakage	refers	to	a	phenomenon	in	which	industrial	production,	due	to	
increased environmental costs163,	 is	 either	 transferred	 outside	 the	 EU	 or	 new	
investments	are	made	less	and	less	in	which	case	the	demand	is	increasingly	met	
outside	the	EU.	As	the	EU’s	environmental	norms	are	much	higher	on	average	
than	anywhere	else	and	since	 the	emission	 limits	are	 tighter	 than	elsewhere	–	
where	they	might	even	be	totally	missing	–	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	entity,	the	
situation	does	not	improve	the	state	of	the	environment.	A	so-called	carbon	leakage	
is	initiated	when	the	reduction	of	emissions	in	one	place	becomes	an	increase	in	
emissions	 in	another.	Thus,	 in	total	emissions	have	not	been	reduced,	and	may	
even	increase.	The	emitters	gain	a	competitive	edge	on	the	global	market,	as	the	
price	of	environmental	investments	and	emission	allowances	cannot	be	included	
in	the	global	market	price.	The	“polluter	pays”	principle	threatens	to	change	to	a	
practice	of	“polluters	will	be	paid”.

When	the	first	Emissions	Trading	Directive	was	being	drafted,	the	Commission	
denied	the	entire	idea	of	carbon	leakage164.	It	has	to	be	admitted	that	it	is	a	difficult	
thing	to	trace	and	prove,	since	there	are	various	reasons	linked	to	the	investment	
decisions	and	it	is	hard	to	abstract	just	one	individual	reason.	Emissions	trading	
has,	accordingly,	been	in	force	for	only	eight	years,	and	from	the	angle	of	investment	
decisions,	this	time	period	has	been	relatively	too	short	to	draw	up	any	conclusions.	
The	Finnish	experts	of	the	Government	Institute	for	Economic	Research,	Niemi	and	
Honkatukia	(2011)	present	an	estimate	that	carbon	leakage	will	even	go	up	to	40%,	if	

163	 In	emissions	trading	the	environmental	expenses	are	composed	of	the	acquisition	of	emission	allowances	and	
the	management	costs	of	the	emissions	trading	system	(applying	for	free	emission	allowances,	purchasing	
emission	allowances	on	the	market,	measuring	emissions	and	reporting	to	the	emissions	trading	officials).

164	 I	was	the	first	one	to	present	this	question	in	both	the	Committee	and	as	a	written	question	to	the	Commission.	
Later,	in	March	2004,	I	also	sent	an	open	letter	on	the	issue	to	Commissioners	Wallström	and	de	Palacio	
(Annex	15.3).
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the	EU	acts	alone,	and	the	prevention	of	it	would	not	only	include	investing	in	global	
energy	efficiency,	but	also	the	compensation	of	the	costs	for	the	energy-intensive	
industries	 in	Europe.	The	EU’s	unilateral	actions	only	could,	 thus,	even	lead	to	 
a	worse	final	outcome	than	a	situation	with	no	climate	policy	in	place	whatsoever.

In	any	case,	the	Commission	has	made	a	certain	concession	to	the	existence	
of	carbon	leakage	and	has	conceded	the	criticism	to	be	right	as	in	January	2008,	
the	Commission	stated	in	the	explanatory	memorandum	of	its	Emissions	Trading	
Directive	(e.g.	10b)	that	an	attempt	will	be	made	to	avoid	the	threat	of	carbon	leakage.	
The	Commission	has	also	admitted	the	existence	of	carbon	leakage	sectors,	 for	
example,	by	creating	a	list165	of	those	164	subsectors	to	which	the	Commission	is	ready	
to	grant	free	emission	allowances	since	they	fulfil	certain	threshold	criteria	of	the	
carbon	leakage	sector.	The	list	included,	among	others,	the	pulp	and	paper	industry,	
the	production	of	chemicals,	cement	and	non-ferrous	metals,	 the	steel	 industry,	
as	well	as	other	rather	 low	energy-intensive	branches.	The	special	conditions	of	
carbon	leakage	sectors	are	emphasised	after	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	
failed	 to	 spur	 the	 competing	 countries	 on	 to	 commit	 themselves	 bindingly	 to	
the	 EU-type	 emission	 reductions.	 The	 final,	 complemented	 list	 was	 ready	 
in	2012.

On	the	other	hand,	the	Commission	belittles	the	phenomenon	and	states	that	
due	to	the	recession	some	emission	allowances	have	remained	unused	in	the	EU’s	
energy-intensive	sectors.	The	Commission	also	believes	 that	Kyoto	2	will	bring	
outsiders	closer	to	the	EU’s	climate	targets,	which	would	decrease	the	risk	of	carbon	
leakage166.	In	2013,	when	the	price	of	emission	allowances	was	low,	the	Commission	
stated	that	the	changed	situation	forces	them	to	re-examine	the	list.	This	took	place	
in	the	context	of	the	backloading	discussion,	but	the	Parliament	rejected	the	idea	
of	the	re-examination	of	the	carbon	leakage	list.

Whether	carbon	leakage	exists	or	whether	it	can	be	proven	is	actually	a	secondary	
question.	We	should	not	waste	our	energy	to	this,	as	the	matter	can	neither	be	
denied	nor	proven.	We	cannot	abstract	climate	policy	from	all	those	factors	that	
affect	investment	decisions	in	an	international	environment.	For	the	same	reason	we	
cannot	ignore	it	either.	Thus,	bypassing	the	problem	of	carbon	leakage	by	pointing	
out	that	 it	cannot	be	scientifically	proven	is	a	 false	argument.	Proving	 it	 is	also	
difficult	because	of	the	lacking	evidence.		Emissions	trading	has	been	practised	for	
less	than	ten	years	and	investments	are	being	made	with	a	much	longer	perspective.	

165	 The	 first	 list	 was	 ready	 in	 2009	 (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32
010D0002:EN:NOT),	 and	 it	 was	 renewed	 in	 2011	 (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?uri=CELEX:32011D0745:EN:NOT)	 and	 2012	 (http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/cap/leakage/
docs/2012_08_17_amending_en.pdf)

166	 After	Doha’s	COP18,	this	argument	has	lost	its	credibility.
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A	more	relevant	and	an	indisputable	fact	can	be	discovered	looking	at	the	end	
of	the	balance	sheet:	 the	EU’s	one–sided	climate	policy	creates	a	cost	 factor	for	
energy-intensive	companies	 that	are	exposed	to	global	competition;	something	
that	the	others	do	not	have.	The	cost	factor	consists	of	both	the	price	of	emission	
allowances	–	unless	the	problem	is	solved	by	a	free	allocation	–	and,	above	all,	
the	 increased	electricity	price.	This	cost	effect	 is	undeniable	and	measurable.	It	
is	a	separate	question	itself	as	to	what	conclusions	are	drawn	from	it.	And	even	if	
emission	allowance	prices	were	so	low	that	they	do	not	have	an	impact	on	electricity	
prices,	we	can	establish	that	the	rest	of	the	EU’s	climate	policy,	such	as	the	expensive	
subsidy	forms	of	renewable	energy,	are	further	inflating	those	prices.

As	long	as	climate	policy	is	based	on	production-based	and	not	consumption-
based	emissions,	it	is	justified	to	speak	of	the	danger	of	carbon	leakage.	It	is	not	
a	question	of	unknown	underlying	motives,	but	rather	what	the	repositioning	of	
industries	entails	in	practice.		The	research	of	Peters	et al.	(2011)	confirms	that	the	
emission	reductions	of	 industrialised	countries	have	been	followed	by	increased	
emissions	in	developing	countries	as	well	as	increased	imports	from	these	economies	
(see	Chapter	 7.1.5.2	 The	 criterion	 of	 production	 instead	 of	 consumption),	 the	
combination	of	which	nullifies	the	environmental	benefits	of	Kyoto.	Whether	the	
relationship	is	causal	or	not	was	not	confirmed	by	the	research,	but	it	did	not	deny	
it	either	and	rather	estimated	the	reasons	to	be	socio-economic	combined	with	
earlier	policies	–	the	concept	used	was	“weak	carbon	leakage”.

“Strong	carbon	leakage”	is	the	term	used	for	the	process	in	which	the	causal	
relationship	can	be	 testified,	while	 “weak	carbon	 leakage”	 is	 the	 term	used	 for	
something	that	is	taking	place	simultaneously,	but	in	which	the	causes	and	effects	
cannot	be	proven.	The	distinction	between	strong	and	weak	carbon	leakage	is,	in	
my	mind,	unnecessary	in	the	end.	It	is	very	rare	that	all	causes	can	be	analysed	
–	let	alone	proven	in	a	research.	What	is	relevant	is	the	fact	that	we	have	created	
conditions	in	which	climate	efforts	can	be	nullified	in	practice.

A	question	of	my	own	is,	whether	establishing	the	existence	of	carbon	leakage	
is	such	a	taboo	that	it	is	awkward	to	admit	it	even	if	the	statistics	prove	it.

The	EU’s	first	emissions	trading	period	caused,	in	any	case,	a	lot	of	pressure	on	the	
energy-intensive	industry	exposed	to	global	competition.	Among	others,	Germany’s	
steel	 industry	 demanded	 the	 interruption	 of	 trade	 in	 2006.	 Several	 industrial	
companies	have	referred	to	the	increased	costs	caused	by	emissions	trading	when	
explaining	the	closures	of	plants	and	the	transferral	of	the	production	elsewhere.	

It	must	be	stated	that	carbon	leakage	is	also	true	for	other	sectors	than	just	those	
amongst	the	export	 industry.	Tourism,	for	example,	 is	 internationally	a	heavily	
competitive	branch	and	energy-related	costs	have	a	significant	impact	on	the	prices	
of	travel	services.	Therefore	from	the	vantage	point	of	the	economy,	tourists	arriving	
in	some	individual	country	are	like	products	of	the	export	industry.

In	a	sense,	 the	energy	production	also	belongs	to	the	carbon	 leakage	sector	
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and	assuming	that	the	energy-intensive	industry	will	die	out,	electricity	and	heat	
production	will	vanish,	too167.

8.2.3 RISING ELECTRICITY PRICES AND MARKET VOLATILITY

The	most	important	challenge	of	emissions	trading	is	considered	to	be	its	effect	
on	 the	 electricity	 prices.	Only	 those	 companies	which	predominantly	 produce	
stock	market	electricity	and	for	which	the	emissions	trading	system	guarantees	a	
considerable	windfall	profit	from	electricity	produced	from	non-emitting	sources	
have	praised	the	system	as	the	price	of	emission	allowances	is	passed	to	all	kinds	
of	electricity	prices.	A	practical	rule	of	thumb,	which	has	emerged	during	emissions	
trading	concerning	the	market	price	increase	in	wholesale	electricity,	shows	a	factor	
about	ca.	0.8,	if	the	price	of	the	emission	allowance	is	10	€	/tCO2, the result in the 
market	electricity	will	be	a	price	increase	of	8	€/MWh	at	most.

The	Commission	also	denied	any	problems	connected	with	the	windfall	profit	
during	the	planning	phase	of	the	ETS	directive	and	therefore	stated	that	the	effect	
of	emissions	trading	on	the	electricity	price	would	be	a	maximum	of	10%.	The	
situation	has	changed	quite	significantly	along	with	the	price	fluctuation	of	emission	
allowances	on	the	market.

Therefore,	 the	 increased	electricity	price	which	 is	moving	up	and	down	has	
caused	certain	volatility	on	the	market:	difficult	predictability	and	insecurity	of	the	
market	in	price	estimates	per	one	emission	tonne:	the	Commission	erred	as	much	
as	sixfold	in	its	calculations	–	the	price	level	per	one	emission	tonne	was	not	taken	
into	consideration,	not	even	in	the	worst	horror	scenarios.	Later	on,	the	market	
collapsed	and	after	the	conclusion	of	the	first	emissions	trading	period,	the	price	
expectedly	dropped	almost	down	to	nil,	since	the	emission	allowances	could	not	be	
carried	over	to	the	next	period.	At	any	rate,	a	heavy	price	fluctuation	disturbed	the	
market	by	creating	unpredictability	within	the	operation	environment,	particularly	
for	energy	investments.	

In	June	2006,	I	received	the	cost	estimation	of	that	time	from	Kokkola-Boliden,	
the	fifth	 largest	 zinc	producer	 in	 the	world.	Boliden	was	also	at	 the	 top	of	 the	
list	of	the	world’s	five	cleanest	producers	when	estimating	the	emissions	per	one	
production tonne.

In	March	2006	as	the	price	level	per	one	emission	tonne	was	25	euro	per	tonne,	
Kokkola-Boliden	calculated	that	an	increase	in	the	electricity	price	would	correspond	

167	 This	also	explains	on	its	part	why	for	example	the	Finnish	Energy	Industries	(Energiateollisuus	ry)	took	a	
negative	stance	towards	the	Commission’s	backloading	plans	in	fall	2012,	even	though	many	of	its	member	
organisations,	like	Fortum,	would	benefit	from	the	rise	in	energy	prices	generated	by	the	measure.	The	other	
reason	was	the	search	for	consistency	in	the	carbon	market.
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with	the	salary	expenses	of	400	people	per	year.	It	was	a	fifth	of	the	annual	business	
profit,	in	practice,	a	direct	income	transfer	to	the	electricity	companies.

An	interesting	detail	is	that	the	increase	in	electricity	prices	caused	by	emissions	
trading		–	after	the	start	of	emissions	trading,	nobody	denied	this	fact	anymore	–	was	
noticed	beforehand	by	the	Finnish	energy	experts,	Harry	Viheriävaara	and	Jukka	
Leskelä,	who	first	brought	their	calculations	into	the	public	already	in	2001.	They	
suggested	that	the	increase	in	electricity	prices	would	be	manifold	in	comparison	
to	the	investments	required	by	the	emission	reductions.168

The	windfall	 phenomenon	 came	 undeniably	 as	 an	 unexpected	 element	 to	
Commissioner	 Margot	 Wallström	 and	 the	 environmentalists.	 This	 was	 also	
demonstrated	by	the	 fact	 that	 the	Commissioner	critical	of	nuclear	energy	and	
macro-scale	hydro	power	projects	was	horrified	as	the	system	favoured	exactly	
these	most	disliked	energy	sources.	Even	though	the	increase	in	electricity	prices	
was	a	welcomed	phenomenon,	the	benefits	granted	to	hydro	and	nuclear	energy	
terrified	the	environmentalists.	Wallström	tried	to	mend	the	situation	by	envisioning	
an	auxiliary	windfall	tax	for	macro-scale	hydroelectric	facilities	and	nuclear	power	
plants.	The	proposal	was,	however,	considered	irrational:	the	proposed	tax	would	
have	hampered	 investments	 to	 energy	production	 and	 the	deterrent	was	now	
directed	at	non-emitting	energy	forms.	This	would	turn	against	the	entire	original	
idea	of	emissions	trading.

8.2.4 SELLING “HOT AIR”

The	intergovernmental	emissions	trading	defined	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	linked	
to	the	fixed	national	emission	reduction	targets	assigned	to	different	member	states.	
These	emission	reduction	assignments	varied	from	country	to	country.	The	basis	
for	 the	 emission	allowance	assignments	was	 the	 so-called	grandfathering;	 i.e.,	
the	past	emissions,	for	which	1990	was	used	as	the	reference	year.	Due	to	these,	
certain	problems	arose.	One	of	 the	problems	was	quite	embarrassing	 from	the	
vantage	point	of	the	original	idea	of	flexibility	mechanisms:	when	the	flexible	market	
mechanism	encountered	the	rigid	national	border,	emissions	trading	gained	some	
typical features of a planned economy.

Grandfathering	provided	a	competitive	edge	to	countries,	which	had	a	recent	
dirty	past;	in	other	words,	predominantly	Eastern	European	EU	Member	States.	
Poland,	for	example,	became	the	largest	seller	of	emission	allowances	at	one	point	
and	the	situation	was	not	based	on	the	country’s	efficiency	in	reducing	emissions	
but	rather	on	the	emission	allowances	that	were	somewhat	loosely	assigned	to	it	

168	 According	to	a	story,	this	was	calculated	during	a	meeting	break	and	written	down	on	a	“cigarette-box”.
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according	to	Poland’s	dirty	past.	Finland	for	its	part	had	a	reverse	problem.	We	had	
already	implemented	some	crucial	emission	reduction	measures	before	the	reference	
year	which	meant	that	inherently	there	was	not	much	to	share.	Our	national	Kyoto	
target	was	also	considered	strict,	according	to	a	study	by	the	University	of	Leuven	
(Eyckmans	et al.	2002),	among	others,	it	was	regarded	as	one	of	the	strictest	burden	
sharing	of	the	EU	countries.	Therefore,	Finland	where	the	steel	and	paper	production	
belongs	to	the	world’s	top	class	for	its	energy	efficiency	and	cleanliness	was	hard	
up	against	all	 the	expectations	due	to	our	Kyoto	target.	In	a	way,	the	emissions	
were	now	being	paid	twice:	first	in	the	reduction	investments	and	secondly	again	
in	emissions	trading.	

8.2.5 OTHER PROBLEMS

There	has	been	hardly	any	previous	theoretical	research	on	the	effects	of	emissions	
trading.	Most	of	these	studies	were	so	theoretical	that	they	did	not	even	take	into	
consideration	the	possibility	of	carbon	leakage;	i.e.;	the	transfer	of	the	production	
outside	the	EU.	This	 is	also	understandable,	as	the	rapid	development	of	China	
and	India	took	everyone	by	surprise.	Such	concepts	as	carbon	leakage	and	windfall	
profits;	i.e.;	excess	net	return,	were	not	even	known	when	the	emissions	trading	
experiment	started.	The	legislation	project	was	characterised	by	unusual	hurrying.

In the plenary speech169,	which	I	held	when	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	was	
approved,	I	listed	a	number	of	unresolved	sticking	points.		The	presentation	did	
not	include	any	estimation	of	the	effects	of	an	expansion,	guidelines	for	companies	
concerning	the	bookkeeping	aspect,	proposals	for	its	VAT,	any	strategy	for	severe	
market	disturbances	and	speculative	attacks	or	any	proper	information	about	the	
emissions	generated	by	the	Member	States	nor	any	presentation	on	the	right	to	
appeal.	When	in	many	countries	were	delaying	the	registration	and	reporting	of	
their	emission	allowances,	where	was	the	legal	protection	for	the	countries	that	did	
take	action	within	the	deadline?

Neither did the proposal take any stance on the competitiveness of those 
companies,	which	had	already	started	their	operations	at	an	early	stage,	nor	did	
it	consider	the	country-specific	restrictions	due	to	the	burden	sharing	from	the	
vantage	point	of	the	companies	or	the	distorting	factors	between	different	Member	
States.	The	relation	of	emissions	trading	to	the	interests	of	the	Member	States’	tax 
revenues	remained	open,	as	well	as	the	effect	of	emissions	trading	on	the	free	energy	
markets.	Additionally,	 the	proposal	seemed	to	confuse	the	targets	with	means,	
national	levels	with	company	levels,	as	well	as	market	means	with	the	traditional	

169	 Plenary	speech	10	October	2002	(cf.	Annex	15.1)
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administration	based	on	control.
One	further	problem	was	that	the	first	emissions	trading	version	did	not	provide	

any	consistent	incentive	for	reducing	emissions,	any	such	carrot	that	would	always	
offer	a	reward.	The	most	decisive	 issue,	now,	was	when	the	 investments	aimed	
towards	emission	reductions	would	be	worth	 implementing.	If	 they	were	to	be	
implemented	in	an	unfavourable	time,	that	would	have	backfired	as	more	and	more	
inadequate	emission	allowances.

During	the	autumn	of	2009,	the	emissions	trading	system	had	been	heavily	
criticised	as	the	news	broke	that	VAT-related	frauds	were	committed	in	the	context	
of	emission	allowances.	Brokers	buying	and	selling	further	emission	allowances	had	
not	rendered	accounts	on	VAT	and	had	kept	the	money	for	themselves	for	even	
one	and	a	half	years.	It	created	some	embarrassment	as	these	crimes	were	exposed	
right	before	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	(COP15),	since	the	Union	had	
trumpeted	emissions	trading	as	a	successful	instrument	for	the	rest	of	the	world.	

Also	 outside	 the	EU,	 the	 emissions	 trading	 system	was	used	 for	 dishonest	
purposes.	In	2010	a	Chinese	scandal	surfaced:	Chinese	factories	abused	the	flexibility	
mechanisms	allowed	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Strong	greenhouse	gases	with	high	
warming	potential	were	only	produced	for	destruction	and	to	be	converted	into	
CER	units,	 i.e.	carbon	tonnes	subtracted	from	production,	which	then	could	be	
re-utilised	by	European	companies	in	EU	emissions	trading.	The	newspapers	also	
reported	on	access	to	fake	emissions	trading	services	and	multiple	sales	of	the	same	
emission	allowances.

8.2.6 THE COMMISSION’S INTERVENTIONS IN EMISSIONS TRADING:  
 BACKLOADING AND SET-ASIDE

In	July	2012,	the	Commission	presented	its	so-called	Backloading	Plan170,	according	
to	which	emissions	allowances	would	be	taken	off	the	market	from	the	beginning	
of	 the	new	emissions	trading	period.	These	allowances	would	then	be	returned	
during	the	final	stage	of	the	emissions	trading	period.	The	Commission	considered	
the	then-market	price	of	emission	allowances	(EUA)171	too	low	for	it	to	encourage	
environmental investments.

The	most	apparent	 reason	 for	 the	 low	CO2	market	price	was	 the	economic	

170	 I	was	responsible	for	the	EPP	Group’s	position	for	the	report	whereby	the	Commission	sought	for	the	mandate	
to	amend	Article	10.4	of	the	ETS	Directive	with	regard	to	backloading.	The	Commission	called	this	change	
in	the	directive	a	”mini-amendment”.	The	formulation	was:	”The	Commission	shall,	where	apropriate,	adapt	
the	timetable	for	each	period	so	as	to	ensure	an	orderly	functioning	of	the	market.”	In	practice,	however,	
the	 formulation	alters	significantly	 the	content	of	 the	ETS	Directive,	as,	according	 to	Article	9,	emission	
allowances	were	supposed	to	be	reduced	from	the	market	”in	a	linear	manner”;	by	1.74%	annually.

171	 In	fall	2012,	it	was	around	8	euro/	carbon	dioxide	tonne.
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recession.	In	fact,	emissions	trade	worked	in	a	logical	fashion:	during	the	recession,	
there	was	a	surplus	of	emission	allowances,	while	European	production	is	at	a	freeze	
and investors do not dare to invest.

In	addition,	the	price	of	emission	allowances	was	further	decreased	by	the	CERs	
linked	to	the	CDM	mechanism.	More	CERs	than	expected	entered	the	marked.	
Actually,	 the	purpose	of	 the	CERs	was	 to	keep	 the	 costs	of	 the	EU’s	 emission	
reductions	in	check.	The	main	reason	for	the	surprise	is	China,	whose	development	
has	taken	all	the	elements	of	the	calculations	by	surprise.	CERs	come	into	existence	
in	arrear:	they	are	only	available,	when	emission	reductions	have	already	taken	place	
and	once	they	have	been	verified.	Then,	according	to	the	rules,	they	will	be	given	
during	several	years.	The	number	is	accumulated,	until	new	mechanism	projects	
are	no	longer	accepted.

The	third	reason	for	 the	drop	 in	emission	allowance	prices	are	the	national	
subsidies	relating	to	renewable	energy	targets,	which	have	reduced	emissions	in	
the	emissions	trading	sector.

Another	underlying	factor	was	the	US	energy	revolution:	the	development	of	
shale	gas	fracking	techniques	 is	rendering	the	country	self-sufficient	 in	terms	of	
energy,	while	coal	is	being	reserved	for	export.	It	started	to	look	evident	that	cheap	
coal	is	nullifying	the	environmental	benefit	of	renewable	energy	in	a	situation	where	
the	high	cost	of	emission	allowances	is	not	guiding	the	use	of	coal.		At	the	same	
time,	the	US	–	the	competitor	–	is	dropping	is	emissions	significantly,	while	it	is	
also	possible	to	rely	on	cheap	energy	prices.	This	puts	more	pressure	to	re-evaluate	
the	European	climate	strategy,	which	is	based	on	the	logic	of	high	energy	prices.

According	to	the	current	rules,	EU	emission	allowances	can	now	be	transferred	
from	one	emissions	trading	period	to	the	other.	When,	due	to	low	demand,	emissions	
are	being	transferred	from	the	first	period	to	the	second,	and	CERs	enter	the	market	
due	to	this	process,	a	surplus	comes	into	existence.	

The	price	 formation	 on	 the	 emissions	 trading	market	 does	not	 depend	 on	
auctioning.	Whether	the	emission	allowances	are	distributed	for	free	or	whether	
they	are	auctioned	does	not	alter	the	equilibrium	between	supply	and	demand	as	
such.	The	price	is	lifted,	because	the	amount	of	emission	allowances	is	reduced	by	
the	known	1.74%	annually.	Scarcity,	however,	is	very	insignificant	compared	to	the	
current	surplus.	According	to	analyses	the	whole	third	period	would	pass	by	in	a	
surplus situation.

In	October	2012,	a	memorandum	of	the	Commission	stating	that	backloading	
is	an	insufficient	measure,	leaked	into	the	public.	Only	set-aside,	i.e.	the	permanent	
removal	of	emission	allowances	from	the	market,	would	be	sufficient	to	guarantee	
a	proper	price	signal	to	the	carbon	markets.	This	was,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	a	trivial	
laconism,	which	did	not	say	anything	new	about	the	price-formation	logic.	Actually,	
it	only	revealed	that	the	idea	of	backloading	was	not	needed	for	anything	but	for	
the acquisition of the approval of clueless politicians.
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It	was	understandable	that	while	emission	allowance	prices	were	low,	the	fear	
of	a	crash	of	the	emissions	trading	system	was	born.	It	was	seen	as	possible	threat	
that	emissions	trading	would	be	replaced	by	an	ever	more	multi-faceted	collection	
of	national	policy	practices,	such	as	carbon	taxes.	Nevertheless,	it	does	not	make	
sense	to	replace	a	problem	with	new	problems,	and	as	such,	backloading	would	
only	accumulate	the	effects.	Mingling	with	a	market	mechanism	would	send	an	
alarming	signal	of	political	instability:	who	would	dare	to	invest	in	such	a	Europe?	
The	inflation	of	electricity	prices	raises	questions	especially	now	that	the	shale	gas	
boom	has	opened	reasonably	priced	energy	opportunities	elsewhere	in	the	world.	
The	emigration	of	European	industries	in	the	search	for	price-	and	energy	stability	
becomes	a	genuine	concern	when	our	default	recipe	for	everything	is	the	elevation	
of electricity prices. 

Overall,	it	could	be	asked,	whether	the	Commission’s	logic	is	sustainable.	Does	
the	removal	of	emission	allowances	create	an	incentive	in	the	first	place,	when	the	
varying	national	subsidies	for	renewables	are	stirring	up	the	formation	of	genuine	
electricity	markets.	If	 the	Commission	is	worried	that	a	proper	market	signal	 is	
not	created,	it	should	consider	the	sense	in	two	overlapping	pieces	of	legislation.

The	predictability	of	climate	policy	cannot	be	created	out	of	the	prices	of	emission	
allowances	at	a	certain	point	in	time.	It	should	flow	from	long-term	planning;	i.e.	
that	we	know	our	reduction	goals	by	the	year	2050172.

In	Chapter	 8.2.1	 I	 have	 explained	 the	 colourful	 phases	 of	 the	 backloading	
controversy	in	the	Parliament.	In	Chapter	8.3.6	I	describe	the	impact	of	renewable	
energy	subsidies	on	electricity	markets.	

8.3 THE RENEWABLE ENERGY TARGET

The	importance	of	increasing	the	share	of	renewable	energy	has	been	highlighted	in	
the	combat	against	climate	change,	which	is	also	the	reason	why	the	EU’s	decision	to	
augment	its	share	of	renewable	energy	to	20%	by	the	year	2020	has	been	considered	
a	sign	of	effective	climate	policy.	When	the	EU	summit	made	this	decision	in	2007,	
the	starting	point	was	an	average	share	of	8%;	Member	State-specific	shares	ranging	
from	Malta’s	near	0%	to	Sweden’s	40%	of	the	final	energy	consumption.

The	EU’s	Climate	and	Energy	Package	was	agreed	on	in	December	2008	in	the	co-
decision	procedure	of	the	Council	and	the	Parliament.		The	package	was	composed	
of	the	aforementioned	Emissions	Trading	(ETS)	Directive,	the	Renewable	Energy	

172	 On	the	basis	of	calculations	based	on	the	ETS	Directive,	we	can	predict	that	the	number	of	emission	allowances	
will	be	zero	in	2067.	When,	in	accordance	with	Article	9	of	the	Directive,	emissions	are	linearly	reduced	by	
1.74%	annually,	and	when	the	base-level	is	the	midpoint	of	the	second	emissions	trading	period	in	2010,	we	
will	run	out	of	allowances	in	57	years.
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(RES)	Directive,	the	CCS	(Carbon	Capture	and	Storage)	Directive	and	the	Non-ETS	
Effort	Sharing	Decision,	which	defines	the	burden-sharing	of	the	emissions	falling	
outside	emissions	trading.	In	addition,	the	car	producers’	CO2	emission	ceilings	are	
considered	part	of	the	package.

In	terms	of	renewable	energy,	the	EU	as	a	whole	agreed	on	a	20%	share	by	
the	year,	2020	calculated	from	final	energy	consumption,	and	the	goal	was	spread	
over	the	Member	States	as	country-specific	obligations,	which	take	into	account	the	
country’s	baseline	position	for	renewable	energy	as	well	as	its	increasing	potential.	
Finland’s	starting	level	in	2005	was	28.5%,	and	the	new	goal	was	agreed	at	38%.	
The	intermediary	goals	(2011–12,	2013–14	etc.)	are	not	binding.	The	renewable	
target	for	transport	became	10%,	and	Finland	set	its	own	target	at	20%.

The	directive	leaves	the	measures	to	increase	RES	to	the	decision	of	the	Member	
States.	Member	States	have	to	prepare	national	plans	to	 increase	their	share	of	
renewables.	In	these	plans,	the	country	has	to	set	binding	targets	for	the	share	of	
renewable	energy	in	electricity	production,	heating	and	transport.

The	directive	includes	a	force majeure	clause:	in	the	case	of	an	extraordinary	
and	unforeseen	hindrance	the	country	can	get	relief	to	its	goal.	On	the	other	hand,	
the	directive	does	not	list	any	concrete	sanctions	if	the	goal	has	not	been	reached.

How	efficient	is	the	renewable	energy	target	then	from	a	climate-political	point	
of	view?	Its	value	is	indisputable,	but	the	execution	and	the	timetable	have	raised	
criticism.	According	to	Helm	(2009),	the	RES	goal	and	the	EU	emissions	trading	
system	are	like	a	belt	and	suspenders;	it	is	an	overlapping	piece	of	legislation	of	
which	the	elements	partly	disturb	and	contradict	one	another.	The	former	predefines	
the	share	of	a	certain	technology	while	the	latter	would	let	it	up	to	the	markets	to	
decide,	which	share	each	reduction	mechanism	will	have.	In	this	way,	the	means	
and	the	goals	become	entangled.

The	given	timeframe	was	already	considered	impossible	at	the	outset;	such	a	fast	
decision	could	even	lead	to	harmful	decisions	for	the	environment,	for	example,	if	
it	leads	to	excessive	logging	or	wood	imports	from	third	countries.

In	EU	policy	circles	renewable	energy	has	been	considered	the	saviour	of	the	
economy.	It	has	been	believed	that	it	provides	with	hundreds	of	thousands	of	new	
jobs,	and	this	is	undoubtedly	the	case.	Nevertheless,	the	impact	of	renewable	energy	
on	other	parts	of	the	economy	has	been	rarely	raised	in	addition	to	the	fact	that	
the	Chinese	renewable	energy	industry	–	including	wind	turbines	and	solar	panels	
–	is	the	real	grower	of	the	markets.	Spain	has	been	marketed	as	a	global	example	
for	the	fact	that	it	gives	economic	support	to	renewable	energy	companies	for	the	
creation	of	green	jobs.	A	Spanish	research	(Álvarez	2009)	proposes,	however,	that	
the	renewable	energy	jobs	cannibalise173	other	jobs:	every	new	renewable	energy	job	

173	 My	blog	on	the	matter:	A	whore	or	not	–	it	depends…,	see	Annex	15.40



245

Climate Change as a Political Process

costs	2.2	times	as	much	as	a	traditional	job	and	per	every	new	green	megawatt	we	
lose	5.28	jobs	that	emigrate	elsewhere.	While	the	price	of	energy	goes	up,	a	significant	
share	of	the	industry	moves	away.	Álvarez’	research	has	been	criticised	among	the	
Spanish	 labour	union	movement	(ISTAS,	http://www.istas.net/web/abreenlace.
asp?idenlace=6771)	because	is	blames	renewable	energy	for	the	increase	in	energy	
prices	in	Spain	–	even	though	this	was	confirmed	by	the	Spanish	government	in	its	
analysis,	too	(Constable	2011:92).	The	research	was	also	criticised	for	an	excessively	
straight-forward	interpretation	of	the	economic	impact	of	subsidies	(Lantz	&	Tegen	
2009).	On	the	other	hand,	if	read	carefully,	the	same	message	can	be	found	in	the	
Commission’s	own	publication	EmployRes	(2009)174 on the economic impacts of 
green	policies.	The	summary	section	of	the	publication	is	misleading	to	some	extent,	
as the content of the research itself is much more pessimistic.

8.3.1 WHAT IS RENEWABLE ENERGY?

The	most	crucial	question	is	how	to	define	the	concept	of	renewable	energy.	The	
concept	seems	to	be	very	hazy	–	however,	this	can	also	be	of	some	use	when	the	
target	is	hard	to	reach.	

Traditionally	 renewable	 energy	has	been	defined	as	 sun,	wind,	hydro-	 and	
bioenergy,	as	 thermal	heat	and	as	energy	gained	 from	waves	and	 tidal	power.	
Bioenergy	covers	wood-based	fuels,	field	biomasses,	agro-biomass,	biogases	and	
biodegradable	parts	of	urban	waste.	

According	to	Helm,	the	criterion	of	the	renewability	can	be	scrutinised	from	
two	different	angles.	First,	it	is	a	question	of	something	that	renews	itself.	Wind	
and	tidewater	both	fit	in	this	category	since	the	use	of	these	energy	forms	does	not	
diminish	their	future	availability	 in	any	way.	The	problem	is	that	this	definition	
excludes	 a	whole	 group	of	 energy	 sources,	 such	as	biomass	and	biogas	–	and	
according	to	Helm,	when	talking	about	nuclear	power,	a	fast-breeder	reactor	would	
again	be	very	close	to	this	criterion.

The	second	alternative	would	be	the	definition	of	renewables	as	being	low-carbon	
but	this	will	also	arouse	further	questions.	Even	though	we	would	replace	carbon	
with	gas	and	therefore	reduce	emissions,	would	it	mean	that	this	measure	is	low-
carbon?	The	carbon	dioxide	emissions	of	wood	are	even	higher	than	those	of	coal	
but	they	are	given	a	calculatory	zero	because	when	wood	is	decaying,	it	releases	its	 
 
 
 

174	 http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/studies/doc/renewables/2009_employ_res_report.pdf
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carbon	dioxide	in	any	case	and	the	future	tree	that	grows	and	replaces	the	decayed	
one	will	bind	carbon.	And	why	is	nuclear	power	no	good175, Helm asks further. 

This	ambiguity	is	regarded	as	being	politically	very	pleasant	since	it	provides	
some	flexibility	for	the	target	but,	from	the	point	of	view	of	investors,	this	conceptual	
haziness	does	not	exactly	make	things	any	easier.	If,	however,	the	main	target	is	
to	reduce	emissions,	low-carbon	or	low-emissions	should	be	the	decisive	criterion.	
Due	to	nuclear	power,	this	criterion	is	usually	kept	back	as,	according	to	Helm,	the	
fear	is	that	it	shows	how	advantageous	nuclear	power	is	in	comparison	to	wind	or	
wave	energy	(Helm	2009b:12–13).

According	to	Helm,	the	target	of	renewable	energy	is	not	just	an	expensive	way	
to	 lower	emissions	but,	 in	practice,	 it	 is	also	unconvincing:	with	the	given	time	
schedule,	the	possibilities	of	the	EU	to	reach	its	targets	are	not	realistic.	Renewables	
have	an	important	role	but,	for	instance,	according	to	Helm	heavy	investments	in	
wind	power	are	not	an	efficient	way	to	prevent	climate	change.	(Helm	2009b:16).

I	consider	it	worrisome,	what	a	strong	national	subsidy	policy	implies	for	the	
evolution	of	the	profitability	of	renewable	energy.	The	intentions	may	be	be	good,	
but	 in	practice	 they	are	 the	opposite:	because	renewable	energy	sources	are	 in	
a	type	of	“breast-feeding”	situation	due	to	various	feed-in	tariffs	and	investment	
subsidies,	they	do	not	have	to	seek	for	profitability	from	the	markets:	it	is	served	
to them on a tray.

Since	hydropower	has	already	been	taken	 into	use	pretty	much	throughout	
Europe,	the	practical	alternatives	for	renewables	will	be	biomass,	wind	power	and	
solar	energy.	All	of	these	present	their	own	challenges:

8.3.2 WIND POWER

Strong	economic	investments	in	renewables	have	been	endorsed	by	the	explanation	
that	this	is	the	way	to	create	incentives	which,	after	some	time,	become	profitable.	
Wind	power	 technology	has	 surely	become	more	developed	over	 the	past	 few	
years	but	no	essentially	new	technological	quantum	leap176	can	be	expected	from	it	 
–	windpower	is	an	old,	fully-developed	technology.	Chiefly,	the	increased	electricity	
price	can	improve	the	profitableness	but	from	the	vantage	point	of	global	energy	
needs	and	poor	countries	we	have	to	ask	how	meaningful	it	is	to	consciously	increase	
the	energy	price.

For	example,	 in	Finnish	circumstances	the	usability	has	been	on	average	at	

175	 In	my	blog	Little green men,	I	deal	with	the	inconsolability	of	a	wrong	opinion	on	nuclear	power.	(Annex	
15.43).	I	clarify	some	of	the	image	problems	in	my	presentation	The Role of Nuclear in combating climate 
change – Foratom seminar in Tampere		for	the	actors	of	the	field	(Annex	15.21).

176	 Nevertheless,	single	technical	improvements	can	be	expected;	more	about	those	later.
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21	per	cent177	per	year.	Therefore,	 it	will	not	pass	 the	cost-benefit	analysis;	 the	
profitableness	is	largely	based	either	on	feed-in	tariffs	that	are	paid	by	consumers	
(Germany	and	Spain,	among	others)	or	 they	are	 transferred	to	 the	 investment	
support	paid	by	the	state.	In	Finland,	one	megawatt	of	wind	capacity	has	required	
the	society’s	support	of	ca.	500,000	euro.

A	research	on	the	consumption	rate	of	wind	power	(Hughes	2012)	reveals	that	
the	average	normalised	load	factor	of	wind	power	deteriorates	markedly	over	time	
and	as	turbines	get	older.	The	research	conducted	by	the	Economics	Department	
of	the	Univerity	of	Edinburgh	was	done	by	observing	the	monthly	production	rates	
and	subsidy	regimes	of	wind	farms	and	turbines	in	Denmark	and	the	UK.	In	the	
case	of	the	UK,	the	average	normalised	load	factor	of	onshore	declined	from	24%	
(one-year-old	wind	farm)	to	15%	(age	10)	and	11%	(age	15).	In	Denmark’s	case	
the	number	went	down	from	22%	to	18%	in	15	years.	For	offshore	wind	farms	the	
normalised	load	factor	declines	from	39%	(age	0)	to	15%	(age	10).	The	researched	
data	did	not	reveal	the	reason	for	the	performance	decline,	but	presumably	outages	
caused	by	mechanical	breakdowns	are	a	significant	factor.

In	addition,	the	research	discloses	that	 large	wind	farms	have	systematically	
worse	performance	than	the	smaller	ones.	One	of	the	conclusions	of	the	research	was	
that	the	production	subsidies	granted	to	wind	generators	are	remarkably	generous,	
if	investing	in	new	wind	farms	is	profitable	despite	the	decline	in	normalised	load	
factors.	Few	wind	farms	will	still	operate	after	12–15	years.	(Hughes	2012)

This	factor	should	be	taken	into	account	when	designing	the	subsidy	regime.	
Statistics	reveal	that	at	the	moment,	subsidies	do	not	encourage	sustainability,	if	–	
when	very	generous	–	they	pay	back	the	investments	too	rapidly.	If	the	tariff	lasts	for	
12	years,	the	wind	farm	is,	in	practice,	not	expected	to	produce	after	this.	Prolonging	
the	tariff	does	not	resolve	the	problem	unambiguously;	the	actual	solution	would	
be	 improving	the	technology	 in	such	a	way	that	support	could	be	found	on	the	
markets,	not	in	subsidies.

Inconsistent	wind	conditions	bring	about	a	certain	dilemma	for	the	profitableness	
of	wind	power.	If	a	huge	quantity	of	wind	power	was	to	be	built	up	through	financial	
support	in	a	certain	area,	the	electricity	price	would	rapidly	collapse	during	strong	
winds	and	during	those	hours	when	there	is	no	wind	at	all,	the	electricity	price	would	
be	high.	The	average	electricity	price	will	not	reveal	the	strong	price	fluctuation	which	

177	 The	usability	will	be	improved	as	Finavia	has	moderated	the	height	restrictions	of	wind	mills	and	wind	mills	
that	are	140	m	high	will	be	allowed	to	be	built-up	even	more	in	the	future.	I	deal	with	the	low	degree	wind	
power	use	in	Finland	in	my	blog	The tail wagging the dog	(Annex	15.24),	but	in	this	regard	I	have	had	to	re-
evaluate	my	pessimistic	assessment	in	the	light	of	new	information.	The	information	presented	in	this	blog	
is	based	on	an	earlier	situation:	“Wind energy, which could be the ideal solution somewhere else, is pretty 
useless in Finland, where the wind conditions are quite weak. It means economic unprofitability. Something 
like this, very simply: a fisherman specialised in tuna fishing could not get a start-up allowance from the 
employment office or a loan from the bank: the harsh conclusion would naturally be that his business idea 
is unprofitable.”
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is	typical	for	wind	power.	The	profitableness	of	wind	power	is	cannibalised	through	
heavy	building	in	one	and	the	same	area	and	thus	it	might	easily	remain	dependent	
on	the	support	monies.	Therefore	it	would	be	more	reasonable	to	decentralise	wind	
power	in	a	larger	area.	

The	varying	wind	conditions	are	also	the	reason	that	wind	power	always	requires,	
when	fed	into	the	electric	power	distribution	network,	a	corrective	element	for	the	
sake	of	uneven	electricity	production	levels;	in	other	words,	control	and	back	up	
power.	Hydropower	would	be	an	ideal	back	up	for	wind,	but	in	Finland,	there	is	
seldom	hydropower	available.	As	the	current	Finnish	capacity	of	200	megawatts	is	
about	to	be	increased	to	2500	megawatts	(MW)	in	the	name	of	renewable	energy,	
we	cannot	avoid	building	up	more	reserve.	It	will	partly	diminish	the	achieved	
climate	benefit.	Due	to	the	exiguity	of	hydropower,	the	back-up	is	practically	often	
fossil:	gas	or	carbon	power.	For	this	reason	it	is	not	very	surprising	that	in	some	
countries	which	favour	wind	power,	such	as	Germany,	carbon	power	has	been	
increasing	heavily.	

It	is	possible	to	increase	the	capacity	of	wind	power	to	2500	MW	by	2020,	as	
outlined	by	the	Finnish	government,	through	severe	subsidies,	but	it	does	not	yet	
mean	that	we	would	be	able	to	reach	a	very	high	level	when	measuring	electrical	
quantities.	A	general	misconception	is	to	view	the	nominal	power	of	an	energy	form	
instead	of	the	quantity	of	electric	energy	generated	by	this	energy	form.	There	is	no	
sense	in	the	designs	of	increasing	wind	power	to	the	same	level	as	nuclear	power,	
for	example,	if	we	do	not	consider	the	quantities	of	electricity;	i.e.,	the	megawatt	
hours	(MWh),	that	are	generated.178 

However,	wind	power	will	be	needed	in	any	case,	and	we	should	make	it	as	
profitable	 and	meaningful	 as	 possible.	 The	most	 significant	 improvements	 in	
technical	 implementations,	 the	height	of	mills,	as	well	as	 in	plant	 locations,	are	
still	possible.	Therefore,	it	is	decisive	that	the	feed-in	tariffs	are	not	standing	and	
blocking	the	way	for	the	technical	development.	The	German-type	feed-in	tariffs	
have	such	a	problem	that	they	are	some	sort	of	a	lullaby	for	energy	policy	and	that	
they	don’t	coerce	to	improve	the	efficiency	level	when	offering	a	guarantee	price	
for	the	electricity	fed	into	the	power	network.	Feed-in	tariffs	convert	wind	power	
into	one	of	the	most	profitable	forms	of	business	and	at	the	same	time	the	various	
artificial	support	forms	disturb	the	normalisation	of	the	energy	market.

I	myself	believe	that	in	Finnish	circumstances	the	most	crucial	question	in	the	
future	will	be	where	to	 locate	the	plants,	since	the	decisive	reason	for	opposing	

178	 Extract	from	my	blog:	“Or should I explain this in words of one syllable: what if we use some descriptive 
terms, such as dwarf electricity, giant electricity or other similar kinds of terms? And, should we describe 
the power (MW) through a horse that is asleep and therefore cannot work and the energy (MWh) through 
a horse that snorts and is working...”	(See	Annex	15.16	Electrical theory for blondes and brunettes)
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wind	power	is	connected	with	noise	impacts	and	landscape	hazards179.	To	interfere	
with	 the	 landscape	 of	 the	 unique	 archipelago	 or	 Lapland’s	wilderness	 is	 very	
questionable.	Likewise,	the	residential	areas	wish	to	be	protected	by	a	minimum	
distance	so	that	no	wind	power	industry	would	be	erected	too	close	to	that	border.	
A	cautious	placement	of	plants	will	hinder	the	rise	of	opposing	civic	movements	and	
guarantee	the	popularity	of	wind	power.	Some	of	the	best	examples	for	the	successful	
placements	of	wind	power	are	locations	in	wide	industrial	zones,	shipyards	or	when	
exploiting	the	areas	of	waste	treatment	centres	and	landfills.	A	landscape	hazard	
is	not	a	problem	where	the	landscape	has	already	been	destroyed,	and	it	would	be	
worthwhile	using	this	aspect	when	planning	wind	power	constructions.

Finland,	 for	example,	has	1100	 landfills;	 the	majority	are	of	a	smaller	scale	
but	there	are	ca.	200	larger	landfill	areas	amongst	them.	Generally,	no	residential	
areas	are	allowed	in	the	near	vicinity	of	these	landfills,	as	well	as	no	recreational	
use	of	the	land;	therefore	investments	in	wind	power	would	be	worthwhile	in	these	
areas180.	On	the	other	hand,	we	have	to	take	into	account	a	sufficient	safety	zones	
especially	in	winter	conditions	and	when	there	is	a	risk	of	ice	falling.	The	electricity	
generated	by	wind	power	significantly	increases	if	the	wind	mills	reach	the	height	
of	140	metres.	In	other	words,	a	cautious	placement	of	the	wind	mills	will	be	in	a	
strategic	position,	not	only	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	wind	power’s	popularity	
but	also	from	the	vantage	point	of	profit.	

Electricity	cannot	exactly	be	stored	but	still,	the	oversupply	of	wind	power	during	
windy	weather	conditions	should	also	be	taken	into	consideration	in	the	future	in	
order	to	even	up	the	effects	of	price	fluctuations.	A	smart	consumption	of	electricity	
practiced	by	households	and	the	charging	of	the	batteries	of	electric	cars	are	both	
part	of	this	solution;	the	domestic	appliances	can	be	adjusted	to	function	or	to	be	
recharged	during	times	when	the	electricity	supply	is	cheap.	First	of	all,	we	should	
ponder	the	possibility	that,	from	time	to	time,	inexpensive	wind	electricity	could	
generate	district	heating:	 it	would	pay	off	to	use	 it	 for	heating	water,	 instead	of	
using	fossil	fuels.	

In	the	case	of	wind	energy	also	the	material	costs	have	to	be	considered,	as	their	
share	in	proportion	to	the	amount	of	derived	electric	energy	is	significant.

179	 The	noise	impact	will	be	reduced	in	the	future	as	less	noisy	windmills	are	being	developed;	likewise,	it	has	
been	noticed	that	a	light	grey	wind	mill	would	almost	vanish	into	the	landscape	background.

180	 The	wind	power	project	of	Voimavapriikki	at	Kiimasuo	in	Forssa	is	a	good	example	of	how	to	make	use	of	
a	landfill	area	and	idle	land.
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8.3.3 WOOD ENERGY

Since	the	potential	to	increase	hydropower	is	minimal	and	the	rapid	increase	in	
wind	power	is	not	possible	due	to	the	somewhat	longish	permission	procedure	and	
so-called	NIMBY	problems,	the	huge	pressure	to	reach	the	targets	set	for	renewables	
within	the	given	time	timeline	is	practically	aimed	at	the	biomass;	in	other	words,	
chiefly	at	the	utilisation	of	wood	energy.	There	are	some	wicked	problems	linked	
with	this	constellation.

CO2 emissions:	Even	though	carbon	dioxide	emissions	generated	by	wood	
burning	have	been	fairly	estimated	as	being	calculatory	zero,	the	CO2 emissions 
are	still	quite	significant	during	wood	burning,	higher	than	during	the	burning	of	
coal	and	peat.	This	means	that	if	our	desire	is	to	decrease	emissions	quickly,	it	is	
not	really	reasonable	to	rapidly	increase	wood	burning	although	in	the	long	run	it	
concerns	a	carbon-neutral	procedure.	The	idea	of	zero	emissions	is	based	on	the	
consideration	of	the	entire	life-cycle	of	wood,	not	on	the	actual	burning.	If	wood	and	
peat	are	burnt	in	parallel	burning	boilers	and	emissions	from	both	are	measured	at	
the	end	of	the	tube,	the	figure	for	wood	generated	CO2	is	109.6	g/MJ	whereas	the	
same	figure	for	peat	is	106	g/MJ.	In	both	cases,	carbon	dioxide	is	carbon	dioxide	
and	assimilating	plants	cannot	“smell”	them	from	each	other.	

The	calculatory	zero	emission	of	wood	comes	from	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	It	excuses	
carbon	dioxide	emissions	if	these	are	generated	by	burning	an	organic	material.	
The	assumption	is	that	as	the	material	decays	anyway,	it	will	emit	carbon	dioxide,	
so	practically	it	is	just	the	same	whether	this	is	done	by	burning.	

However,	the	logic	does	not	work	if	processes	are	being	accelerated	and	wood	
is	used	faster	than	new	trees	can	be	grown	naturally	for	replacement.	

Wood burning increases soot and particle emissions:	Wood	burning	
increases	particle	emissions	detrimental	to	health,	as	well	as	soot,	which	accelerates	
global	warming.	Small	particles	generated	by	energy	production	and	transportation	
are	a	severe	health	hazard	that	kills	ca.	350	000	people	throughout	the	EU	each	
year.	The	climate	battle	has	been	estimated	to	double	this	number	through	the	
particle emissions181	of	increased	wood	burning.	The	emissions	are	not	a	problem	
in	countries	using	district	heating	as	they	apply	proper	filters	but	the	single-house-
specific	wood	burning	in	residential	areas	worsens	the	air	quality	significantly.	

Increased wood burning threatens the carbon sink and increases 
the carbon foot print:	According	to	a	comprehensive	European	forest	study	
(Ciais,	P. et al.,	2008),	a	significant	increase	in	bioenergy	in	Europe	could	cause	a	
sudden	fall-down	of	the	European	forests’	carbon	sink;	in	other	words,	the	ability	to	
bind	carbon	of	the	atmosphere.	Efficient	maintenance	of	the	carbon	sink	requires,	

181	 This	estimation	was	presented	by	Prof.	Petteri	Taalas,	the	Director	General	of	the	Finnish	Meteorological	
Institute,	in	2008.
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without	doubt,	forest	cutting	levels	that	are	less	than	the	growth	of	tree	stands.
Fern,	an	NGO,	which	focuses	on	forest	policy,	published	a	report182	in	December	

2011.	According	to	this	report,	the	EU’s	target	for	renewables	is	simply	too	strict	
in	order	to	reach	it	by	the	EU’s	own	efforts.	The	situation	requires	that	wood	to	be	
burnt	should	be	imported	from	outside	the	EU	which	increases	the	dangers	to	the	
ecosystems	elsewhere	in	the	world	and,	at	the	same	time,	the	carbon	foot	print	of	
the EU. 

The	report	was	based	on	the	EU	Member	States	national	action	programs	of	
renewable	energy,	on	export	and	import	statistics,	as	well	as	on	trends.	

From	the	point	of	view	of	climate	targets,	the	weakening	of	the	state	of	forests	
would	be	unreasonable	–	simply	as	the	greenhouse	phenomenon	is	partly	due	to	
forest	depletions.	Therefore,	it	would	be	a	bad	policy	if	we	were	to	accelerate	the	
greenhouse	phenomenon	while	we	are	trying	to	prevent	it.	

The target can threaten the target itself:	 Finland	 was	 one	 of	 the	
top	European	 countries	 in	 exploiting	bioenergy	when	 the	directive	was	under	
preparation;	a	fourth	of	our	primary	energy	was	renewable	energy.	This	achievement	
is	largely	due	to	our	forest	industry:	it	exploits	its	own	by-products	and	wastes	in	an	
efficient	way.	The	strict	target	for	renewables	was	seen	as	endangering	the	availability	
of	the	forest	industry’s	raw	material,	providing	wood	is	forwarded	for	energy	use	
because	of	the	improved	WPC	(i.e.,	wood	paying	capability)	of	the	energy	sector.	
This	situation	would	cause	a	vicious	circle	as	it	lowers	the	capability	level	of	the	
forest	industry	and	therefore	the	target	would	be	even	more	difficult	to	reach.	Wood	
processing	is	national-economically	and	ecologically	reasonable:	an	integrated	forest	
industry	uses	all	parts	of	wood.	According	to	a	study	of	Pöyry,	the	wood	processing	
industry	 in	Central	Europe	employs	13-fold	and	creates	8-fold	important	added	
value	for	the	society	in	comparison	to	its	energy	usage.	In	Finland,	the	difference	
is	even	more	remarkable.

The	green	movement	has	significantly	changed	its	views	concerning	the	use	of	
wood	energy.	In	the	beginning	it	emphasised	wood	energy	as	an	environmental	
action,	and	switching	to	wood	burning	as	the	household	energy	solution	was	regularly	
listed	on	checklists	on	what	individuals	can	do	for	the	climate.	When	I	criticised	
the	20-20	target	for	renewables	in	2007,	justifying	it	by	saying	that	it	would	lead	to	
the	excessive	use	of	biomass	and	would	direct	wood	to	energy	use	without	refining	
it	–	which	would	not	be	good	from	a	climate-	and	environmental	point	of	view	–	 
I	received	a	lot	of	public	criticism	concerning	my	opposition183	to	renewables,	and 
  

182	 <http://www.fern.org/sites/fern.org/files/imagecache/annual-report-100px/images/flows%20of%20
biomass.small%20150x150.png>

183	 A	good	example	of	the	reception	of	my	critique	is	the	opinion	by	my	colleagues	Sirpa	Pietikäinen	and	Satu	
Hassi	in	Helsingin	Sanomat	and	my	response	to	it	in	my	blog	Translating	subtleties	(Annex	15.20).
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even	the	numbers	I	presented	concerning	kettle-specific	CO2	emissions	(109.6	g/
Mj)	were	rejected	as	erroneous.	It	was	not	my	purpose	to	oppose	the	appropriate	
use	of	wood	energy,	but	to	demonstrate	that	if	the	RES	target	is	not	reduced,	it	
cannot	be	reached	sustainably.	Therefore,	I	reminded	that	transitioning	to	extensive	
wood-burning	should	not	be	considered	a	kind	of	a	quick	fix	to	reduce	emissions,	
as	the	emissions	would,	in	practice,	increase	in	the	beginning.

Even	though	my	criticism	was	factually	correct,	I	regret	it	in	a	way,	because	the	
environmental	organisations	did	not	just	settle	with	stating	that	they	were	wrong,	
but	they	changed	their	line	to	the	other	extreme,	and	lobbied	for	new	legislation	
towards	the	Commission.	This	 legislation	threatens	to	significantly	 increase	the	
bureaucracy	and	to	inflate	the	costs.	The	2013	draft	Directive	on	the	Sustainability	
Criteria	for	Biomass	is	a	fitting	example.

Now	they	have,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	woken	up	to	those	threats	that	sustainable	
forestry	may	face.	I	find	it	unfortunate	that	this	kind	of	extreme	boomeranging-	
firstly	campaigning	in	favour	of	wood	energy	and	then	the	building	of	legislative	
barriers	for	it,	causes	major	problems	to	the	operators	in	the	field,	and	those	that	
have	to	make	long-term	investments.

The	same	catapulting	concerns	the	biofuel	target,	which	I	deal	with	in	the	chapter	
below.	The	problem,	in	both	cases,	can	be	considered	the	fact	that	the	quantitative	
target	has	been	set	before	proper	qualitative	criteria.	

8.3.4 BIOFUELS

When	the	EU	summit	arrived	at	the	so-called	triple	20/20	decision	in	March	2007,	
it	also	 included	the	idea	of	 increasing	the	share	of	biofuels	to	10%.	Prior	to	this	
decision,	there	was	a	valid	target	according	to	which	the	share	of	bio-based	fuels	
in	the	EU	had	to	be	5.75%	by	the	beginning	of	2010.

At	the	time	when	this	decision	was	made,	biofuels	were	undergoing	a	huge	boom	
of	success,	which	is	nowadays	hard	to	believe	as	the	change	in	people’s	attitude	
towards	them	took	place	almost	abruptly.	In	any	case,	at	 the	time	of	 the	2007	
parliament	election	 in	Finland,	 the	Greens	still	demanded	through	the	voice	of	
their	chairwoman	of	that	time,	Tarja	Cronberg,	a	significant	increase	in	the	share	of	
biofuels.	In	her	speech	at	the	committee	meeting	of	The	Green	League	in	December	
2005,	Cronberg	suggested	that	each	one	of	the	70	000	farms	of	Finland	would	start	
to	produce	reed	canarygrass	 in	an	area	of	5	hectare.184	According	to	Cronberg’s	
calculations,	some	700	000	passenger	cars	would	drive	20	000	km	per	year	using	

184	 See	Annex	15.8:	“Article:	The	life	cycle	of	bioenergy	needs	to	be	analysed”	and	the	manuscricpt	(in	Finnish)	
of	the	TV	program	TV1	MOT:	Suomalainen	öljylähde	(A	Finnish	source	of	oil)	http://yle.fi/mot/mb060327/
kasikirjoitus.htm
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biofuel	produced	this	way.	Likewise,	Eero	Heinäluoma,	the	chairman	of	the	Social	
Democratic	Party	then,	outlined	during	the	summer	of	2006,	how	we	could	break	
away	from	oil-dependency	through	biofuels	by	2030185.	In	spring	2009,	the	Greens	
denied	having	ever	demanded	the	use	of	biofuels	for	transportation.186

Already	during	the	discussions	leading	to	the	Energy-Climate	Package,	people	
began	to	notice	the	darker	sides	of	biofuels.	According	to	a	study	published	in	the	
Science	magazine	(Fargione	et al.	2008,	Searchinger	et al.	2008),	the	changes	in	
land	use	connected	with	the	production	of	energy	crops	have	caused	a	world-wide	
“carbon	loan”	with	a	paying	time	of	over	400	years	in	the	worst	case	scenario.	It	was	
noted	that	the	EU’s	biofuel	target	is	threatening	to	increase	the	rainforest	depletion	
and	also	the	price	of	food	as	the	crop	land	is	being	directed	towards	exploitation	
by	the	energy	production.	Problems	with	the	water	and	soil	quality,	resulting	from	
an	intensive	cultivation	of	energy	plants,	started	to	arise.	It	also	turned	out	that	the	
climate	benefit	was	quite	modest,	at	least	with	regard	to	first	generation	biofuels.	
According	to	some	estimates,	it	was	even	a	negative	one,	especially	with	ethanol,	
since	the	production	of	biofuels	requires	more	energy	than	what	we	are	able	to	gain	
from	the	manufacturing	of	biofuels.	For	example,	the	balance	sheet	of	a	Nordic	
crop-based	biofuel	litre	was	not	so	impressive.

Despite	the	criticism,	the	minimum	of	RES	target	for	transportation	remained	
at	10%	for	all	Member	States	as	the	Commission	suggested.	The	RES	share	of	the	
transportation	includes	the	RES	electricity	used	by	electric	cars	so	that	the	electricity	
is	multiplied	by	2.5	(efficiency	based)	since	an	electric	motor	is	more	efficient	than	a	
combustion	engine.	For	the	RES	electric	estimation	of	transportation,	the	member	
countries	can	choose	whether	they	calculate	the	RES	electric	share	according	to	
the	real	situation	or	according	to	the	EU	average.	Additionally,	 the	share	of	the	
next	generation’s	biofuels	is	multiplied	by	two	when	estimating	the	RES	share	of	
transportation. 

For	years	the	prefix	“bio”	functioned	as	a	guarantee	of	quality	but	then	the	EU	
finally	woke	up.	In	2010,	a	new	research	report187 from the EU revealed that, as the 
result	of	the	EU’s	biofuel	policy,	as	much	as	1.5	billion	tonnes	of	greenhouse	gases	
might	be	released	into	the	atmosphere;	in	other	words,	ca.	the	amount	which	is	
equivalent	to	the	annual	emissions	of	India.	According	to	the	report,	biofuels	might	

185	 Biofuels	were	the	election	theme	of	almost	all	parties	during	the	spring	of	2007;	my	attitude	during	those	
days	was	very	critical	towards	the	biofuel	boom,	since	we	hadn’t	created	any	proper	criteria	for	biofuels	in	
the	EU;	plus	all	the	life-cycle	analyses	were	missing.	Within	the	National	Coalition	Party,	I	attempted	to	curb	
the	enthusiasm	in	my	role	of	the	Party	Vice	Chairman	but,	apparently,	the	success	was	only	partial.

186	 An	extract	from	my	blog:	“(…) Satu Hassi claimed in an election debate on the morning TV programme of 
28.05.09 that the Greens have not demanded the use of biofuels in traffic but instead, have demanded that 
the raw material base must be ascertained carefully. In fact, I was the one who demanded that, and was 
therefore heavily chided.”	(Annex	15.44	I	told	you	so	vol	1)

187	 A	good	recap	on	the	report	is	available	on	the	web	pages	of	the	CO2	report:	http://www.co2-raportti.fi/index.
php?page=ilmastouutisia&news_id=2637.
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cause	more	emissions	than	oil	when	viewed	over	a	20-year	time	period.	Therefore,	
the	EU’s	biopolicy	might	lead,	in	20	years,	towards	an	increase	in	emissions	of	even	
21%	in	comparison	to	gasoline	use.	Activists	have	now	initiated	 legal	processes	
against	the	EU.	

However,	this	bioboom	just	didn’t	happen	by	accident	within	the	EU.	At	the	
beginning,	it	was	strongly	supported	and	lobbied	by	the	environmental	movement.

I	myself	consider	it	a	pity	that	these	boomeranging	policies	will	end	up	backfiring;	
excesses	might	 just	 cause	under-performances.	This	was	demonstrated	by	 the	
preparation	of	 the	so-called	ILUC	Directive	 in	2013:	sustainability	criteria	were	
created	for	biofuels,	but	the	solution	was	again	additional	bureaucracy.	The	current	
criticism	of	the	environmental	movement	is	mostly	aimed	at	those	few	who	really	
invested	in	the	efficient	and	sustainably	produced	biofuels	of	future	generations188. 
That	kind	of	bioenergy	production,	which	hasn’t	been	robbed	from	anybody’s	dining	
table,	such	wastes,	algae	oil,	microbe	oil,	as	well	as	the	BTL	technology	producing	
fuels	from	wood	biomass,	and	which	does	not	lead	towards	any	indirect	or	direct	
changes	in	land	use,	is	worth	developing	and	might	most	probably	be	the	solution	
of	several	future	problems.	

The	research	on	algae	as	a	raw	material	is	at	a	very	interesting	stage	and	will	
surely	show	some	results	in	the	near	future.	For	example,	algae	oil	produced	from	
microbe	algae	is	suitable	as	raw	material	for	biodiesel.	Microbe	algae	will	not	compete	
with	food	production,	for	instance,	over	fresh-water	or	areal	resources	since	the	
production	plants	can	be	located	on	wastelands	and	the	facilities	can	also	use	sea-
water	for	the	plant	growing	processes.	

Even	though,	according	to	my	estimation,	the	total	target	of	renewable	energy	
has	to	be	lowered	from	the	given	timeline	(20%	by	2020),	I	still	believe	that	the	set	
target	of	biofuels	will	remain	the	same.	If	anything,	a	part	of	the	renewable	energy	
target	will	be	channelled	into	biofuels,	since	the	potential	for	biofuels	 is	so	vast,	
due	to	the	exploitation	of	wastes.	This	has	also	been	Finland’s	strategy:	Finland	
raised	its	own	target	for	biofuels	to	20%,	as	it	was	so	difficult	otherwise	to	raise	
the	share	of	renewable	energy.	

Over	the	past	few	years,	the	argument	in	favour	of	biofuels	has	been	decisively	
very	CO2-focused	but	I’ll	bet	that	we	slowly	move	towards	a	more	comprehensive	
climate	policy,	which	will	show	more	concern	towards	traditional	environmental	
problems,	such	as	a	poor	air	quality.	Also	in	this	respect,	the	development	potential	
of	biofuels	is	significant.	

188	 Greenpeace	nominated	Neste	Oil,	which	 is	producing	 the	most	high-quality	biofuel	 in	 the	world,	 for	 the	
world’s	most	irresponsible	company	in	the	same	year	when,	for	example,	BP	was	responsible	for	the	oil	spill	
in	 the	Gulf	of	Mexico.	Neste	Oil	manufactures	 the	world’s	cleanest	diesel	 from	renewable	raw	materials;	
from	soybean,	camelina	and	jatropha	oil,	as	well	as	from	waste	animal	fat	from	the	food	industry.	The	raw	
material	base	is	widened	by	the	plant	oil	and	waste	fat	research	and	by	looking	for	new	raw	materials	for	
the	production	of	NExBTL	diesel.
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8.3.5 PEAT AS AN ENERGY SOURCE

The	commencement	of	the	EU’s	internal	emissions	trading	had	a	significant	effect	
on	the	position	of	peat,	which	is	an	important	domestic	energy	source	in	Finland	
as	back	then,	 the	IPCC	classified	peat	as	a	 fossil	 fuel.	Therefore,	domestic	peat	
now	began	to	be	reduced	and	even	be	replaced	by	coal	as	it	lowered	the	expense	
of	emissions	trading.	From	the	EU’s	point	of	view	peat	naturally	plays	a	side	role	
in	energy	policy	because	of	its	small	consumption	volume,	but	it	is	an	example	of	
the	immediate	effect	of	climate	policy	on	a	locally	important	energy	source,	and	
therefore	deserves	to	be	mentioned.

Peat’s	fossil	gas	factor	is	higher	than	that	of	coal	in	the	IPCC’s	guidance	and	in	
UN	climate	policy,	but	according	to	Kirkinen	et al.	2007	it	could	be	lower	if	the	
renewable	fuel	produced	in	the	after-use	(wood	or	reed	canarygrass)	is	taken	into	
account	in	the	long	run.	Later	research	gives	indications	of	an	even	lower	life	cycle	
emission	factor	(Väisänen	et al.	2013,	Väisänen	2014)	in	case	the	peat	extraction	
is	targeted	to	peat	bogs	of	the	right	kind.

According	to	Crill	et al.	(2000)	biodegradable	peat	is	not	a	fossil	fuel,	but	not	
a	typical	rapidly	renewing	fuel	either,	and	instead,	it	requires	its	own	category	as	
a	slowly	renewable	biomass	fuel.	In	2006,	the	IPCC	(in	its	Guidelines	for	National	
Greenhouse	Gas	Inventories)	established	its	own	PEAT	category	and	placed	peat	
between	fossil	fuels	and	biomass.	Peat’s	high	emission	factor	persisted,	however:	
peat	is	considered	to	be	a	fossil-like	fuel	in	terms	of	its	climate	effects,	as	its	CO2 
factor	per	produced	energy	unit	is	higher	than	that	of	coal.	(Vesala	et al.	2010)

However,	emissions	trading	could	have	had	a	different	impact	on	peat	if	the	
stance	of	the	European	Parliament	had	remained	valid	at	that	time.	In	March	2000,	
the	Parliament	approved	my	amendment	concerning	peat’s	renewability	“up	to	its	
annual	increment”.	The	definition	of	peat	was	linked	to	the	RES-E	directive,	which	
concerned	the	share	of	renewable	energy	sources	within	electricity	production.	

The	logic	was	simple	and	was	based	on	a	then	recent	research	on	carbon	cycles	
on	peat	bogs	as	well	as	peat’s	special	character	as	a	slowly	renewing	biomass.	If	
the	carbon	cycle	was	to	be	scrutinised	as	a	whole,	 it	could	be	interpreted	in	the	
same	way	as	the	life-cycle	of	wood.	At	that	time,	the	environmental	organisations	
campaigned	for	wood	burning	using	the	argument	that	it	would	not	release	any	CO2 
emissions	and,	respectively,	peat	burning	was	disapproved	due	to	its	high	emissions.

If	measured	from	the	upper	end	of	the	chimney	wood-burning	is	naturally	not	
emission-free,	but	the	policy	 line	was	based	on	the	IPCC’s	definitions	according	
to	which	the	entire	life	cycle	of	wood	was	taken	into	account	–	which	is,	indeed,	
the	right	approach.	If	wood	and	peat	are	burned	in	parallel	kettles	and	both	their	
emissions	are	measured	from	the	upper	end	of	the	chimney,	wood’s	CO2	number	is	
109,6	g/MJ,	and	peat’s	respective	number	is	106	g/MJ.	Referring	to	the	IPCC	rules,	
the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	the	UN	Climate	Convention	both	forgive	CO2 emissions if 
they	are	generated	by	the	burning	of	organic	matter.	The	default	 is	 that	since	a	
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material	will	decay	one	day,	it	emits	carbon	dioxide	and	so	it	is	the	same	whether	
this	is	done	by	burning.	Normally,	wood	and	plant	material	would	decay	very	slowly	
in	the	soil	and	it	would	turn	into	solid	coal	over	time.	

I	prepared	an	amendment	concerning	the	above-mentioned	renewability	of	peat	
at	the	European	Parliament	by	applying	a	similar	logic	from	the	vantage	point	of	
the	entire	bog	increment	and	the	carbon-cycle	of	a	peat	bog.189	The	idea	of	peat’s	
renewability	for	its	annual	increment	was	also	very	simple:	let’s	collect	the	interests,	
but	do	not	touch	the	capital.

If	 the	collection	 is	aimed	at	certain	kinds	of	heavily	emitting	peatlands,	 the	
greenhouse	balance	will	even	improve	and	thus	the	taken	actions	compensate	for	
emissions	generated	by	peat	burning.	The	collection	should	be	carried	out	at	bog	
fields,	at	bogs	changed	to	serve	agricultural	purposes	or	at	bogs	with	previous	failed	
forest	drainage	(Vesala	et al.	2010).	Precisely	these	targets	are	problematic	from	
the	point	of	view	of	greenhouse	emissions:	first,	they	release	methane	and	nitrous	
oxide,	on	the	other	hand	the	bog-related	vegetation	only	slightly	binds	carbon.

However,	the	Council	overruled	the	prospect	of	peat’s	renewability	in	January	
2001	as	Finland	opposed	it190.	One	of	the	reasons	was	that	a	situation	where	the	
status	of	peat	would	have	been	different	at	the	EU	and	UN	levels	was	not	desired.	
A	further	reason	might	have	been	that,	at	that	time,	the	Green	Party	was	holding	
the	position	of	the	Minister	for	the	Environment	within	Lipponen’s	government.	

In	Finland,	the	peat	production	merely	covers	ca.	0.75%	of	all	Finnish	bogs	and	
just	ca.	0.1%	in	the	Northern	coniferous	forest	zone.	Still,	peat	as	an	energy	source	
is	a	valuable	reserve	for	us,	already	from	the	point	of	view	of	regional	politics.	The	
annual	increment	of	peat	bogs	corresponds	with	around	40	TWh.

The	Finnish	Forest	Research	Institute	and	Lappeenranta	Technical	University	
published	a	research	in	September	2011,	which	confirms	that	 if	peat’s	 life	cycle, 
  
 

189	 After	the	voting	Strasbourg	in	November	2000	on	our	way	back	home,	Heidi	Hautala,	a	Finnish	MEP	from	
the	Greens,	told	me	as	a	piece	of	news	that	she	knew	“from	a	liable	source”	that	the	change	proposal	was	
initiated	by	VAPO,	a	Finnish	state-owned	Peat	Company.	She	even	knew	the	employee	of	the	said	company,	
who	had	written	that	proposal.	I	just	had	to	confess	that	I	was	the	writer	in	question	and	never	used	any	
other	source	other	than	my	own	head	and	that	I	had	never	met	anybody	from	VAPO.	As	a	matter	of	fact,	
I	didn’t	even	know	at	that	time	what	the	branch	of	VAPO	was.	It	came	to	me	as	a	revelation	as	I	received	
a	nice	thank-you	card	from	the	concern	that	seemed	to	be	collecting	peat.	And	that	was	the	first	time	the	
concern contacted me.

190	 A	director	in	the	Commission’s	energy	department,	who	had	opposed	the	classification	of	peat	as	a	renewable	
energy	source	for	years,	changed	his	stance	when	I	presented	him	with	the	newest	research	study	and	idea	
of	being	“renewable	up	to	its	annual	increment”	upon	which	he	then	told	me	that	this	wording	would	solve	
all	the	problems	which	the	Commission	has	had	with	peat.	He	called	from	my	office	in	January	2001	right	
away	to	that	EU	official	who	was	then	responsible	for	the	RES	directive	and	commanded	the	officials	to	get	
acquainted	with	my	arguments.	He	also	said	that	the	Commission	should	not	oppose	the	stance	that	had	
been	approved	by	the	Parliament,	in	case	the	Council	accepts	it.	At	the	same	time,	he	also	marked	that	it	
would	be	downright	“criminal	if	Finland	didn’t	back-up”	this	phrasing.
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i.e.	production,	burning	and	the	after-use	of	 the	production	area	are	taken	into	
account,	peat’s	emission	factor	could	be	lower	than	that	of	carbon.	According	to	
this	study,	different	kinds	of	peatlands	produce	emissions	of	various	amounts;	and	
by	exploiting	this	information,	peat-generated	emissions	can	be	lowered	beneath	
66%	compared	to	the	emission	level	of	coal.	The	greenhouse	emissions	produced	
by	peat	production	could	therefore	be	reduced	significantly.	A	wild	sphagnum	bog	
is	a	carbon	sink	whereas	high-emission	bogs	are	large	carbon	sources.	Due	to	this,	
emissions	generated	by	peat	production	can	clearly	be	reduced	by	transferring	
the	production	to	high-emission	bogs,	which	means	decreasing	the	total	amount	
of	emissions.	If	this	factor	then	were	to	be	taken	into	account	in	the	definition	of	
the	emission	factor	of	energy	peat,	in	Finland	about	half	the	emission	allowances	
would	be	needed	for	annual	production	(ca	23	TWh),	and	with	the	price	of	15	
euro/CO2t	 this	would	 imply	savings	of	172	million	euro.	 (Väisänen	et al.	2013,	 
Väisänen	2014)

The	use	of	peat	can	also	be	justified	for	air	quality	and	kettle-technical	reasons:	
even	 those	viewing	 the	energy	use	of	peat	with	certain	 reservations	 (Vesala	et 
al.	2010)	admit	that	burning	a	mixture	of	peat	and	biofuels	reduces	particulate	
emissions:	in	several	power	powerplants	peat	is	used	together	with	biofuels	–	and	
wood	in	particular	–	because	in	compound	burning	the	boiler’s	heat	transfer	surface	
endures	corrosion	better	than	when	biomass	is	burnt	alone.	Adding	30%	of	peat	to	
a	biomass-based	fuel	reduces	particulate	emissions	to	up	to	a	third.	

In	2011,	the	Commission’s	Tax	Directorate	(DG	TAXUD)	published	a	directive	
proposal	in	order	to	reform	the	EU’s	energy	taxation.	The	idea	of	the	reform	is	that	
from	2013	onwards,	emissions	trading	would	direct	the	plants	within	the	emissions	
trading	sector,	and	outside	the	emissions	trading	system,	a	CO2	tax	would	be	applied.	
The	fuel	tax	is	split	into	CO2	emissions	and	energy-content	based	components.	Fuels	
belonging	to	the	emissions	trading	sector	do	not	have	a	CO2	tax.	The	minimum	
taxation	levels	proposed	by	the	directive	are	extremely	low	compared	to	the	present	
taxation	 levels	of	Finland:	 for	 fuels	 this	means	ca.	a	half	and	for	 the	electricity	
consumption	only	some	tenth.	The	directive	is	not	applied	to	peat,	since	peat	is	
not	considered	to	be	an	EU-wide	fuel	and,	therefore,	the	principle	is	to	leave	the	
taxation	issues	to	be	decided	entirely	by	each	Member	State	separately.

Undoubtedly,	there	are	many	problems	related	to	the	collection	of	peat	in	terms	
of	the	preservation	of	drainage	systems.	For	the	purpose	of	peat	lifting,	the	peat	
bog’s	surface	is	dried	by	draining,	and	in	case	the	drying	and	the	run-off	waters	
are	not	processed,	they	end	up	spoiling	drainage	systems,	as	the	humus	colours	the	
water	brown	and	causes	eutrophication	it.	The	problem	can,	however,	be	diminished	
by	 building	 overland	 flow	 areas,	 which	 prevent	 the	 nutrients	 and	 suspended	
solid	 from	 escaping	with	 the	water.	 	 Also	 chemical	 purification	 is	 an	 option.	 
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The	technical	solutions	exist	and,	 in	principle,	energy	use	of	peat	 is	sustainably	
realisable	from	the	points	of	view	of	the	climate,	as	well	as	air	and	water191 quality.

8.3.6 RENEWABLE ENERGY SUBSIDIES AND ELECTRICITY MARKETS

In	spring	2013,	while	the	prices	of	emission	allowances	were	at	an	extreme	low,	many	
energy	companies	hoped	for	a	decision	on	backloading	or	setting	aside	emission	
allowances	 in	order	to	rescue	emissions	trading.	In	my	capacity	as	my	political	
group’s	rapporteur	on	the	 issue	I	met	many	companies	with	such	hopes.	 I	did	
not,	however,	meet	anyone	who	considered	backloading	an	ideal	solution	–	it	was	
perceived	as	a	temporary	emergency	mechanism	to	revive	the	barely-alive	emissions	
trading.	The	actual	problem	was	perceived	to	be	the	fact	that	the	abundant	renewable	
energy	subsidy	forms	did	not	allow	for	normal	electricity	markets	in	Europe.

Most	people	agree	that	emissions	trading	requires	structural	reform.	But	in	that	
case	it	is	essential	to	observe	honestly	what	disturbs	the	electricity	markets	most.

For	the	sake	of	emissions	trading,	the	overlapping	policies	of	Member	States,	
particularly	 the	 subsidies	 for	 renewables,	 and	partly	 also	 taxation	 and	 energy	
efficiency	subsidies	and	-regulations	have	come	at	the	expense	of	emissions	trading.	
The	overlap	has	constantly	disturbed	the	formation	of	a	normal	energy	market.

The	intention	appears	to	be	good,	but	feed-in	tariffs	and	other	subsidy	forms	are	
simultaneously	doing	a	disservice	to	renewable	energy.	The	energy	form	remains	
in	its	infantry	and	does	not	learn	to	use	its	own	feet.	In	some	way,	it	remains	in	
endless	breast-feeding	and	does	not	even	attempt	to	find	real	profitability	from	the	
markets,	as	this	is	a	given	–	served	on	a	plate.	Excessive	subsidies	lock	technology	
at	an	immature	level.	At	the	same	time,	the	situation	disturbs	the	opportunities	of	
emissions	trading	as	a	technology-neutral	reduction	instrument.

Energy	has	become	a	commodity	of	which	value	is	defined	totally	erroneously	
on	the	markets.	Renewable	energy	subsidies	are	the	reason	for	a	spiral,	in	which	
energy	is,	on	the	one	hand,	very	expensive	for	the	consumer,	and	on	the	other,	too	
cheap	for	the	investor	on	the	wholesale	market.

In	Germany,	for	example,	large	numbers	of	relatively	new	gas	power	plants	have	
been	closed	down,	and	the	economic	revenue	has	been	poor.	Forceful	new	subsidy	
systems	are	constantly	bringing	new	electricity	production	to	the	markets:	these	
include	solar	and	wind	energy,	which	are	only	profitable	because	of	these	subsidies.	
They	push	down	wholesale	prices,	but	unfortunately	the	consumer	prices	are	high,	

191	 In	2013	the	Finnish	peat	production	company	Vapo	declared	that	it	will	commit	its	post-2016	peat	production	
sites	to	reducing	the	discharge	of	efluents	into	the	water	systems	below	the	sites	to	being	less	than	the	emission	
levels	before	 the	start	of	peat	production.	http://archive-fi.com/page/1929289/2013-04-25/http://www.
vapoviesti.fi/index.php?id=1186&selPage=5&type=1&articleId=461
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as	the	subsidies	are	being	paid	by	them.	
The	share	of	electric	energy	on	the	electricity	bill	 is	constantly	declining.	In	

Germany,	the	electricity	price	only	constitutes	a	fifth	of	the	end-user’s	electricity	
bill	(EWE	AG	2013).	The	rest	is	composed	of	transmission	fees,	taxes	and	subsidy	
payments.	This	entire	development	 is	 leading	 to	 the	pondering	of	subsidies	or	
changing	the	entire	market	model	–	so	that	 it	still	makes	sense	for	someone	to	
keep	the	plants	guaranteeing	reserve	power	running.

The	 German	Energiewende	 (Energy	 transition)	 has	 been	 justified	 by	 the	
argument	 that	customers	would	benefit.	Energy	policy	has	gained	 the	citizens’	
support,	because	 it	has	been	claimed	that	private	persons	benefit	and	that	 the	
energy	producers’	“power”	or	status	will	be	weakened.	It	has	been	left	 to	 lesser	
attention	that	the	beneficiaries	are	those	wealthy	people	that	have	the	possibility	
to	build	wind	power	onto	their	 lands	and	to	 install	solar	panels	on	top	of	 their	
houses.	The	disadvantaged	people	living	in	blocks	of	flats	pay	for	expensive	energy.	

Enabled	 by	 feed-in	 tariffs	 electricity	 can	 now	 be	 produced	 risk-freely	 and	
profitably	by	means	of	solar	panels	whilst	getting	a	manifold	price	compared	to	
the	real	market	price.	In	Germany’s	case,	for	example,	the	customer	pays	around	
27–30	snt/kWh.	About	5–6	snt	of	this	 is	the	actual	electric	energy	price	on	the	
market.	The	rest	 is	composed	of	grid	costs,	 taxes	and	tariff	payments.	In	order	
to avoid these costs, the customers can acquire solar panels and install them on 
their	buildings.	These	produce	electricity	for	around	17–20	snt/KWh	if	calculated	
for	the	lifecycle	of	the	investment.	Thus,	the	customers	benefit	about	10	snt/kWh,	
when	they	produce	electricity	for	themselves.	The	customer	does	not	pay	taxes,	
maintenance	costs	for	the	electricity	grid	nor	feed-in	tariffs	for	anything	but	the	
electricity	bought	from	the	grid.	Someone	else	will	pay	them	anyway.	Therefore,	
the	taxes,	transmission	costs	and	tariffs	of	others	have	to	be	raised.	The	incentive	
to	 increase	one’s	own	production	increases,	as,	when	bought	from	the	grid,	 the	
electricity	price	will	continue	to	augment.

The	situation	causes	a	 spiral	of	price	appreciation:	production	 is	expensive	
because	the	electricity	transmission	system	will	have	to	be	made	much	more	flexible	
and	extensive.		At	the	same	time,	electricity	from	the	electricity	grid	is	constantly	
becoming	cheaper,	as	new	production	 increases	continuously.	The	 incentive	to	
maintain	reserve	power	gets	weaker.		It	cannot,	however	be	allowed	to	leave	the	
grid,	in	order	to	avoid	black-outs.	Even	standing		power	plants	have	a	price	that	
someone has to pay.

It	is	necessary	to	lower	the	massive	subsidies	for	renewable	energy.	But	eventually	
this	will	not	be	enough,	either:	the	customers	produce	solar	energy	corresponding	to	
almost their entire electricity need and still they do not pay much for the electricity 
grid	even	though	they	expect	it	to	be	at	their	disposal	when	there	is	no	wind	or	
sun.	The	more	two-way	customers,	 i.e.	customer-producers,	there	are,	the	more	
the	maintenance	of	the	grid	costs.
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It	is	likely	that	this	will	result	in	pressure	to	change	the	pricing	of	the	electricity	
grid:	in	addition	to	electricity	consumption,	also	the	possibility	to	use	electricity	will	
also	be	charged	for.	Own	production	will,	in	one	way	or	another,	be	brought	in	the	
realm	of	taxation	and	feed-in	tariffs.	States	will	probably	start	putting	breaks	on	
the	massive	building	of	individual	production	as	the	current	market	value	of	the	
product is not priced correctly.

8.4 ENERGY-SAVING TARGET

The	EU	Summit	of	spring	2007	arrived	at	the	so-called	triple	20/20	decision,	which	
included,	besides	increasing	the	emission	cuts	and	renewable	energy,	an	agreement	
on	energy-savings:	by	2020,	the	consumption	of	primary	energy	must	be	reduced	
by	20%.	Based	on	this	decision,	the	EU	drew	up,	among	others,	country-specific	
energy-efficiency	targets,	which	were	started	to	be	prepared	in	2011.	

In	October	2012,	 the	Parliament	accepted	a	 compromise	on	a	new	Energy	
Efficiency	Directive.	The	decision-making	mechanism	used	was	the	so-called	first-
reading	agreement	(for	more	detail,	see	Chapter	8.6),	i.e.	a	short-cut	procedure,	and	
the	situation	left	many	unsatisfied	about	the	fact	that	the	whole	house	(i.e.	plenary)	
was	not	allowed	to	vote	on	the	matter.	The	new	Directive	entered	into	force	 in	
December	2012.	Most	of	its	provisions	will	have	to	be	implemented	by	the	Member	
States	by	5	June	2014.	It	covers	both	the	production	and	consumption	of	energy,	
as	well	as	its	use	in	both	the	public	and	private	sectors.	The	directive	sets	a	ceiling	
of	1474	Mtep	of	energy	consumption	in	2020,	a	very	difficult	objective	to	reach	
even	according	to	the	Commission.	It	obliges	the	EU	Member	States	to	introduce	
national	obligation	regimes,	which	require	that	 it	 is	 the	responsibility	of	energy	
companies	to	find	1.5%	annual	savings	in	their	customers’	energy	consumption.	
The	percentage	is	calculated	from	the	annual	sales	of	the	energy	companies.	The	
obligation	does	not	concern	transportation	fuels.

The	directive	also	allows	 for	some	flexibility	 in	 its	 implementation,	such	as	
the	rationalisation	of	energy	transfers	or	by	taking	into	account	earlier	efficiency	
measures	from	the	2009–2014	period.

There	were	extensive	difficulties	behind	the	scene.	Member	states	were	not	
ready	to	consider	the	energy	efficiency	targets	as	allocated	and	binding	 like	the	
renewable	targets	were.	When	the	Commission	then	proposed	binding	measures	
those	were	mainly	thought	to	be	some	kind	of	standards	for	different	devices	that	
were	already	work-in-process.	The	Commission’s	proposal,	however,	was	essentially	
binding	national	efficiency	target.

Conceptually	the	target	would	be	very	challenging	even	on	the	EU	level,	 let	
alone	national.	 It	was	 relatively	 easy	 to	declare	 a	 round	figure,	 20-20,	during	
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the	EU	Summit	in	2007.	However,	a	certain	percentage	of	the	efficiency,	that	is	
relative development in some proportional issue related to the total economy, is 
extremely	hard	to	determine.	They	reached	a	conclusion	to	aim	at	20%	lower	energy	
consumption	than	would	take	place	without	any	specific	efficiency	measures.	There	
was	a	need	for	a	basic	scenario	for	energy	consumption	that	member	states	were	to	
follow.	All	member	states	then	had	to	present	how	they	would	decrease	the	energy	
consumption	by	the	given	20%	–	in	other	words	by	stating	some	absolute	energy	
amount	that	would	be	consumed.

Moreover,	 an	 animated	 discussion	was	 going	 on	whether	we	 talked	 about	
the	primary	energy	or	the	end	use	energy.	Eventually	either	energy	form	could	
have	been	considered.	The	directive	set	a	cap	for	the	whole	European	Union	both	
towards	primary	and	end	use	energy	consumption.	Unfortunately,	that	might	not	
have	anything	to	do	with	the	actual	efficiency	since	the	total	energy	consumption	
depends	significantly	on	the	generic	development	and	the	structure	of	the	economy.

The	directive	 included	sections	on	various	other	procedures	 like	renovation	
of	buildings,	public	procurements	and	public	buildings,	energy	efficiency	systems	
as	well	 as	 requirements	 related	 to	 those	 systems	 such	as	 energy	 consumption	
measurements.	None	of	the	 lobbying	stakeholders	could	foresee	what	would	be	
included	or	excluded	in	the	directive;	there	was	considerable	uncertainty	about	the	
content	prior	to	the	Commission’s	proposal.

The	energy	sector	 found	 the	directive	proposal	 somewhat	bothersome.	Not	
because	of	the	mitigation	target	in	energy	consumption	but	rather	as	it	forces	to	
act	 legally	on	behalf	of	the	client.	Since	various	member	states	had	been	totally	
unaligned	in	opening	up	their	energy	markets,	unified	solutions	both	in	monopolized	
markets	and	those	with	perfect	competition	were	regarded	as	highly	questionable.	
To	give	an	example	it	was	not	at	all	clear	whether	the	electricity	supplier	or	the	grid	
provider	carried	the	ultimate	responsibility.	

As	the	result	of	all	processing	the	directive	got	heavily	diluted.	At	the	same	time	
it	became	one	of	the	most	unclear	and	poor	directives	in	the	history	of	the	European	
Union.	After	the	approval	there	was	an	urgency	to	clarify	what	the	directive	meant	
and	how	it	was	supposed	to	be	applied.	A	documentation	with	hundreds	of	pages	
was	put	together;	that	document	was	argued	as	vividly	as	the	directive,	however	
at	that	point,	within	Commission’s	working	groups.

The	directive	was	 the	absolute	priority	 for	Denmark,	 the	 state	carrying	 the	
presidency	at	 the	 time.	They	were	keen	on	rushing	 the	process.	That	directive	
became	the	symbol	of	Denmark’s	presidency	and	the	rapporteur	Claude	Turmes	
paid	enormous	compliments	to	Denmark	for	their	success.	That	very	country	had	
heavily	failed	in	leading	Copenhagen	climate	change	conference	and	thus	saving	
their	face	was	of	utmost	importance.	Being	a	country	that	sought	to	be	known	as	a	
climate	and	environmentally	friendly	state,	they	had	got	badly	wounded.
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Energy	efficiency	has	already	long	been	marketed	as	a	cost-effective	measure	
that	will	pay	itself	back	in	reduced	expenses.	Recently,	this	argument	has	remained	
in	the	background	and	it	seems	that	it	 is	at	 least	as	much	a	matter	of	principle.	
In	the	case	of	energy	efficiency	it	is	natural	that	the	so-called	low-hanging	fruits	
will	 run	out	 in	 the	 long-run,	 i.e.	 the	 fact	 that	easy	and	cost-effective	measures	
decrease	in	time.	This	is	illustrated	by	the	research	of	Saikku	et al.	(2012),	according	
to	which	energy	efficiency	developed	fast	during	1990–2010	everywhere	but	 in	
Japan.	The	research	group	was	searching	for	the	reasons	for	the	explosive	surge	
in	carbon	dioxide	emissions,	and	explored	the	impacts	of	various	categories,	i.e.	
production,	consumption,	population	growth,	GDP	as	well	as	carbon	intensity	on	
regional	emission	trends.

The	 information	 that	 energy	 efficiency	 development	 has	 halted	 in	 Japan	
is	remarkable,	and	it	should	be	taken	into	account	 in	policy-planning,	 in	order	
to	avoid	 the	overestimation	of	 the	saving	potential	of	energy	efficiency	actions	
in	 the	 long-run.	 Japan	 is	 known	as	 a	 front-runner	of	 energy	 efficiency,	which	
started	 its	 energy	 efficiency	measures	 decisively	 already	 in	 the	 1980s	with	 its	 
Moonlight	Project.

At	the	moment,	 the	expenses	for	 improving	energy	efficiency	are	high,	since	
the	payback	periods	 for	 the	 investments	are	 lengthy.	The	necessity	 to	practice	
controlling	through	legislative	measures	has	been	justified	by	the	explanation	that	
the	investments	improving	energy	efficiency	are	not	economically	profitable	and	
therefore	additional	pressure	 is	needed.	This	 is	naturally	 inevitable	 for	all	new	
projects	and	constructions.

Instead,	from	the	vantage	point	of	the	entity,	it	could	be	impugned	how	reasonable	
it	is	to	demand	huge	energy	efficiency	related	renovations	for	the	existent	building	
stock.	However,	electricity	and	district	heating	that	are	used	as	heating	energy	for	
buildings	become	cleaner	all	 the	time	and	during	the	life-cycle	of	the	buildings,	
they	generate	almost	zero	emissions.	At	the	very	least,	these	measures	cannot	be	
justified	through	combating	climate	change.	If	there	will	be	no	economic	saving,	it	
must	surely	be	a	matter	of	principle.	

The	 significance	of	 this	directive	 seems	 to	 remain	 fairly	minimal	primarily	
due	 to	 the	 prolonged	 recession.	 Targets	 that	 are	 tied	 to	 specific	 amounts	 of	
energy	 consumption	 will	 be	 attained	 without	 any	 notable	 efforts.	 Member	
states	surely	need	to	 implement	measures	and	report	 them	accordingly,	which	
can	be	considered	highly	positive;	yet	energy	efficiency	 is	 still	 in	 its	 infancy	 in	
many	 countries.	 Those	 countries	 with	 advanced	 energy	 efficiency	 could	 have	
suffered	 in	 a	noteworthy	manner	but	 the	 economic	 cycle	has	now	evened	out	 
those consequences.
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8.5 EXAMPLES OF OTHER LEGISLATIVE CLIMATE  
 INSTRUMENTS

The	EU	has	attempted	to	tackle	the	problem	of	climate	change	with	several	legislative	
projects,	and	in	principle,	this	is	understandable,	as	environmental-	and	climate	
policy	are	areas,	in	which	the	aim	is	the	so-called	“mainstreaming	principle”.	The	
idea	is	to	render	the	theme	in	question	as	visible	as	possible	in	legislation	for	it	to	
become	a	goal,	which	manifests	itself	at	all	levels.	

This	essentially	good	principle	has	also	faced	certain	difficulties.	The	 lack	of	
coordination	is	considered	one	of	the	reasons	for	the	occurrence	of	these	problems.	
The	greenhouse	effect	has	been	attempted	to	put	under	control	by	various	legislative	
projects.	 In	addition	 to	 the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	examples	 include	 the	
Directive	on	Combined	Heat	and	Power	generation,	the	Directive	on	the	Promotion	
of	 the	Use	of	Renewable	Energy	Sources,	 the	Water	Framework	Directive,	 the	
Energy	Taxation	Directive	(on	the	framework	for	the	taxation	of	energy	products	
and	electricity)	and	the	Directive	on	End-use	Efficiency	and	Energy	Services.

According	to	CEPI’s	internal	memorandum,	the	EU	is	one	of	world’s	most	strictly	
regulated	operating	environments:	e.g.	it	will	have	set	130	separate	environmental	
targets	by	the	year	2050	and	during	the	past	five	years	it	has	published	34	energy-
related political documents.

All	of	them	have	similar	goals:	the	reduction	of	emissions	and	increasing	energy	
efficiency.	The	trouble,	in	its	turn,	is	that	they	approach	the	goal	in	different	ways,	
thereby	causing	overlaps.	If	 the	effects	of	 the	directives	on	one	another	are	not	
taken	into	account,	a	“belt	and	suspenders”	phenomenon	occurs.	It	 is	mainly	a	
question	of	unnecessary	bureaucracy.	However,	also	worse	consequences	can	follow:	
for	example,	double	burdens	assigned	to	the	relevant	actors,	or	that	the	different	
approaches	disturb	or	annul	one	another	–	they	can	even	create	a	whole	new	problem	
as	such.	In	this	case,	we	can	speak	of	the	wicked	problem’s	effect	on	legislation.

8.5.1 THE CLIMATE LAW

The	EU’s	20/20	emission	reduction	target	has	also	brought	forth	voluntary	national	
agreements	and	several	NGOs	have	already	hastened	to	demand	national	climate	
laws.	The	UK	seized	this	opportunity,	as	 in	1997	the	Labour	Party	had	already	
committed	itself	to	the	one-sided	emission	reductions	of	20%	from	the	1990-level	
by	2020.	

Therefore,	 in	October	2008,	the	British	government	approved	the	country’s	
first	climate	law,	which	was	based	on	annual	carbon	budgets;	in	other	words,	on	
separately	agreed	amounts	as	to	how	much	GHG	emissions	can	be	generated	on	
British	territory.	In	November	2008,	the	Queen	signed	a	law	that	obliges	the	UK	
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to	reduce	its	emissions	by	80%	by	2050	and	to	adjust	the	5-year	carbon	budgets	
by	which	the	emissions	reductions	are	implemented	in	practice.	

The	implementation	of	this	law	is	monitored	by	a	Climate	change	committee	
founded	solely	for	this	purpose.	This	law	was	a	great	victory	for	NGOs,	since	Friends	
of	the	Earth,	for	example,	had	already	campaigned	for	it	for	several	years.

The	law	was	presented	as	an	example	of	“leadership”:	now	the	UK	can	manifest	
that	the	target	is	reachable,	even	with	low	costs192,	which	again	could	be	of	some	
assistance	when	negotiating	with	the	US	on	its	approval	of	the	targets	set	by	the	
Kyoto Protocol. 

According	to	Helm	(2009a:27–29),	the	decision	has	been	a	mistake	in	all	three	
aspects:	the	target	will	hardly	be	reached,	it	has	already	been	extremely	expensive	
and	it	hasn’t	managed	to	entice	the	US	government	to	commit	itself	to	the	virtues	
of the Kyoto Protocol.

From	the	perspective	of	the	climate	narrative,	it	is	very	interesting	that	the	UK’s	
political	decision	has	been	regarded	from	the	beginning	amongst	environmental	
organisations	as	an	achievement	that	has	proven	emission	reduction	to	be	indeed	
possible193. 

In	order	for	the	UK	to	reach	its	 intermediate	target,	which	is	a	reduction	of	
34%	from	the	level	of	1990	by	2022,	it	has	to	decarbonise	its	economy	down	to	
the	level	of	France	by	2016.	To	put	it	in	an	even	more	concrete	way,	this	means	for	
example	that	zero-emissions	electricity	production	should	be	built	up	to	the	tune	
of	some	30	modern	nuclear	power	plants	by	2016.	With	the	given	schedule,	this	
is	not	possible	–	and	the	same	applies	to	all	other	forms	of	low-emission	energy.

The	climate	law	seems	to	require	an	annual	decarbonisation	of	the	production	
of	4–5%;	i.e.,	the	reduction	in	carbon-intensity.	Due	to	its	massive	nuclear	power	
programme,	France	has	managed	at	 its	best	to	 lower	the	carbon-intensity	to	an	
annual	2.5%	over	the	past	few	years.	Now,	decarbonisation	must	be	implemented	
each	year	at	the	pace	of	5%.	This	task	will	become	more	and	more	difficult	as	a	
function of time, since the already rationalised production must constantly increase 
in	effectiveness.

A	climate	law	has	also	been	demanded	by	Finland’s	environmental	organisations	
and	some	other	NGOs.	The	idea	of	a	climate	law	was	also	entered,	at	least	in	some	
form,	in	the	Government	Programme.	Therefore,	we	have	to	consider	what	means	
are	suitable	for	achieving	the	goal.

192	 This	is	one	of	Stern	report’s	theses:	expenses	would	be	low	and	they	would	pay	themselves	back.
193	 I	 commented	 on	 the	 subject	 in	my	 blog	A burning question? (Part 1)	 (Annex	 15.51):	 “Environmental 

organisations speak about the encouraging example of Britain as if it had already been realised. However, 
nothing has proven, as of yet, that the decision has produced any results. There are no magic formulae for 
the annual reduction of emissions. Also politicians have admitted that the challenge is insurmountable in 
the present state of affairs.”
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Climate	law	basically	concerns	linear	emission	reductions.	In	other	words,	 it	
contains	 the	underlying	assumption	 that	we	already	have	 the	means	available	
to	 reduce	emissions;	we	 just	have	 to	 set	 them	 in	action.	A	climate	 law	cannot	
accommodate	the	concept	of	a	long-term	reduction	commitment	where	the	first	25	
years	are	for	investing	in	the	development	of	reductive	techniques	and	the	last	5	years	
are	for	collecting	the	benefits	from	the	investments	and	achieving	the	reduction.	

Several	solution	technologies	can	already	be	seen	within	the	perspective	of	20–
30	years	but	they	require	a	huge	 investment	 in	research	and	development,	 the	
implementation	of	demonstration	projects	and	the	commercialisation	of	evolving	
solutions	at	an	early	stage.	This	is	a	strategy,	which	the	US	has	chosen.	By	focusing	
on	the	one-time	and	long-term	solutions	of	the	climate	problem,	according	to	its	
Department	of	Energy,	 the	US	is	not	very	 interested	 in	the	short-term	binding	
emission	targets.	Setting	the	focus	on	the	near	future	and	expensive	and	ineffective	
techniques	according	to	the	modern	technology	would	divert	the	attention	from	
more	relevant	solution	means	which	could	convert	societies	into	carbon-free	places.

In	Finland,	the	stock	of	power	plants	grows	old	quite	rapidly	and	at	the	same	
time,	society	becomes	more	and	more	electrified.	The	reactors	1	and	2	of	Loviisa	
will	be	closed	down	by	2030.	In	addition	to	this,	the	electricity	import	(ca.	12–15	
TWh)	from	Russia,	in	particular,	is	planned	to	be	replaced	by	domestic	production.	
Therefore,	there	is	a	need	for	new	Finnish	power	plants.	And	of	course,	such	types	
of	power	plants	that	create	fossil	CO2	emissions	should	no	longer	be	built.

A	part	of	the	solution	will	come	from	energy	savings.	Energy	savings	and	the	
improvement	in	energy	efficiency	must	be	developed	and	promoted	throughout	all	
subsectors	of	the	society.	Smart	electric	power	distribution	networks	that	enable	
the	flexibility,	new	process	technologies	and	optimisation	of	various	processes	are	
a	part	of	the	solution.	However,	the	possibilities	of	the	above	mentioned	means	
should	not	be	exaggerated	when	considering	emission	reductions.	These	means	
are	perhaps	suitable	for	cutting	down	the	increment	in	energy	demand	but	there	
is	no	hint	of	anything	further.	

Carbon	dioxide	capture	and	storage	 is	not	yet	a	technically	or	commercially	
proven	technology	and	it	 is	not	considered	to	become	a	realistic	alternative	for	
Finland	at	least	for	the	next	twenty	years	or	so.	For	instance,	the	energy	company	
Fortum	has	abandoned	further	development	of	the	carbon	capture	plant	at	Pori;	
apparently	due	to	economic	and	technological	insecurities.	A	further	question	is	
the	storage	of	captured	carbon	dioxide.	The	environmental	organisations	also	seem	
to	react	in	a	somewhat	uninterested	manner	towards	this	technological	solution.	

For	the	upcoming	decades,	the	remaining	solutions	are	renewables	and	nuclear	
power.	Nuclear	power	is	burdened,	 in	particular,	by	the	opposition	of	the	same	
quarters	which	demand	the	implementation	of	climate	laws.	



266

8 Analysing EU climate policy

Solar	energy	cannot	become	a	larger	scale	option	in	Finland	by	2030	at	least.	In	
January,	the	sunny	hours	in	Finland	vary	between	2–12	hours	all	the	time.	When	the	
need	for	heating	is	at	its	highest,	there	is	no	solar	energy	available.	The	solar	power	
plant	which	has	been	speculated	to	be	erected	in	Sahara	and	which	should	produce	
energy	for	Europe	is	widely	depending	on	the	political	stability	of	that	said	area.	

Various	companies	have	designs	concerning	wind	power	for	altogether	several	
thousands	of	megawatts.	With	wind	power	plans,	we	will	face	new	environmental	
problems	besides	the	regulation	power	that	often	requires	fossil	energy.	A	good	
example	of	this	is	whether	the	sea	wind	parks	endanger	our	unique	archipelago,	the	
World	Heritage	Site	of	Kvarken	as	well	as	birdlife.	Wind	power,	which	is	actually	not	
a	very	profitable	energy	form,	also	demands	financial	subsidies	to	a	quite	significant	
extent	and	as	a	consequence,	the	readiness	for	public	support	or	feed-in	tariffs	has	
lowered	and	investment	plans	have	slowly	waned.	Denmark,	which	is	considered	
a	model	country	for	wind	power,	leans	most	heavily	on	the	fossil	energy	solution	
within	its	energy	production.

Wave	power	might	be	a	more	potential	 solution	 than	wind	power	globally,	
but	wave	power	is	still	under	development	and	in	Finland’s	conditions,	it	is	not	a	
significant	option,	partly	due	to	our	winters.	

Hydropower	 could	 be	 a	 life-saver	 with	 zero	 emissions	 for	 the	 regulation	
power	required	by	wind	power.	Hydropower	can	be	increased	by	some	hundreds	
of	megawatts	and	that	will	help	due	to	 its	good	regulation	features,	especially	 if	
reservoirs	were	allowed.	At	a	time	of	real	severe	need,	 this	will	not	be	enough,	
however,	in	particular,	as	those	who	demand	a	climate	law	quite	often	oppose	the	
increment	in	hydropower	–	from	a	political	perspective,	it	is	a	troublesome	project.	

Biomass	and	wood-based	fuels	have	the	crucial	role	but	if,	by	means	of	a	climate	
law,	the	CO2	emissions	should	be	lowered	rapidly,	this	solution	is	not	optimal.	When	
wood	is	burnt,	even	more	carbon	dioxide	is	released	than	through	coal	burning.	
The	Kyoto	Protocol	provides	a	calculatory	zero	for	wood	burning,	since	the	entire	
life-cycle	of	wood	is	taken	into	consideration	over	several	decades:	this	means	that	
carbon	dioxide	would	be	released	in	any	case.	Ample	and	increased	wood	burning,	
however,	would	create	a	short-term	peak	in	emissions.	Only	when	carbon	capture	
and	storage	is	also	applied	by	those	production	plants	that	use	wood	as	their	energy	
source,	they	will	form	carbon	dioxide	sinks.	In	addition	to	this,	the	hazardous	impact	
of	small-particles	detrimental	to	health	and	on	the	air	quality	must	be	taken	into	
consideration. 

We	are	definitively	lacking	in	means	unless	we	are	ready	to	give	up	the	electricity-
consuming	energy-intensive	industry.	But,	would	it	be	a	wise	environmental	policy,	
since	we	are	living	in	a	country	where	the	production	belongs	to	the	world’s	lowest	
emitters?	
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8.5.2 LIGHT BULB DIRECTIVE

The	EuP	Framework	Directive	(Energy	Using	Products,	“Ecodesign”),	which	became	
known	as	the	incandescent	“Light	Bulb	Directive”,	had	an	impact	on	the	citizens’	
everyday-life	as	the	decision	to	phase	out	traditional	light	bulbs	from	the	market	
was	linked	to	it.	The	directive	gave	the	EU	Commission	the	power	to	set	minimum	
requirements	for	energy	efficiency	of	various	devices.	Some	of	the	MEPs	supported	
the	ban	of	incandescent	bulbs	through	a	written	statement	to	be	implemented	within	
the	directive.	In	December	2008,	the	Commission	and	the	Committee	of	the	EU	
member	countries	signed	the	light	bulb	decision.	According	to	the	decision,	light	
bulbs	will	be	phased	out	and	this	classic	warming	“tungsten	heart”	is	bound	to	vanish	
from	the	market	entirely	by	2012.	The	EU	directive	bans	both	its	manufacture	and	
import.	Device	 lamps,	(refrigeration,	oven	lamps	etc.),	spot	 lamps	and	coloured	
lamps still remain on the market.

In	practice,	the	decision	makes	room	for	the	so-called	energy-saving	light	bulbs,	
which	have	become	a	real	symbol	manifesting	the	environmental	responsibility	
of	climate	campaigns.	Along	with	the	energy-saving	lamps,	 lists	were	circulated	
explaining	how	ordinary	people	could	save	the	planet.	One	of	the	most	common	
guidelines	is:	take	an	environmentally-friendly	action	and	change	your	incandescent	
bulb	to	an	energy-saving	bulb194. 

It	was	an	easy	and	fully-fledged	means	to	save	the	world,	as	an	energy-saving	
bulb	fits	just	fine	into	the	old	bulb	socket	whereas	most	LED	lamps,	which	save	a	
lot	of	energy,	require	new	kinds	of	sockets.

The	energy-saving	lamp,	however,	has	a	heavy	environmental	load	if	we	consider	
the	matter	outside	the	carbon	dioxide	frame	of	reference.	It	will	save	energy	but,	
on	the	other	hand,	it	also	pollutes.	The	lamp	is	hazardous	waste	due	to	the	bulb’s	
mercury	content	and	requires	special	disposal	–	in	other	words,	it	consumes	energy	
even	at	the	end	of	its	life-cycle.	If	the	bulb	is	broken,	people	should	leave	the	room	
for	15	minutes	in	order	not	to	inhale	dangerous	mercury	vapour.	In	case	of	a	fire,	
this	extra	danger	must	always	be	taken	into	consideration	by	the	rescue	operations.	

The	EU-wide	incandescent	bulb	ban	would	not	have	been	a	necessary	part	of	the	
Ecodesign	Framework	Directive;	it	was	just	a	choice,	which	was	made	using	climate	
political	argumentation	quite	one-sidedly	and,	at	the	same	time,	by	compromising	
other	environmental	aspects.	And	the	climate	benefit	is	not	so	unambiguous	after	
all,	as	during	the	cold	months	the	heating	energy	of	the	traditional	light	bulbs	would	
not	necessarily	go	astray.	Naturally,	it	is	against	common	sense	to	heat	your	home	

194	 There	are	several	examples,	among	others,	http://www.erdamare.fi/Ekovinkit.php	
	 Erdamare’s	ecotips!	–	What	can	you	do!	Save	energy!	Replace	your	traditional	incandescent	bulbs	with	energy-

saving	lamps.	Energy-saving	light	bulbs	consume	ca.	75%	less	energy	and	last	ten	times	longer	than	incandescent	
bulbs.	Turn	off	unnecessary	lights	and	electric	appliances.	Several	tonnes	of	carbon	dioxide	emissions	can	be	
reduced	by	turning	off	the	computer,	TV,	DVD	player	and	stereos	when	nobody	is	using	them.
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by	using	light	bulbs	and	then	cool	it	down	using	air-conditioning	but,	in	the	cold	
countries,	the	heat	energy	of	light	bulbs	can	be	exploited	as	lower	heating	expenses.

Later,	it	was	reported	on	the	news	that	there	was	a	loophole	in	the	legislation.	
Incandescent	lamps	are	started	to	be	imported	into	Finland	under	the	nametag	of	
a	sauna	lamp	which	refers	to	a	small-size	heater.	Apparently,	there	was	a	need	for	
this	circumvention	of	the	law,	since	the	energy-saving	lamp	works	properly	neither	
under	cold	nor	under	hot	circumstances.	The	ban	decision	on	incandescent	lamps	
was	also	criticised	because	the	promises	of	energy-saving	lamps	concerning	their	
long	usage-life	were	unfounded	according	to	consumer	feedback.	

An	incandescent	bulb	is	naturally	an	old	invention,	which	remains	in	history	
and	will	 be	 replaced	by	 energy-saving	LEDs.	However,	 the	 incandescent	 bulb	
ban	 provided	 a	 competitive	 edge	 for	 energy-saving	 lamps	 that	 burden	 the	
environment.	The	decision	illustrates	clearly	how	climate	policy	has	surpassed	all	
other	environmental	aspects	in	the	EU.	The	decision	only	focused	on	the	carbon	
dioxide	burden	and	didn’t	take	into	consideration	the	environmental	protection	
en	bloc.	If	it	had	been	pondered	in	the	light	of	various	environmental	perspectives	
(hazardous	waste,	health	hazards,	an	increase	in	the	number	of	mercury	poisoning	
cases	in	the	area	of	China’s	mercury	mines),	it	would	have	been	founded	to	consider	
the	incandescent	bulbs	as	legal,	at	least	as	long	as	the	LED	technology	(LED	and	
OLED;	i.e.,	organic	LED)	would	have	so	far	developed	that	these	products	could	
have	totally	replaced	incandescent	bulbs.

8.6  THE SHORT-CUT PROCEDURE OF EU LEGISLATION  
  – RATIONALISATION OF DECISION-MAKING OR  
  A STRUCTURAL DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT?

EU	decision-making	has	possibly	been	criticised	for	its	slowness	for	a	reason:	the	
preparation	of	a	directive	takes	two	years	on	average,	if	it	passes	through	the	normal	
route,	which	includes	the	first	and	second	reading,	and	possible	conciliation.	During	
the	last	ten	years,	the	speeding	up	of	this	procedure	has	been	attempted	more	and	
more	often;	for	example,	in	the	case	of	precisely	the	Energy	and	Climate	Package	in	
2008,	a	consensus	found	through	the	so-called	first	reading	agreement,	i.e.	a	short	
cut	procedure.	Many	were	wondering	why	such	a	demanding	issue	required	an	
agreement,	even	though	for	example	the	continuation	period	of	emissions	trading,	
which	was	under	discussion,	would	only	start	in	2013.	The	hurry	was	justified	by	
the	“political	signal”:	the	European	Parliament	elections	would	take	place	during	
summer	2009,	and	postponing	the	agreement	until	after	 the	elections	was	not	
considered	feasible.	At	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	in	2009,	the	EU	wanted	
to	signal	its	commitment	to	reduction	targets.
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The	first	reading	agreement	is	an	accelerated	procedure,	which	takes	place	in	
the	so-called	trilogue:	the	Commission,	the	Parliament’s	rapporteur	and	shadow	
rapporteurs	as	well	as	the	Council	conduct	informal	negotiations	before	the	actual	
formulation	of	positions.	The	process	increases	especially	the	power	conferred	upon	
the rapporteur.

In	committee	work,	the	rapporteur,	i.e.	the	responsible	for	the	report,	has	a	key	
negotiation	position	with	the	Commission	and	the	Council.	This	is	further	balanced	
out	by	a	political	process,	the	first	and	the	second	readings,	in	which	the	report	is	
taken	to	the	plenary,	and	eventually	to	the	possible	conciliation	procedure.	Where	
there	are	two	readings,	the	plenary	votes	by	simple	majority	in	the	first	reading	and	
by	absolute	majority	in	the	second	reading.	Simultaneously,	the	shadow	rapporteurs	
of	the	other	political	groups	form	the	position	of	their	respective	political	groups.	
The	process	is	transparent	and	public,	and	it	reflects	the	size	of	the	political	groups,	
as	it	is	taken	all	the	way	to	the	plenary.

During	 the	 last	 ten	years	 the	use	of	 the	 fast-track	procedure	has	 increased	
significantly.	At	present,	more	than	70%	of	the	decisions	are	reached	through	the	
accelerated	process.	Under	the	leadership	of	the	rapporteur,	the	agreement	is	made	
with	the	Council	and	the	Commission	before	it	is	brought	to	the	plenary,	and	as	a	
consequence,	the	Parliament	can	only	either	reject	or	accept	the	reached	consensus.	
Publicity,	openness	and	transparency	have	significantly	decreased	along	with	the	
possibility	to	influence	details	during	the	plenary	phase.

The	former	Chair	of	the	Environment	Committee,	Caroline	Jackson	(chairing	
1999–2004)	was	among	the	first	ones195	to	criticise	the	short-cut	procedure	and	
rushed	handling	of	the	Climate	Package,	and	raised	the	issue	of	the	democratic	
deficit	that	is	created	in	this	type	of	decision-making.	According	to	Jackson,	the	
European	Parliament	has	not	fully	thought	through	the	constitutional	implications	
of	a	first	reading	agreement.	In	her	article	in	the	European	Voice196	she	also	regrets	
the	opaque	nature	of	 the	negotiations:	”The rapporteur and the Council try to 
reach agreement on precisely what to put before the Parliament as a first-reading 
agreement. These meetings are not in public, only a few MEPs are allowed to 
attend and there are no published minutes. Welcome to North Korea. Surely the 
Parliament, the historic advocate of transparenct, can do better than that?”

The	decision-making	taking	place	in	the	Environment	Committee	is	a	descriptive	
example:	 the	69-member	committee	 is	 the	 largest	 legislative	committee	 in	 the	
Parliament,	which	is	also	the	reason	why	it	 is	considered	to	be	among	the	most	
influential	ones.	The	sizes	of	the	political	groups	vary	from	the	Europe	of	Freedom	

195	 I	started	the	discussion	on	the	democratic	deficit	caused	by	the	fast-track	procedure	 in	June	2012,	at	the	
EPP Study Days. I served as the chairperson of the event.

196	 The	copy	of	her	letter	can	be	found	http://www.korhola.com/lang/fi/2008/10/first-reading-agreement/
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and	Democracy	(EFD)	group’s	three	members	to	the	European	People’s	Party’s	
24	members.	The	Greens,	which	is	categorised	as	a	medium-sized	political	group,	
has	six	members	 in	the	committee.	The	groups	have	two	points	per	member	at	
their	use,	and	with	these	points,	they	can	“buy”	reports	coming	to	the	handling	of	
the	committee.	The	reports	are	numbered	according	to	their	 importance.	Thus,	
the	EFD	has	six	points,	the	Greens	12,	and	the	EPP	48.	Because	the	same	mass	
of	directives	passes	through	the	whole	committee,	the	representatives	of	the	small	
groups	always	have	a	lot	of	work	on	their	hands,	while	in	the	large	groups	reports	
are	fought	for.	Therefore,	the	small	groups	like	to	“save	up”	their	points	for	really	
important	reports,	while	the	large	groups	try	to	make	their	points	suffice	for	all	the	
willing	MEPs,	so	the	points	are	used	for	less	important	reports.	When	the	power	of	
the	rapporteur	increases	significantly	in	the	short-cut	procedure,	the	rapporteurs	of	
small	or	medium-sized	groups	have	proportionately	much	more	influence	than	their	
political	groups.	Another	remarkable	factor	is	that	the	negotiations	are	conducted	in	
accordance	with	the	so-called	“one	man,	one	vote”	principle.	Thus,	the	representative	
of	the	small	group	has	as	strong	a	position	in	the	negotiations	as,	for	example,	the	
representative	a	ten-times	larger	political	group.

Table 2: The power relations of Parliament’s political groups and the Environmental Committee.

Also	 the	Member	State	holding	 the	presidency	at	 the	 time	of	 the	 fast-track	
agreement	tends	to	be	satisfied	with	it,	as	nobody	is	against	results	during	one’s	
presidency.	The	democratic	nature	and	transparency	of	the	process	suffers	naturally,	
as,	after	the	committee	phase,	no	influence	can	be	exercised.

In	November	2012,	the	Parliament	changed	its	agenda	in	such	a	way	that	 it	
specified	the	conditions	to	commence	a	trilogue.	Previously,	 these	first	reading	
agreements	were	entered	by	the	proposal	of	the	rapporteur:	now,	the	vote	of	the	
responsible	committee	is	required.	Also	this	I	consider	problematic	in	cases	that	
the	legislative	proposal	is	handled	by	several	committees.	Even	if	the	proposal	is	
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rejected	in	the	reporting	committee,	can	the	responsible	committee	give	 itself	a	
mandate	for	follow-up	negotiations,	and	hereby	bypass	critical	positions.	The	rules	
for	this	fast-track	procedure	should	be	very	quickly	reviewed	in	such	a	way	that	it	
can	only	be	applied	in	cases,	where	there	is	no	major	disagreement	between	the	
committees.	Its	purpose	should	be	avoiding	unnecessary	bureaucracy	in	cases	that	
the	issue	does	not	require	such;	it	would	be	a	kind	of	fast	track	to	facilitate	decision-
making	in	non-controversial	cases.	If	it	is	used	to	play	out	undesired	positions,	the	
situation	is	very	dubious	from	a	democratic	point	of	view.

Has	the	abundant	use	of	the	short-cut	procedure	then	affected	EU	decision-
making	in	a	distortive	manner?	In	my	opinion,	this	has	been	the	case	especially	in	the	
case	of	the	Environment	Committee,	in	which	the	politically	important	reports	are	
exceptionally	often	led	by	the	Greens.	The	composition	has	significantly	increased	
the	political	muscle	of	the	Greens,	which,	for	its	part,	explains	why	the	outcome	has	
been	more	radical	climate	legislation	than	what	the	composition	of	the	Parliament	
would	indicate.	Naturally,	this	is	no	critique	towards	the	Greens;	it	can	be	said	that	
the	group	has	shown	strategic	skill	where	others	may	have	been	naïve.	

The	increase	in	the	use	of	the	short-cut	procedure	can	be	considered	especially	
Finland’s	achievement	as	a	Member	State.	When	the	Treaty	of	Amsterdam	had	
entered	into	force	on	1	May	1999	and	replaced	the	Treaty	of	Maastricht,	Finland	
became,	during	its	presidency	that	commenced	in	July	1999,	the	first	Member	State	
to	apply	the	Amsterdam	Treaty.	Finland	pushed	for	a	new	fast-track	procedure,	
as	it	wanted	to	increase	Nordic	efficiency	in	decision-making,	and	alleviate	heavy	
bureaucracy.	The	 increase	 in	efficiency	of	decision-making	has,	naturally,	been	
praised,	but	at	least	in	the	Parliament	this	change	has	taken	place	at	the	cost	of	
openness and transparency.

8.7  CONCLUSIONS ON EU CLIMATE POLICY

A	noteworthy	 aspect	 in	 the	EU’s	 climate	 policy	 is	 that	 after	 an	 active	 climate	
legislation	period	of	over	10	years	we	are	still	a	lonesome	actor.	For	years	it	has	
been	emphasised	that	we	are	the	forerunners	and	that	our	example	guides	the	others	
to	the	same	track.	It	was	said	that	we	will	gain	a	competitive	edge	by	acting	in	time.	
The	first	period	of	emissions	trading	(2005–2008)	was	marketed	as	a	practice	
period	with	respect	to	the	global	emissions	trading;	likewise,	the	ambitious	goal	of	
renewables	was:	we	would	gain	a	competitive	edge.	During	the	different	phases,	it	
has	also	been	repeatedly	emphasised	that	some	voluntary	emissions	trading	systems	
are	considering	joining	us.	However,	it	has	never	happened.

After	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference,	it	has	surely	become	evident	that	the	
EU	cannot	call	itself	a	forerunner,	at	least	not	in	an	ideological	sense.	Major	emitters	
have	not	joined	the	climate	front	setting	the	UN-type	emission	ceilings.	They	have	
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chosen	the	technology	cooperation	(the	foundation	of	 the	APP197	 in	2005	as	an	
example)	and	direct	decarbonisation	production	by	reducing	the	carbon-intensity.	
In	2009	for	example,	China	promised	to	cut	down	its	economy’s	carbon-intensity	
by	40–45%	until	2020.	Some	quarters	were	overjoyed	and	hurriedly	interpreted	
that	if	China	were	to	commit	itself	to	such	high	emission	reductions,	the	EU	would	
have	to	tighten	its	own	commitment	up	to	30%.	The	professionals	know	that	this	
is not the case. 

What	does	this	figure	mean?	In	 its	report	World Energy Outlook 2009, the 
International	Energy	Agency	(IEA)	predicted	how	China’s	future	energy-intensive	
development	would	look	like;	i.e.,	what	are	the	emissions	per	GDP.	According	to	
the	Business	As	Usual	model,	 this	would	be	40	per	cent	by	2020,	as	emissions	
increase	from	6.1	gigatonnes	of	carbon	in	2007	to	9.6	gigatonnes	in	2020.	Thus,	
China	did	not	promise	to	be	anything	but	itself:	to	increase	its	emissions	by	using	
new	technology..	China	does	more,	but	with	less.	The	cutting	of	carbon-intensity	
takes	place	naturally.	Of	course,	it	is	a	good	thing	that	carbon-intensity	will	decrease	
in	China,	since	during	the	past	decades	it	has	been	downright	increasing	due	to	
the	effect	of	China	and	India.

Statistically	we	don’t	 look	like	doing	particularly	well.	For	a	long	time,	it	has	
generally	been	alleged	that	the	EU’s	share	of	global	emissions	is	14%	and	during	
autumn	2011,	 the	Finnish	Ministry	of	Environment	published	 11%	as	 the	new	
figure.	In	2030	it	is	estimated	to	be	4	percent.	Naturally,	this	figure	could	readily	
be	interpreted	so	that	we	have	been	efficient	in	our	climate	policy,	but	in	the	light	
of	absolute	emissions,	our	success	is	somewhat	less.	It	is	more	the	question	that	the	
world’s	total	emissions	have	been	significantly	increasing,	and	the	EU’s	share	has	
relatively	diminished.	Therefore,	we	can	draw	two	conclusions:	1)	The	EU’s	share	
is	modest	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	total	emissions.	Which	means	that	2)	not	
even	the	EU’s	own	extensive	and	expensive	struggles	have	gained	any	particularly	
significant	result.

Victor	(2011:xxvii)	noted	the	same	thing	when	implying	that	“Diligent Europe 
has been squeezing water from a stone while the rest of the world’s warming 
pollution keeps rising.”	We	will	achieve	nothing	with	our	10	per	cent	unless	we	
will	have	an	impact	on	the	whole.	

The	EU	does	not	 focus	on	the	most	challenging	problem	of	climate	change,	
namely	on	coal.	The	world,	 including	Europe,	runs	on	coal	energy	which	is	 the	
worst	greenhouse	gas	emitter	of	all	energy	forms.	According	to	Helm	(2009a:13),	
the	global	development	trend	in	the	energy	sector	moves	towards	coal,	largely	due	
to	the	influence	of	China	and	India.	The	International	Energy	Association	(IEA)	

197	 The	Asian-Pacific	Partnership:	The	USA,	China,	India,	Japan,	Australia	and	South	Korea	announced	in	July	
2005	of	having	started	cooperation	for	developing	climate-friendly	technology.	Canada	also	joined	the	front	
later on.
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states	that	the	world-wide	use	of	coal	increased	by	4.8%	during	2000–2007.	The	
increment	was	three	times	more	than	the	increment	in	oil	usage	and	twice	as	fast	
as	the	increase	in	the	use	of	natural	gas.	The	IEA	predicts	that	60%	of	the	increase	
in	energy	demand	of	 the	non-OECD	countries	over	the	coming	decades	will	be	
covered	by	the	use	of	coal.	

The	present	renewable	energy	forms	(hydropower,	wind	power,	solar	power,	
bioenergy)	have	no	chances	of	replacing	coal,	at	most	they	can	just	slightly	cut	down	
the	additional	use	of	coal	resulting	from	the	increasing	energy	demand.	Some	83%	
of	the	globe’s	energy	comes	from	fossil	energy	sources	and,	according	to	the	IEA,	
this	situation	will	continue	for	some	decades.	Coal	grabs	the	lion’s	share	of	fossil	
sources	in	the	electricity	sector,	even	though	its	increase	is	estimated	to	drop	after	
2020.	Only	the	nuclear	or	the	shale	gas	boom	has	the	potential	to	intervene	in	the	
increased use of coal.

A	critical	factor	is	the	longevity	of	carbon	dioxide	in	the	atmosphere	ensuing	
from	burning	fossil	materials.	Approximately	half	of	carbon	dioxide	puffed	today	
will	remain	in	the	atmosphere	for	over	a	couple	of	hundred	years	and	a	tenth	for	
over	a	thousand	years	even.	If	our	wish	is	to	decrease	the	carbon	dioxide	content	
in	the	atmosphere,	it	is	necessary	to	create	new	clean	production	methods	for	the	
use	of	coal	or	it	should	be	replaced	totally	by	some	other	energy	production	form	
that	is	just	as	efficient,	reliable	production-wise	and	easy	to	implement	as	coal	is	
world-wide.	

The	EU	also	has	undeniable	strengths.	The	Union	has	demonstrated	strong	
political	will	to	take	a	leadership	role	in	climate	issues.	Eagerness	and	readiness	to	
make	economic	sacrifices	has	been	impressive.	This	is	actually	the	foreign	policy	
field	where	the	EU	has	been	the	most	unified.	The	fact	that	the	global	course	of	
events	has	not	been	able	to	predict	is	understandable.	It	is	also	humane	that	in	a	
large	political	body	coordination	suffers	and	the	climate	drive	has	therefore	not	
been	channelled	to	become	a	logical	ensemble.

The	EU’s	emissions	trading	can	also	be	considered	a	strength,	even	though	
this	climate	policy	instrument	has,	for	the	time	being,	not	been	able	to	show	its	
strength	as	a	technology-neutral	emission	reduction	mechanism.	Currently,	 it	 is	
surely	also	reducing	emissions	automatically,	but	a	price	effect	or,	more	correctly,	
a	price	scare,	has	not	come	about	on	the	markets.	This,	however,	is	not	the	fault	
of	emissions	trading,	but	rather	overlapping	regulation.	As	a	system	limited	to	the	
EU	area,	it	has	not	been	able	to	reduce	global	emissions,	either.

Despite	the	difficulties,	 I	 foresee	a	 future	for	emissions	trading,	especially	 if	
it	could	be	applied	to	China	as	well	as	to	restrict	the	most	concrete	problem:	air	
pollution.
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9 IS THERE AN ALTERNATIVE TO KYOTO?

Great expectations were directed at the Kyoto Protocol, but finally 
in shrunk to a mere modest agreement rejected by the key emitter 
states. Also the interest of the media towards climate change collapsed 
in the context of the financial crisis. In this chapter, it is pondered 
which ingredients could create the foundation for a global agreement. 
Or should the idea of a comprehensive climate treaty be forgotten 
altogether, and should we accept that climate actions are a series of 
parallel attempts? The solution to wicked problems has often been 
considered breaking them down into parts. This is also the starting 
point of the so-called Hartwell Paper, which will presented at the end 
of the chapter as an example of an alternative approach. Nonetheless, 
also these models could be criticised with the same toughness as the 
Kyoto approach. The chapter also discusses, if black carbon, i.e. soot 
should be dealt with next to CO2. Also our scientific knowledge of climate 
change is changing and poses a challenge any future climate treaty: we 
should make policies that we need to regret as little as possible in the 
future. The uncertainty of science is a fact, which has to be accepted.

9.1  THE FATE OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL IS UNCLEAR

The	first	commitment	period	of	the	Kyoto	protocol,	which	was	concluded	in	1997	
and	came	into	force	in	2005,	drew	to	its	close	by	the	end	of	2012.	Right	before	the	
Durban	Climate	Change	Conference	in	December	2011,	it	began	to	seem	very	unlikely	
that	any	continuation	of	 the	Kyoto	Protocol	would	be	achieved.	Predominantly	
European	countries	committed	themselves	to	the	Kyoto	model;	Japan	and	Russia	
withdrew	from	the	protocol,	and	just	before	the	conference	Canada	also	announced	
that	it	would	attend	the	Durban	Conference	with	the	intention	to	pull	back	from	
the	Kyoto	Protocol.	This	announcement	was	greeted	with	harsh	criticism	from	the	
environmental	organisations	but	the	reasoning	which	Peter	Kent,	Canada’s	Minister	
of	the	Environment,	gave	was	also	strong198:	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	not	up-to-date	
anymore	since	it	excludes	the	major	emitters	from	the	restrictions.	China	blamed	
Canada	for	its	irresponsibility	but,	on	the	other	hand,	the	country	has	not	agreed	

198	 http://www.ctv.ca/CTVNews/TopStories/20111127/durban-south-africa-slimate-conference-setup-
111127/#ixzz1fHozVJ7r>
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to	any	emission	restrictions	for	itself.	All	in	all,	the	US	and	the	major	emitters	have	
abandoned	the	approach	of	setting	emission	ceilings	and	now	prefer	to	invest	in	
the	decarbonisation	of	the	economy.

At	the	Durban	Conference,	however,	an	agreement	on	Kyoto	2	was	reached,	
and	the	Doha	Conference	confirmed	this	outcome	in	December	2012.	It	was	a	
modest	agreement,	in	which	the	EU-27	and	four	other	states	(Australia,	Norway,	
Switzerland	and	Ukraine)	committed	to	emission	reductions,	while	more	than	a	
hundred	developing	countries	are	awaiting	their	financial	support.	Kyoto	2	covers	
less	 than	 15%	only.	 The	 largest	 emitters	 have	 abandoned	 the	Kyoto	model	 as	
inefficient.

However,	nothing	has	enticed	the	EU	to	change	its	tone.	The	resolution199 of 
the	European	Parliament	prior	to	the	Durban	Conference	in	November	2011	still	
leaned	unequivocally	on	the	Kyoto	approach.	According	to	the	resolution,	the	EU	
must	“publicly	and	unequivocally”	support	the	continuation	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	
The	same	enthusiasm	was	repeated	in	the	Doha	resolution.

The	resolutions	further	state	that	the	European	Union	must	take	a	leading	role	
and	ascertain	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	will	continue	after	its	first	commitment	period.	
The	Parliament	was	also	willing	to	tighten	the	emission	reduction	target,	assigned	
by	the	EU	itself,	even	more	and	explained	that	a	higher	emission	reduction	target	
would	resuscitate	the	EU’s	economy.	An	uninterrupted	continuation	of	the	fully-
fledged	protocol	was	not	on	the	agenda	anymore	as	the	target	was	instead	set	on	
the	year	2015,	while	the	treaty	would	enter	into	force	in	2020.

9.2  MODELS FOR A UN CLIMATE PROTOCOL

Models	 for	the	UN’s	next	climate	protocol	have	very	often	been	presented	over	
the	past	years	at	international	fora.	The	starting	point	has	been	that	a	Kyoto-type	
protocol	with	its	absolute	emission	ceilings	and	country-specific	assignments	will	be	
out	of	the	question	since,	for	example,	the	US,	China	and	other	major	emitters	will	
not	accept	it.	As	the	United	States	rejected	the	emission	assignment	model	à	la	Kyoto	
Protocol	in	2001,	the	country	started	to	emphasize	the	technological	solution	to	the	
global	climate	change	problem	more	seriously.	The	so-called	technology	protocol	
was	one	of	 the	post	2012	alternatives,	which	have	been	presented.	Within	this	
solution,	the	countries	would	be	obliged	to	promote	climate-friendly	technologies	
through	R&D	investments	or	standards,	for	example.

The	environmental	organisations	came	forward	with	the	model	of	Contraction	
&	Convergence,	in	which	all	inhabitants	of	the	globe	would	have	an	equal	emission	

199	 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2011-0504
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allowance.	First,	this	model	sets	a	future	global	emission	level	that	is	lower	than	
the	present	one	(contraction).	At	an	agreed	point	in	time	(for	instance	2050),	the	
per	capita	emissions	of	 the	countries	would	have	been	 forced	 to	 reduce	 to	 the	
same	level	(convergence).	This	model	would	lead	to	radical	cuts	throughout	the	
industrial	countries	and	they	would	be	forced	to	purchase	emission	allowances	from	
the	less-developed	countries.	This	approach	is	also	known	as	the	target	per	capita	
even	though	the	“contraction”	defines	that	the	total	emissions	have	to	be	lowered	
despite	the	growing	population	of	the	developing	countries.	The	model	has	been	
criticised,	amongst	other	reasons,	because	it	does	not	pay	attention	to	the	natural	
circumstances	or	productional	division	of	labour200.	This	topic	seemed	to	become	
gradually	uninteresting,	since	the	Chinese	emissions	per	capita	approached	the	
EU-level.		

Another	model	favoured	by	the	environmental	circles	(a	so-called	multi-stage	
model)	divides	all	countries	in	the	world	into	three	groups	according	to	their	GNP	
per	capita	and	emissions	per	capita:	

1)		 rapidly	 tightening	absolute	 targets	of	 the	Kyoto-type	 for	 the	 industrial 
	 countries	and	the	global	emissions	trading	scheme;

2)		 bringing	clean	technology	to	the	developing	countries,	with	the	support	of	 
	 the	industrial	countries;

3)		 supporting	 for	 the	poorest	developing	countries	 in	 their	adaptation	 to	 
	 climate	change.	

In	 other	 words;	 by	 this	 definition,	 the	 countries	 in	 different	 groups	 have	
assignments	of	a	different	level.	As	the	economy	of	a	country	develops,	it	will	move	
over	to	the	quantitative	emission	reduction	assignments.	

Over	the	next	years,	we	will	see	whether	there’ll	be	some	kind	of	agreement	
on	the	protocol	model	at	the	UN	level.	The	protocol	may,	by	all	means,	 include	
elements	of	all	the	models	mentioned	here.	The	approach	of	the	United	Nations	
and	the	environmental	organisations	is,	however,	traditional	 in	the	sense	that	it	
leans	on	restriction	policy	and	on	the	effectiveness	of	setting	emission	ceilings.	

Thus,	 the	2015	Paris	COP	is	the	next	milestone	expected	to	create	a	climate	
consensus.	Based	on	the	dynamics	of	the	earlier	climate	conferences,	I	find	it	very	
unlikely	that	any	results	would	come	about	 in	Paris.	The	coverage	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	fell	in	a	bottleneck	of	the	large	emitters:	the	US	appealed	to	China’s	lacking	
reduction	targets,	and	China	to	the	absence	of	the	US.	Nonetheless,	the	EU	decided	
to	take	the	road	of	a	unilateral	climate	policy,	and	binding	legislation	–	such	as 
 

200	 Finland	is	a	good	example	of	this:	cold	weather	conditions	set	special	challenges;	and	the	structure	of	our	
export	 industry	 is	energy-intensive.	The	high	energy-intensive	export	 industry	can	be	 justified	by	the	fact	
that	by	viewing	emissions	per	one	production	ton,	the	result	is	that	Finland	is	the	world’s	cleanest.
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emissions	trading	–	was	 justified	by	a	swift	 future	accession	of	the	others.	This	
never happened.

The	deadline	set	in	Durban	of	a	global	agreement	by	2015	(COP	21	in	Paris	2–13	
December	2015)	is	extremely	ambitious.	The	reluctance	of	large	emitters	to	consent	
to	binding	targets	at	the	UN	level	renders	it	practically	impossible	to	have	a	UN	
instrument	to	have	all	countries	in	the	world	bindingly	cutting	their	emissions	from	
2020	onwards	ready	by	2015.	In	addition,	the	mental	gap	between	the	big	emitters	
is	large:	Unlike	USA,	China	and	India	stongly	emphasize	the	historical	liability	of	
the	industrial	countries	and	consider	the	main	responsibility	in	mitigation	belonging	
to	 them,	as	 the	 joint	resolution201	of	 the	BASIC202 countries climate conference 
underlines	in	summer	2014.	Equally	strong	these	economic	giants	insist	on	their	
own	status	as	developing	countries,	despite	the	fact	that	in	2013	China’s	emissions	
per	capita	were	reported	to	exceed	the	EU	average203.

Therefore,	it	is	likely	that	the	EU	will	make	its	decisions	concerning	its	own	2030	
climate	commitments	before	we	will	see	what	its	competitors	(e.g.	the	US,	Japan,	
China,	Russia)	will	commit	to	after	2020.	This	 is	well-known	among	all	 the	EU	
climate	actors,	and	it	may	explain	the	excessively	wishful	messages	directed	at	the	
wider	public	in	spring	2013	in	connection	with	the	backloading	plans,	explaining	
that	the	other	countries	would	follow	the	EU’s	example	taking	up	similar	climate	
targets.	These	have	never	materialised,	and	we	have	no	reason	to	believe	they	ever	
will.	This	is	very	well	known	by	all	EU	climate	actors,	which	also	perhaps	explains	
the	overly	hopeful	messages	–	claiming	the	other	countries	would	follow	the	EU’s	
example	and	would	take	up	similar	climate	obligations	–	directed	to	the	wider	
public	in	connection	with	the	discussion	concerning	the	backloading	plans	in	spring	
2013.	This	has	never	materialised,	and	we	have	no	reason	to	believe	that	this	would	
happen this time, either.

	Everyone,	who	has	been	 following	climate	policy	 for	a	bit	 longer	and	who	
has	seen	the	aversion	of	large	emitters	to	accept	binding	commitments	at	the	UN	
level	know	that	it	will	not	be	possible	to	create	any	new	kind	of	UN	instrument	by	
means	of	which	the	states	of	the	world	would	bindingly	cut	their	emissions	from	
2020	onwards.

I	 consider	 it	 a	 risk	 to	 an	 extensive	 and	 comprehensive	 climate	 agreement,	
however,	if	the	EU	commits	to	one-sided	2030	targets.	In	particular,	if	the	EU	defines	
its	own	binding	targets	before	the	Paris	climate	meeting	in	2015,	it	risks	repeating	

201	 Text	of	the	Joint	Statement	issued	at	the	18th	BASIC	Ministerial	Meeting	on	Climate	Change	http://pib.nic.
in/newsite/PrintRelease.aspx?relid=108305

202	 The	BASIC	countries	are	a	bloc	of	four	large	newly	industrialized	countries	–	Brazil,	South	Africa,	India	and	
China	–	formed	by	an	agreement	on	28	November	2009.	The	four	committed	to	act	jointly	at	the	Copenhagen	
climate	summit,	emphasizing	the	historical	responsibility	of	the	industrialised	countries	in	combating	climate	
change.

203	 For	instance,		Olivier	et al.	2013
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the	Copenhagen	events,	becoming	overriden	by	the	others.	Doing	so	it	cements	its	
own	strategy	and	alienates	itself	from	the	possibility	of	reaching	a	global	agreement.	
It	is	my	estimation	that	an	international	agreement	will	probably	never	be	based	
on	a	strategy	of	setting	caps,	but	rather	on	one	of	sector-specific	benchmarking	in	
which	production	will	be	decarbonised	based	on	commonly	decided	rules.

9.3  THE ASIA-PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP, APP

In	2005,	when	the	Kyoto	Protocol	entered	into	force,	it	faced	a	new	challenge	as	
the	group	of	six	countries,	the	US,	China,	India,	Japan,	Australia	and	South	Korea,	
announced	in	July	of	the	same	year	that	they	had	commenced	cooperation	for	the	
development	of	climate-friendly	technology204. At the conference held in Vientiane, 
the	capital	of	Laos,	the	countries	published	a	paper	(Vision Statement for Asia-
Pacific Partnership on Energy, Clean Development and Climate),	which	named	
the	promotion	of	technology	as	the	principal	factor	of	the	collaboration,	without	
setting	emission	assignments	and	emission	ceilings.	Later	on,	Canada	also	joined	
this	group.	The	collaboration	lasted	a	good	five	years	and	ended	officially	in	April	
2011	though	it	still	continues	in	some	single	projects.	

The	agreement,	which	came	as	a	surprise,	did	not	exactly	create	an	outburst	of	
joy	in	the	world	–	the	environmental	organisations	immediately	complained	that	
the	US	was	trying	to	erode	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	And	certainly,	the	US	had	repeatedly	
criticised	the	premise	created	within	the	Kyoto	approach.	The	agreement,	which	
was	a	well-kept	secret,	was	eventually	published	by	reassuring	that	it	was,	in	reality,	
a	complementary	strategy,	not	a	competing	one.	In	practice,	however,	it	was	born	
as	an	initiative	of	the	Bush	administration,	and	was	an	attempt	to	respond	to	the	
critique	that	the	US	had	received	for	staying	outside	the	Kyoto	Protocol	(Keohane	
&	Victor	2010).

The	agreement	of	these	six	partners	did	not	include	similar	kinds	of	binding	time	
limits	for	reducing	emissions	or	enforcement	clauses	as	per	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	On	
the	other	hand,	the	agreement	did	not,	indeed,	set	any	restrictions	at	those	quarters	
where	emissions	were	growing	the	most.

The	APP	was	not	just	a	modest	project	even	next	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol	ratified	
by	140	countries:	the	group	of	signatory	states	covered	around	half	of	the	world’s	
GDP,	population,	energy	consumption	and	emissions.	The	sextet	covered	more	than	

204	 I	commented	on	the	project	right	away,	both	in	my	blog	and	in	a	column:	“I	bet	that	the	situation	of	the	
rather	 inefficient	and	stiffening	climate	policy	of	 the	EU	throws,	all	 the	same,	 the	whole	thing	to	a	crisis.	
The	means	are	now	so	different	that	two	different	worlds	and	atmospheres	were	needed.”	See	also	the	press	
release,	Annex	15.5
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60%	of	the	global	production	of	cement	and	coal.	The	emissions	and	measures	of	
the	three	largest	countries,	in	particular,	will	decide	the	globe’s	future.	Although	the	
Kyoto	Protocol	seemed	to	be	effective	and	strong	in	theory,	only	some	30	countries		
out	of	the	over	180	countries	which	ratified	the	protocol	participated	in	emission	
reductions;	the	share	of	these	countries	is	slightly	over	a	fourth	of	global	emissions.

The	representatives	of	the	six	countries	held	the	first	ministerial-level	meeting	
of	their	Asia-Pacific	Partnership	on	CDC	project	(called	an	APP6-project	in	short)	
in	Sydney	in	January	2006.	The	countries	aimed	to	solve	the	challenges	connected	
with	the	use	of	energy	and	climate	change.	The	group	emphasised	the	importance	of	
reasonably	priced,	reliable	and	clean	energy	in	poverty	alleviation	and	development.	
The	central	strategy	was	to	promote	technology	and	endeavour	to	 increase	the	
energy-efficiency	level	and	to	decrease	the	nominal	emissions.

As	the	APP	was	taking	shape,	the	most	important	architects	of	the	US	climate	
policy,	Harlan	Watson,	the	principal	climate	negotiator,	and	during	Georges	Bush	
Administration,	Bryan	Hannegan,	the	Chief	of	Staff	for	the	White	House	Council	
on	Environmental	Quality	(CEQ),	paid	a	visit	to	Brussels	in	November	2005.	The	
purpose	of	their	visit	was	to	commence	a	climate-political	dialogue	with	the	EU	
Commissioner,	Dimas,	or	with	Peter	Carl,	Director	General	of	DG	Environment.	The	
meeting	was	not	particularly	successful:	“Better	luck	next	time205”,	was	bidden	by	the	
Commission.	When	these	plans	came	to	grief,	I	was	the	next	one	on	the	list206;	my	
own	model	for	emissions	trading	was	very	close	to	the	APP’s	idea	which	was	based	
on	nominal	emissions	or	a	sector-specific	approach,	which	means,	in	practice,	the	
decarbonisation	of	the	economy.	We	talked	about	the	differences	in	the	approaches	
of	the	US	and	the	EU	and	upon	what	sort	of	basis	the	climate	agreement	should	
be	built	so	that	the	US	would	also	join	it.	I	asked	them	directly	about	this.	At	that	
time,	Hannegan	and	Watson	regarded	the	nominal	emission	system	explicitly	as	
the	only	realistic	basis	for	a	global	agreement,	since	it	would	encourage,	always	and	
everywhere,	to	reduce	emissions	and	would	not	create	competition	distortions.	In	
November	2005,	their	opinion	was	that	China	could	also	be	won	over	to	join	this	
kind of system. 

The	APP	faded	gradually;	The	Obama	administration	is	considered	the	reason	
for	this	fading:	President	Obama	did	not	like	the	approach	of	President	Bush	and	
was	a	supporter	of	more	traditional	climate	diplomacy.	The	Obama	administration	
no	longer	allocated	any	funds	to	the	APP.	However,	the	APP	had	a	significant	role,	
both	as	an	erodent	factor	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol’s	authority	and	as	a	collaborative 

205	 “We	cannot	be	treated	like	this”,	Watson	and	Hannegan	said	during	the	lunch,	dismayed	at	the	manner	of	
the Commission.

206	 The	meeting	was	arranged	by	George	Dave	Banks	who	was	at	the	time	working	for	the	US	Mission	in	Brussels.	
He	looked	back	on	the	meeting	in	his	letter	to	my	advisor:	“As	I	recall,	the	meeting	w.	your	boss	was	very	
constructive.	She	should	take	pride	 in	the	fact	that	her	concerns	about	ETS	and	climate	policy	 in	general	
were	spot	on.”
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forum	of	 the	 large	emitters,	meanwhile	providing	 them	with	a	 justification	 for	
creating	their	own	separate	block	within	the	climate	negotiations.	Clearly,	this	was	
already	evident	at	the	Bali	Climate	Conference	in	2007.	The	US	received	support	
and	affirmation	for	its	often	repeated	policy	that	the	country	will	not	accept	any	such	
climate	protocols	that	assign	emission	quotas.	The	US	strategy	was	consistently	to	
speak	in	favour	of	the	technological	development	and	it	only	accepted	such	nominal	
emission	references	which	would	not	set	a	limit	on	the	growth	of	the	economy	and	
the production. 

Later,		the	cooperation	of	the	big	emitters	developed	among	the	BRICS207 and 
BASIC	countries.	Large	emitters,	except	USA,	continue	the	conventional	approach,	
with	the	familiar	message	repeated	many	times	in	COP-meetings:		the	industialized	
countries	have	the	historical	responsibility	to	combat	climate	change.	

APP	co-operation	also	has	inspired	the	International	Chamber	of	Commerce	
(ICC)	to	propose	their	alternative	to	the	UN	climate	approach.	According	to	the	
ICC,	the	G-20	and	WTO	together	are	in	key	position	when	addressing	the	impacts	
of	climate	change	and	moving	towards	a	“green	economy”.	G-20	produces	about	
80	per	cent	of	world	gross	domestic	product	and	emits	more	than	80	per	cent	of	
global	greenhouse	gas	emissions.	The	reduction	targets	should	be	agreed	at	the		
G-20	level,	as	well	as	the	choice	of	carbon	price	mechanisms.	The	next	step	should	
be	taken	on	WTO-level:	banning	carbon	dumbing	should	happen	the	same	way	
than	in	slave	and	child	labor,	drug	trafficking	and	money	laundering.	

This	 would	 ensure	 that	 the	 market	 is	 not	 distorted.	 When	 the	 emission	
reduction is an elementary part of the international trade rules, all countries have 
to	comply	with	them.	The	problem	of	 the	UN-process	 is	 that	 the	decisions	are	
made	by	consensus	and	they	will	never	be	efficient	enough.	In	addition,	developing	
countries	see	climate	change	agreement	merely	as	a	new	way	to	get	money	from	
the	industrialized	countries.	It	is	quite	useless	to	keep	two	hundred	countries	in	
the	process,	because	a	majority	of	them	are	in	a	minor	role	 in	the	international	
economy	and	their	combined	greenhouse	gas	emissions	are	very	low.

9.4  AN INTEGRATED CLIMATE AGREEMENT OR A SERIES OF 
  PARALLEL REGIMES?

The	Kyoto	Protocol	has	dominated	the	mental	images	of	climate	change	especially	
in	Europe,	where	the	understanding	has	been	that	the	attempt	to	combat	climate	

207	 BRICS-countries,	an	acronym	for	an	association	of	five	major	emerging	national	economies:	Brazil,	Russia,	
India,	China,	and	South	Africa.	The	grouping	was	originally	founded	in	2006	as	”BRIC”	before	the	inclusion	
of	South	Africa	in	2010.
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change	is	on	par	with	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	If	one	opposes	climate	change,	one	supports	
the	Kyoto	climate	agreement.	Therefore,	criticising	it	has	also	been	interpreted	as	
ignorance	towards	climate	matters.	Kyoto	has	acquired	a	monopoly	position.	

In	practice,	however,	the	Kyoto	Protocol	does	not	represent	but	a	mere	modest	
attempt	to	tackle	the	climate	challenge.	The	monopoly	was	created	by	a	UN-level	
universal	treaty,	but	in	practice,	it	has	shrunk	to	be	a	unilateral	attempt	of	the	EU.	
Therefore,	 it	 is	 important	to	admit	that	 in	other	parts	of	the	world,	too,	climate	
actions	have	been	taken,	and	by	no	means	less	successfully.

Keohane	and	Victor	(2010)	have	analysed	the	ensemble	of	climate	actions	over	
the	past	twenty	years.	The	governments’	attempt	to	achieve	a	strong,	integrated	and	
comprehensive	system	of	governance	has	been	apparent,	but	in	practice	the	result	
has	been	a	versatile	series	of	narrower	systems	of	governance,	which	they	give	the	
common	name	of	“Regime	complex	for	climate	change”,	a	set	of	loosely	coupled	
systems	of	institutions.	They	are	not	a	product	of	systematic	integrated	planning,	
but	they	were	rather	born	as	a	combination	of	strategic	choices	and	reactions	to	
different	problems	in	different	moments	of	time.

The	authors	inferred	that	in	practice,	the	attempts	to	create	a	comprehensive	
system	of	governance	are,	instead,	unrealistic	and	may	snatch	the	attention	from	
more	practical	and	effective	attempts	to	tackle	the	climate	challenge.	They	also	
consider	flexibility	and	adaptability	the	advantage	of	the	regime	complex	solution.

The	Kyoto	Protocol	attempts	to	be	a	comprehensive	and	a	constantly	strengthening	
system.	In	practice,	it	has	become	narrow,	thin	and	symbolic,	because	it	did	not	
set	targets	for	developing	countries	and	because	the	US	did	not	ratify	it.	Hence,	
it	only	became	part	of	 the	extensive	cluster	of	climate	actions,	 this	collection	of	
regimes.	These	include	the	UN	legal	regimes	(UNFCC,	Kyoto,	Copenhagen,	Doha	
agreements),	expert	bodies	(IPCC	and	national	assessments),	the	Montreal	Protocol,	
bilateral	treaties,	the	UN	specialised	agencies,	unilateral	actions	(e.g.	Californian	
emissions	trading),	development	banks	(the	World	Bank,	forestry	funds)	and	various	
clubs	and	groupings	(MEF,	APP).
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Figure 12: The regime complex of climate change (Source: Keohane & Victor 2010, edited by Korhola)

The	APP	is	mentioned	as	an	example	of	a	club,	which	was	born	purposely	and	de 
novo	for	climate	efforts,	and	it	needed	its	membership’s	financing	for	its	operations.	
According	to	Keohane	and	Victor,	the	US	never	fully	realised	the	APP’s	potential	
power	as	the	Bush	administration	was,	in	general,	unwilling	to	participate	in	the	
global	fight	against	warming.

After	the	creation	of	the	APP,	the	Bush	administration	discovered	that	the	APP	
is	too	small	in	terms	of	its	membership,	which	led	to	the	establishment	of	the	Major	
Emitters	Forum	on	the	eve	of	the	Bali	Conference	in	2007.	A	grouping	of	16	states	
wanted	to	look	for	more	flexible	ways	to	realise	emission	reductions.

Also	the	G8	grouping	took	a	stance	on	the	climate	question,	and	the	inclusion	of	
the	climate	theme	was	a	natural	step	for	this	existing	grouping,	which	was	looking	
for	a	suitable	agenda	for	its	cooperation.

In	2009,	the	G20	replaced	the	G8	meetings	 in	non-security-related	matters,	
which	rendered	the	G20	as	the	main	high-level	forum,	which	ponders	climate	and	
energy	questions.

Keohane	and	Victor	also	note	that	according	to	many	researchers,	in	practice,	
the	Montreal	Protocol	has	influenced	the	reduction	of	greenhouse	emissions	more	
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than	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Even	though	its	main	goal	was	to	reduce	emissions	that	
dilute	the	ozone	layer,	most	of	these	gases	also	had	a	warming	effect.	Regional	and	
limited	actions	could,	in	other	words,	have	a	significant	impact	even	if	the	main	
focus	was	somewhere	else.	Therefore,	the	two	researchers	consider	that	focusing,	
for	instance,	on	tackling	local	emissions	could	also	be	relevant	for	climate	change,	
and	the	authors	use	the	example	of	soot,	i.e.	black	carbon,	to	demonstrate	this.

Concluding	a	 comprehensive	 and	 integrated	 climate	 treaty	 is,	 according	 to	
Keohane	and	Victor,	difficult	 from	 the	 functional,	 strategic	 and	organisational	
points	of	view.	Functionally	we	are	speaking	of	such	volatile	problems	that	 it	 is	
difficult	 to	organise	a	single	 institutional	response	to	them.	The	strategic	angle	
also	favours	more	easily	individual	actions	rather	than	a	wide	range	of	actions:	it	
is	often	a	question	of	advantages	that	are	being	outlined	and	that	motivate	action.	
The	advantages	of	an	integrated	and	comprehensive	agreement	are	often	difficult	
to perceive and thus hard to sell to the parties.

Organisational	practices	also	speak	against	a	comprehensive	treaty.	Different	
countries	and	sectors	become	interested	in	issues	at	different	times:	when	actions	
have	been	taken,	an	unwillingness	to	change	is	born,	because	making	organisational	
changes	is	expensive.

Therefore,	 the	authors	are	of	 the	opinion	that	the	 inefficiency	of	 the	present	
parallel	climate	actions	should	not	even	be	compared	to	some	kind	of	an	imaginary	
effective	and	integrated	strategy	–	because	this	is	simply	is	not	attainable.

However,	we	should	be	allowed	to	criticise	individual	strategies.	Keohane	and	
Victor	present	six	criteria	for	this:

• Coherence:	The	elements	of	 the	 regime	can	either	be	 compatible	 and	 
mutually	reinforcing	or	conflicting	and	self-contradictory.

• Accountability:	 It	 should	 be	 possible	 for	 the	 parties,	 including	 the	 
government,	 civil	 society	 organisations	 and	 the	 public,	 to	 evaluate	 the	 
results	of	 the	process.	The	standards,	according	to	which	success	can	be	 
measured,	should	be	set	in	an	open	manner.

• Effectiveness:	A	climate	undertaking	can	be	more	or	less	effective.	Effective	 
regimes	produce	more	net	benefits	for	their	membership	than	the	ineffective	 
ones.

• Determinacy:	Uncertainty	is	the	enemy	of	long-term	planning.	In	order	 
for	 actions	 to	 be	meaningful,	 determinacy	 and	 certainty	 are	needed,	 as	 
low-emission	investments	are	often	costly.

• Sustainability:	A	politically	sustainable	solution	is	one,	whose	elements	 
create	coherence	and	stability,	and	which	is	 for	this	reason	difficult	to	be	 
profoundly	destroyed	or	changed.

• Epistemic quality:	Regimes	can	vary	according	to	their	epistemic	quality	 
based	on	what	their	code’s	relationship	with	scientific	information	is.
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According	to	Keohane	and	Victor,	the	climate	regime	between	1997	and	2008,	
dominated	by	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	does	not	score	highly	on	any	of	these	criteria.	The	
Kyoto	Protocol	is	an	example	of	an	approach,	which	is	marked	by	low	coherence	
and	accountability,	and	it	lacks	credible	mechanisms	of	compliance	and	control.

The	 six	 criteria	 do	 not	 only	 offer	 guidance	 for	 those	 who	 still	 pursue	 a	
comprehensive	treaty,	but	also	for	those	decision-makers	that	understand	that	a	
set of loosely coupled climate actions is a more realistic model. Also these sets should 
be	scrutinised	in	the	light	of	sensible	criteria.	(Keohane	&	Victor	2010)

9.5 THE HARTWELL PAPER AS A SOLUTION MODEL TO  
 A WICKED PROBLEM

During	the	summer	of	2009,	a	group	of	leading	researchers	and	professors	from	
Asia,	Europe	and	Northern	America	under	Prof.	Gwyn	Prins	collectively	published	
an	article	“How	to	get	climate	policy	back	on	course”.	The	publication	stated	the	
reasons	why	the	Kyoto	approach	was	doomed	to	fail.	This	article208 supported an 
alternative	approach,	which	should	focus	more	directly	on	decarbonisation209 of the 
economy	and	not	so	much	on	high-level	climate	policy	with	the	setting	of	emission	
ceilings.	The	publication	also	emphasised	the	epistemological	nature	of	the	problem:	
the question concerns a complicated open system and misunderstood reactions 
as	there	are	no	clear	indicators	visible	anywhere,	which	would	tell	political	actors	
when	enough	information	has	been	gathered	so	that	they	could	take	actions.	And	
one	may	well	ask	whether	a	political	actor	can	even	have	that	kind	of	information.

According	to	the	article,	despite	huge	political	investments	for	years	and	years,	
there	is	no	evidence	that	the	Kyoto	approach	would	have	succeeded	in	accelerating	
decarbonisation	 in	any	essential	way.	It	was	time	to	 look	for	alternatives	while	
paying	regard	to	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference.	

A	year	 later,	a	publication	known	as	the	Hartwell	Paper	(Prins	et al.	2010),	
continued	the	same	project	and	aroused	a	great	deal	of	attention	throughout	the	
world.	The	following	year,	the	Hartwell	Paper	was	followed	by	a	sequel,	Climate 
Pragmatism	 (Atkinson	et al.	 2011),	which	was	mainly	 aimed	 at	 an	American 
  

208	 I	myself	participated	in	the	project	by	contributing	to	this	article.	All	other	writers	were	at	that	time	solely	
from	the	academic	world,	only	I	had	a	double	role	as	a	climate	politician	and	as	a	scientist	in	climate	policy.	
Perhaps	my	participation	in	the	publication	had	a	negative	impact	on	its	reception	and,	therefore,	I	voluntarily	
decided	not	to	take	part	in	the	Hartwell	Paper.	The	subject	was	so	fundamentally	important	that	it	was	not	
worth	risking	the	entire	issue	because	of	party	politics.	In	spring	2013	I	also	participated	in	a	Hartwell	III	
preparation	seminar,	as	a	consequence	of	which	the	book,	”The	Vital	Spark”,	was	born.	I	did	not	participate	
in	the	writing	process	of	this	book.

209	 Decarbonisation	means	to	strip	down	carbon,	to	decrease	the	carbon-intensity	
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audience,	as	well	as	another	publication	The Vital Spark	(Prins	&	Caine	2013),	was	
released	in	2013	and	dealt	mainly	with	innovations.	Beside	the	fact	that	it	possibly	
refers	to	the	bad	results	of	the	Kyoto	approach,	the	real	impetus	to	the	publication	
was	the	failure	of	 the	Copenhagen	Conference.	“The	crash	of	2009	presents	an	
immense	opportunity	to	set	climate	policy	free	to	fly	at	last.”	(Prins	et al.	2010:5)	
The	writers’	message	was	that	climate	policy	with	the	all-inclusive	target	of	reducing	
emissions	will	not	succeed.	Instead,	they	still	offered	decarbonisation	of	the	economy	
which	is	as	such	very	rewarding	for	various	reasons.	

It	will	only	succeed,	if	decarbonisation	is	implemented	in	relation	to	other	targets	
that	are	politically	attractive	and	persistently	pragmatic.	An	absolute	cut	in	carbon	
dioxide	is	not	the	solution.	Therefore,	human	dignity	and	human	need	must	be	
raised	to	the	climate	political	centre	through	the	three	following	targets:	energy	
availability,	sustainable	development	and	adaptation.

The	Hartwell	works	have	come	about	at	a	time	that	is	marked	by	lively	arguments	
concerning	the	causes	of	climate	change	and	the	reliability	of	climate	science.	The	
authors’	mention	wanting	to	avoid	participation	in	these,	particularly	as	the	Hartwell	
approach’s	pluralistic	selection	of	recipes	 is	not	dependent	on	the	stance	taken	
in	this	battle.	Thus,	they	also	highlight	that	climate	policy	should	be	robust	–	on	
a	firm	foundation	and	considered	–	to	such	an	extent	that	 it	does	not	fluctuate	
as	scientific	results	sharpen.	We	should	make	policies	 that	will	be	regretted	as	
little	as	possible	afterwards.	In	this	regard	both	the	so-called	alarmist	and	denialist	
approaches	are	not	sufficiently	pragmatic	and	robust.	The	uncertainty	of	science	
is	a	fact,	which	has	to	be	accepted:	“We can never know enough to conclude that 
research and data gathering should cease and policy-making begin. The two 
activities must proceed together, with policy remaining as responsive as possible 
to the changing state of understanding.”	 (Prins	&	Caine	2013:14).	The	authors	
consider	excessively	immature	and	irreversible	actions,	which	are	immune	from	
correction	and	development,	the	risk	of	political	action.	(Prins	&	Caine	2013:12–15)

9.5.1 THE RECIPE OF SPLITTING CLIMATE POLICY INTO PARTS

The	authors	of	the	Hartwell	Paper	stress	the	axiomatic	difference	in	the	approach	
in	relation	to	the	traditional	Kyoto	model.	They	criticise	the	strategy	which	raises	
the	climate	to	the	centre	and	regards	everything	else	as	a	mere	by-product.	Instead,	
they	propose	to	split	the	problem	into	several	subareas	which	stand	independently	
on	their	footing	and	which	will	create	good	climate	policy	as	a	by-product.

Good	climate	policy	consists	of	the	following	measures:
1)		 The	energy	need	of	the	world’s	growing	population	must	be	satisfied.	That	 

	 means	energy	which	is	available,	safe	and	cheap.
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2)		 It	has	to	be	ensured	that	the	development	will	continue	in	a	way	that	does	 
	 not	put	the	functioning	of	our	planet’s	ecosystem	in	danger;	over	the	past	 
	 few	years,	this	viewpoint	has	been	mainly	interpreted	in	the	light	of	the	 
	 increment	of	carbon	dioxide	but,	no	doubt,	it	will	not	be	restricted	by	this	 
 one aspect only.

3)		 We	have	to	be	sure	that	our	society	is	sufficiently	prepared	to	endure	the	 
	 risks	and	dangers	of	a	changing	climate,	independent	of	what	is	the	cause	 
	 for	this	change.	

What	kind	of	strategy	is	required	by	an	alternative	approach	so	that	these	three	
targets	would	come	to	fruition	in	practice?	

• The	strategy	must	be	politically	attractive:	it	must	make	small	steps	possible	 
and	it	must	be	rewarding.

• It	 must	 be	 politically	 inclusive,	 comprehensive,	 meaning	 a	 pluralistic	 
approach.

• The	strategy	must	be	persistently	pragmatic	and	it	must	reward	the	focal	 
investments	in	technological	innovations.	

The	recognition	of	these	targets	means	a	radically	different	approach	in	relation	
to	what	anthropogenic	climate	change	represents	in	the	21st	century	and	what	it	
means in practical politics.

The	first	 step	 is	 to	 recognise	 the	 fact	 that	 energy	policy	and	 climate	policy	
aren’t	the	same	thing.	Energy	policy	must	concentrate	on	securing	clean,	safe	and	
affordable	energy	which	meets	the	development	needs	of	the	world’s	poorest.	One	
reason	that	1.5	billion	people	live	without	energy	is	its	expensive	price.	

We	need	separate	policy	frameworks	and	strategy	for	short-lived	and	long-lived	
climate	forcing	agents.	Short-lived	agents	 include	black	soot,	aerosols,	methane	
and	atmospheric	ozone,	which	act	very	differently	 from	long-lived	agents	such	
as	carbon	dioxide,	hydrocarbons	or	nitrous	oxides.	So,	let’s	clamp	down	on	black	
carbon	or	soot;	the	combustion	residues	which	melt	glaciers	in	the	same	way	as	
ashes	melt	snow.	Of	the	short-lived	warming	agents210,	black	carbon	is	the	most	
significant;	it	warms	the	atmosphere	both	locally	and	globally.	At	the	same	time,	it	
is	also	a	public	health	risk,	killing	millions	of	people	through	respiratory	tract	and	
cardiovascular	diseases	every	year.	Reducing	the	amount	of	black	carbon	would	pay	
for	itself	in	the	form	of	health	benefits.	In	the	opinion	of	the	writers,	it	is	strange	
that	it	has	been	so	hard	to	get	the	reduction	of	black	carbon	onto	the	climate	policy	

210	 Amongst	fine	particles;	i.e.	aerosols,	there	are	also	substances	that	cool	the	atmosphere,	such	as	sulphates.	By	
increasing	some	of	these	agents,	the	atmosphere	could,	in	principle,	be	cooled	but	the	measure	is	questionable	
since	fine	particles	 in	general	are	harmful	 to	 the	air	quality	and	health.	However,	 soot	 is	unequivocally	
undesirable,	both	when	it	is	heating	and	when	it	is	spoiling	the	air	quality.	
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agenda,	even	though	eliminating	it	would	be	substantially	easier	and	cheaper	than	
eliminating	carbon	dioxide.211

Let’s	 increase	 adaptation.	 All	 societies	 are	 at	 least	 to	 a	 certain	 extent	 ill-
equipped	for	climate	change.	Therefore,	 technologies,	 institutions	and	practices	
have	to	be	developed	to	minimise	the	risks	involved,	from	weatherproof	community	
construction	to	early	warning	systems.	They	are	necessary	in	any	case,	no	matter	
whether	it	is	a	question	of	human-induced	or	natural	catastrophes.

Let’s	develop	an	extensive	forestation	program.	What	is	needed	is	a	separate	
international	agreement	on	 the	conservation	of	 forests,	which	recognises	 their	
intrinsic	 value.	 They	 are	 important	 for	 the	 future	 of	mankind,	 not	 only	 as	 a	
carbon	sink	but	also	in	safeguarding	biodiversity	and	as	a	resource	of	sustainable	
bioeconomy.

Let’s	 pay	 attention	 to	 the	 poor	 now.	According	 to	 the	writers,	 the	 poverty	
problem	must	be	tackled	directly:	there	is	no	reason	why	the	scandalous	number	
of	two	billion	poor	people	should	be	held	hostage	to	a	climate	agreement,	awaiting	
help	sometime	in	the	future.	Let’s	stick	with	the	target	of	0.7%	for	development	
cooperation	appropriations.	We	do	not	need	new	forms	of	financing	for	developing	
countries	as	long	as	we	just	adhere	to	the	old	agreements	from	40	years	back.	At	
present,	only	half	of	that	target	is	allocated	to	development	work.

Let’s	utilise	the	success	of	the	Montreal	Protocol,	at	least	for	those	parts	which	
really	 function.	 The	 Montreal	 treaty	 successfully	 curbed	 chlorofluorocarbon	
emissions,	and	the	depletion	threatening	the	ozone	layer	halted.	Some	powerful	
climate-warming	industrial	gases	could	be	included	in	the	same	kind	of	procedure,	
however,	that	should	not	apply	with	respect	to	carbon	dioxide.

Carbon	dioxide	is	not	a	by-product	of	industrial	production	but	a	basic	element	
associated	with	all	life,	and	controlling	it	is	the	most	challenging.	Therefore	action	
should	rather	be	commenced	where	results	are	easiest	to	achieve.	Carbon	dioxide	
accounts	for	only	about	one	half	of	the	climate	forcing	caused	by	man,	and	not	only	
are	these	emissions	the	most	difficult	to	control,	but	reducing	them	will	produce	an	
effect	only	in	the	long	run.	It	is	somewhat	perverse	that	climate	policy	has	made	it	
its	business	to	concentrate	on	the	most	difficult	side	of	the	issue	and	not	the	easiest.	
It	makes	one	wonder	whether	the	reasons	are	ideological.

The	decarbonisation	of	energy	generation	and	industrial	production	is	wise	but	
it	calls	for	intense	technological	investments.	The	expensive	emissions	trading	is	
not	the	most	efficient	solution.

211	 I	have	pondered	whether	it	is	a	too	easy	and	technical	a	solution	to	those	quarters,	which	wished	to	turn	the	
prevention	of	climate	change	into	a	great	narrative.	As	we	all	know	the	warming	effect	of	black	carbon,	it	
is	really	strange	that	heavy	wood	burning	is	still	being	advertised	as	the	effective	means	to	combat	climate	
change.	After	all,	wood	burning	significantly	increases	soot	particles	in	the	air.	And	at	the	same	time,	if	we	
still	increase	the	total	amount	of	loggings	and	diminish	the	forest	area,	the	situation	will	become	even	worse.
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Adaptation	and	mitigation	are	not	alternatives	but	strategies	that	complement	
each other. 

9.5.2 THE ROLE OF BLACK CARBON IN FUTURE CLIMATE POLICY

In	principle,	black	carbon,	 i.e.	soot,	mentioned	 in	 the	Hartwell	Paper	could	be	
raised	onto	the	agenda	alongside	carbon	dioxide	as	a	regulatory	target	of	climate	
policy.	The	most	recent	research	results	refer	to	the	discovery	that	black	carbon	
has	a	bigger	role	as	a	climate	warming	agent	than	was	thought	earlier.	The	current	
understanding	is	that	right	after	carbon	dioxide,	it	is	the	most	important	human-
induced	factor	impacting	warming.	This	might	cause	some	pressure	to	change	the	
urgency	order	of	the	climate	targets	in	international	policy	–	especially,	as	warming	
has	slowed	down	during	this	millennium,	despite	the	strong	increase	in	emissions.	
The	restriction	of	black	carbon	is	the	way	in	which	we	could	immediately	intervene	
in	the	melting	of	the	ice	caps.	

Even	 though	 the	 climate	 impact	 of	 soot	 and	 other	 aerosols	 was	 already	
recognised	in	the	1980s,	the	scientific	understanding	of	the	role	of	black	carbon	as	
an	accelerating	factor	of	climate	change	only	started	to	be	confirmed	at	the	end	of	
the	last	decade,	as	a	result	of,	among	other	things,	satellite	research	(Bond	&	Sun	
2005,	Ramanathan	&	Carmichael	2008).	Grieshop	et al.	 (2009),	among	others,	
published	a	study	according	to	which	black	carbon	may	have	an	even	more	significant	
role	than	carbon	dioxide	 in	northern	territories.	Whereas	fine	particles	ensuing	
from	pollutant	emissions	have	been	perceived	to	cool	down	the	atmosphere,	fine	
particles	created	by	wood	and	coal	burning	warm	it	up.	Similar	results	were	also	
gained	from	the	studies	of	a	Finnish	world-class	research	unit	 led	by	Academy	
Professor Markku Kulmala. 

Fine	particles	are	short-lived	and	they	will	only	remain	in	the	atmosphere	from	
a	few	days	to	some	weeks.	Therefore,	the	results	gained	from	reducing	particulate	
emissions	would	be	immediately	evident	in	curbing	global	warming.	On	the	other	
hand,	carbon	dioxide	is	a	very	long-living	gas,	which	exits	the	atmosphere	fairly	
slowly.	Due	to	this,	the	reduction	of	carbon	dioxide	emissions	will	not	have	an	impact	
on	the	climate	until	after	some	decades.	If	fast	results	were	desired,	it	would	be	
worthwhile	paying	attention,	first	of	all,	to	the	reduction	of	warming	fine	particle	
emissions as they are detrimental to health and increase the temperature.

Reducing	particulate	emissions	would	also	be	much	easier	from	a	technical	point	
of	view,	as	well	as	being	more	cost-effective	than	reducing	carbon	dioxide	created	
by	various	kinds	of	human	actions.	

At	the	same	time,	this	kind	of	measure	would	have	significant	positive	health	
effects	as	already	in	the	EU	countries	particulate	emissions	are	estimated	to	cause	
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around	350	000	premature	deaths	every	year	and	financial	 losses	worth	about	
268–781	billion	euro	per	year.	

Black	carbon	originates,	 in	particular,	 from	burning	fossil	 fuels,	such	as	coal	
and	oil,	or	it	is	created	by	diesel	engines,	forest	fires,	kerosene	lamps,	as	well	as	by	
burning	various	biomaterials,	such	as	wood	and	animal	manure.

The	main	portion	of	black	 carbon	and	 soot	 is	 transported	by	means	of	 air	
currents	to	the	northern	territories	from	Asia	where	wood	and	coal	burning	is	the	
prevailing	energy	source	of	households.	Black	carbon	causes	warming	by	means	
of	two	processes:	in	the	atmosphere,	it	absorbs	solar	radiation	and	heats	the	air.	
When	falling	onto	snow	and	ice,	soot	blackens	the	white	surfaces	and,	due	to	this,	
dark	surfaces	absorb	solar	radiation	more	effectively	and	snow	and	ice	will	melt	
faster.	This	process	accelerates	the	warming	in	the	northern	territories	 that	are	
especially	marked	by	snow.

However,	research	on	black	carbon	gives	hope	for	the	possibilities	of	faster	and	
cost-friendlier	actions	and	their	effectiveness.	At	the	same	time,	it	means	that	climate	
policy	has	so	far	produced	downright	mistakes,	which	might,	against	expectations,	
worsen	the	situation.	For	example,	if	the	target	of	renewables	has	to	be	reached	by	
fine	particle-rich	wood	burning	simply	because	there	is	no	other	means	available,	
there	is	a	danger	of	accelerating	global	warming.	

Emissions	trading	would	be	an	excellent	way	to	reduce	black	carbon,	as	it	was	
originally	created	to	restrict	local	emission	problems,	and	also	its	authors	considered	
it	better	suited	for	such.	Black	carbon	is,	after	all,	always	also	a	local	problem	and	
reducing	it	has	an	immediate	impact	on	air	quality	and	therewith,	to	health.	If	China	
chooses	emissions	trading	as	its	primary	climate	instrument,	it	would	make	sense	
to	select	a	black	carbon	reduction	target,	as	bad	air	quality	is	the	country’s	worst	
environmental	problem.	As	its	side-effect	also	CO2	emissions	would	be	reduced,	as	
was	the	impact	of	the	Montreal	Protocol.	Perhaps,	we	would	finally	see	a	productive	
version	of	emissions	trading.
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The	key	message	of	my	thesis	can	be	summarised	as	follows:
• During	climate	actions	global	emissions	have	increased	forcefully,	especially	

in	developing	countries.	The	Kyoto	Protocol	has	not	been	able	to	intervene	
in	this	development.	In	the	case	of	industrialised	countries,	no	significant	
differences	 can	 be	 traced	 between	 countries	 that	 have	 taken	 up	 Kyoto	
obligations	and	those	that	have	not.	The	ratifiers	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	have	
not	succeeded	significantly	better,	especially	 if	also	consumption	is	taken	
into	account.	The	carbon-intensity	(CO2	per	GDP	unit)	of	human	kind	has	
not decreased.

• UN	Climate	Conferences	 present	 a	 series	 of	 failures:	 they	 have	 created	
a	 conference	 culture	 that	 promotes	 postponing	 difficult	 issues	 to	 later	
meetings.	The	desired	and	pursued	global	treaty	has	not	been	produced	in	
this	framework.

• Climate	change	is	a	problem	that	we	would	not	even	know	of	without	climate	
science.	But	this	scientific	field	does	not	give	as	frightening	a	picture	of	the	
situation	as	 the	 catastrophe	discourse	 that	has	been	born	out	of	 it.	The	
relationship	between	science	and	politics	has	been	problematic	in	climate	
science.	The	linear	model	of	science	has	been	dominating	in	such	a	way	that	
in	climate	issues	more	certainty	and	more	precise	information	than	what	
science	is	able	to	provide	has	been	expected.	The	political	and	public	debate	
around	climate	change	has	been	fierce.		Many	scientists	were	seduced	to	act	
as	committed	advocators	rather	than	objective	scientists.	It	is	important	that	
despite	the	pressure	posed	by	political	discussions	the	scientific	community	
retains	its	cognitivistic	ideal	also	in	climate	science,	in	order	to	preserve	the	
credibility	of	science.	

• Climate	 change	 became	 the	 next	 grand	 narrative	 after	 the	 Cold	 War	
dominating	the	beginning	of	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century.	It	bypassed	
many	concrete	and	severe	problems	and	a	record	amount	of	attention	and	
resources	were	sacrificed	to	it.	During	this	hype,	emissions	increased	both	
relatively	and	absolutely.	Environmental	thinking	took	some	steps	backwards	
while	 climate	 change	was	 cannibalising	 other	 problems.	 Still,	 the	main	
environmental	problems	are	caused	by	overpopulation,	 	poorly	planned	
land-use	and	over-exploitation	of	natural	resources.

• Climate	change	has	turned	out	to	be	a	so-called	wicked	problem,	which	is	
hard	to	define,	hard	to	solve,	and	whose	solving	does	not	have	a	clear	end	
point	and	whose	resolution	attempts	generate	additional	problems.	Climate	
problem	is	a	problem	of	decision-making.
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• The	Kyoto	Protocol	 is	not	suitable	 for	 the	solution	to	a	wicked	problem,	
because	 it	 is	 a	 copy	of	 other	 agreements	 for	 tame	and	 clearly	definable	
problems.	Thus,	Kyoto	has,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	worsened	the	situation	as	
demonstrated	by	the	 increase	 in	emissions.	EU	climate	action	cannot	be	
considered	successful,	neither	from	the	viewpoint	of	emissions	reduction	
nor	the	angle	of	decision-making.

• The	problem	of	EU	climate	policy	is	the	abundance	of	overlapping	control	
mechanisms.	 As	 individual	 cures	 they	may	work,	 but	when	 used	 in	 an	
overlapping	fashion	they	outlaw	one	another.	Different	correcting	measures	
to	fix	these	overlaps	have	created	an	unpredictable	and	insecure	investing	
environment for the European industry.

• The	problems	of	unilateral	action	are	embodied	in	the	phenomenon	of	carbon	
leakage.	It	is	not	relevant	whether	carbon	leakage	can	be	proven,	but	rather	
that	EU	climate	policy	generates	a	cost	increase	that	competitors	do	not	have.	

• Emissions	trading	has	been	the	most	important	EU	climate	policy	instrument.	
In	 principle,	 it	 could	 offer	 a	more	 cost-effective	mechanism	 to	 reduce	
emissions.	Applied	by	the	EU,	it	has	not	led	to	the	reduction	of	consumption-
based	CO2	emissions	nor	has	it	been	able	to	contribute	to	the	creation	of	
a	functioning	carbon	market.	Because	of	overlapping	legislation	emissions	
trading	has	not	been	granted	the	peaceful	operational	environment	it	needs.	
Limited	to	Europe	 it	has	created	additional	costs	 for	us,	which	the	EU’s	
competitors do not have.

• The	success	of	climate	actions	has	also	been	disturbed	by	a	massive	and	
unpredictable	global	change.	In	1997–2002,	nobody	guessed	that	China,	
India	and	partly	South	America’s	economic	growth	will	absorb	industrial	
production	so	forcefully	out	of	Europe	and	the	US.	The	emission	share	of	
Kyoto	countries	was	marginalised	from	63%	at	the	entry	into	force	to	13–14%	
under Kyoto II. 

• In	these	circumstances,	the	EU`s	uniteral	and	expensive	climate	measures	
cannot	be	considered	as	’climate’	politcs.	It	can	be	called	decarbonising	of	
the	production	or	outsourcing	the	jobs	or	emissions,	but	the	EU	strategy	
does	not	mitigate	the	emissions	globally.

• Future climate policy is more practical and is composed of parallel elements. 
The	special	place	of	carbon	dioxide	may	be	challenged	and	the	prevention	of	
pollutants	like	black	carbon	will	also	be	placed	next	to	it.	Reaching	a	global	
agreement	is	more	and	more	unrealistic.	Instead	of	emission	ceilings	the	major	
emitters	favour	decarbonising	the	economy	and	technological	investments.	If	
the	EU	desired	a	global	climate	policy	it	should	approach	others	and	it	should	
stop	waiting	for	others	to	jump	onto	the	Kyoto	bandwagon.	Instead,	emissions	
trading	may	well	be	functional	as	an	emission-reduction	instrument.	It	could	
also	work	well	in	the	reduction	of	soot,	i.e.	black	carbon	,	especially	in	China.
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• Climate	policy	 should	be	 split	 into	pieces	 that	 are	promoted	decisively.	
Poverty,	energy	shortages,	loss	of	biodiversity,	desertification	or	the	problems	
of	developing	countries	cannot	be	reduced	to	a	mere	climate	problem.	These	
issues	have	to	be	dealt	with	as	such	because	they	are	concrete	problems.

• Scientific	uncertainty	is	an	acceptable	fact	of	life,	and	the	discussion	on	the	
causes	of	climate	change	will	continue.	We	will	never	reach	a	stage	in	which	
research	should	end	and	politics	should	start	based	on	this.	Both	have	to	
be	advanced	simultaneously,	also	while	uncertainty	 reigns.	This	poses	a	
challenge	to	politics:	it	has	to	be	so	robust,	sturdy	or	grounded	in	certainty	and	
focused	on	relevant	issues,	that	it	does	not	have	to	be	regretted	significantly	
when	scientific	truths	change.

On	the	grounds	of	all	the	elicited	preceding	information,	we	may	state	that	the	
Kyoto	Protocol	is	a	failed	climate	strategy	since	emissions	have	neither	been	reduced	
absolutely	nor	relatively.	The	approach	has	not	been	successful	with	the	emissions	
that	are	increasing	the	most	–	and	with	respect	to	the	atmosphere,	this	is	exactly	
pivotal.	The	atmosphere	has	no	moral	sensors,	which	would	distinguish	between	
the	so-called	luxury	emissions	and	survival	emissions.

The	Kyoto	Protocol	is	also	a	failure	from	a	political	point	of	view	–	and	with	it,	
the	EU	has	failed	too.	Already	at	the	Bali	Conference,	the	focus	of	climate	policy	
had	 shifted	quite	 clearly	other	 countries	 in	 the	world,	 and	at	 the	Copenhagen	
Conference	the	latest	this	became	obvious	to	even	the	most	stubborn	sceptics.	The	
EU	persistently	continued	its	policy	in	Durban	and	Doha	–	but,	in	practice,	it	was	
left	alone.	The	strategy	chosen	by	the	EU	does	not	suit	the	major	emitters.	Small-
scale	actions,	in	their	turn,	do	not	make	a	difference;	the	EU	only	puts	its	own	future	
in	danger	if	it	continues	to	invest	in	its	expensive	reduction	policy	while	the	others	
seek	more	cost-effective	measures.	I	am	not	really	sure	at	all,	which	will	be	more	
expensive	for	Europe:	climate	change	itself	and	its	expenses	or	this	very	expensive	
climate	policy	which	already	now	has	an	extreme	high	price	tag.	It	is	not	merely	
a	question	of	an	environmental	or	an	economic	problem	but	very	likely	a	political	
problem,	which	risks	becoming	very	significant:	i.e.	the	EU’s	weakening	authority.

A	 significant	 share	 of	 EU’s	 international	 political	 influence	 is	 based	 on	 its	
economic	input.	As	we	often	do	not	see	ourselves	as	a	block	and	do	not	appear	as	
the	EU,	for	example,	at	the	UN	Security	Council,	it	has	not	always	been	understood	
that	the	EU	is	the	biggest	financier212	of	the	United	Nations.	We	have	had	important	
weight	in	foreign	and	human	rights	policy	as	well	as	a	promoter	of	democratic	values	
and	good	governance.	If	our	economic	influence	collapses	we	would	unfortunately	

212	 The	EU	is	the	largest	single	financier	of	the	United	Nations.	28	Member	States	of	the	EU	finance	38%	of	the	
UN	general	budget,	over	40%	of	the	funding	for	UN	peace-keeping	missions	and	about	a	half	of	the	member	
countries’	contributions	goes	to	the	UN	funds	and	programmes.
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lose	a	major	part	of	our	political	power.	Therefore,	the	impoverishing	our	continent,	
along	with	inefficient	climate	and	energy	policy,	is	a	significant	political	damage.	
Global	political	 influence	does	not	 take	place	 in	a	 vacuum.	The	 space	 that	we	
are	losing	will	be	filled	by	another	influential	power.	Our	sacrifice	becomes	very	
expensive	for	the	entire	world.	The	planet	will	not	be	saved	but	one	of	its	best	actors	
will	be	at	the	last	gasp.

Poverty	will	not	save	 the	planet,	unlike	 the	environmental	movement	often	
seems	to	assume.	There	is	no	evidence	of	such.	Poverty	forces	people	to	think	short-
sightedly	and	destroy	their	environment,	the	same	way	as	limitless	and	irresponsible	
greed.	Secondly,	poverty	makes	us	more	vulnerable	to	extreme	weather	conditions	
and	weakens	our	ability	to	be	prepared	for	all	kinds	of	catastrophes.

Therefore,	we	must	find	a	better	strategy.	We	need	to	humble	ourselves	politically	
and	acknowledge	that	the	chosen	way	was	wrong.	We	must	do	this,	at	least	for	the	
sake	of	the	future	generations.	They	deserve	a	world	where	human	rights,	democracy	
and	good	governance	are	respected.	Those	who	are	able	to	learn	from	their	own	
mistakes are the real heroes of democracy.

All	 this	talk	about	climate	change	has	misled	us	collectively.	It	has	made	us	
search	for	a	mega	solution	to	a	mega	problem:	it	has	created	the	impression	that	
if	we	solve	the	problem	of	climate	change,	all	other	problems	would	also	be	solved.	
This	is	not	the	case.	Although,	according	to	the	saying,	the	media	can	handle	just	
one	issue	at	a	time,	and	although	obviously	the	same	is	also	valid	for	humankind	
and	its	relationship	with	grand	narratives,	the	real	world	is	much	more	complicated.	
Combating	climate	change	does	not	solve	the	problem	of	biodiversity,	pollutants,	
poverty	or	energy	shortage.	As	Hulme	(2009a:333)	said,	we	have	created	a	political	
log-jam	for	ourselves,	one	to	which	we	now	offer	a	vision	of	 the	“mother	of	all	
solutions”.	There	is	no	such	thing	at	all.

So,	how	should	we	proceed	from	here?	In	the	previous	chapter,	I	outlined	the	
theses	presented	by	the	so-called	Hartwell	Paper,	which	are	well-founded	in	my	
opinion.	Climate	policy	must	be	split	into	parts.	The	problems	have	to	be	tackled	in	a	
determined	manner	but	not	at	the	expense	of	creating	or	increasing	other	problems	
as	has	happened	too	often	lately.	We	have	to	make	policy	that	systematically	rewards	
those	who	invest	in	energy	efficiency	and	high	environmental	standards.	We	also	
have	to	return	to	the	basics	and	give	other	problems	the	value	they	deserve.	Poverty,	
the	high	price	of	 energy,	pollution,	biodiversity	degradation,	desertification	or	
problems	of	 the	 less-developed	countries	cannot	be	reduced	down	to	a	climate	
problem.	These	problems	must	be	taken	as	such	since	they	are	concrete	problems.	
Climate	change	for	 its	part	 is	a	problem,	which	we	would	not	even	be	aware	of	
without	climate	science	modeling.	

It	is	thus	at	least	equally	as	important	to	get	inside	our	heads	and	demythologise	
the	problem.	Climate	change	cannot	be	solved	by	means	of	technology	or	science,	
because	it	 is	 largely	a	product	of	culture	and	a	pain	of	our	hearts.	What	are	we	
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going	to	lose,	if	the	climate	changes,	as	Hulme	asked?	Perhaps	nothing	dramatic.	
The	climate	does	not	have	the	same	value	as	biodiversity	or	the	ozone	layer;	the	
depletion	of	both	is	clearly	a	threat	to	nature	and	humankind.	When	the	climate	
changes,	certain	climatic	conditions	will	just	become	rearranged;	we	do	not	lose	
the	clouds,	cast	off	rains	or	deny	the	sun.	Certain	climatic	conditions	will	change,	
but	not	in	such	a	way	that	we	would	have	either	a	good	or	a	bad	climate	as	a	result	
–	somewhere	else,	other	than	in	our	imagination.

Our	visions	have	caused	future	fear	and	anxiety,	they	are	depriving	our	children	
of	sleep,	optimism	and	hope.	 I	am	not	so	sure	at	all	whether	 they	would	have	
needed	all	this	fear.	I	am	not	sure	at	all	whether	it	is	even	possible	to	change	the	
provocation of fear into a constructive action.

Science	has	not	given	its	last	word	on	climate	change,	and	it	can	be	expected	
that	our	scientific	knowledge	will	change	and	develop	to	some	extent213. Discussion 
and	questioning	should	be	permitted,	as	orthodoxy	is	unfruitful	in	both	science	and	
politics.	Nevertheless,	decision-makers	should	be	able	to	make	policy,	which	will	
be	regretted	as	little	as	possible214.	We	will	never	reach	a	state	in	which	research	
can	end	and	politics	should	start	based	on	this.	Both	of	these	should	be	promoted	
side-by-side,	also	when	uncertainty	reigns.

Whichever	 conclusion	 science	 will	 arrive	 at,	 politics	 had	 better	 be	 robust	 
–	sturdy	–	to	such	an	extent	that	it	does	not	end	up	getting	entangled	in	scientific	
uncertainties	and	differences	in	opinion.

It	would	also	be	correct	towards	the	actors	in	the	field.	They	cannot	do	product	
development	and	make	investments	if	we	go	back	and	forth	in	our	decision-making.	
They	need	long-term	predictability,	not	alarmist	reactions.	

World	War	II	was	followed	by	a	long	Cold	War	period.	I	am	a	child	of	it.	The	
apparent	threat	of	nuclear	war	included	remarkable	stability	at	all	levels:	life,	the	
economy,	politics	and	culture.	When	the	structures	of	 the	Cold	War	started	 to	
unravel,	a	whole	new	freedom	and	at	the	same	time	along	economic	boom	followed.	
Simultaneously,	the	traditional	poles	disappeared	and	the	understanding	the	world	
based	on	moral	axes,	waned.	Against	this	ideological	and	moral	emptiness,	a	new	
“-ism”	was	needed;	and	after	some	fumbling,	this	became	climate	change.

The	Cold	War	was	a	tough	period	for	Finland	and	humanity	as	a	whole,	and	
we	are	still	paying	its	price.	It	influenced	Europeanness	and	our	thinking	deeply.	
Based	on	it,	a	significant	totalitarian	ideology	was	born,	which	divided	generations	
especially	during	the	1970s.	After	that	climate	change	became	a	new	kind	of	-ism,	
with	its	new	kinds	of	poles.	I	believe	that	as	the	years	go	by,	climate	policy	will	be	
rationalised;	 the	phenomenon	will	become	more	mundane	and	simultaneously	

213	 See	my	blog	Confession	of	a	climate	agnostic	(Annex	15.51)
214	 See	my	blog	Is	it	true	or	not?	(Annex	15.49)
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less	dividing	and	less	pejorative	an	ideology.	After	this,	Europe	will	probably	know	
another	grand	narrative	with	 its	own	crooks	and	heroes.	I	personally	wish	that	
this	–ism	will	not	become	so	dividing	and	expensive	as	 its	two	predecessors,	as	
described	above.	Even	though	I	criticise	many	of	 the	means	to	combat	climate	
change	in	this	book,	I	consider	fostering	a	healthy	environment	as	one	of	the	most	
important pillars of life.
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13 ABBREVIATIONS AND CONCEPTS OF  
 THE CLIMATE CHANGE DISCUSSION

AGBM = Ad hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate, referring to negoatiations 
concerning climate commitments on the basis of Berliin COP 1.

Annex I Parties = Parties to the UNFCCC listed in Annex I of the Convention. 
These Parties are classified as industrialized (developed) countries and "economies 
in transition" (EITs). EITs are the former centrally-planned (Soviet) economies of 
Russia and Eastern Europe. The European Union-15 (EU-15) is an Annex I Party 

Annex II Parties = Annex I parties without EIT-countries: Parties to the UNFCCC 
listed in Annex II of the Convention. These Parties are made up of members of 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Annex II 
Parties are required to provide financial and technical support to the EITs and 
developing countries to assist them in reducing their greenhouse gas emissions 
(climate change mitigation) and manage the impacts of climate change (climate 
change adaptation).

Annex B -countries = Parties listed in Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol are Annex 
I Parties with Kyoto greenhouse gas emissions targets. 

Annex A -countries = In climate jargon refers to countries without emission 
reduction targets. The term "Annex A country" is a bit imprecise, as the Kyoto 
protocol itself does not list any other countries but those, who are concerned with 
emission reductions in Annex B. In fact, Annex A of the Kyoto Protocol includes 
a list of greenhouse gases and their sources..  

non-Annex I Parties = developing countries without emission reduction targets.

AOSIS = The Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) is a coalition of small island 
and low-lying coastal countries that share similar development challenges and 
concerns about the environment, especially their vulnerability to the adverse effects 
of global climate change.
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13 Abbreviations and concepts of the climate change discussion

BASIC = The BASIC countries are a bloc of four large newly industrialized 
countries – Brazil, South Africa, India and China – formed by an agreement on 
28 November 2009, intending to act jointly at the Copenhagen climate summit 
and other climate meetings, emphasizing the “historical responsibility” of the 
developed countries.

BRICS = BRICS-countries, an acronym for an association of five major emerging 
national economies: Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa. The grouping 
was originally founded in 2006 as "BRIC" before the inclusion of South Africa 
in 2010.

CCS = Carbon capture and storage or carbon capture and sequestration is the 
process of capturing waste carbon dioxide from large point sources, transporting it 
to a storage site, and depositing it where it will not enter the atmosphere, normally 
an underground geological formation.

CDM = Clean Development Mechanism is one of the flexibility mechanisms defined 
in the Kyoto Protocol. CDM refers to emissions reduction projects in developing 
countries. It generates Certified Emission Reduction units which may be traded 
in emissions trading schemes..

CER = Certified Emission Reduction

COP = Conference of the parties (COP) is the governing body of an international 
convention. The United Nations Climate Change Conference are yearly conferences 
held in the framework of the UNFCC. From 2005 the Conferences have also served 
as the Meetings of Parties of the Kyoto Protocol (MOP). The first conference was 
held in 1995 in Berlin, while the 2012 conference was held in Doha. On November 
11-22, 2013, it was held in Warsaw, Poland.

CFC = Freons, chlorofluorocarbons that deplete ozone layer. The use of CFC´s is 
intervationally reduced by Montreal Protocol

CPR = Commitment Period Reserve

ERU = Emission Reduction Unit

ETS = Emission Trading Scheme

EU-ETS = EU´s internal Emission Trading Scheme 
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EWP = Energy Wisdon Programme, voluntary based energy saving programme 
of industry 

GHG = Greenhouse Gases = Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous 
oxide (N2O), Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), Perfluorocarbons (PFCs), Sulphur 
hexafluoride (SF6)

GEF = Global Environment Facility is the largest public funder of projects to 
improve the global environment. Managed by World Bank and UNDP it provides 
grants for projects related to biodiversity, climate change, international waters, 
land degradation, the ozone layer, and persistent organic pollutants. 

G77 = Group of 77 at the United Nations is a loose coalition of developing nations, 
designed to promote its members' collective economic interests and create an 
enhanced joint negotiating capacity in the United Nations. There were 77 founding 
members of the organization in 1964, but by November 2013 the organization had 
since expanded to 133 member countries.

IPCC = The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a scientific 
intergovernmental body under the auspices of the United Nations. It was first 
established in 1988 by two United Nations organizations, the World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 
and later endorsed by the United Nations General Assembly.  

JI = a flexibility mechanism known as “joint implementation,” defined in Article 6 
of the Kyoto Protocol, allows a country with an emission reduction or limitation 
commitment under the Kyoto Protocol (Annex B Party) to earn emission reduction 
units (ERUs) from an emission-reduction or emission removal project in another 
Annex B Party, each equivalent to one tonne of CO2, which can be counted towards 
meeting its Kyoto target. 

KPAF = Kyoto Protocol Adaptation Fund

JUSSCANNZ = Japan, United States, Switzerland, Canada, Norway, New Zealand. 
A group of industrialised countries promoting cost effectiveness and flexibility in 
climate negotiations. 

LDCs = Least Developed Countries
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15.1  SPEECH IN PLENARY

Topic: Greenhouse gas emission allowance trading, 10 October 2002
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+CRE+20021010+ITEM-
001+DOC+XML+V0//EN&query=INTERV&detail=4-038

Mr. President, 
This	 is	a	report	that	 is	certainly	of	great	 importance.	It	only	remains	to	be	seen	whether	 it	will	

have	a	negative	or	positive	impact	on	real	life.	Then	it	will	be	a	question	of	real	companies	and	real	
people’s	jobs,	real	families’	livelihoods	and	genuine	climatic	change.	It	is	an	experiment,	in	which	the	
EU	cannot	afford	to	fail.

In	principle	I	eagerly	support	emissions	trading,	but	it	has	to	be	said	that	this	proposal	is	worryingly	
incomplete.	The	Commission	proposal,	among	other	things,	failed	to	answer	the	following	questions.	
Firstly, there is the competitiveness of companies that implemented environmental action in the early 
stages,	taking	special	account	of	the	limits	for	individual	countries	as	a	result	of	burden	sharing.	Then	
there	are	the	competition-distorting	factors	of	burden	sharing	among	the	Member	States	generally,	the	
relationship	between	emissions	trading	and	the	fiscal	interests	of	individual	states,	and	that	between	
emissions	trading	and	the	free	energy	market.	Then,	too,	there	are	the	issues	of	the	massive	transfers	
of	income	arising	from	cooperative	action	between	different	operators	and	states,	enlargement,	the	EU	
shielding	itself	from	attacks	from	third	country	operators	or	Soros-type	speculators,	and	matters	to	do	
with	legal	protection,	and	access	to	justice.	The	latter	the	committee	fortunately	accepted	in	my	proposal.

In	addition	to	the	questions	that	still	remain	unclear,	the	proposal	seems	to	confuse	the	goals	and	
means	of	achieving	them,	the	national	level	and	that	of	business,	and	market	instruments	and	traditional	
administration	based	on	control.	In	confusing	these	it	serves	its	purpose	poorly	and	needlessly	puts	
a	burden	on	the	objective	 itself,	which	is	to	reduce	emissions,	regarding	which	European	operators	
have	until	now	been	unanimous.	Uncommonly	burdensome	levels	of	bureaucracy	accompanying	the	
emissions	trading	scheme,	bureaucracy	that	Parliament,	regrettably,	has	not	been	willing	to	bear	the	
responsibility	for	breaking	down,	promise	additional	difficulties.

I	have	been	especially	anxious	about	the	possibility	of	carbon	leakage.	Without	my	amendment	
the	directive	would	not	distinguish	between	carbon	dioxide	emissions	that	result	from	the	use	of	coal	
for	energy	and	its	use	as	part	of	an	industrial	process.	As	a	result	the	position	of	the	European	steel	
industry,	which	meets	excellent	global	ecological	standards,	would	be	in	danger	of	being	weakened	in	
the	global	markets,	causing	not	only	economic	but	also	massive	ecological	harm.
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15.2  PRESS RELEASE: THE COMMISSION RESPONDED TO MEP 
   KORHOLA’S QUESTIONS CONCERNING EMISSIONS  
  TRADING – COMMISSIONER WALLSTRÖM DOES NOT  
  ADMIT PROBLEMS IN EMISSIONS TRADING

Published: November 7, 2003
http://www.korhola.com/2003/11/komissio-vastasi-paastokauppakysymyksiin/

The	Commission	has	provided	a	joint	answer	to	Eija-Riitta	Korhola’s	questions	about	possibly	remaining	
problems	in	the	emissions	trading	system.

The answers given by Environment Commissioner Margot Wallström on behalf of the Commission 
(7 November 2003)

In	the	answers,	Commissioner	Wallström	denies	the	issues	remaining	open	in	the	Directive	that	
Korhola	brought	up	as	causes	for	concern.

Banking rules in EU emissions trading: Member States’ right to bank emission 
allowances
Korhola’s question E-2789/03: Under	Article	3(13)	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	Parties	may	bank	emission	
allowances	from	one	period	to	the	next.	Under	the	EU	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	decisions	may	be	
taken	at	national	level	regarding	the	possibility	of	banking	to	be	afforded	to	operators.

Does	the	Commission	consider	that	Member	States	are	entitled	to	bank	emission	allowances,	which	
have	not	been	allocated,	even	though	the	directive	applies	only	to	operators	(plants)?	Does	it	believe	
that	Member	States	will	already	have	that	right	during	the	time	span	covering	the	EU	internal	emissions	
trading	period	(2005-2007)	and	the	first	Kyoto	period	(2008-2012)?

Should	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	be	amended	in	order	to	bring	it	into	line	with	the	Kyoto	
Protocol?

The Commission’s answer:	The	Kyoto	Protocol’s	first	commitment	period	is	from	2008-2012,	
and	the	Protocol	provides	that	Parties	may	bank	assigned	amount	units	from	2008-2012	into	the	next	
commitment	period	in	the	case	that	Parties	have	reached	their	Kyoto	target.	The	Emissions	Trading	
Directive	(Directive	2003/87/EC	of	13	October	2003,	OJ	L	275,	25.10.2003)	is	in	line	with	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	by	providing	for	banking	of	allowances	by	persons	from	the	2008-2012	period	into	the	next	
period.

The	Kyoto	Protocol’s	quantified	emission	cuts	and	reduction	requirements	do	not	apply	before	
2008,	and	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	allows	Member	States	to	decide	individually	whether	to	
provide	for	the	banking	of	allowances	by	operators	from	the	first	period,	2005-2007,	into	the	period	
2008-2012.	Under	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	operators	are	allocated	allowances,	and	transfers	
of	allowances	from	2008	will	be	accompanied	by	corresponding	transfers	of	assigned	amount	units.

The	question	is	based	on	a	false	link	between	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	the	Union	Emissions	Trading	
Scheme.	Member	States	do	not	have	to	keep	trading	scheme	allowances,	they	issue	them	to	plant	operators	
when	and	as	appropriate	without	any	formal	link	to	the	obligations	or	the	flexibility	mechanisms	of	
the Kyoto Protocol.

Korhola’s comment on the Commission’s answer:	Since	the	allowance	transfers	made	during	
the	EU	internal	emissions	trading	period	(2005-2007)	do	not	affect	“real”	emissions	trading,	i.e.	emissions	
trading	in	accordance	with	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	starting	in	2008,	Commissioner	Wallström’s	answer	has	
to	be	read	as	follows:	Member	States	should	distribute	their	entire	available	quotas	to	their	firms	during	
the	EU	internal	emissions	trading	period,	for,	on	the	basis	of	the	answer,	Member	States	do	not	seem	
to	be	able	to	bank	them	for	the	period	starting	in	2008.	For	the	same	reason,	countries	having	so-called	
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“hot	air”	will	lose	the	share	of	the	emission	allowances,	which	have	not	been	allocated	or	sold,	by	the	
beginning	of	2008.	The	countries,	which	buy	emission	allowances	-	such	as	Finland	-	should	therefore	
prepare	for	the	fact	that	in	2008,	there	will	be	less	emission	allowances	on	the	market	than	anticipated,	
and	their	price	will	accordingly	be	higher	than	expected.

Banking rules in EU emissions trading: invariability of AAU (BSA) amounts
Korhola’s question E-2790/03:	Under	 the	EU	Emissions	Trading	Directive	national	decisions	
concerning	the	possibility	for	operators	to	bank	emission	allowances	will	be	permitted	during	the	time	
span	covering	the	EU	internal	emissions	trading	period	(2005-2007)	and	the	first	Kyoto	period	(2008-
2012).	In	every	Member	State	there	may	be	companies	which,	prompted	by	substantial	fluctuations	in	
their	annual	output,	for	example,	might	wish	to	bank	emission	allowances	even	if	they	were	prohibited	
from	doing	so	in	their	home	country.	This	creates	an	incentive	to	transfer	the	allowances	in	question	
temporarily	to	another	Member	State.

However,	cross-border	transfers	during	the	internal	emissions	trading	period	will	not	lead	to	changes	
in	the	emission	allowance	(AAU	or	BSA	amount)	allocated	to	an	individual	country,	contrary	to	what	
will	happen	from	the	beginning	of	the	first	Kyoto	period.

Does	the	Commission	consider	it	a	problem	that	a	transfer	to	another	country	purely	for	banking	
purposes	and	back	again	from	that	country	to	the	country	of	origin	in	the	Kyoto	period	will	unfairly	alter	
the	aggregate	emission	allowances	of	the	country	which	has	allowed	banking	and	enable	the	emission	
allowance	to	be	doubled	in	the	country	of	origin	as	far	as	the	banked	amount	is	concerned?	Should	the	
rules	on	adjustment	of	AAU	and	BSA	amounts	be	revised	when	the	EU	Emissions	Trading	Directive	
is	reviewed	in	2004	or	2006,	before	the	first	transfers	are	made	between	Member	States	for	banking	
purposes?

The Commission’s answer:	The	Emissions	Trading	Directive	provides	for	transfers	of	allowances	
between	Member	States,	in	order	to	achieve	cost-effective	reductions	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions.	As	
transfers	of	allowances	from	2008	will	be	accompanied	by	corresponding	transfers	of	assigned	amount	
units,	 the	Commission	has	explained	to	Member	States	the	potential	effects	of	allowing	banking	of	
allowances	from	2005-2007	to	2008-2012.	The	Council	and	the	Parliament	have	decided	that	Member	
States	may	allow	the	banking	of	allowances	from	2005-2007	to	2008-2012,	and	agreed	a	recital	wich	
indicates	how	Member	States	may	decide	to	allow	the	banking	from	2005-2007	to	2008-2012.	The	
Commission	does	not	intend	to	re-open	this	issue.

Korhola’s comment:	Member	States	should	take	into	consideration	the	situation	presented	in	
the	question,	when	deciding	on	the	banking	option.	On	the	one	hand,	Finland	should	allow	banking,	for	
there	might	be	companies	in	Finland,	which	will	have	excess	emission	allowances	from	2007	for	the	year	
2008.	On	the	other	hand,	if	many	Swedish	companies	bank	emission	allowances	in	Finland	in	2007	and	
take	them	back	to	Sweden	in	2008,	we	will	lose	the	corresponding,	already	scarce,	amount	of	emission	
allowances	which	was	agreed	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	to	belong	to	genuinely	Finnish	companies.	Therefore	
it	is	crazy	if	the	Commission’s	stand	is	as	cynical	as	could	be	concluded	from	Wallström’s	answer.

The problem of “double accounting” in emissions trading
Korhola’s	question	E-2791/03:	From	2008	national	AAU	(BSA)	will	be	adjusted	to	take	account	of	cross-
border	transfers	of	emission	allowances	so	as	to	ensure	that	a	selling	country’s	AAU	(BSA)	amount	is	
decreased	and	that	of	the	buying	country	increased	by	the	quantity	transferred.	The	selling	country’s	
authorities	will	correspondingly	have	that	much	less	to	allocate	in	the	next	emissions	trading	period.	
Given	that	the	authorities	presumably	cannot	treat	firms	differently,	according	to	whether	they	sell	
emission	allowances	within	their	home	country	of	beyond	its	borders,	a	seller’s	emission	allowance	in	
the	next	period	should	logically	be	reduced	in	every	case.	This	would	also	be	consistent	with	the	principle	
that	emission	reductions	should	be	taken	into	account	only	once.
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However,	a	firm	can	choose	between	the	strategies	of	selling	and	banking	emission	allowances	so	
as	to	derive	greatest	benefit.	If	a	firm	is	able	to	bank	its	emission	allowance	in	order	to	secure	a	better	
(or	unchanged)	share	in	the	next	period,	the	authorities	should	treat	firms	which	have	banked	emission	
allowances	and	firms	which	have	sold	them	in	the	same	way	and	hence	in	both	cases	deduct	the	amounts	
sold	or	banked	from	their	new	initial	allocations	(unless	allowances	have	been	banked	purely	because	
of	fluctuations	in	a	firm’s	output	for	reasons	related	to	the	business	cycle).	Otherwise	it	would	be	in	a	
firm’s	interest	to	postpone	selling	and	bank	emission	allowances,	in	which	case	it	would	obtain	twice	
as	much	to	sell	in	the	next	period.

Does	the	Commission	see	a	problem	as	regards	equal	treatment	of	firms?	Should	the	Member	States	
all	give	instructions	for	the	amounts	of	emission	allowances	banked	or	sold	to	be	deducted	from	the	
next	allocations	for	the	firms	concerned,	thus	ensuring	that	the	problem	of	double	accounting	would	
not	arise?	Should	this	matter	be	raised	when	the	directive	is	reviewed?

The Commission’s answer:	The	Commission	does	not	see	a	problem	of	double	accounting	nor	
one	in	respect	of	the	equal	treatment	of	firms.	The	Assigned	Amount	of	each	Party	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	
fixed.	The	addition	and	subtraction	of	Kyoto	units	will	be	taken	into	account	in	the	compliance	assessment	
by	the	Kyoto	Protocol’s	Compliance	Committee,	but	will	not	change	the	Assigned	Amount	of	each	Party	
to	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Allocations	to	operators	after	2012	will	take	into	account	the	commitments	of	
Member	States	for	periods	after	2012.	Deducting	allowances	from	an	operator’s	subsequent	allocation	
would	furthermore	imply	that	banking	is	de	facto	not	possible.

Korhola’s comment:	Wallström	is	right	 in	that	deduction	would	render	banking	useless.	On	
the	other	hand,	in	a	reversed	situation	there	is	an	incentive	to	bank	and	not	to	sell.	From	the	point	of	
view	of	firms,	which	need	emission	allowances	this	is	worrisome,	for	as	supply	decreases,	availability	
will	weaken	and	the	price	will	go	up.

Wallström’s	advice	to	firms	seems	to	be:	postpone	environmental	investments	until	the	beginning	
of	2008.	Then	there	will	be	emission	allowances	to	sell	for	five	successive	years:	thoughtless	and	sad	
from	the	viewpoint	of	the	environment.

Opportunities for aggressive speculation in emissions trading
Korhola’s question E-2792/03:	From	2008,	national	assigned	amount	units	(AAU	or	BSA	amounts)	
will	be	adjusted	to	take	account	of	cross-border	transfers	of	emission	allowances	so	as	to	ensure	that	
a	selling	country’s	AAU	(BSA)	amount	is	decreased	and	that	of	the	buying	country	increased	by	the	
quantity transferred.

If,	however,	a	cross-border	transfer	of	emission	allowances	in	the	period	beginning	in	2008	is	due	to	
the	fact	that	the	allowances	in	question	were	originally	just	banked	in	the	country	concerned,	the	country	
of	origin	will	obtain	the	amount	of	banked	allowances	twice	over.	Broadening	out	the	problem	onto	a	
large	scale,	it	is	hard	to	believe,	especially	in	the	light	of	their	governments’	action,	that	the	Member	States	
will	start	to	engage	in	speculative	transfers	of	this	kind,	but	any	non-EU	Annex	I	country	(if	it	acceded	
to	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	joined	the	EU	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	before	2007)	or	a	company	from	
such	a	country	would	be	able,	by	proceeding	as	described	above,	to	double	the	amount	of	allowances	for	
sale.	It	will	also	be	possible	in	a	way	to	exploit	market	forces	if	emission	allowances	have	been	banked	
in	a	rival	selling	country	(for	instance	in	a	transfer	from	Ukraine	to	Germany).	The	rival	seller’s	market	
position	will	consequently	be	weakened,	whereas	the	market	player	in	question	will	benefit	twice	over.

Another	typical	form	of	aggressive	speculation	could	occur	if	the	kind	of	practice	seen	on	the	foreign	
exchange	markets	some	years	ago	were	to	be	repeated	on	the	emissions	trading	market.	In	theory,	a	
non-EU	operator	could	thus	hamper	a	competitor	operating	within	the	EU	(and	within	the	Emissions	
Trading	Scheme).

Has	 the	Commission	made	plans	 to	deal	with	aggressive	speculation	of	 this	 type	 in	emissions	
trading?	If	so,	what	plans?
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Does	it	still	see	no	need	for	the	idea	of	employing	market	intervention	(using	an	EU	central	register,	
for	example)	to	stabilise	disturbances	on	the	emissions	trading	market?

The Commission’s answer:	The	Union	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	is	designed	as	a	market	based	
instrument	to	lower	compliance	cost	for	participating	actors	and	for	society.	The	nature	of	a	market	
instrument	is	to	use	the	individual	decisions	actors	take	in	their	efforts	to	optimize	their	profits	from	the	
system.	As	on	all	markets	there	may	be	speculation	also	on	this	one.	One	important	issue	when	designing	
the	scheme	was	therefore	to	make	this	market	as	broad	and	stable	as	possible.	As	there	should	be	several	
thousands	of	actors	already	from	the	start	this	market	could	be	expected	to	be	reasonably	stable.	Of	
course,	signs	of	market	domination	abuse	must,	as	always,	be	monitored	and	addressed	appropriately.	

The	rules	of	the	EC	Treaty	on	anti-competitive	behaviour	apply	in	any	case,	and	the	Commission	
does	not	intend	to	intervene	unless	those	rules	are	breached.

Korhola’s comment: It	 is	clear	 that	regarding	the	15	EU	Member	States,	 the	Commission’s	
assumption	of	market	stability	is	certainly	adequate.	However,	if	the	system	is	acceded	by	countries	
such	as	Russia	and	Ukraine	(and	companies	in	those	countries),	which	possess	considerable	amounts	
of	hot	air,	 i.e.,	saleable	emission	allowances,	I	find	that	the	stability	outlook	changes.	This	prevents,	
for	instance,	a	large	Russian	energy	company	from	banking	such	an	amount	of	emission	allowances	
to	Germany	and	Great	Britain	(the	only	significant	sellers	among	the	EU	countries)	 that	the	entire	
amount	of	saleable	emission	allowances	of	the	latter	will	dwindle	due	to	the	speculative	utilisation	of	
the	transfer	rule.	Of	what	help	will,	in	that	case,	the	rules	of	the	competition	rules	of	the	EC	treaty	be?

Definition of hot air and ban under the Kyoto Protocol
Korhola’s question E-2793/03: At	present	the	obstacles	to	allocation	to	companies	posed	by	the	EU	
Emissions	Trading	Directive	and	the	rules	on	competition	laid	down	in	the	EC	Treaty	(Articles	87	and	
88)	probably	go	beyond	what	is	necessary.	That	is	why	it	is	considered	unlikely	that	‘hot	air’	(in	other	
words	emission	allowances	whose	sale	is	not	due	to	actual	reductions	in	emissions)	will	come	onto	the	
market.	The	Kyoto	Protocol	itself	does	not	prohibit	the	sale	of	or	define	hot	air.

Does	the	EU	have	any	means	of	preventing	Member	State	governments	from	selling	hot	air	directly	
(without	first	allocating	it	to	companies)?

If	 not,	 does	 the	Commission	 consider	 it	 necessary,	 not	 least	 in	 order	 to	 guarantee	 consistent	
international	practice,	to	devise	a	definition	of	hot	air	and	propose	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	be	amended	
in	such	a	way	as	to	incorporate	that	definition	and	a	ban	on	the	sale	of	hot	air?

The Commission’s answer:	Member	States	can	buy	and	sell	assigned	amount	units	in	accordance	
with	the	rules	agreed	under	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	its	implementing	provisions.	The	Commission	does	
not	consider	it	appropriate	to	propose	an	amendment	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol	relating	to	a	definition	and	
a	ban	of	the	sale	of	‘hot	air’.

Korhola’s comment:	Within	the	EU	and	internationally,	everyone	is	ready	to	admit	the	problems	
caused	by	hot	air.	However,	not	even	the	EU	is	ready	to	take	the	bull	by	the	horns:	preparing	a	definition	
of	hot	air	would	entail	having	the	problem	rolled	out.	Is	the	unwillingness	of	the	Commission	related	
to	the	negotiations	with	Russia	–	maybe	Wallström	does	not	want	to	forbid	or	admit	at	this	stage	that	
the	participation	of	Russia	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	(and	thus	the	coming	into	force	of	the	Protocol)	is	in	
a	critical	phase?

Publication of the EU’s Kyoto target as a five-year moving average
Korhola’s question E-2794/03: The	Kyoto	Protocol	stipulates	that	compliance	with	commitments	
is	to	be	gauged	according	to	the	average	for	the	years	from	2008	to	2012.	This	is	reasonable	because	
weather	conditions,	 for	example,	can	have	a	great	 impact	on	annual	emissions,	 linked	among	other	
things	to	the	small	quantities	of	hydroelectric	power	generated	in	dry	years.	The	developments	as	regards	
achievement	of	the	Kyoto	target	by	the	EU	and	its	Member	States	have	recently	been	the	subject	of	
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conflicting	assessments	stemming	in	part	from	weather	conditions,	as	mentioned	above.	The	press,	to	
say	nothing	of	the	public	at	large,	cannot	understand	such	fluctuations	or	ascertain	whether	the	trend	
after	smoothing	is	encouraging	or	gloomy.

Has	the	Commission	thought	of	changing	its	reporting	by	publishing,	 in	addition	to	the	annual	
statistics,	an	 indication	of	 the	distance	to	target,	calculated	from	a	five-year	moving	average?	Does	
it	think	that	this	would	put	the	public	 in	a	better	position	to	understand	the	real	direction	in	which	
developments	were	moving,	viewed	over	a	time	span	longer	than	a	year?

The Commission’s answer:	The	Commission	has	made	its	position	on	reporting	clear	 in	its	
proposal	for	a	decision	on	the	monitoring	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions	and	the	implementation	of	the	
Kyoto	Protocol	(COM(2003)	51	final).	The	Council	and	the	Parliament	are	in	the	process	of	reaching	
agreements	at	first	reading	on	this	proposal,	and	have	not	proposed	that	this	reporting	should	take	
place	using	the	calculation	of	a	five-year	moving	average.

Korhola’s	comment:	The	Parliament	and	the	Council	have	not	made	a	stand	on	the	reporting	of	
the	Commission	or	 its	units	It	 is	clear	that	Member	States	report	the	annual	emissions	to	both	the	
Commission	and	the	UN.	However,	in	informing	the	public,	the	problems	presented	in	the	question	
should	be	taken	into	account.	Especially,	as	the	proposed	manner	of	communication	would	serve	the	
appropriate	understanding	of	the	matter	and	also	be	consistent	with	the	manner	of	examination	as	laid	
out in the Kyoto Protocol.

Emissions trading: problem of period-based allocation
Korhola’s question E-2795/03:	Under	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	a	firm’s	allocation	is	intended	
to	cover	three	(first	emissions	trading	period)	or	five	years	(second	period).	It	is	thus	in	the	firm’s	interest	
to	refrain	from	selling	its	excessive	allowances	at	the	end	of	an	emissions	trading	period	if	in	that	way	it	
can	secure	an	unchanged	amount	for	the	whole	of	the	following	five-year	period.	This	likewise	creates	
an	incentive	(unfortunate	from	the	environmental	point	of	view)	for	the	firm	to	postpone	environmental	
investment	until	the	start	of	the	first	period,	or	beyond	the	beginning	of	2008,	to	enable	it	to	sell	surplus	
emission	allowances	in	as	many	years	as	possible.

Does	the	Commission	consider	the	allocation	rule	described	above	to	be	compatible	with	the	single	
accounting	principle?

Does	it	believe	that,	when	the	directive	is	reviewed,	the	allocation	rules	should	be	assessed	and,	if	
necessary,	amended	in	such	a	way	as	to	ensure	that	the	allocation	for	a	firm	selling	emission	allowances	
is	altered	without	delay,	in	proportion	to	the	quantity	offered	for	sale,	in	the	year	following	the	sale,	
even	though	the	emissions	trading	period	might	not	yet	have	ended?

The Commission’s answer:	The	Emissions	Trading	Directive	has	not	laid	down	any	specific	
allocation	rule,	including	the	one	outlined	in	the	written	question.

A	Member	State	has	to	develop	periodically	a	national	allocation	plan	adhering	to	the	criteria	laid	
down	in	Annex	III	of	the	Emissions	trading	Directive.

In	the	review	in	mid-2006	the	Commission	will,	on	the	basis	of	the	experience	gathered	by	then,	
consider	the	further	harmonisation	of	the	allocation	method	and	the	criteria	in	Annex	III.

The	Commission	disagrees	with	an	allocation	rule	which	would	result	in	the	reduction	of	an	operator’s	
allocation	within	an	ongoing	trading	period	after	the	operator	has	sold	some	allowances.	Such	a	rule	
is	not	in	line	with	the	provisions	of	the	Directive	and	would	not	be	desirable	from	an	economic	point	
of	view	either.

Korhola’s	comment:	Wallström	clearly	fears	that	the	already	irritated	firms	will	lose	their	optimism	
regarding	emissions	trading	completely.	It	seems	that	the	commitment	in	the	single	accounting	principle	
as	laid	out	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	is	not	feasible	in	practice.	Therefore	–	I	am	afraid	–	it	will	open	up	an	
opportunity	for	speculation,	and	unfortunately	the	delay	of	investments,	which	are	important	for	the	
environment,	will	be	the	price	to	be	paid	for	it.
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15.3  PRESS RELEASE: AN OPEN LETTER TO WALLSTRÖM  
  AND DE PALACIO

Published: March 2, 2004
http://www.korhola.com/2004/03/avoin-kirje-wallstromille-ja-palaciolle-kiotosta/

In her open letter to Environment Commissioner Margot Wallström	and	Energy	Commissioner	
Loyola de Palacio,	 Eija-Riitta	 Korhola,	 Member	 of	 the	 European	 Parliament,	 appeals	 to	 the	
Commissioners	to	pay	serious	attention	to	the	side	effects	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	which	are	detrimental	
to	the	environment.	According	to	Korhola,	it	is	necessary	to	adhere	to	the	Kyoto	targets,	but	the	harmful	
repercussions	of	the	Kyoto	process	should	be	charted	without	delay.	Otherwise,	the	treaty	will	turn	itself	
against	sustainable	development	goals.	“I	trust	that	you	are	both	courageous	enough	to	admit	if	mistakes	
have	been	made,”	says	Korhola,	referring	to	the	so-called	carbon	leakage,	which	threatens	to	materialize	
if	production	is	transfered	to	countries	to	which	the	Kyoto	targets	do	not	apply.

“The emissions per capita in Europe may decrease, but will certainly increase per capita in the 
world as a whole. This would then produce a paradox: instead of the ‘polluter pays’ principle, we 
would have a ‘pay to the polluter’ policy. Those paying, unfortunately, will not be the ‘rich countries’, 
but hundreds of thousands of individuals who would lose their jobs in this scenario,” Korhola reminded.

“Even if the Kyoto Protocol does not come into force, the obligations of the Protocol will continue 
to bind those signatories who have ratified it. It cannot be amended, and will become too static for a 
process that should be kept dynamic and strong. One way of proceeding is the analysis of EU policies 
which have already successfully helped to decouple economic growth and emissions growth.”

“One important factor in this has been that actions have been distributed to various diverse and 
efficient policies that create dynamics and even positive ancillary results for both society and the 
environment. These actions should now be enforced and applied to other sectors, too,” Korhola estimates.

More	powers	for	the	UN
“My	concerns	arise	from	my	involvement	in	climate	change	issues	over	many	years,”	Korhola	noted	
and	referred	also	to	the	fact	that	she	has	to	date	not	received	satisfactory	answers	to	the	numerous	
written	questions	that	she	had	submitted	to	the	Commission	concerning	the	problems	that	remain	
in	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive.	In	Korhola’s	opinion,	the	only	right	way	to	proceed	is	to	continue	
with	and	strengthen	the	policies	already	tested	by	the	Community,	and	putting	them	into	practice	on	
a	global	level	too.

“To this end, we need to confer the necessary power to the United Nations environment programs 
and to diversify the fight against climate change to the promotion of energy efficiency, renewable 
energy and research on clean technologies. This would not only stop the carbon leakage but would 
also create the necessary dynamics for change.”

“This would also open a new door for the United States and Russia to join the process and participate 
in the mitigation of greenhouse gases. In the UN framework, clear global structures for the carbon 
economy as well as a price for CO2 should be set.”

Original	letter:	http://www.korhola.com/2004/03/avoin-kirje-wallstromille-ja-palaciolle-kiotosta/
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15.4  PRESS RELEASE: IN ITS CURRENT FORM, THE KYOTO  
  PROTOCOL WILL NOT ADVANCE CLIMATE TARGETS IN  
  A SUSTAINABLE WAY

Published: February 16, 2005 
http://www.korhola.com/2005/02/kioton-sopimus-tallaisenaan-ei-edista-ilmastotavoitteita-
kestavalla-tavalla/

The	Kyoto	Protocol,	which	entered	into	force	today	is	not	necessarily	able	to	fulfil	the	set	climate	targets	
at	all,	says	Eija-Riitta	Korhola,	a	member	of	the	Environment	Committee	of	the	European	Parliament.

-	The	agreement	is	valuable	as	an	expression	of	political	will,	but,	as	a	matter	of	fact,	there	is	a	risk	
that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	will	increase	greenhouse	emissions	if,	as	a	result	of	the	agreement,	industrial	
production	is	transfered	to	countries	to	which	less	strict	emission	norms	apply.	The	global	economy	
has	led	to	the	fact	that	it	seems	as	if	the	world	has	slipped	away	from	the	ranges	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	
The	carbon	leakage	threat	should	now	be	taken	seriously	and	in	regard	to	the	continuation	period,	it	is	
of	vital	importance	that	corrective	measures	will	be	implemented	as	rapidly	as	possible,	Korhola	says.

The	rapidly	growing	emissions	of	China	and	India,	and	the	US	decision	to	remain	outside	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	have	rendered	particularly	the	discussions	on	future	climate	policy	measures	very	difficult.	
Two-thirds	of	the	anticipated	increase	in	emissions	by	2030	will	be	generated	in	developing	countries.	
The	emissions	restrictions	of	the	present	protocol	do	not	concern	these	countries.

According	to	Korhola,	the	EU’s	one-sided	struggle	may	weaken	the	competitiveness	of	Union-based	
companies	and	therefore	also	worsen	the	state	of	the	environment	globally.

-	Finland	is	an	example	of	this:	our	country	is	the	world’s	cleanest	steel	and	paper	producer,	but	
due	to	our	strict	national	target	Finnish	enterprises	are	really	put	through	the	wringer	against	their	
expectations,	says	Korhola.

The	emitters	gain	a	competitive	edge	in	the	world	market,	as	the	price	of	environmental	investments	
and	emission	allowances	cannot	be	included	in	the	market	price.	In	case	production	transfers	to	countries	
to	which	less	strict	emission	norms	apply,	the	total	volume	of	emissions	will	increase.	The	principle	of,	
“the	emitter	pays”,	threatens	to	change	to	a	practice	of	“the	emitters	will	be	paid”.

According	to	Korhola,	the	EU’s	internal	emissions	trade	demonstrates	the	same	trend,	as	the	largest	
seller	of	emission	allowances	will	be	Poland.

Climate	change	is	the	most	severe	problem	in	the	entire	history	of	mankind,	and	measures	to	curb	
it	are	needed	immediately	in	Korhola’s	mind.	-	We	may	now	justifiably	ask	whether	the	Kyoto	Protocol	
really	is	the	right	step	towards	efficient	climate	measures.	Therefore	it	is	necessary	to	analyse	the	weak	
points	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	declare	this	agreement	to	be	in	part	an	inefficient	way	to	solve	the	
problem	of	climate	warming.

According	to	Korhola,	 instead	of	setting	country-specific	targets,	a	world-wide,	 industry-specific	
system	should	be	drawn	up.	This	should	be	based	on	energy	efficiency	by	defining	 the	 theoretical	
minimum	of	emissions	per	production	tonne.	In	this	way,	for	instance,	all	the	steel	industries	in	the	
world	would	be	assessed	in	the	same	way,	and	plants,	which	have	the	lowest	possible	emissions	per	
production	tonne,	would	be	permitted	to	sell	emission	allowances.	This	system	would	be	a	motivation	
to	truly	reduce	emissions,	as	its	intention	is	to	reward	the	least	emitting	actors.	It	would	also	guarantee	
that	emissions	trading	does	not	distort	competition	nor	provides	a	competitive	edge	to	the	emitters.

The	focus	of	the	UN’s	post-2012	emission	reduction	model	should	be	put	on	energy	saving	and	
ecological	efficiency,	as	well	as	on	low	emissions	technology	and	its	development.	The	individual	consumer	
should	be	involved	in	emission	reductions	by	developing	the	emissions	trading	system	in	the	field	of	
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transport,	in	which	emissions	are	increasing	most	rapidly.
-	If	we	were	made	aware	that	low	emissions	were	also	the	starting	point	for	developing	countries	

during	the	next	Kyoto	term,	 it	would	 immediately	affect	 the	 investments	made	to	 these	countries.	
Developing	countries	deserve	their	economic	growth,	but	by	means	of	clean	technology,	states	Korhola.

15.5  PRESS RELEASE: KYOTO GOT A TOUGH COMPETITOR,  
 WHICH COULD SAVE THE TREATY, HOWEVER

Published: August 5, 2005
http://www.korhola.com/2005/08/kioto-sai-kovan-kilpailijan-joka-voi-kuitenkin-pelastaa-
senlehdistotiedote/

Kyoto	got	a	tough	competitor,	which,	however,	could	save	the	system.	
-	The	treaty	between	six	countries	can	cause	a	crisis	in	EU	climate	policy

”The six-country climate agreement poses tough competition to the Kyoto Protocol, but it should 
not be dismissed immediately”, says MEP Eija-Riitta Korhola about the energy and climate agreement 
reached by the US and five other countries, announced in Laos last week. The agreement between 
the six countries is not a modest project even next to the Kyoto Protocol, which has been ratified by 
140 countries: its signatories cover around half of the world’s GDP, population, energy consumption 
and emissions. ”Even though the new undertaking is a blow to the authority of the UN climate treaty, 
Kyoto, it can even save the worst deficiencies of Kyoto. Therefore, environmental organisations should 
think this over before a total rejection.”

”In theory, Kyoto can be a good approach, but in practice, it is a catastrophe, as it does not put 
limits on the increase in emissions of developing countries – and it is exactly there that two thirds of 
the increase is taking place. In this way, the protocol causes carbon leakage in the global economy, 
i.e. the emigration of production to places, where emission caps and high environmental norms do 
not exist. Kyoto is also inefficient: reducing emissions at the speed that Kyoto suggests is a road far 
too slow to tackle the problem of climate warming. It is essential to also take direct technological 
leaps”, Korhola states.

”Therefore,	the	new	treaty	can	truly	support	the	climate	goals.	China’s	and	India’s	participation	
in	this	new	technology	partnership	is	an	indisputably	good	piece	of	news	to	the	world:	it	will	prevent	
irresponsible	investments	from	an	environmental	point	of	view,	and	in	this	way,	it	will	patch	exactly	
those	loopholes	that	Kyoto	has	created.		Thus,	it	also	rectifies	the	conditions	for	competition	as	well	as	
reduces	the	cost	of	environmentally-friendly	technology.”

I	would	not	be	surprised	if	Russia	 joined	the	treaty	 in	the	future,	after	first	having	enjoyed	the	
financing	provided	by	Kyoto.	Also	Finland	should	quickly	investigate	the	possibility	of	close	cooperation	
with	the	band	of	six.	In	Finland,	we	have	top-level	know-how	in	the	field	of	environmental	technology,	
and	this	could	provide	a	big	market	opportunity	for	us,	too.

Korhola	estimates,	however,	that	the	novel	situation	derails	EU	climate	policy	into	a	crisis	of	some	
extent.	”This	underlines	the	stiffness	of	our	climate	policy.	The	concept	does	not	reduce	emissions,	but	
increases	bureaucracy.	Emissions	trading	was	criticised,	when	its	impact	on	rising	electricity	and	fuel	
prices	and	the	weakening	of	the	competitiveness	of	European,	environmentally	conscious	industries	
was	noticed.	Now,	the	latest,	that	is	has	become	clear	that	emissions	trading	will	not	become	a	global	
system,	we	have	to	ask	ourselves,	if	the	unilateral	road	the	EU	has	taken	is	smart”.
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15.6  BLOG: WAS THIS PROGRESS?

Published: October 12, 2005
http://www.korhola.com/2005/12/oliko-tama-edistysta/

The	Montreal	Conference	climaxed	with	Bill	Clinton’s	speech,	in	which	he	announced	that	he	loves	the	
Kyoto	Protocol.	The	speech	aroused	a	great	deal	of	enthusiasm	and	after	his	speech,	Clinton	became	
surrounded	by	his	admirers.

I	returned	from	snowy	Montreal	to	slushy	Finland.	I	had	just	watched	the	news	on	the	result	of	
Montreal,	which	were	loudly	applauded	as	great	achievements,	and	wondered	what	this	was	all	about.	
After	all,	the	result	was	really	miserable:	nothing	will	change.

Whose	authority	was	protected	here	and	why?
It	 is	 true	that	a	number	of	decisions	were	hammered	through,	perhaps	more	than	ever	before.	The	
possibilities	provided	by	technology	were	scrutinised	more	openly	than	ever;	the	most	interesting	of	the	
pondering	efforts	was	the	capture	and	storage	of	carbon	dioxide	(CCS).	But	taking	a	serious	look	at		he	
results,	I	really	don’t	know	what	is	so	encouraging	in	the	prospect	that	there	still	is	no	way	to	control	
more	than	one	fourth	of	the	world’s	emissions.

The	most	 important	 issue	at	the	climate	conference	was	what	kind	of	climate	politics	would	be	
practised	after	2012,	when	the	present	Kyoto	period	has	come	to	an	end.	The	conference	ended	up	
proceeding,	so	to	speak,	along	two	tracks:

The	first	track	concerns	the	post-2012	negotiations	according	to	Article	3.9	in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	
those	countries	which	ratified	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Therefore,	the	US	and	Australia	will	remain	outside	
the	Kyoto	negotiations,	unless	they	decide	to	ratify	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	after	all.	According	to	the	article,	
the	negotiation	objects	were	only	the	so-called	Annex	1	countries	of	the	UN	Climate	Convention;	in	other	
words,	the	industrialised	countries.	Obligations	would	still	not	be	placed	upon	the	developing	countries,	
just	some	voluntary	dialogue.	Theoretically	the	only	avenue	to	obligate	the	developing	countries	could	
be	opened	through	reviewing	the	protocol	(Art.	9),	but	this	is	not	very	likely.

The	intention	was	to	begin	with	the	negotiations	next	May	and	be	prepared	well	in	advance	so	that	
no	obligation-free	period	would	arise	after	2012.

The	other	 track	 refers	 to	 the	post-2012	discussions,	based	on	 the	United	Nations	Framework	
Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC).	This	would	 imply	an	 informal	dialogue	concerning	the	
curbing	of	climate	change,	the	developing	of	technologies	and	adjustment	to	climate	change.	This	would	
comprise	all	of	 the	countries	 in	the	world	(including	the	developing	countries	and	the	US).	In	this	
context,	the	US,	however,	opposed	any	such	wording	which	would	have	hinted	at	any	binding	emissions–
restriction	obligations	or	that	a	dialogue	would	even	sometime	in	the	future	lead	to	such.	The	idea	is	to	
now	organise	seminars	on	these	issues	during	2006-2007.	

When	one	scrutinises	the	decisions,	it	could	be	assumed	that	the	US	will	not	accept	the	emissions-
reduction	obligations	through	the	UNFCCC	or	Kyoto	Protocol.	It	also	seems	very	likely	that	the	developing	
countries	will	not	give	up	their	special	position	to	be,	at	the	same	time,	in	the	climate	change	convention,	
but	without	emissions	restrictions.	As	the	emissions	of	developing	countries	are	about	a	half	and	those	of	
the	US	comprise	a	fourth,	this	simply	means	in	practice	that	three	fourths	of	the	emissions	will	remain	
outside	the	emissions	negotiations.

It	is	very	difficult	to	rejoice.
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15.7  BLOG: MORE SEEPED INFORMATION

Published: December 13, 2005
http://www.korhola.com/2005/12/lisaa-tietoa-tihkunut/

Happy	Saint	Lucy’s	Day!	
I	heard	a	couple	of	new	things	about	the	Montreal	Conference	today.	The	most	alarming	one	was	the	
information	that	last	night	Russia	was	negotiating	for	voluntary	emission	reductions.	Besides	the	US,	
Australia	and	the	developing	countries,	it	looks	highly	likely	that	Russia,	too,	will	not	accept	mandatory	
emission	restrictions	after	2012.	The	situation	is	serious,	but	it	does	not	surprise	me.	I	have	noted	this	
possibility,	among	others,	in	my	article	that	was	published	in	Helsingin	Sanomat	on	7	February.	I	wrote	
that	Russia	may	withdraw	from	the	convention,	if	it	desires	so.	I	also	noted	that,	until	2012,	we	will	
finance	Russia,	which,	if	it	so	wishes,	may	withdraw	from	the	covenant	after	that.	I	presume	that	the	
reason	for	this	detachment	is	obvious:	Russia	will	have	no	allowances	to	sell	anymore.

In	2015,	when	the	emissions	of	the	developing	countries	have	increased	rapidly	over	10	years	and	
the	EU	emissions	have	remained	approximately	at	their	present	level,	some	20-25%	of	the	emissions	
of	the	entire	world	may	perhaps	fall	within	the	framework	of	the	emissions	obligations.

Russia,	thanks	to	which	the	negotiations	stretched	over	Friday	and	into	Saturday	morning,	demanded	
in	its	late-night	meeting	that	voluntary	obligations	must	be	taken	into	consideration	in	regard	to	Article	
3.9.	This	may	mean	that	Russia	will	not	accept	any	binding	obligations	for	itself	after	2012,	unless	the	
large	developing	countries	decide	to	accept	them.	Therefore,	it	seems	that	Russia	is	strictly	applying	
the	condition	which	industry	has	hoped	to	be	applied	by	the	EU	and	which	the	US,	among	others,	has	
been	applying	all	the	time:	the	prerequisite	being	the	participation	of	influential	developing	countries.	
It	 looks	pretty	 likely	that	the	post-2012	obligations	will	only	be	accepted,	besides	the	EU,	by	Japan,	
Canada	and	some	insignificant	emitters.	Thus,	about	80%	of	the	world’s	emissions	(in	2015)	are	exempt	
from	all	the	obligations.

15.8  ARTICLE: THE LIFE CYCLE OF BIOENERGY NEEDS TO BE 
  ANALYSED

Published: February 20, 2006
http://www.korhola.com/2006/02/bioenergia-vaatii-elinkaaritarkastelun/

Tarja Cronberg	 (Kauppalehti	 21.02.06)	 requires	 action	 by	 the	 Finnish	 Government	 regarding	
bioenergy.	The	idea	is	very	much	worth	supporting	but	first	the	EU	reality	in	bioenergy	matters	deserves	
to	be	examined	carefully.	Otherwise	we	could	fall	for	the	current	energy	policy	trends	without	real	content.	

It	is	important	to	reduce	the	use	of	fossil	fuels	as	efficiently	as	possible	in	terms	of	CO2.	The	EU’s	
problem	for	the	time	being	is	that	we	calculate	the	CO2	balance	effect	only	for	the	end-user	and	do	not	
take	the	emissions	generated	by	the	production	of	the	fuel	into	account.

For	 this	 reason,	 the	 image	created	of	biofuels	 is	 too	rosy	and	misleading	 in	respect	of	climate	
protection.	For	example,	 the	bulk	of	biodiesel	 is	produced	using	fossil-based	methanol	as	the	other	
raw	material.	Its	share	is	not	included	in	the	calculations,	even	though	it	would	technically	be	easy.	It	
is	necessary	to	change	the	practice	by	taking	the	whole	life	cycle	into	account	in	respect	of	all	biofuels,	
based	on	an	assessment	made	by	an	impartial	body.
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Unfortunately,	within	EU	territory,	the	CO2	efficiency	of	bioenergy,	especially	of	Nordic	field-based	
energy,	is	poor	for	the	time	being.	According	to	some	estimates	it	is	even	negative,	in	particular	for	ethanol,	
in	the	case	of	which	the	production	of	biofuel	requires	more	energy	than	is	acquired	by	producing	it.	
For	example,	if	Denmark	replaces	the	petrol	used	in	the	country	with	ethanol,	it	will	only	transfer	fossil	
energy	use	elsewhere.	Besides,	ethanol	is	no	ideal	fuel,	as	its	use	increases	the	emissions	of	many	other	
compounds,	such	as	aldehydes,	into	the	atmosphere.	The	cold	characteristics	of	ethanol	are	also	poor,	
and	its	fuel	value	is	low:	using	ethanol	nearly	doubles	cars’	consumption.

The	production	of	bioenergy	through	intensive	agriculture	is	questionable	because	the	manufacturing	
of	 fertilisers	consumes	much	fossil-based	energy.	Furthermore,	 it	would	be	advisable	to	ensure	the	
ecological	sustainability	of	energy	plant	production	so	that	the	environment	and	water	systems	will	
not	be	jeopardised	due	to	the	use	of	more	fertilisers	than	in	food	production.	If	necessary,	it	should	be	
possible	to	reinstate	the	land	for	food	production.

Biofuels	can	be	produced	efficiently	where	there	is	a	lot	of	sunlight	and	so	the	yield	per	unit	area	is	
many	times	as	much	as	in	the	Nordic	countries.	Unfortunately	this	often	requires	the	clearing	of	wild	
rainforest	for	the	intensive	cultivation	of	biomass.	Ecological?	In	addition,	those	cultivated	plants	are	
important	sources	of	food	in	areas	where	there	may	also	be	malnutrition.

For	example,	ca.	80%	of	the	ethanol	used	in	Sweden	already	comes	from	Brazil.	It	is	difficult	to	regard	
that	as	very	energy-efficient.	It	has	been	estimated	that	if	the	energy	sources	for	the	current	global	energy	
consumption	are	replaced	by	biomass	to	the	maximum	extent	that	can	be	achieved	according	to	current	
knowledge,	we	are	speaking	of	a	share	of	 less	than	10%.	Owing	to	the	growing	energy	consumption	
in	developing	countries,	the	total	consumption	of	energy	is	increasing,	not	decreasing.	Consequently,	
the	whole	energy	problem	cannot	be	solved	by	means	of	bioenergy,	even	though	it	is	a	good	addition.	
Transforming	waste	 into	bioenergy	deserves	to	be	supported.	However,	even	that	method	can	only	
replace	a	very	small	part	of	our	total	energy	volume.

Tarja	Cronberg	mentions	Denmark	as	an	exemplary	country.	As	regards	its	image,	it	is	true	that	
Denmark	is	a	model	country	in	respect	of	energy.	In	fact,	in	terms	of	its	emissions	it	is	much	worse	than	
Finland	because	most	of	its	energy	production	is	based	on	coal.	Not	even	in	a	country	like	Denmark,	
situated	advantageously	in	respect	of	wind,	 is	 it	possible	to	generate	more	than	only	a	small	part	of	
the	energy	required.

Cronberg	demands	subsidies	for	pellets	 in	the	same	way	as	 in	Sweden.	However,	restraint	 is	 in	
order	here	as	well.	The	heating	of	private	homes	(excluding	flats)	is	already	the	most	significant	source	
of	particle	emissions	in	population	centres.	The	efficient	purification	of	combustion	gases	would	be	
most	advantageous	in	power	plants	which	usually	produce	electricity	in	addition	to	heat.	As	regards	the	
environment	and	people’s	health	it	would	therefore	be	more	advantageous	to	favour	district	heating	than	
the	use	of	pellets	in	every	house.	Unfortunately	enough,	emissions	trading	does	not	favour	this	solution,	
as	power	plants	are	included	in	the	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	whereas	private	households	are	not.

Yet	it	is	worthwhile	to	promote	bioenergy	wherever	it	genuinely	replaces	fossil	fuels	and	does	not	
just	transfer	emissions	from	one	pipe	to	another.	During	its	EU	presidency,	Finland	would	take	a	big	
step	for	the	whole	of	Europe	by	bringing	up	those	contradictions	that	exist	in	the	EU	in	respect	of	the	
permit	procedures	for	biofuels	and	biomass:	There	are	countries	in	which	factories	cannot	utilise	the	
biomasses	generated	as	by-products,	even	if	they	replaced	fossil	fuels.	There	is	no	impediment	in	the	
legislation,	but	local	approving	authorities	do	not	grant	the	permit	or	they	make	the	permit	conditions	
impossible.	Examples	of	such	countries	are	the	Netherlands,	Italy	and	Spain,	sometimes	also	Finland.	In	
practice,	in	these	countries	this	kind	of	potential	biomass	is	either	buried	in	landfills,	where	it	generates	
methane	emissions,	or	taken	to	the	nearest	country	in	which	its	energy	utilisation	is	allowed	–	however,	
this	means	losing	the	required	transports’	worth	of	energy	and	greenhouse	gas	savings.

Eija-Riitta	Korhola	(the	National	Coalition	Party),	member	of	the	Environment	Committee	of	the	
European Parliament
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15.9  ARTICLE: AUCTIONING DOES NOT SOLVE THE PROBLEMS

Published: February 20, 2006
http://www.korhola.com/2006/02/huutokauppa-ei-ratkaise-paastokaupan-ongelmiavastine-osmo-
soininvaaran-mielipidetekstiin/	

Osmo Soininvaara	defends	(Helsingin	Sanomat	Jälkipeli	19.02.06)	the	EU	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	
and	demands	a	version	in	which	the	emission	allowances	are	auctioned.	Auctioning	would	remove	many	
of	the	current	problems	in	emissions	trading,	but	would	bring	many	new	ones.	It	would	bring	with	it	
the	same	effect	as	a	CO2	tax:	a	tax-type	fee	would	be	paid	on	every	tonne	of	emissions	generated	–	and	
the	aim	of	the	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	was	to	serve	as	an	alternative	to	taxes.	Covering	the	whole	
EU,	it	would	considerably	tax	companies	in	international	competition.

It	would	not	solve	the	windfall	profit	problem,	either.	Furthermore,	the	selling	price	of	emission-
free	forms	of	electricity	generation	would	unnecessarily	be	increased.

Soininvaara	claims	that	I	recommend	the	model	marketed	by	heavy	industry	instead	of	emissions	
trading.	The	reason	for	that	can	be	that	I	myself	have	presented	the	model	in	question	to	heavy	industry.	

The	steel	industry’s	problem	is	its	abundant	CO2	emissions:	steel	cannot	be	manufactured	without	
burning	coal	in	the	blast	furnace	process.	If	we	think	that	steel	is	nevertheless	needed	and	cannot	always	
be	replaced	by	something	else,	we	must	accept	the	share	of	the	process	emissions.	

There	are	huge	differences	 in	 the	emissions	of	 the	 steel	 factories	 in	 the	world.	 In	early	2002,	
employees’	representatives	 from	the	factories	of	Rautaruukki	and	Aesta	Polarit	came	to	Brussels	to	
describe	their	own	situation	and	showed	statistics	comparing	the	emissions	of	the	steel	industries	in	
various	countries.	The	emissions	of	the	Finnish	steel	industry	were	the	lowest	in	the	world,	close	to	the	
theoretical	minimum.	The	employees’	representatives	were	worried	that	if	emissions	trading	increases	
costs	and,	as	a	result,	their	jobs	will	be	removed	and	the	production	transferred	elsewhere,	the	polluters	
will	reap	the	benefits.

The	steel	 industry	wanted	to	be	excluded	from	emissions	trading	exactly	because	of	the	process	
emissions	in	question.	I	considered	the	matter	at	length	and	a	little	later	I	suggested	my	idea,	which	I	
then	called	the	theoretical	minimum:	the	directive	should	include	the	idea	that	in	certain	sectors	involving	
process	emissions,	only	the	portion	exceeding	the	theoretically	smallest	possible	process	emissions	
should	be	calculated	as	part	of	emissions	trading.	Thus,	instead	of	punishing	the	industry	in	question	
unreasonably,	the	system	would	reward	the	cleanest	operators	and	motivate	the	polluters	to	reduce	
emissions.	This	developed	in	my	mind	later	into	an	idea	of	sector-specific	theoretical	minimums,	and	I	
was	just	happily	surprised	to	hear	that	also	others	in	this	world	ponder	the	same	thing.

I	 agree	with	Soininvaara	 that	 there	must	be	mechanisms,	which	direct	 towards	 low-emission	
production:	if	steel	and	cement	can	be	replaced	by	wood,	the	system	must	encourage	doing	sp.	However,	
this	must	be	done	using	other	means	of	guidance	than	emissions	trading	–	it	is	too	crude	a	mechanism	
for that. 

When	speaking	about	what	does	not	function	and	what	is	unrealistic,	it	is	exactly	what	we	have	now	
in	ETS.	It	does	not	reduce	emissions,	it	involves	carbon	leakage,	it	does	not	attract	others	to	join	the	
front.	The	entire	Kyoto	Protocol	is	now	actually	dead,	and	it	is	necessary	to	get	new	models	to	replace	it.	

The	model	based	on	sectors	of	industry	is	founded	on	the	realism	that	the	world	needs	and	consumes	
certain	products,	such	as	paper,	steel	and	cement.	It	would	be	good	to	create	a	mechanism,	which	
motivates	producers	to	 improve	their	own	manufacturing	processes.	Even	if	 the	production	of	steel	
stopped	in	almost	all	developed	and	the	so-called	transition-economy	countries	because	 it	 is	“non-
ecological”,	there	will	always	be	some	corner	of	the	world,	which	will	meet	the	demand	for	steel.	It	is	
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difficult	to	 imagine	that	humankind	would	succeed	in	rapidly	terminating	the	demand	for	steel	and	
replacing	it	with	some	other	material.	

Of	course	it	is	possible	not	to	care	about	industrial	enterprises,	people’s	employment	and	the	needs	
of	the	real	world.	My	starting	point	is	more	pragmatic:	if	and	when	humanity	has	certain	needs,	which	
are	met	with	certain	products,	the	production	processes	must	be	as	clean	as	possible.

15.10  BLOG: AT THE NAIROBI CLIMATE CONFERENCE

Published: November 15, 2006
http://www.korhola.com/2006/11/nairobin-ilmastokokouksessa/	

This	story	is	about	arriving	too	late,	fumbling	about,	challenging	meeting	rooms,	wet	buttoms,	muddy	
toes,	dysfunctional	phones	and	incoherent	logistics.	However,	all’s	well	that	ends	well.

I	arrived	at	the	beautiful,	rainy	and	wonderfully	verdant	Nairobi	in	the	morning.	The	night	flight	
went	well,	no	disturbances,	which	means	that	apparently	I	had	slept.	The	difficulties	didn’t	start	until	
I	was	actually	at	the	destination.	The	battery	of	my	cell	phone	was	almost	dead	so	that,	after	arriving	
at	the	hotel,	I	decided	to	wait	a	little	longer	after	my	shower	to	charge	my	cell	phone	at	least	a	bit	–	
otherwise,	I	would	not	be	able	to	find	my	assistant	Miikka	or	my	other	colleagues.

But	–	I	hadn’t	remembered	the	adapter.	In	Kenya,	there	are	other	British	things	than	just	the	left	
hand	traffic:	those	awful	plugs.	I	called	the	hotel	reception	and	asked	for	an	adapter	to	be	brought	to	
my room. “Please wait a moment; we’ll get back to you.”	I	knew	immediately	that,	in	Africa,	I	would	
never	be	called	back.	And	they	didn’t.

The	 journey	to	the	meeting	place	took	quite	a	while.	“It is a puzzle,”	said	the	taxi	driver	as	he	
stopped	the	car	at	the	roadside.	I	already	began	to	get	a	little	worried	–	how	long	would	putting	together	
this	puzzle	take,	and	what	was	it	all	about,	anyway.	After	a	quarter	of	an	hour,	a	motorcade	appeared;	
perhaps	the	President	was	already	leaving	the	opening	ceremonies	of	the	climate	conference.	Then,	the	
ride	continued.	After	all,	I	had	left	the	hotel	in	good	time	and	was	now	happy	that	I	got	around	to	the	
first	briefing.	I	went	through	the	normal	routine	procedures	and	got	a	meeting	badge	around	my	neck.	
After	a	long	search,	I	finally	found	the	EU	pavilion	and	the	office	of	the	presiding	country,	Finland,	in	
the	last	corner	of	the	huge	conference	space.	On	my	way	here,	I’d	stepped	in	red	mud.	I	learnt	that	at	
the	Finnish	office,	one	could	get	their	phone	charged	–	there	was	trouble-free	euro	current	available.	I	
sat	down	on	the	wall-to-wall	carpeted	floor,	right	next	to	the	cell	phone	charging	point,	as	there	were	
no	free	chairs	anywhere	to	be	seen.	I	immediately	received	a	useful	piece	of	advice	to	get	up	and	find	
a	chair	somewhere,	as	there	had	been	a	flood	in	the	conference	space	and	the	floor	was	soaking	wet.	It	
definitively	was.	When	I	finally	got	my	phone	working,	Miikka	told	me	to	hurry	to	the	meeting.

So,	I	went	to	find	the	room;	it	took	quite	a	while.	I	ran	into	two	other	colleagues	,	who	had	the	same	
problem.	Miikka	called	and	gave	me	the	directions,	but	my	battery	died	again,	right	in	the	middle	of	the	
call.	After	some	fifteen	minutes	and	a	great	many	wrong	directions,	I	finally	found	the	Rhinoceros	room.	
But	–	nobody	was	there.	A	man	came	along	and	told	me	that	the	MEPs	convened	one	floor	below.	And	
exactly	there	they	weren’t,	but	after	another	quarter	of	an	hour	and	lots	of	asking	around	the	Crocodile 
room	was	found.	I	managed	to	attend	the	last	15	minutes.

The	time	for	the	 lunch	break	came.	After	 lunch,	an	optional	excursion	was	arranged	out	 in	the	
countryside,	but	as	I	had	skipped	the	malaria	medication,	I	really	thought	it	would	also	be	best	to	pass	
over	the	mosquito	swarms.	I	decided	to	go	back	to	the	hotel	and	write	a	column	(4	deadlines	this	week).	
I	finished	the	column,	sent	it	on	its	way	and	departed	to	the	conference	venue.	The	ride	of	25	minutes	
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now	took	a	whole	hour	and	the	evening	grew	dimmer.	When	I	finally	got	there,	a	little	late	I’m	afraid,	
I	was	really	annoyed	having	missed	a	good	ten	minutes	of	Enestam’s	and	Dimas’	brief.	Forget	it!	I	lost	
more	than	that,	because	the	electronic	security	guard,	checking	our	conference	IDs,	announced	on	
the	screen	that	Korhola’s	badge	is	INACTIVE.	“This is not valid. You had better leave and come back 
tomorrow. It’s/it is too late to do anything anymore.”

I	was	not	going	to	take	this.	I	insisted	that	they	must	find	somebody	who	could	help.	Finally	I	got	in,	
by	using	my	inactive	badge,	after	having	found	someone	who	assured	that	I	was	acceptable.	I	managed	
to	attend	the	last	15	minutes	of	the	briefing.

A	press	conference	followed	the	briefing.	Dimas:	we	have	already	achieved	a	lot.
Enestam:	The	EU	will	achieve	all	of	its	goals,	all	the	institutions	together,	the	Parliament’s	support	is	

of	vital	importance.	Dimas,	about	the	question	on	setting	pressure	on	the	US	to	play	along:	the	message	
from	the	US	is	quite	clear;	Kyoto	will	not	be	ratified.	The	US	will	increase	its	emissions,	whereas	the	EU	is	
only	one	percent	from	the	level	of	1990	when	speaking	about	the	aggregate	entity.	A	more	approachable	
path	in	regard	to	the	US	must	be	sought.	The	situation	in	the	US	is	changing	rapidly;	9	of	the	eastern	
states	practise	emissions	trading,	California’s	bill	is	also	important.	The	re-examination	of	the	Kyoto	
Protocol	will	be	discussed	during	these	days.

We	grilled	Enestam	and	Dimas	to	repeat	the	same	things	which	came	out	in	their	own	briefing.	I	
have	always	demanded	import	taxes	for	those	who	will	stay	out	of	the	battle	against	climate	change	–	
now	Dimas	and	Enestam	agreed	to	do	so.	Well,	perhaps	Dimas	formulated	it	a	little	bit	milder:	carbon	
tax	or	whichever	other,	we	will	analyze	both	its	advantages	and	disadvantages.

Oh	well,	at	 least,	 that’s	something.	I	am	happy	even	about	speculations,	because	the	pressure’s	
increasing.	But	actually	-	 that	 is	really	nothing.	The	analyses	will	 take	their	time.	And	what’s	more,	
emissions	by	China	and	India	cannot	be	touched	through	any	duties	as	the	Kyoto	sets	no	targets	for	
these	two.

And	besides;	we	can	be	happy	about	the	emissions	trading	practised	by	the	singular	states	of	the	
US.	But	to	harmonise	it	with	the	EU	system	will	take	its	time.	A	nasty	fact	for	the	competitiveness	of	the	
EU’s	emissions	trading	sector	will	be	the	3rd	period,	starting	in	2013	and	lasting	over	5	years,	perhaps	
even	15.	There	is	no	time	to	bring	any	other	partners	onboard	with	the	same	equitable	conditions.

All’s	well	that	ends	well:	in	the	evening,	we	went	out	for	dinner	to	the	most	splendid	place.	I	tried	
crocodile,	ostrich	and	a	camel	shin.	Yummy!

You	will	find	my	report	(in	Finnish)	on	the	results	of	this	unfortunate	climate	conference	in	the	
Theme of the Month. 

15.11  COLUMN: POLITICS, PLEASURE, REPENTANCE

Published: November 17, 2007
http://www.korhola.com/2007/11/politiikkaa-nautintoja-katumustaetela-suomen-sanomat/

The	EU’s	Energy	Commissioner	Andris Piebalgs	 is	said	to	have	forbidden,	 in	early	summer,	his	
Directorate	General	(DG)	for	Energy	from	finishing	the	Renewable	Energy	Directive	–	in	order	to	prolong	
the	pleasure.	At	that	time	Piebalgs	was	touring	the	Member	States	on	a	lap	of	honour	Al Gore-style	to	
celebrate	the	decisions	concerning	combating	climate	change	made	during	the	spring	EU	summit:	the	
decision	to	reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions	by	20%,	the	decision	to	make	energy	savings	of	20%	and	
the	decision	to	increase	the	share	of	renewable	energy	sources	to	20%,	and	all	this	by	2020.

“Please	 let	me	enjoy	this	moment!	When	we	get	to	the	actual	directive	and	the	burden-sharing	
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between	Member	States,	 the	 festive	mood	will	 fall	flat	and	the	quarrelling	will	start,”	Piebalgs	had	
admitted.	According	to	an	employee	in	the	DG,	the	Commission	is	living	a	farcical	drama:	renewables	
are	almost	a	religion.	Doubting	Thomases	have	been	shunted	to	other	 tasks,	and	only	studies	that	
strengthen	the	faith	in	the	miraculous	power	of	renewable	energy	sources	are	accepted.	“At	the	same	
time,	the	Commission	wants	to	preserve	the	Doha	Development	Agenda	and	agricultural	subsidies,”	
speculates a female civil servant.

This	spring	I	was	also	wondering	myself	about	the	Commission’s	triple	decision,	which	showed	a	
peculiar	interest	in	alliteration:	20/20	for	reductions,	20/20	for	savings,	20/20	for	renewables.	I	was	
thinking	about	whose	brain	had	been	picked	for	this	alliteration	had	come	from.	A	poet’s?	Hardly	an	
engineer’s,	anyway.

Reductions	and	savings	are	necessary	but	I	very	much	doubted	the	rapid	 increase	 in	the	share	
of	renewables	from	the	current	seven	per	cent.	It	is	only	the	decision-makers’	lack	of	knowledge	that	
made	the	big	promises	possible	–	therefore	I	regard	the	newly-converted	in	climate	policy	as	the	most	
dangerous.	Hydroelectric	power	is	virtually	being	utilised	to	its	capacity,	wind	power	has	its	limits,	and	
with	solar	energy	it	is	simply	not	possible	to	keep	up	with	the	speed.	So	the	only	option	left	is	logging.	

My	doubts	grew	stronger	when	I	participated	in	a	seminar	in	October,	in	which	the	joint	study	of	
the	management	consulting	firms	McKinsey	and	Pöyry	Consulting,	concerning	the	EU’s	possibilities	
of	reaching	its	targets,	was	published.	The	outcome	of	the	study	was,	to	be	frank,	depressing.	We	do	
not	have	technologically	available	means	to	reach	a	binding	target,	at	least	not	with	such	a	schedule.	
What	is	depressing	about	the	situation	is	that	we	can	nevertheless	accept	a	binding	target	but	through	
unsustainable	means:	by	excessively	logging	forests.

Rapidly	increasing	the	share	of	renewables	sounds,	no	doubt,	good	to	the	man	in	the	street,	who	
is	worried	about	 the	progress	of	 climate	change.	However,	 it	 is	 essential	how	 the	decision	will	be	
implemented.	The	most	depressing	paradox	would	be	one	in	which	the	projected	means	for	combating	
climate	change	actually	end	up	accelerating	the	greenhouse	effect.	That	can	happen	if	 the	target	for	
renewables	is	realised	primarily	by	using	wood.	The	European	forest	industry	estimates	that	it	would	
mean	increasing	logging	threefold	–	which	would	be	the	end	of	sustainable	forestry.

I	wonder	why	the	environmental	organisations	have	not	taken	up	battle	for	forests.	Why	do	they	
strain	out	the	gnat	and	swallow	the	camel?	Is	it	because	they	do	not	see	the	threat	because	there	is	the	
pious	environmental	mantra,	the	renewables,	in	the	background?

All	the	same,	the	figures	were	approved	this	spring,	and	there	will	hardly	be	political	humility	to	
admit	the	dangerous	nature	of	the	decision.	Certainly,	 the	target	of	10%	for	biofuels	should	also	be	
cancelled,	as	the	life-cycle	study	has	already	proved	the	serious	risks	involved	in	the	project.	Raimo 
Sailas,	Permanent	Secretary	of	State,	quite	correctly	stated	recently	that	if	the	negative	environmental	
impact	of	biofuels	were	taken	into	account,	they	should	be	taxed	more	heavily	than	petrol	and	diesel.	

What	is	needed	now	is	a	wise	strategy	to	avoid	the	destruction	of	our	forests.	The	status	of	peat	
must	be	reconsidered,	 fallow	land	must	be	harnessed	for	production,	 investment	subsidies	must	be	
applied	to	strengthen	the	status	of	wind	power	and	solar	energy,	energy	efficiency	must	be	increased	
not	only	in	consumption	but	also	in	its	production.	The	party	is	over	–	let	the	harsh	reality	of	everyday	
life	save	what	can	be	saved.

(Column	published	in	the	Etelä-Suomen	Sanomat	newspaper	on	17	November	2007)
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15.12  BLOG: FROM BALI – THE NUISANCE MUST BECOME  
  PART OF THE SOLUTION

Published: December 12, 2007
http://www.korhola.com/2007/12/balista-riesasta-pitaa-tehda-osa-ratkaisua/

Greetings	from	the	Bali	Climate	Change	Conference.	I	am	a	fixture	of	the	UN	climate	change	conferences,	
just	like	Satu Hassi	is	–	at	least	in	Buenos	Aires,	Montreal,	Nairobi	and	now	here	in	Bali	we’ve	both	
been,	together	with	Satu,	part	of	the	European	delegation.	This	year Riitta Myller	joined	our	group	
as	a	first-timer	so	that	the	Finnish	representatives	outside	the	Parliament	are	now	better	known	than	
ever	before.

I	didn’t	get	here	until	Wednesday,	a	day	later	than	most	of	my	colleagues,	as	the	sea	directive	was	
being	handled	on	Monday	in	the	plenary	session	and	I	was	the	rapporteur	of	my	group.	Unlike	my	
colleagues,	I	haven’t	mastered	the	jetlag	yet,	but	just	now	I	feel	quite	fine.	The	tiredness	comes	and	goes	
in	waves	and,	naturally,	the	humid,	30	degree	heat	does	not	make	it	any	easier.	The	time	difference	with	
Finland	is	some	six	hours	and	just	in	the	difficult	direction	-	to	the	east:	in	the	morning	it	is	difficult	to	
get	up,	whereas	in	the	evening	one	feels	like	staying	up	all	night.

Of	course,	Bali	 is	a	nice	and	exotic	place	for	a	climate	conference,	but	how	wise	was	this	choice	
really,	one	has	to	think	about	it	a	little	more	carefully.	A	very	important	aspect	of	the	offer	of	climate	
change	conferences	are	the	so-called	side	events.	These	are,	in	other	words,	the	various	discussions	and	
themed	panels	that	are	provided	alongside	the	actual	sessions.	At	the	moment,	they	are	not	so	popular,	
simply	due	to	the	heat.	I	am	sure	that	next	year	in	Poland	the	situation	will	be	quite	different	–	and	
perhaps	then	the	delegation	will	not	be	as	huge	(??!)	as	it	is	now.

In	my	opinion,	the	most	interesting	thing	here	is	the	well-organised	briefing	sessions,	provided	to	
us	MEPs	on	a	daily	basis	by	the	Commission	and	the	country	holding	the	EU	presidency.	The	presiding	
country	this	year	 is	Portugal	–	 last	year,	 in	addition	to	Commissioner	Dimas,	Finland’s	Jan-Erik 
Enestam	was	telling	us	how	the	negotiations	were	going.	Additionally,	the	day	was	filled	with	meeting	
various	delegations	or	organisations.

Today	also	Al Gore,	who	spoke	at	the	plenary	session	in	the	evening,	was	present,–	and	according	
to	what	I	heard,	he	was	not	a	cheap	speaker	by	any	means.	He	was	also	asked	to	speak	to	our	Temporary	
Committee	on	Climate	Change	of	 the	European	Parliament,	but	 the	plan	fell	 through	due	to	fiscal	
problems:		Gore	would	have	charged	some	half	a	million	dollars	for	his	speech.	We	just	could	not	do	
anything	but	gape.	I	really	don’t	know	how	much	Gore	charged	the	conference	for	his	presentation.	
Hopefully	this	man	has	at	least	some	kind	of	climate	fund	so	that	good	things	will	be	promoted.

I	asked	about	emissions	trading	in	the	briefing	session	of	the	Commission	and	Council,	since	we	
are	now	awaiting	a	new	revised	version	from	the	Commission	next	January.	At	the	same	time	as	I’ve	
harshly	criticised	the	present	form	of	emissions	trading,	I	have	to	say	that	I	am	pretty	much	relying	on	
its	new	version.	I	just	hope	that	we	will	not	be	too	disappointed.

In	fact,	emissions	trading	is	an	excellent	idea	and,	if	its	present	elements	that	distort	competition,	
could	be	corrected	or	cut	out,	it	could	even	be	part	of	the	solution,	also	in	regard	to	the	dilemma	of	
how	to	involve	the	US	in	combating	climate	change	again.	The	local	emissions	trading	systems	of	the	
US	would	be	hard	to	combine	with	the	European	system,	if	some	have	strict	emission	ceilings	while	
others	have	less	strict	ones.	On	the	other	hand,	if	the	basis	were	the	sector-specific	division	of	emission	
allowances,	based	on	best	practices,	the	trading	could	work	quite	justly.	In	the	global	economy,	sector-
specific	solutions	as	the	basis	for	emissions	trading	could	be	the	only	way	to	guarantee	an	equitable	
treatment	for	those	who	pollute	least	-	luckily	this	is	just	what	Vice	President	Verheugen	stated	right	
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before	the	Bali	Conference.	It	would	be	downright	stupid	to	continue	building	up	systems	which	“export	
polluting	and	import	unemployment,	isn’t	that	stupid”.

So,	I’m	now	eagerly	waiting	for	a	renewed	version.	A	colleague	of	mine	came	to	thank	me	for	my	
question	when	I	was	just	writing	this	blog,	and	he	confessed	to	having	earlier	disagreed	with	me	on	
the	emissions	trading	criticism	but	now	time	has	shown	that	I	was	correct.	I	was	the	first	one	in	the	
Parliament	to	start	talking,	for	example,	about	the	problems	with	windfall	profits	and	carbon	leakage,	
which	the	Commission	denied	completely	at	that	time.	They	will	not	do	it	again,	said	my	colleague.

This	warmed	my	heart,	even	though	I	was	already	boiling	in	the	sun.
Naturally,	 this	would	have	been	a	very	appropriate	ending.	But,	 since	 I’m	not	 that	naive,	 let’s	

translate	this	discussion	into	the	language	of	politics.	Of	course	I	understood	that	he	just	didn’t	show	
up	to	compliment	me.	Just	 like	so	many	others,	 this	gentleman	wants	to	become	the	rapporteur	of	
the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	and,	with	his	comments,	he	clearly	tried	to	hint	that	it	would	not	be	
worth	my	while	lobbying	against	this	option.	As	a	matter	of	fact,	I	hadn’t	done	it.	At	the	same	time,	
he’s	naturally	lobbying	to	the	others	that	this	task	should	not	be	assigned	to	me.	His	worry	now	is	that	
the	Commission	has	mentioned	me	as	a	possible	rapporteur,	because	they	are	aware	that	I	know	the	
ETS’s	(Emissions	trading	System)	details	very	well	and	it	is	now	high	time	to	get	some	results	before	
the	2009	elections.	It	is	also	the	same	year	that	the	Commission	will	change.

15.13  BLOG: RESULTS OF BALI

Published: December 15, 2007
http://www.korhola.com/2007/12/balin-tuloksia/

Greetings	again	from	the	Bali	Climate	Conference.	It	is	Saturday	afternoon.	According	to	the	programme,	
the	conference	should	now	be	over	but	it	hasn’t	finished	yet.	Being	wiser	from	past	experience,	I	reserved	
the	return	flight	for	much	later	so	that	this	time	I	would	be	able	to	attend	the	final,	prolonged	but	
crucial session.

Since,	honestly,	the	speeches	of	the	plenary	session	have	been	routine	and	a	total	waste	of	time.	All	
countries	address	the	meeting	with	the	same,	imperative	issues.	The	severity	of	the	problem	has	been	
established	and	Australia	has	been	praised	for	ratifying	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	Should	the	total	duration	
of	 the	applause	that	 the	Aussies	received	be	estimated,	 it	would	be	uncertain,	whether	45	minutes	
would	be	enough.

The	drama	of	the	last	session	was	increased	by	the	US	that	announced	first	that	that	it	can’t	join	the	
band,	as	well	as	China	that	demanded	apologies	when	accusing	the	plenary	session	of	having	intentionally	
started	its	session	at	the	same	time	as	the	minister	of	the	country	was	negotiating	somewhere	else.

However,	I	do	not	have	a	clear	enough	picture	as	to	who	should	apologise	to	whom	and	who	should	
be	embarrassed.	Apparently,	Indonesian	domestic	politics	has	confused	and	delayed	the	negotiations	
here,	as	its	two	ministers,	the	Minister	of	Foreign	Affairs	and	Minister	of	the	Environment,	could	not	
agree	on	their	roles	and,	therefore,	have	both	now	negotiated	on	their	own.	Yvo	de	Boer,	Director	of	
the	UN	Climate	Programme,	was	literally	quite	livid	(he	interrupted	his	short	comment	twice,	as	if	he	
could	not	express	himself	 in	words)	and	said	that	he	was	sorry	to	hear	that	negotiations	had	taken	
place	elsewhere.

There	were	also	heated	feelings	to	be	heard	in	the	speech	given	by	UN	Secretary-General	Ban	Ki-
moon.	He	confessed	to	being	disappointed	and	averse	to	the	achieved	results,	and	made	an	appeal	to	
utilise	the	last-minute	chances.	“Your	work	is	not	yet	over,”	he	appealed	to	the	negotiators.	“No	delegation	
can	push	through	everything	that	they	would	like,	so	please,	compromise	on	your	claims	for	the	sake	
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of	mankind.	I	appeal	to	you	to	make	the	necessary	decisions	now.”
The	speeches	of	other	countries	followed,	especially	those	of	developing	countries.	Several	comments	

lashed	out	at	the	US,	especially	as	the	developing	countries	thought	that	they	had	made	significant	
concessions.	Papua	New	Guinea	even	suggested	the	removal	of	the	US	from	the	conference:	“If	you	are	
not	willing	to	lead,	please	do	leave	and	get	out	of	our	way.”

At	last	the	US	expressed	its	approval	and	pointed	out	that	they	had	desired	efficient	and	successful	
climate	politics	all	the	time.	The	US	wanted	a	whole	new	framework,	a	road	map,	which	would	enable,	
in	the	long	run,	efficient	greenhouse	gas	reductions	by	2050.	The	US	assured	the	conference	that	it	was	
striving	for	measurable	and	reportable	goals	and	for	such	qualitative	reduction	objectives	that	take	the	
economic circumstances into consideration.

A	great	deal	of	applause	and	relieved	feelings	followed	this	announcement.
Therefore,	the	Bali	Conference	decided	to	start	new	two-year	negotiations	on	a	more	extensive	global	

climate	change	agreement.	The	deadline	for	these	negotiations	was	set	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference	
in	2009.	The	new	negotiation	track	would	include	the	US	and	the	developing	countries,	which	are	not	
obliged	by	the	present	Kyoto	Protocol	to	perform	any	kinds	of	emissions	restrictions.

How	should	this	be	interpreted?	The	news	is	good	but	ideal.	In	my	opinion,	the	EU	was	wise	to	
not	insist	on	the	quantitative	reductions	objectives	(some	25	to	40%	were	discussed),	as	otherwise	it	
would	not	have	been	possible	to	get	the	US	further	involved.	From	the	point	of	view	of	the	final	result,	
it	is	much	more	effective	that	the	US	is	still	involved	even	more	than	if	only	a	small	selected	group	of	
countries	had	continued	with	its	one-sided	restrictions	and	managed	to	cover	just	a	fourth	of	all	emissions.

However,	the	truth	is	that	the	EU	still	continues	its	one-sidedness,	at	least	for	the	time	being.	The	
intention	is	to	get	back	to	the	quantitative	emissions	restrictions	in	the	later	negotiations.	In	other	words;	
unfortunately	China,	India	and	the	US	all	remain	open	and	we’ll	see	when	it	is	that	these	countries	take	
on	similar	obligations	as	the	EU	already	now	has.

Therefore,	positive	greetings	from	Bali	–	with	some	reservations.
P.S.	A	piece	of	news	also	reached	Bali:	Bob	Geldof,	our	rock	star	who’s	also	known	as	a	fighter	

against	poverty,	demands	more	nuclear	power	in	the	world	in	order	to	combat	greenhouse	effects.	In	
his	opinion,	other	measures	will	not	be	enough	and	he	describes	the	use	of	renewable	energy	sources	as	
“Mickey	Mouse	means”	for	curbing	climate	warming.	Geldof	is	prepared	to	meet	wide-scale	opposition,	
but	still	states	that	neither	wind	nor	water	power	is	a	long-term	sustainable	solution.

I	wonder	if	Geldof	really	knows	how	intense	the	feedback	will	be	concerning	his	statements.	He	will	
have	to	face	a	group	of	people	who	are	immediately	ready	to	forget	and	throw	away	all	the	good	things	
that	this	man	has	ever	said	or	done.	Nuclear	power	is	a	matter	of	faith,	it	still	arouses	heated	feelings	
and	its	supporters	are	being	demonised	-	I	know	this,	I	have	experienced	it	myself.

A	 funny	 thing	was	 that	 the	news	 from	YLE	ended	with	 an	uncritical	 comment	 “According	 to	
environmental	organisations,	nuclear	power	pollutes,	and	is	dangerous	and	expensive”.	It	 is	 funny,	
because	nuclear	power	practically	does	not	pollute	at	all;	according	to	the	statistics,	it	is	clearly	the	most	
secure	and	inexpensive	form	of	energy	production	when	compared	totally	to	the	other	alternatives.

15.14  BLOG: ON BALI AND PRADA

Published: December17, 2007
http://www.korhola.com/2007/12/balia-ja-pradaa/	

More	greetings	from	the	Bali	Conference.	I	really	haven’t	had	time	to	read	other	newspapers	than	the	
Jakarta	Post,	but	my	impression	is	that	the	negotiations	are	being	described,	with	some	reservations,	
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in	a	positive	way:	the	world	moved	forward.	Especially	those	actions	that	will	now	be	directed	towards	
preventing	forest	depletion	are	a	positive	development	when	looking	at	the	matter	from	the	point	of	
view	of	combating	climate	change.	Did	the	EU	receive	good	news	regarding	the	level	playing	field	is,	
however,	a	completely	different	ballgame.	For	the	time	being,	nothing	points	to	that	direction.	We	will	
continue	alone	and	bravely.

The	treaty	does	not	mean	that	the	US,	Russia,	Japan	and	Canada	would	have	promised,	through	
the	Bali	roadmap,	to	restrict	their	absolute	emissions.	Neither	has	China,	India	nor	Brazil	done	so.	No	
quantitative	commitments	with	regard	to	restrictions	have	been	made.	But	let’s	live	in	hope	that	this	
will	happen	soon	enough.

In	Bali,	I	received	a	draft	of	the	reviewed	version	of	the	guidelines	of	emissions	trading	from	Jos 
Delbeke,	the	architect	of	the	emissions	trading	system.	The	new	version	will	demand	an	acquisition	
obligation	 regarding	 import	 of	 emission	 allowances	 for	 imports.	 So,	 the	 Commission	 has	 at	 last	
acknowledged	the	worry	about	carbon	leakage	to	be	founded.	That	is	a	good	thing,	as	the	Bali	Roadmap	
will	not	undo	this	idea	at	least	for	a	while.

I	am	now	on	my	way	home,	over	Singapore	and	London	back	to	Helsinki.	I	am	writing	this	on	a	
plane,	sitting	in	a	cramped	tourist	class,	where	limbs	go	numb	and	prevent	one	from	sleeping	soundly.	
Singapore	Airlines,	even	if	it	is	a	renowned	company	(this	is	THE	company	which	provides	the	suite-
class	with	a	private	suite,	and	couples	or	those	who	claim	to	be	such,	with	a	double	bed),	has	no	wireless	
Internet	like	Lufthansa.	I	will	have	to	wait	till	the	morning	in	London	to	update	my	homepage.

I	still	have	to	tell	another	anecdote	from	Denpasar	airport,	even	though	those	who	have	decided	
that	Korhola	 is	a	shallow,	superficial	woman	will	now	receive	firm	support	for	their	belief.	Well,	so	
what,	 they	would	not	waver	from	their	belief	even	if	I	were	to	write	an	article	on	Kant’s theory of 
knowledge,	the	effects	of	the	linear	concept	on	the	technological	revolution,	the	distorting	effects	of	
the	emissions	trading	competition	or	on	early	existentialism	in	Dostoyevsky’s	production.	Or	just	
simply	on	suffering,	if	these	that	I	have	previously	mentioned	are	seen	as	being	only	a	gimmickry	of	
words	–	which	they	are	naturally	not.

It	will	not	help,	because	I	have	actually	written	on	these	subjects.
But	–	from	this	useless	whining	to	the	anecdote:	There	was	a	Prada	store	at	the	airport.	I	actually	

do	not	favour	Prada	handbags,	as	there	are	too	many	of	them	and	copies	of	these	around	the	world,	but	
I	set	my	eyes	on	a	very	attractive	looking	black	smocked	leather	bag,	light	as	a	feather,	and	remembered	
that	my	youngest	daughter	had	quite	a	slew	of	special	days	coming.	The	handbag	was	not	very	cheap,	
around	400	US	dollars,	but	my	daughter	is	very	dear	too.	Just	to	be	on	a	safe	side,	as	I	remembered	
minister	Tanja	Karpela’s	Prada	scandal,	I	started	to	dig	up	a	certificate	of	authenticity	from	the	inside	
of	the	bag	and	asked	the	salesperson	where	I	would	find	such.	“Madam,	there	is	no	guarantee	about	
that”,	said	the	salesperson	in	the	Prada	authorised	shop	and	bowed,	hands	together,	“this	has	been	
manufactured	by	the	Indonesian	license.	There	is	no	certificate	of	authenticity.”

I	cast	the	bag	aside,	as	I	didn’t	want	to	get	in	a	similar	kind	of	spin	as	Karpela	has	been	thrown	into	
and	I	am	not	even	sure	what	‘manufactured	by	a	license’	means.	You	see,	I’m	not	one	of	these	women	
who	would	have	had	the	time	and	energy	to	delve	deeper	into	the	semiotics	of	these	bags.	I	can’t	see	
any	difference	between	the	real	and	the	fake	one,	like	some	who	can	already	recognise	a	fake	from	afar	
just	by	a	quick	look	at	the	rivets	of	the	logo	and	I’m	not	even	ashamed	of	this.

I	just	told	this	story	out	of	pure	sympathy.	It	could	be	quite	possible	that	Karpela	was	speaking	the	
truth.	Maybe	she	really	bought	her	bag	from	a	shop	and	not	at	all	from	a	street	peddler,	bags	set	on	an	
African	cloth	over	the	asphalt,	and	perhaps	she	did	pay	more	than	enough	for	it.	If	the	MEPs	have	no	
time	to	more	thoroughly	scrutinise	the	secrets	of	bag	markets,	how	could	a	minister	have?	Therefore;	
Tanja	the	brave,	I	wish	you	all	the	best	–	for	everything.

Another	anecdote.	In	my	Saturday	blog	I	told	you	about	Yvo	de	Boer’s	strong	emotional	outburst	at	
the	conference.	I	read	in	Sunday’s	Jakarta	Post	that	de	Boer	was	annoyed	by	other	things	as	well,	apart	



343

Climate Change as a Political Process

from	just	the	double-dealings	in	the	technicalities	of	the	negotiations.	He	fretted	that	during	all	this	
hassle,	he	had	lost	his	new	glasses	somewhere	within	the	conference	space.	We	realised	that	the	glasses,	
which	we	had	found	with	Atte	were	most	probably	Yvo’s.	As	we	had	stood	outside	the	conference	hall	
at	a	coffee	stand,	Atte	picked	up	a	pair	of	glasses,	which	were	hidden	halfway	under	the	table	and	had	
lost	an	earpiece	–	maybe	someone	had	already	stepped	on	them.	We	took	the	glasses	to	the	personnel’s	
office	–	hopefully	Yvo’s	world	will	soon	become	clearer.

15.15  BLOG: ELECTRICAL THEORY FOR BLONDES AND  
  BRUNETTES

Published: January 1, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/01/sahkooppia-blondeille-ja-bruneteille/

I	was	 in	Oslo	 last	weekend,	 leading	the	annual	meeting	of	 the	First	Step	Forum	which	focuses	on	
religious	tensions.	For	the	time	being,	I	will	continue	as	the	chairwoman	of	this	organisation.	We	also	
met Kjell-Magne Bondevik,	the	former	Prime	Minister	who	is	now	the	leader	of	the	Oslo Center 
for Human Rights.	We	spent	five	hours	brainstorming,	during	which	we	noticed	that	we’re	interested	
in	the	same	issues.	And	why	ever	not!	The	world	is	not	the	same	anymore.	The	tension	between	the	
communist	and	western	world	has	turned	into	a	tension	between	Islam	and	the	West.	It	means	that	
there	are	new	things	to	be	learnt	and	considered	within	politics.

While	in	Oslo,	I	received	a	really	astonishing	piece	of	news	from	my	party’s	news	service:	according	
to	my	colleague	Riitta Myller,	Finland	could	increase	the	production	volume	of	wind	energy	to	the	
level	of	nuclear	power	by	2020	and	this	could	even	happen	profitably,	which	means	that	there	would	
be	no	trickeries	with	the	feed-in	tariffs.

I	was	quite	sure	that	someone	had	totally	misunderstood	something.	Was	it	the	journalist	or	the	
MEP	herself?	I	looked	in	the	Aamulehti	newspaper	for	the	news	and	there	it	was:	she	thought	that	the	
wind	power	capacity	could	be	increased	to	2000	megawatts	by	2020.	It	could	be	possible,	but	only	with	
the	strictest	supportive	means.	This,	however,	does	not	mean	that	we	would	reach	the	same	level	as	we	
have	with	nuclear	power	when	measured	with	the	quantity	of	elecricity	to	be	extracted.

We	laymen	–	if	we	are	not	exact	–	will	often	get	mixed	up	with	the	electric	power	that	is	represented	
by	kilowatts	(kW)	and	megawatts	(MW),	and	electrical	energy,	which	is	referred	to	by	megawatt-hours	
(MWh)	or	terawatt-hours	(TWh).	These	two	things	are	not	the	same.

Or	should	I	explain	this	 in	words	of	one	syllable:	what	 if	we	use	some	descriptive	 terms,	such	
as	dwarf	electricity,	giant	electricity	or	other	similar	kinds	of	terms?	And,	should	we	describe	power	
(MW)	through	a	horse	that	is	asleep	and	therefore	cannot	work,	and	energy	(MWh)	through	a	horse	
that	snorts	and	is	working...

On	the	other	hand,	engineers	will	most	certainly	be	very	depressed,	if	an	experienced	parliament	
representative	is	only	able	to	understand	these	concepts	if	they	are	presented	at	this	level.	No	wonder	
then	that	the	energy	policy	of	the	EU	is	exactly	the	way	it	is.

On	Monday	morning,	I	checked	the	facts	in	the	article	and	really	–	there	it	was,	Myller	has	mixed	
up	megawatts	and	megawatt-hours	in	her	report:	she’s	talking	about	capacity,	together	with	megawatt-
hours in the same sentence.

So	what	is	wrong	with	Myller’s	estimation?	The	fact,	for	example,	that	it	does	not	make	any	sense	to	
increase	wind	power	to	the	same	level	as	nuclear	power,	if	we	don’t	talk	about	the	electricity	quantities	
that	will	be	produced.	There	is	no	use	comparing	the	power	of	different	production	forms	with	each	
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other,	it	is	merely	a	conjuring	trick.
The	problem	is	that	the	blow-dryers	of	both	Riitta	and	myself	are	not	just	functioning	on	nominal	

electric	power,	but	electric	energy.	Riitta’s	estimation	concerning	Finland’s	wind	power	capacity	(2000	
MW)	does	not	generate	more	electric	energy	than	just	about	5	terawatt-hours	(TWh)	per	year.	This	
would	be	less	than	a	fourth	of	the	electricity	that	is	generated	by	nuclear	power	at	the	present	time.

Currently,	 the	 capacity	of	nuclear	power	 in	Finland	 is	 2700	MW.	With	 this	 capacity,	Finnish	
nuclear	power	plants	generated	about	22.5	TWh	of	electric	energy	in	2007,	which	is	a	4.5-fold	amount	
in	comparison	to	the	yield	of	the	visionary	wind	power.	When	the	next	Finnish	nuclear	power	plant	
(Olkiluoto	3)	will	be	completed	in	2010,	the	amount	of	electric	energy,	generated	annually	by	Finnish	
nuclear	power,	will	comprise	ca.	35	TWh,	which	again	is	a	7-fold	amount	compared	to	Myller’s	vision.

Therefore,	it	would	be	wise	to	take	a	closer	look	at	those	electricity	quantities	which	each	type	of	
power	plant	produces,	and	not	just	at	nominal	electrical	power.	Different	types	of	power	plants	are	in	
operation	for	different	periods	of	time	per	year	and	the	modest	utilisation	period	of	the	maximum	load	
concerning	wind	power	must	be	taken	into	consideration	in	calculations.	The	utilisation	period	of	the	
maximum	load	of	wind	power	may	amount	to	2500	hours	per	year	and	the	utilisation	period	of	the	
maximum	loads	of	nuclear	power	has	always	been	at	least	8000	hours	per	year	in	Finland.

Even	if	 this	went	one	better,	and	besides,	 the	substantial	100	MW	of	Finnish	wind	power	were	
increased	to	29	000	MW	by	2020,	it	would	still	be	a	far	cry	from	the	electricity	production	numbers	
that	are	achieved	by	nuclear	power.

However,	herewith	I	state	that	I	sincerely	support	the	increase	in	wind	power.	But	it	must	be	based	
on	a	realistic	concept	of	wind	power’s	possibilities,	and	not	on	any	fantasies.

Here, in conclusion, is a short lesson for all blondes and pro-blondes:	The	annual	
production	(ca.	8	000	000	MWh	=	8	TWh)	of	a	nuclear	power	plant	of	1	000	MW	(=megawatts)	would	
require	about	a	thousand	3	MW	wind	turbines	that	are	100	metres	high	with	a	rotor	diameter	of	100	m	
–	in	addition	to	this,	another	problem	that	should	be	solved	would	be	the	reserve	power.	Or	alternatively,	
220	000	truckloads	of	peat	or	a	1	500	km	long	and	10	m	high	pile	of	firewood.	As	for	nuclear	power,	
only	one	truck	would	be	required	to	transport	the	respective	amount	of	fuel.

Power	units	may	be	turned	into	electrical	energy	units,	if	the	capacity	of	the	power	plant	is	multiplied	
by	its	utilisation	period	(i.e.,	1000	MW	*	8000	hours).	1	terawatt-hour	is	a	million	(1	000	000)	megawatt-
hours	(MWh),	which	is	a	billion	(1	000	000	000)	kilowatt-hours	(kWh).

15.16  COLUMN: NOW IT STARTS

Published: 24.01.2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/01/nyt-se-alkaanykypaiva/

The	European	Commission’s	Climate	and	Energy	Package	has	been	awaited	 like	the	seventh	Harry	
Potter	 in	the	EU	circles.	When	it	was	finally	published	on	Wednesday,	the	fans	probably	got	 locked	
up	to	read	in	their	chambers,	and	now	is	the	time	to	drag	out	the	matter:	“How	did	this	happen?”	The	
Commission	did	give	some	more	pre-information	than	Rowling,	and	as	a	columnist	I	am	writing	only	
based	the	publishing	deadline.

Always	when	the	Commission	prepares	an	important	legislative	proposal,	intended	leaks	are	part	
of	the	practice.	The	gradual	distillation	of	information	benefits	all	parties	-	it	is	advantageous	for	the	
Commission	when	the	most	devastating	feedback	is	received	informally,	and	thus	partially	saving	the	
institution	 from	face	 loss	and	 it	also	gives	 the	possibility	 to	correct	some	of	 the	defects	before	 the	
publishing.	For	the	other	parties,	it	is	fruitful	to	receive	informal	data	and	also	to	get	an	opportunity	
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to	lobby	for	the	final	draft.	The	leak	also	enables	certain	types	of	double	agendas	for	the	Commission:	
“We	do	care	about	this	matter	even	if	it	may	not	be	in	the	final	version”.

In	any	case,	this	Energy	and	Climate	Package	is	probably	the	most	important	legislative	proposal	
during	this	electoral	term	from	Finland’s	point	of	view.	Especially	the	country-specific	burden-sharing	
for	renewable	energy	and	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive’s	revision	are	significant	for	Finland’s	energy	
sector	and	its	basic	industry.	Even	if	the	Finns’	heavy	carbon	footprint	has	been	proven,	it	needs	to	be	
said	that	our	production	is,	in	terms	of	its	cleanliness,	among	the	world’s	best.

Last	week	the	MEPs	of	the	National	Coalition	Party	(Kokoomus)	reminded	in	unison	that	Finland	is	
already	now	the	number	one	among	the	EU	Member	States	in	the	exploitation	of	renewable	energy	and	it	
exceeds	briskly	the	desired	goal.	A	heavy	additional	reduction	burden	following	a	strict	timetable	would,	
at	its	worst	drive	Finland	into	a	vicious	circle	in	which	our	prior	achievements	would	be	endangered,	
too.	By	expressing	these	things	we	took	a	stance	on	Hassi’s	and	Myller’s	criticism	that	the	government’s	
attempt	to	minimise	Finland’s	share	was	inappropriate.

The	scolders	also	retain	their	belief	in	wind	power,	the	capacity	of	which	Myller	believes	could	be	
lifted	from	the	current	100	megawatt	to	the	capacity	level	of	nuclear	power	by	the	year	2020.	Also	this	
had	to	be	corrected:	the	 juxtaposition	is	not	fair	 if	one	does	not	understand	the	difference	between	
the	rated	power	of	the	plant	and	the	electric	energy	it	produces.	The	electric	energy	produced	by	wind	
energy	is	only	a	fourth	of	the	output	generated	by	a	nuclear	reactor	of	the	same	power	capacity.	2000	
MW	of	wind	power	would	produce	around	five	terawatt	hours	(TWh)	per	year	in	Finland.	The	Finnish	
nuclear	power	capacity	is	now	2,700	MW.	Last	year,	it	produced	around	22,5	TWh.

Some	reporters	thought	that	we	were	just	being	nasty	because	of	Myller’s	press	release’s	lapse,	in	
which	kilowatts	and	kilowatt-hours	were	mixed	up,	and	which	was	corrected	by	Myller	herself	afterwards.	
And	that	would	have	been	heartless,	indeed,	everyone	makes	careless	mistakes.	Her	actual	mistake,	the	
aberration,	she	did	not	correct,	however.	And	that	was	exactly	the	problem:	lights	are	not	lit	by	means	
of	installed	capacity,	but	rather	by	means	of	energy	derived	from	real	production	of	electricity.	But	how	
much	does	rated	power	excite	the	Finnish	mind?

(Column	published	in	Nykypäivä	24	January	2008)

15.17  BLOG: ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ARE FINALLY  
  BECOMING POLITICAL

Published: February 12, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/02/vihdoinkin-poliittista-environmental-issues-are-finally-getting-
political/

The	life	of	an	MEP	also	entails,	besides	lunches	and	dinners	-	speeches	at	lunches	and	dinners.	I’ve	
always	liked	lunch	speeches	in	particular,	as	then	I	can	save	myself	from	eating	too	heavily	-	something	
that	I’ve	never	liked	doing	in	the	middle	of	the	day.	In	this	profession	it	pays	off	to	be	a	salad	eater	
during	daytime,	since	it	is	very	difficult	to	avoid	eating	evening	meals.	In	politics,	it	is	normal	to	gain	
at	least	one	kilo	per	year	and	there’s	no	need	to	wonder	why.

Today,	I	attended	an	event	which	was	hosted	by	Eurelectric,	and	gave	a	speech	on	the	new	climate	
and	energy	package.	Below	is	my	message	to	the	audience.	I	wrote	my	speech	during	a	flight	back	to	
Finland	from	Madrid,	where	I	attended	a	climate	conference	on	Friday.	When	I	recalled	the	seminar	
discussions	later	on,	I	realised	that	something	is	really	changing	in	the	field	of	climate	and	environmental	
policy.	Here’s	my	theory	on	what	has	changed.
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Ladies	and	gentlemen
I	would	like	to	begin	without	being	nostalgic	but	rather	to	be	positive	about	what	we	have	today	

and	in	the	future.	After	all,	nostalgia	is	not	so	good	as	it	used	be	in	the	old	days.
I	must	say	I	do	feel	a	bit	like	a	wind-turbine	on	a	nuclear	power	plant	site	–	everyone	knows	why	

I’m	here	but	they	don’t	expect	much	from	me.	I	hope	I	can	surprise	you.
I	find	this	moment	very	interesting,	especially	as	a	politician	who,	for	many	years,	has	been	wrestling	

with	energy,	climate	and	environment	policy	whilst	keeping	an	eye	on	the	EU’s	competitiveness	in	global	
markets.	During	these	many	years,	this	portfolio	appeared	to	be,	at	 least	for	most	of	my	colleagues,	
something	rather	unfashionable.	All	too	technical	with	no	votes	at	election	time	perhaps.	You	know,	I	
was	never	sure	if	they	felt	pity	for	me	or	were	just	pleased	that	I	left	them	with	the	really	sexy	stuff	like	
the	Constitutional	Treaty	or	straightness	criteria	for	cucumbers.

Well	yes,	it	might	be	a	thankless	task,–	but	someone’s	got	to	do	it.	Why	was	it	considered	even	less	
interesting	than	the	Constitution?	Because	it	was	so	hopelessly	simple.	–	NGO´s	just	told	the	people	
how	the	things	are	and	politicians	just	implement	their	advice.	Therefore,	environmental	politics	was,	for	
many	years,	considered	something	quite	easy,	even	light,	almost	“flat”.	In	the	governments	this	portfolio	
was	considered	alongside	culture	or	gender	related	issues	-	to	put	it	frankly,	soft	issues.	In	my	country	
environmental	issues	were	always	externalised	for	the	greens	–	big	parties	thought	that	this	is	their	case	
anyway,	let	them	handle	it,	it	is	a	harmless	deal	when	those,	many	of	them	former	communists,	who	
had	lost	their	kingdom	after	the	collapse	of	Soviet	Union,	concentrate	on	this	rather	minor	nitpicking.

Therefore,	climate	and	environmental	policy	has	until	recently,	been	dominated	by	the	political	
approach	and	the	political	emphasis	of	the	green	movement.	It	is	only	really	in	the	last	year	that	climate	
change	issues	rocketed	to	the	top	of	the	international	political	agenda	with	a	huge	velocity,	that	things	
have	radically	changed.	I	am	not	in	the	political	margin	anymore.	Every	week	I	get	many	invitations	to	
seminars	and	panel	debates.	Finally	my	portfolio	is	getting	political	–	even	fashionable.

We	begin	to	see	that	perhaps	the	green	approach	is	not	the	only	possibility.	Maybe	the	earth	is	
beginning	to	choose	its	own	friends.	In	my	political	family	I	am	the	one	who	has	been	privileged	to	
set	out	and	guide	our	climate	policy.	The	European	Peoples	Party	just	adopted	in	its	bureau	meeting	
in	Madrid	last	week	our	first	comprehensive	climate	report,	for	which	I	was	responsible.	Now	we	start	
seeing	that	swallowing	the	green	agenda	is	not	enough	–	it	is	sometimes	even	dangerous,	because	it	
is	a	top-down	approach,	 it	 is	bureaucratic,	 it	 is	stiff,	and	it	 is	based	on	scarcity	and	limitation.	The	
time	has	come	to	shake	the	paradigms	of	environmental	politics	and	climate	politics	especially:	from	
the	politics	of	limitation	to	the	politics	of	possibilities.	From	dogma	to	do	more!	My	glass	is	not	half	
empty	–	it	is	half	full!

What	do	I	mean	by	politics	of	limitation?	Over-regulation	for	instance.	If	I	 look	at	the	bunch	of	
legislation	we	have,	supposedly	to	tackle	the	climate	change,	I	am	afraid	that	I	see	plenty	of	good	will	
but	not	enough	good	skill.	One	reason	lies	behind	the	former	commission’s	addiction	to	directives:	
they	wanted	to	be	in	control	like	parents	of	the	European	family.	They	tried	to	achieve	greenhouse	gas	
reduction	by	various	legislative	measures,	such	as	directives	on	promoting	the	co-generation	of	electricity	
and	heat,	promoting	renewable	energy	sources,	 frameworks	for	water	policy,	energy	and	electricity	
taxation,	as	well	as	energy	services	and	end	of	use	efficiency,	and	many	others.

All	these	measures	had	similar	goals:	mitigating	emissions	and	increasing	energy	efficiency.	The	
problem	is,	however,	that	they	pursue	the	goal	with	overlapping	methods.

If	each	impact	on	another	is	not	taken	into	consideration,	it	will	create	double	burdens.	Cases	in	
point	are	emissions	trading	and	energy	taxation,	whose	purpose	was	to	include	cost	of	emissions	in	
the	end	price.	Or	the	fact	that	the	impact	of	emissions	trading	on	combined	heat	and	power	(CHP)	
was	not	considered.	Lack	of	coordination	between	the	different	Directorate	Generals	seems	to	gain	a	
considerable	and	embarrassing	role	in	European	legislation.

I	am	afraid	that	we	still	make	similar	mistakes.	Last	March	the	European	summit	adopted	three	
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20/20	decisions:	triple	20/20.	Did	anyone	other	than	me	wonder	at	the	rhyming	tone	in	their	decisions	
–	who	invented	them	anyway?	Rather	than	an	engineer,	I	am	afraid	it	might	have	been	a	poet.

Don´t	get	me	wrong.	I	completely	agree	with	the	decision	to	reduce	greenhouse	gases.	It	 is	the	
necessary	 target	we	are	having	anyway.	So	do	I	agree	with	 the	decision	on	energy	saving	and	eco	
efficiency:	we	desperately	need	that,	all	the	clean	megawatts	we	get.	But	I	have	huge	doubts	concerning	
the	decision	on	the	share	of	the	renewables:	20	%	-	how	come?	This	decision	was	not	about	the	targets	
anymore,	it	was	about	the	means.	And	I	am	afraid	that	this	decision	to	reach	this	binding	target	within	
such	a	short	time	frame	will	disturb	our	final	goal	to	reduce	the	greenhouse	gases.	Why?	Because	there	
is	a	genuine	risk	that	this	will	lead	us	to	aim	at	the	rule-book	rather	than	the	real	goal.	We	don´t	have	
the	necessary	technological	alternatives	available	yet.	There	is	a	risk	that	it	will	lead	to	unsustainable	
forestry	and	the	binding	target	will	be	reached	by	overloggings.	We	should	not	let	that	happen.

Another	problem	is	that	it	will	overlap	with	emissions	trading.	Why	not	let	it	do	the	job,	if	it	is	our	
most	important	tool	in	climate	policy,	as	they	say?	Emissions	trading	as	such	already	rewards	those	who	
invest	on	low-emitting	energy	sources	and	favours	renewables.	Why	to	disturb	that	effect	with	possible	
feed-in-tariffs	on	the	national	level	-	which	may	happen	if	we	try	to	accelerate	the	growth	of	renewables.

The	EU’s	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	(ETS)	has	been	our	most	 important	tool	 in	climate	policy	
since	2005.	It	is	a	brilliant	concept	in	theory	–	however	we	all	know	that	in	practice,	as	long	as	it	is	not	
a	global	system,	it	will	punish	the	energy	intensive	industries	competing	on	global	markets	–	that’s	all	
your main customers I think.

For	the	EU,	it	is	politically	important	to	take	the	lead	hoping	that	the	others	will	follow.	But	we	
know	that	our	unilateral	effort	reduces	our	competitiveness	in	global	markets	giving	the	advantage	to	
the	polluter.	There	is	a	risk	that	industries	will	simply	move	where	there	is	no	cost	for	emitting	CO2. 
This	is	‘carbon	leakage’

But,	a	pollution	shift	is	not	a	pollution	cut.
A	unilateral	EU	ETS	hits	the	energy	and	employment	intensive	industries	hardest.	So,	the	“polluter	

pays”	principle	becomes	a	“polluter	wins”	or	“polluter	relocates”	policy.	The	Commission	has	understood	
this	 risk	 -	Commissioner	Verheugen	 said	 recently	 that	 it	 is	 stupid	 to	 export	pollution	and	 import	
unemployment.

He	is	right.	We	must	devise	a	market-based	mechanism	that	caps	emissions,	rewards	those	who	
cut	them,	penalises	those	who	don’t	and	keeps	our	citizens	in	work.	This	is	the	triangular	dilemma	of	
energy	supply,	environmental	sensitivity	and	retaining	globally	competitive	industries	that	employ	our	
workforce.	In	the	revised	EU	ETS	Directive,	which	is	now	almost	in	our	hands,	we	have	to	do	some	
improvement	in	this	respect.	Maybe	the	ideas	that	the	commission	has	expressed	in	the	preliminary	
drafts	should	be	carefully	considered	-	 for	 instance,	emission	allowances	for	some	 ‘market-exposed,	
high	carbon-leakage	risk’	imported	goods.

I	also	welcome	all	the	possible	structures	that	allow	linking	the	EU-ETS	with	other	corresponding	
systems	outside	the	EU	–	provided	that	they	appear	one	day	soon.	Though	in	my	opinion	improbable	
within	the	timeframe	of	the	third	trading	period	(2013-2020),	the	EU	ETS	must	be	aimed	at	linking	
with	compatible	trading	schemes	based	on	e.g.	sectoral	 targets	 in	other	markets	so	as	to	develop	a	
common	basis	for	the	carbon	market.

Industrial	sector	specific	examinations	aimed	at	defining	the	theoretical	minimum	of	emissions	
for	a	tonne	of	production	would	provide	a	genuine	incentive	for	real	emission	reductions	anywhere	in	
the	world	as	this	system	would	reward	those	in	a	given	sector	with	the	lowest	specific	emissions.	The	
Emissions	Trading	Scheme	linked	up	together	with	this	kind	of	a	BAT-approach	(BAT	=	best	available	
techniques)	would	not	distort	the	markets	nor	give	a	competitive	advantage	to	the	polluter.

Already,	 the	International	Energy	Agency	supports	this	approach	and	some	large	energy	using	
sectors	such	as	cement,	steel	and	paper,	once	the	problem	to	define	their	energy	data	has	been	solved,	
have	taken	the	lead	to	prove	it	can	be	done.	We	have	little	time	left	in	our	mandate	to	do	it	-	certainly	
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no	time	to	indulge	in	the	political	dogma	that	has	prevented	any	real	progress	in	the	last	10	years.	We	
must	work	together	in	the	Parliament,	the	Commission,	the	Council	and	the	industry	if	we	are	to	succeed.

Most	of	all,	I	am	sure	you	would	agree	that	the	European	markets	need	stability	and	predictability.	
We	need	to	have	a	clear	price	for	carbon,	in	order	to	create	incentives	for	the	investment	that	the	EU	
energy	supply	sector	needs.

15.18  COLUMN: IN THE NEED OF A LITTLE BREAK?

Published: March 1, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/03/huilauksen-tarpeessaetela-suomen-sanomat/

Last	week,	Minister	Mauri Pekkarinen	contemplated	the	energy	discussion	that	is	taking	place	in	
Finland.	The	debate	started	in	Brussels	when	he	called	it	misguidance	to	think	that	Finland’s	energy	
needs	could	be	satisfied	by	“saying	no	to	additional	nuclear	power,	the	new	opportunities	of	peat	as	a	
transport	fuel,	as	well	as	additional	hydropower”.	

The	news	commentary	criticised	the	minister	 for	his	colourful	use	of	 language.	“Is	the	pressure	
becoming	too	rough?	Does	the	minister	need	a	break?	Did	he	get	a	teacher’s	fit?”	were	the	suggestions	
of	a	reporter	at	a	radio	broadcast	the	morning	after.	Pekkarinen,	in	his	turn,	wondered	why	he	is	not	
allowed	to	criticise	sometimes,	while	everyone	has	the	right	to	criticise	his	output.

Good	question.	The	problem	appeared	to	be	that	Pekkarinen’s	critique	was	directed	towards	an	
actor,	the	criticising	of	which	the	Finnish	journalist	circles	have	not	been	used	to.	Essentially,	he	was	
criticising	the	energy	agenda	of	environmental	organisations	and	the	fact	that	the	inconsistency	that	
presented	itself	had	not	been	questioned	for	pretty	much	anything.	“Slice-thinking”	drives	us		towards	
bankruptcy,	but	who	will	notice?

The	energy	rhetoric	of	environmental	organisations	and	the	Greens	feature	two	basic	mistakes.	The	
first	mistake	is	mixing	up	the	plant’s	capacity	factor	and	the	produced	electric	energy	that	is	derived	
from	it.	Recognising	the	difference	between	kilowatts	(kW)	and	kilowatt-hours	(kWh)	should	be	the	
first	requirement	for	an	honest	energy	discussion.

Would	the	citizens	not	deserve	to	know	that	the	amount	of	electricity	derived	from	wind	power	is	
about	a	fourth	compared	to	nuclear	power,	even	though	the	capacity	could	be	the	same	at	some	point	
in	the	future?

Another	mistake	is	the	inconsistency	of	the	arguments.	For	instance,	when	speaking	of	the	energy-
saving	potential	the	organisations	often	overestimate	the	energy	consumption,	which	leads	to	the	fact	
that	the	saving	potential	appears	higher	than	it	is	in	reality.	When	speaking	of	how	realistic	the	renewable	
energy	target	is,	the	same	number	suddenly	does	not	work	as	a	starting	point.	In	this	case,	the	rise	in	
energy	consumption	is	belittled	to	prove	that	the	renewable	energy	target	is	easily	achievable.	

Greenpeace	recently	explained	 its	anti-nuclear	stance	by	 the	 fact	 that	nuclear	power	produces	
electricity	only	and	90%	of	Finland’s	climate	emissions	are	caused	by	sectors	whose	emissions	cannot	
be	influenced	by	changing	energy	production	only.	However,	the	organisation	itself	does	not	apply	the	
same	logic	to	its	own	favourite,	i.e.	wind	power,	which	also	only	produces	electricity	-	whilst	using	an	
expensive	method	that	often	requires	the	use	of	the	polluting	regulating	power.

In	Europe,	the	decision-makers	are	used	to	rough	criticism	at	times.	It	is	a	right	and	reason,	because	
power	has	an	awkward	tendency	to	corrupt	its	bearer.	But	it	is	not	reasonable,	if	a	certain	kind	of	power	
is	not	recognised	as	power,	and	therefore,	no	watchdog	for	it	can	be	found,	either.	The	corruption	by	
power	becomes	ever	more	evident.
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The	phenomenon	is	at	its	strangest	when	in	society	a	party	is	born,	whose		truths	do	not	have	to	
be	checked	by	means	of	source	criticism,	and	whose	criticism	can	be	interpreted	as	almost	a	symptom	
of	a	burnout,	as	was	the	case	with	the	minister.	Or	as	happened	in	my	case:	fact-based	criticism	was	
followed	by	threats	of	organisations	to	show	my	name	in	a	negative	light.

 Jussi Tammisola,	Adjunct	Professor	of	Plant	Production	Sciences	recently	raised	the	issue	of	
the	special	position	of	environmental	organisations	in	the	EU,	which	he	considers	a	scary	lapse.	The	
views	of	the	scientific	community,	the	thousands	of	researchers,	academies	or	research	institutions	are	
not	even	asked	in	the	legislative	process	-	and	sometimes	when	they	are	asked,	they	are	not	taken	into	
account.	The	environmental	organisations	are	now	listened	to	as	if	they	were	scientific	experts,	even	
though	we	are	speaking	of	ordinary	citizens’	opinions.

The	fundraising	campaigns	of	the	organisations	would	also	require	a	critical	eye.	Recently,	Greenpeace	
International	publically	accused	Stora	Enso	for	buying	wood	from	illegal	logging	sites	in	Russian	Carelia.	
The	statement	needed	of	course	a	thorough	and	impartial	investigation,	because	the	customers	became	
worried.	This	cost	money.	Nothing	illegal	was	found.

Becoming	the	object	of	false	accusations	is	expensive	for	companies.	But	for	the	one	on	the	“right	
side”	the	wrong	denunciation	does	not	seem	to	cost	anything.	On	the	contrary:	donations	will	increase.	
It	is	astonishing	that	there	is	no	actor	in	society	that	tells	people	not	to	pay	their	monthly	support	sums	
or	not	to	bequeath	their	inheritance	to	organisations	that	give	false	and	erroneous	statements	for	the	
sake	of	publicity.	Donate	to	those	that	only	speak	the	well-documented	truth	when	reacting	to	defects.

(Column	published	in	Etelä-Suomen	Sanomat	1	March	2008)

15.19  BLOG: DIFFERING INTERPRETATIONS - WHAT REALLY  
  HAPPENED IN BALI

Published: March 14, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/04/tulkintaeroja-mita-balilla-itse-asiassa-tapahtui/

My	working	week	began	in	Vaasa,	where,	on	Monday,	I	attended	an	environmental	seminar	related	to	
house	construction	and	gave	a	speech	on	the	theme	concerning	the	challenges	behind	the	EU’s	climate	
change	and	energy	package.	The	science	magazine	Nature	included	an	article	in	this	month’s	issue,	which	
shows	that	the	emission	situation	is	much	worse	than	has	been	assumed:		the	carbon-intensity	of	the	
world	has	been	assumed	to	continue	decreasing	along	with	production	becoming	more	efficient:	more	
through	less.	The	basic	idea	of	this	is	that	even	though	emissions	will	increase,	the	production	itself	will	
be	carried	out	in	a	more	efficient	way,	and	this	is	actually	one	point	where	the	development	is	going	in	
the	right	direction.	Unfortunately,	along	with	the	strong	industrial	and	urbanisation	development	of	
China	and	India,	the	case	has	altered.	The	Science	article	put	forward	the	same	message	at	the	beginning	
of	this	year.	I	will	return	to	this	issue	a	little	later.

I	flew	to	Brussels	for	the	evening	to	attend	a	dinner	party,	during	which	the	discussion	continued.	
The	Finnish	participants,	Rautaruukki	and	Outokumpu,	among	others,	presented	their	own	points	of	
view	on	the	draft	directive	which	concerns	a	review	of	the	rules	for	emissions	trading.	This	is	really	my	
issue,	as	I	am	responsible	for	the	official	policy	of	my	group	that	deals	with	emissions	trading	within	the	
industrial	committee.	The	core	question	is	how	to	prevent	the	emissions	trading	system	from	punishing	
those	industries	that	are	highly	exposed	to	international	competition,	such	as	the	production	lines	of	
aluminium,	concrete	and	steel.	Expenses	ensuing	from	emissions	trading	cannot	be	added	to	the	world’s	
market	price	without	weakening	their	market	position.



350

15 Appendices

Satu Hassi,	who	came	to	the	dinner	party	later	in	the	evening,	was	one	of	those	who	were	willing	
enough	to	somehow	protect	these	competition-apt	fields,	but	free	emission	allowances	would	be,	 in	
her	opinion,	unwise	when	we	are	still	waiting	for	an	international	agreement.	The	energy-intensive	
production	would	therefore	receive	the	wrong	signal.

I	would	also	regard	this	as	wrong,	unless	the	free	emission	allowances	were	linked	to	the	efficiency	rate	
of	the	plants	in	some	way.	Naturally,	it	cannot	be	so	that	a	ferrochrome	production	that	is	emission-rich	
per	production	tonne	would	receive	the	same	allowances	as	some	other	production	line	whose	emissions	
are	close	to	the	theoretical	minimum.	I	have	supported	this	approach,	i.e.	the	sector-specific	efficiency	
observation,	for	the	last	eight	years;	in	fact	I	came	up	with	this	idea	after	meeting	the	representatives	
of	Rautaruukki.	Until	then,	I	hadn’t	heard	anybody	propose	this.	In	those	days,	I	named	my	idea	the	
emissions	trading	model	of	the	theoretical	minimum:		only	those	installations	with	emissions	exceeding	
this	level	should	have	to	buy	emission	allowances,	in	which	case	the	system	provides	an	incentive	for	
the reduction of emissions.

A	common	presumption	in	Hassi’s	argument	seems	to	be	that	the	EU	would	somehow	lead	the	
frontiers	of	climate	policy	and	 the	others	would	 join	 in	our	emissions	 trading	concept,	as	soon	as	
some	results	are	gained	from	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	of	2009.	I	am	afraid	that	just	this	
underlying	presumption	is	incorrect.	From	the	Bali	Conference	onwards,	we	may	very	well	claim	that	
the	focus	of	climate	policy	has	already	shifting	from	Europe	to	the	Pacific	Ocean.	The	US	is	about	to	
take	the	lead	in	climate	negotiations.

Hassi	did	not	believe	my	argument	–	“I	think	that	we’ve	been	at	a	different	conference”,	she	said.	
“I	mean,	the	US	was	booed	at.”	(I	myself	have	told	what	happened	in	Bali	 in	my	blog	dated	exactly	
four	months	ago.)

Exactly.	 It	 is	 so	 superficial	 to	 simply	 say	 that	 the	US	was	booed	at.	 It	 is	a	part	of	 the	climate	
conference	theatre,	which	is	part	of	the	game	for	the	environmental	organisations	at	least	–	the	casting	
of	bad	guys	and	heroes	already	took	place	ages	ago.	But	I	have	come	to	the	same	conclusion	as	Gwyn 
Prins,	professor	and	researcher	of	the	London	School	of	Economics.	The	US	left	the	conference	as	a	
winner,	because	it	got	what	it	had	wanted,	a	new	negotiation	track,	not	the	old	one	anymore.	It	was	the	
old approach that did not suit the US.

The	old	approach	that	was	applied	by	the	UN	secretariat,	Al Gore,	 the	EU	delegation	and	the	
British	government,	demanded	a	stronger	and	more	extensive	Kyoto;	in	other	words,	new	and	stricter	
emission	targets	that	are	tightly	bound	to	time	limits.	However,	this	approach	was	abated.	Ban	Ki-moon,	
the	Secretary	General	of	the	UN,	foresaw	this	and	his	return	to	the	podium	interrupted	the	conference	
for	the	second	time,	just	before	the	decision	was	to	be	made.	This	could	be	interpreted	as	his	wish	to	
clearly	separate	the	UN	view	from	the	general	decision	arrived	at	during	the	conference.

Japan	already	declared	its	stance	at	the	beginning	of	the	conference.	The	country	announced	that	
it	didn’t	want	to	tie	the	name	Kyoto	to	an	unsuccessful	diplomatic	strategy.	Japan	also	stated	that	it	
supported	the	continuation	of	the	Kyoto	Protocol	but	underlined	quite	clearly	that	the	continuation	of	
the	agreement	must	be	based	on	different	principles.

Canada	decided	to	support	Japan’s	policy.	This	 is	noteworthy,	as	Canada	has	ratified	the	Kyoto	
Protocol,	but	has	proven	to	be	unable	to	achieve	its	targets.	(Last	time	at	the	Montreal	Conference,	
Canada	reprimanded	the	US	for	remaining	outside,	but	as	the	journalists	quite	correctly	noted,	based	
on	Canada’s	increased	emissions,	it	is	an	even	worse	performer	than	the	US).

India	announced	that	 it	cannot	see	a	way	to	obtain	an	efficient	climate	policy	unless	the	US	is	
involved	and	leading	the	course	in	question.	India	declared	that	it	would	not	follow	a	climate	policy,	
if	the	US	was	not	involved.	As	for	China,	it	turned	down	the	EU’s	attempt	to	negotiate	behind	the	US’	
back.	This	was	part	of	the	EU’s	strategy,	which	attempted	to	pull	through	a	separate	agreement	with	
China.	Instead,	China	placed	itself	outside	the	UNFCCC	(the	United	Nations	Framework	Convention	
on	Climate	Change).	It	was	exactly	this	that	caused	the	tears	of	agony	for	Yvo	de	Boer,	the	Executive	
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Secretary	of	the	UNFCCC.	This	was	the	incident	that	I	described	in	my	blog	on	the	Bali	Conference.
Hassi	insisted	that	de	Boer	was	moved	to	tears	as	he	received	recognition.	It	was	not	like	that	at	all.	

I	was	there	myself,	in	the	session	hall,	and	saw	it	all.	Hassi	was	not	there	anymore.	Boer	was	particularly	
infuriated	by	the	negotiations,	which	had	been	conducted	outside	the	official	track,	behind	his	back.

Despite	the	one-sided	interpretation	of	the	European	media,	the	US	was	not	alone	at	all	in	its	opinion	
at	the	Bali	Conference.	The	US	departed	Bali,	stronger	than	we	Europeans	had	ever	wished.	Therefore,	
we	cannot	automatically	think	that	all	the	others	would	join	us	and	our	organisation	without	asking	
any	questions;	especially	if	our	organisation	is	a	model	which	has	been	handed	down	from	above,	i.e.	
patronising,	regulatory	and	bureaucratic.

If	there	is	a	chance	to	create	a	basis	for	an	international	emissions	trading	system,	I’ll	bet	that	it	
will	be	just	what	I	already	wanted	eight	years	ago:	efficiency-based	reviewing.	That	is	why	we	should	
choose the same direction.

15.20  BLOG: TRANSLATING DISCRETIONS

Published: June 30, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/06/hienovaraisuuksien-suomennoksia/

“Influential work doesn’t mean that the actors produce proposals for amendments, which serve to 
attenuate the phrasing on climate change and to oppose almost everything that has been done in order 
to protect the climate; in other words, Kyoto Protocol, emissions trading and renewable energy targets.”

My	colleagues	Sirpa Pietikäinen and Satu Hassi	ended	their	commentary	report	of	today	with	
this	sentence.	The	hint	seems	to	be	superficially	subtle	but	 in	plain	words	 it	means	that	Korhola	 is	
proposing	harmful	amendments.	And	also,	that	there	are	some	“correct”	things	which	will	be	performed	
in	order	to	protect	 the	climate:	 these	 include	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	emissions	trading	and	renewable	
energy	targets.	At	the	same	time,	there	is	a	resentful	undertone	that	Korhola	objects	to	exactly	these	
“correct”	things	to	do.

I	cannot	do	anything	else	but	just	thank	for	the	honour	and	acknowledgement.	This	says	it	all,	and	
even	confirms	my	efficiency.

However,	as	so	very	often,	the	truth	is	something	different	in	this	case,	too.	I	will	tell	you	now	how	
different	it	is.

I	really	toned	down	the	wording	in	regard	to	climate	change,	since	the	Parliament	wanted	to	“condemn	
the	attempts	to	make	the	results	of	studies	on	the	reasons	and	effects	of	climate	change	look	suspicious,	
unsure	or	questionable”.	I	wanted	to	attenuate	this	alarmingly	patronising	sentence;	in	fact,	I	wanted	
to	delete	 it	 totally,	as	 it	 is	always	very	risky	for	politicians	to	get	mixed	up	with	the	research	results	
of	scientists	and	their	interpretations	–	I’ve	justified	this	theme	more	specifically	in	my	speech	at	the	
plenary session.

And	yes:	I	object	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol	as	it	is	ineffective	and	bureaucratic.	It	is	high	time	that	we	
notice	that	the	Kyoto	emperor	 is	naked	and	we	look	for	more	efficient	means	and	agreements.	The	
Nature magazine	published	an	interesting	article	on	this	subject	last	autumn.	I	referred	to	this	article	
in	my	Finnish	blog	Nature threw a hard punch at Kyoto (Nature antoi Kiotolle kovanpuolen tällin). 
China’s	emissions,	upon	which	Kyoto	has	no	influence,	will	increase	at	such	a	pace	that	in	2030	they	
will	be	as	high	as	the	emissions	that	are	now	generated	by	the	entire	world.	What	use	would	it	be,	if	a	
fourth	of	the	world	suffers	while	dancing	to	Kyoto’s	tune?	The	Kyoto	Protocol	is	not	only	ineffective	but	
also	dangerous,	because	it	has	curdled	the	discussion	on	new	approaches	and	more	efficient	alternatives.	
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I	have	written	about	 this	subject	 in	my	Finnish	blog	Stern, Science and Nature (Stern, Science ja 
Nature),	among	others.

And	yes:	I	object	to	the	emissions	trading	system	in	 its	present	form.	And	why	would	anybody	
admire	a	system	as	a	climate	action,	if	that	system	unreasonably	enriches	electricity	providers	without	
bringing	any	climate	benefit	in	exchange?	The	Commission	must	have	finally	understood	the	problems	
of	emissions	trading.	As	early	as	2002,	I	was	the	first	member	in	the	European	Parliament	who	picked	
up	the	issue	of	the	problems	of	carbon	leakage	and	windfall	profits.	At	one	time,	the	Commission	even	
rejected	their	existence,	but	nowadays	anybody	can	study	the	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	and	discover	
how	the	Commission	now	recognises	this	to	be	a	problem.	I	myself	have	written	about	this	subject	
for	years	now,	here	is	one	example:	What went wrong in emissions trading (Mikä päästökaupassa 
epäonnistui).	I	don’t	object,	in	principle,	to	emissions	trading;	a	good	version	could	be	made	out	of	it.

And	yes:	I	object	to	the	current	form	of	the	Commission’s	new	proposal	for	a	directive	concerning	
emissions	trading.	It	is	necessary	to	propose	amendments	to	it.	It	is	extremely	important	not	to	subject	
everything	to	auctioning,	as	there	is	no	guarantee	that	the	most	efficient	emission	reductions	would	be	
obtained;	most	probably,	it	will	only	result	in	massive	expenses.	I	do	not	oppose	the	emissions	cuts	as	
such.	I	would	really	like	to	make	this	point	clear	for	the	ladies	in	question.	I	only	think	the	method	is	
problematic.	I	would	also	like	to	point	out	that	I’m	not	alone	in	my	criticism	nor	am	I	some	kind	of	oddball:	
the	most	important	members	of	our	group	have	signed	the	proposed	amendments	that	I’ve	prepared;	
Florenz,	among	others,	who	is	the	Parliament’s	climate	change	rapporteur	and	former	vice-chairman	
of	the	Committee	on	the	Environment.	I	have	explained	the	problems	in	the	Commission’s	proposal	
in my Finnish column Manipulations, speculations and an auction (Manipulaatiota, spekulaatiota 
ja huutokauppaa).

Last	but	not	least:	yes,	I	oppose	the	renewable	energy	target	with	this	timeframe	(20-20)	and	actually,	
others	should	also	think	about	this,	especially	as	a	week	ago,	the	journal	Nature Geoscience	warned	
that	carbon	sinks	are	threatened	by	the	renewable	energy	target.	This	is	exactly	the	point	of	which	I	am	
also	totally	sure;	meaning	that,	sooner	or	later,	even	the	environmental	organisations	have	to	realise	
what	dangers	this	directive	they	actually	campaign	for	brings.	But	let’s	hope	that	it	will	not	be	“later”,	
as	there	is	not	much	time	left	to	find	an	efficient	way	to	combat	climate	change	and	we	can’t	afford	
to	destroy	our	forests.	(And	when	the	people	will	some	day	notice	what	kind	of	danger	this	directive	
poses	our	forests,	I	bet	that	they	will	quickly	change	their	opinion	and	let	us	all	understand	that	they	
have	always	been	critical	towards	the	use	of	biomass.)	There	is	more	about	the	subject	in	my	Finnish	
blog	What went wrong with the directive on the renewables and why isn’t wind good enough for me? 
(Mikä uusiutuvien direktiivissä on vikana ja miksei tuuli kelpaa minulle?).

Dear	ladies,	apparently	you	know	what	should	really	be	done	in	order	to	protect	the	climate.	Please	
tell	me	why	it	hasn’t	worked	out	any	better	or	more	efficiently.	The	EU	has	increased	its	emissions,	as	
did	also	the	rest	of	the	world.	And	the	speed	is	already	making	me	dizzy.
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15.21  PRESENTATION: THE ROLE OF NUCLEAR ENERGY IN 
  COMBATING CLIMATE CHANGE – FORATOM SEMINAR  
  IN TAMPERE

Presentation held: October 28, 2008 
http://www.korhola.com/2008/10/the-role-of-nuclear-energy-in-combating-climate-changeforatom-
seminar-tampere

Hyvät	naiset	ja	herrat,	tervetuloa	Suomeen,	toivon,	että	istutte	mukavasti.
First	of	all	it	is	such	a	pleasure	to	be	addressing	experts	in	the	subject	of	energy	and	climate	change.	

This	rarely	happens	to	me	in	the	European	Parliament	Committees	these	days.
Now,	that	may	sound	a	little	unkind	but	many	of	my	frustrations	in	the	political	debate	on	energy	

and	climate,	in	these	most	crucial	times,	stem	from	either	a	lack	of	understanding	of	elected	politicians	
or	simply	a	lack	of	time	for	them	to	reach	a	sufficient	understanding	to	vote	correctly	–	which	is	my	
way	of	course!

It	may	sound	unkind	to	say	this	but	it	is	sadly	true	–	however,	part	of	the	solution	is	in	your	hands.	
Yes,	you:	the	representatives	of	the	nuclear	industry.	The	same	industry	that	rejected	the	late	and	former	
Commissioner	De	Palacio’s	call	for:

• common safety standards,
• certainty	of	funding	for	decommissioning	nuclear	plants	and,
• 	some	kind	of	definition	regarding	the	final	disposal	of	nuclear	waste.

Don’t	give	me	an	answer	now,	but	why	did	you	reject	the	draft	directives	to	address	the	3	main	
concerns	of	the	public	regarding	your	 industry.	I	am	more	than	just	 interested,	I	am	annoyed!	Not	
because	I	have	any	special	interest	in	your	industry	–	but	I	do	have	an	overriding	interest	in	the	means	
to	combat	climate	change.	Nuclear	power	has	an	essential	role	in	this	respect.	Nuclear	technology	is	
mature,	safe,	clean,	economic	and	proven	over	half	a	century.	Moreover,	it	can	be	considered	as	non-
dependent	and	harmful	emission-free.	As	my	colleague	Lasse	Lehtinen	says:	Nuclear	is	not	only	carbon-
free,	it	is	Russia-free	too!	If	he	hasn’t	said	that	to	you	yet,	when	he	does,	please	laugh	as	there	is	little	
comfort	in	being	a	Socialist	these	days		–	even	a	good	one	like	Lasse.	I	know	we	have	some	excellent	
Russian	colleagues	in	our	audience	but	I	suggest	the	European	Union’s	increasing	gas	dependency	is	
not	good	for	Russia	either	in	the	long	term.

Looking	 around	 the	 room,	 I	 can	 see	 representatives	 of	 the	 nuclear	 generation	 industry,	 the	
construction	industry	and	I	think	even	I	saw	a	nuclear	regulator	or	two.	Well	yes,	you	are	enjoying	a	
rebirth	of	your	industry	and	I	am	delighted	about	that.	Some	of	you	have	full	order	books;	others	have	
new	construction	applications	going	through	the	various	processes.	It	must	be	exciting,	even	comforting	
after	a	whole	generation	of	no	new	building	of	reactors	at	all.	But	what	do	you	not	have?	Complete	
political	and	public	confidence.

That	is	why	I	am	both	annoyed	and	excited.
Tell	me,	why	is	it	so	difficult	to	define	the	final	resting	place	for	nuclear	waste?
We’ve	done	it	here	in	Finland.	What	is	so	difficult	about	establishing	common	safety	standards?	

The	generating	companies	define	common	standards	every	time	they	invite	a	tender	for	a	new	plant	
and	the	builders	get	in	line	to	have	the	chance	of	an	order.

And	the	means	to	fund	the	decommissioning?	If	you	have	it	–	why	not	show	it?	–	as	Mae	West	
might	have	said!

Here	in	Finland,	there	was	a	10-year	gap	between	public	and	political	rejection	of	the	fifth	reactor	
project	and	its	eventual	acceptance.	Why	was	that?	I	think	it	had	a	lot	to	do	with	my	theme	today.	In	
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the	early	90s	the	majority	of	men	accepted	the	proposal	whilst	the	majority	of	women	did	not.	A	similar	
division	existed	between	the	older	and	younger	generations.	During	the	10	years	in	between,	there	was	
a	well-planned	and	easily	understood	information	campaign	targeted	at	 the	doubting	demographic	
groups.	My	friend	and	colleague	Piia-Noora	Kauppi	had	much	to	do	with	changing	the	opinion	of	the	
younger	generation.

I	hope	we	will	be	able	to	develop	these	points	in	the	discussion	to	follow.
Now,	what	about	this	20%	of	everything	by	2020?	Where	did	all	this	come	from?	Certainly	not	from	

the	scientific	circles.	To	me	it	is	a	frivolous	aspect	of	a	serious	subject.	I	heard	it	was	perhaps	a	dream	
of	Commissioner	Piebalgs	–	presumably	when	he	went	to	bed	at	20	past	20	one	day!

Renewables	certainly	have	their	part	to	play,	but	to	imagine	a	20%	contribution	by	2020	is	not	realistic	
in	my	view.	We	don’t	have	the	necessary	technological	alternatives	available	yet.	There	is	a	risk	that	it	
will	lead	to	unsustainable	forestry	and	the	binding	target	will	be	reached	by	excessive	logging	-–	which	
will	not	be	good	for	air	quality.	We	should	not	let	that	happen.	The	notion	is	also	distracting	the	serious	
possibilities,	which	include	the	development	of	nuclear	energy	in	the	Member	States	who	have	never	
accepted	it	–	Austria,	Denmark,	Ireland,	for	example	–	or	that	changed	their	minds	some	years	ago	–	
Sweden,	Italy,	Germany	and	Belgium	all	are	looking	at	reversing	their	moratoria	on	nuclear	power	in	the	
next	couple	of	years.	Things	may	take	a	little	longer	in	Austria,	Ireland	and	Denmark	–	but	pretty	soon,	
I	am	sure	they	will	see	their	energy	costs	rise	if	they	continue	to	put	faith	in	renewables	alone.	In	fact,	
relying	on	renewables	to	cut	emissions	is	like	getting	a	haircut	to	lose	weight	–	in	theory	it	contributes,	
in	practice	it	is	a	cosmetic	operation	at	best.	I	understand	that	last	year	all	the	windmills	in	Germany	
produced	less	energy	than	Olkiluoto	3	will	produce	in	its	first	year	–	whenever	that	turns	out	to	be

I’m	not	against	wind	energy	nor	solar	and	the	other	so-called	renewables	but	we	do	need	a	context	
here.	Plus	the	claims	of	this	or	that	lobby	need	to	be	explained	in	a	way	that	stimulates	the	interest	and	
the	understanding	of	the	public	whilst	remaining	factual.	You	may	have	realised	that	solar	energy	will	
not	be	a	big	thing	here	in	Finland.	But	even	in	Italy,	which	has	one	of	the	sunniest	climates	amongst	
our	Member	States,	according	to	Dr.	Abel	Gonzales,	–	Director	at	the	IAEA	–	If	you	were	to	remove	
all	the	Italians	from	Italy,	their	restaurants,	opera	singers	and	paintings	and	cover	the	whole	land	area	
with	photovoltaic	cells,	the	resultant	energy	production	would	be	less	than	Italy	uses	today.	We	are	still	
waiting	for	better	and	more	efficient	innovations	in	the	field	of	solar	energy.

But	who,	among	the	Italian	public	understands	that	simple	analogy?	–	Nobody,	because	the	language	
used	to	explain	the	potential	of	this	or	that	technology	is	always	boringly	technical	and	often	deliberately	
misleading.	Your	industry	is	the	one	to	blame	most	in	this	respect.

I’ll	give	you	some	examples.	When	a	reactor	shuts	itself	down,	you	call	it	a	“scram”	or	“trip”.	Why?	
It	is	a	safe	shutdown,	is	it	not?

The	same	with	“decommissioning”	–	is	it	not	that	simply	the	final	closure;	the	type	that	every	other	
industrial	unit	eventually	has?

“Commissioning”	or	“going	critical”.	They’re	even	worse	–	I	think	you	mean	starting	up,	don’t	you?
It	 is	a	small	wonder	that	 large	parts	of	 the	public	 feel	 isolated	and	deprived	of	understandable	

arguments.	Even	scared	by	words	like	scram	which	means	“run	away”	according	to	my	Oxford	dictionary!	
Even	the	word	“trip”	suggests	getting	out	of	here!!

Politicians	like	me	have	a	great	affinity	for	the	feelings	of	the	public	–	especially	on	an	election	year.
Let	me	close	my	part	of	 this	workshop	with	a	 few	words	about	 the	European	Union	and	 the	

Parliament	in	particular.	Regarding	energy	and	environment	issues,	we	are	currently	experiencing	the	
busiest	times	I	can	remember	in	the	almost	10	years	that	I	have	been	an	MEP.	This	is	set	to	continue	
and	 increase	during	the	upcoming	mandate.	You	and	your	companies	will	need	a	very	active	and	
aware	representation	in	Brussels	if	you	want	to	benefit	from	what	is	going	on	–	or	at	least	to	avoid	the	
potential	damage	done	by	ill-defined	directives,	regulations	and	policies.	I	contend	that	the	Parliament	
readings	under	the	co-decision	process	present	your	best	opportunity.	But	where	are	you?	I	never	hear	
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TVO	nor	Fennovoima	knocking	on	my	door.	I	even	think	you	should	be	there	now	to	back	up	your	
biggest	customers	who	support	my	approach	to	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive	-–	but	you	are	not.

Now	back	to	my	opening	line	in	the	Finnish	language.	I	guess	only	a	minority	of	you	understood	
what	I	said:

Hyvät	naiset	ja	herrat,	tervetuloa	Suomeen,	toivon,	että	istutte	mukavasti.
If	you	did	not	understand,	then	it	is	because	I	chose	the	wrong	language	–	and	that	is	my	point.
It	means:	Ladies	and	Gentlemen,	welcome	to	Finland,	I	hope	you	are	sitting	comfortably.
Well	I	now	hope	you	are	a	little	less	comfortable	and	will	come	back	to	me	with	your	comments,	

questions	and	arguments.
Thank	you.

15.22   BLOG: SMALL ROOMS IN TOKYO

Published: November 11, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/11/pienia-huoneita-tokiossa/

I	visited	Tokyo	last	week.	I	was	 invited	by	METI,	the	Ministry	of	Economy,	Trade	and	Industry,	 to	
familiarise	myself	with	the	climate	and	energy	policy	of	the	country.	Japan’s	model	really	deserves	a	
closer	 look,	as	 it	 is	an	exemplary	country	in	respect	of	energy	efficiency.	Japan	has	successfully	and	
consistently	reduced	its	carbon	intensity.	Some	of	the	achievements	are	quite	obvious	-	and	these	are	
easily	perceived	in	Tokyo.	It	is	a	city	of	36	million	inhabitants	and	the	world’s	largest	city,	but	its	air	
is	surprisingly	fresh	and	its	intersections	are	quiet,	due	to	the	numerous	electric	and	hybrid	vehicles.

For	me	personally,	it	was	an	experience	to	meet	the	leading	architects	of	Japan’s	climate	policy,	as	
I	was	happy	to	discover	that	my	ideas,	which	I’ve	now	long	been	pondering,	struck	a	chord	there.	My	
model	for	EU	emissions	trading,	which	I	have	presented,	corresponds	quite	significantly	with	the	so-
called	Japanese	sectoral	approach,	where	emission	reduction	targets	are	defined	sectorally.	They	also	
have	a	very	similar	view	on	the	inefficiency	of	EU	climate	policy	and	on	the	problematic	black	spots	of	the	
Kyoto	Protocol.	Our	opinions	concerning	the	future	of	US	climate	policy	were	coherent	too:	Toyonda-
san and Arimo-san,	my	interlocutors,	are	going	to	visit	Washington	DC.	this	week,	in	order	to	find	out	
the priorities of Obama’s	camp,	although	they	already	have	an	advance	piece	of	information	that	the	
camp has already kept itself aloof from the European auction model.

In	other	words;	if	my	model	of	distributing	emission	allowances,	and	not	the	auction	model,	ends	up	
as	the	model	to	be	applied	for	the	climate	package,	it	would	be	a	far	better	starting	point,	in	comparison	
to	auctioning,	for	the	agreement	at	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference.	It	may	be	impudent	to	say	this	
myself	but	I	cannot	come	to	any	better	conclusion.	Paradoxical	though	it	may	be,	Doyle,	the	rapporteur,	
appeals	constantly	to	the	emerging	international	agreement	to	defend	his	own	view.

The	remainder	of	this	blog	concerns	solely	civilian	matters.	-	-	-	
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15.23   COLUMN: SCEPTICS AND PURITANS

Published: November 13, 2008 
http://www.korhola.com/lang/fi/2008/11/skeptikoita-ja-puritanisteja-nykypaiva/

“Should	 lying	about	climate	change	not	be	punished?”,	was	asked	 in	the	climate	blog	of	Helsingin	
Sanomat,	Finland’s	biggest	daily.	In	this	blog,	citizens	ask	questions,	and	experts	respond.	When	I	saw	
the	title,	I	wondered,	if	the	climate	sceptics	had	grown	tired	of	the	exaggerated	IPCC	report-based	news.	
But	no,	they	were	worried	about	something	else.	

The	questioner	continued:	“As	the	climate	problem	is	humanity’s	most	severe	crisis	after	World	
War	II,	and	as	the	scientific	proof	of	the	matter	is	indisputable,	is	it	right	that	some	people	keep	arguing	
against	it	for	example	on	the	Internet’s	discussion	fora	and	also	in	politics?”	The	questioner	also	called	
for	a	punishment	for	those	few	that	almost	willingly	spread	erroneous	information,	for	example,	on	
temperature	observations	of	recent	years,	historical	changes	in	climate	and	human	influence	on	it	overall.

These	“few”	are	also	the	scientists	that	have	told	plain	measurement	information.	We	can	simply	
not	do	anything	about	the	fact	that	climate	change	has	become	a	much	more	complicated	mystery	than	
expected.	When,	until	now,	we	have	thought	that	the	warming	of	the	climate	logically	follows	from	the	
increase	in	emissions,	the	temperature	series	have	actually	been	surprising	because	of	their	low	numbers,	
even	though	emissions	have	surged	explosively.	During	the	last	century	the	temperature	increased	0.7	
degrees,	and	followed	logically	the	increase	in	carbon	dioxide.	During	the	21st	century	this	has	not	been	
the	case,	and	we	have	rather	experienced	a	colder	epoch	in	terms	of	its	average	temperature.	Should	
we	not	be	allowed	to	mention	this?

It	could	be	a	mere	coincidence,	normal	climate	variability.	However,	another	alternative	explanation	
that	has	been	offered	is	the	change	in	solar	radiation,	or	even	that	the	atmosphere	has	started	termostating	
itself.	The	timespan	is,	however,	too	short	in	order	to	draw	conclusions	and	to	just	bypass	earlier	warming.	
The	problem	is	that	there	is	no	certain	information.

The	only	option	becomes	waiting	for	more	scientific	data.	And	in	the	meanwhile,	to	act	responsibly	
and	sensibly.

But	do	scientists	dare	to	conduct	their	research,	if	they	are	likely	to	be	punished	for	“wrong	opinions”?	
This	kind	of	climate	puritanism	was	in	the	air	in	the	European	Parliament	last	spring,	too.	In	its	resolution,	
the Parliament planned to ”condemn efforts to portray the results of studies into the causes and effects 
of climate change as doubtful, uncertain or questionable”,	I	demanded	the	attenuation	of	the	wording,	
as	I	was	scared	of	the	consequences.	I	do	not	understand	the	idea	of	politicians	guiding	the	results	of	
science,	“rectifying	curves”	as	we	say	in	Finnish,	not	to	mention	“condemning”	some	interpretations	
as	completely	harmless.	I,	 in	my	turn,	was	blamed	for	the	attempt	to	attenuate	the	wording	by	my	
Finnish	colleagues.	

I	hope	that	my	own	group	will	use	its	common	sense	and	will	not	join	the	criminalisation	of	the	
discussion.	In	the	saving	of	the	planet	there	is	enough	work	for	everyone.	It	makes,	in	any	case,	sense	
to	invest	in	actions	that	are	known	to	be	useful.	Whether	warming	is	happening	or	not,	energy	should	
be	saved,	we	should	increase	our	energy	self-sufficiency,	curb	particulate	emissions	because	they	kill,	
and	we	should	prevent	pollution.	This	is	why	the	actions	that	combat	climate,	which	are	in	line	with	
the	indisputable	goals,	are	in	all	cases	a	necessary	investment	in	the	future.

Instead,	in	these	times	it	is	more	and	more	important	to	avoid	expensive,	ineffective	and	questionable	
solutions.

(Column	published	in	the	Nykypäivä	newspaper)
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15.24   BLOG: THE TAIL WAGGING THE DOG

Published: November14, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/11/hanta-heiluttaa-koiraa/

I	heard	that	I	was	criticised	by	Paula Lehtomäki,	our	Minister	of	the	Environment,	this	morning	on	
the	television	programme	Ykkösaamu.	I	don’t	know	the	details	of	it	yet,	but	I	assume	that	Lehtomäki	
rejects	the	criticism	that	I	expressed	yesterday	in	the	magazine	Suomen Kuvalehti	concerning	the	energy	
and	climate	strategy	of	Finland.	The	article	was	a	well-written	and	edited	compilation	of	the	answers	
which	I’d	sent	to	the	 journalist	via	email.	 (When	Suomen Kuvalehti	called	me,	I	was	hurrying	to	a	
meeting	of	the	Committee	on	the	Internal	Market	and	I	promised	to	scribble	down	my	answers	while	
I	was	sitting	there.)	The	headline	of	the	story,	however,	turned	my	message	on	its	head.	It	was	put	in	
quotation	marks;	i.e.,	as	if	it	were	a	citation	of	mine	(!).	According	to	this	“citation”	I	consider	Finland	
to	be	a	forerunner	clown	concerning	energy	saving.

If	the	reader	had	enough	patience	to	read	the	whole	story,	it	would	become	obvious	that,	in	reality,	
I’d	supported	emissions	cuts	and	energy	saving,	as	both	of	 these	are	necessary	 in	any	case.	 I	only	
considered	the	target	set	for	the	renewables	to	be	harmful	in	regard	to	its	timetable.	My	questions	and	
answers	are	provided	here	below.

As	anyone	can	see,	the	government	has	prepared	its	energy	and	climate	strategy	which	is	supposed	
to	be	a	response	to	the	EU’s	climate	change	package.	The	project	is	simply	ahead	of	its	time,	as	the	
climate	change	package	has	not	yet	been	confirmed	through	the	co-decision	procedure.	It	is	really	very	
likely	that	the	Commission	will	not	get	the	proposal	through	in	its	current	form.	And	even	if	it	went	
through	for	the	part	of	renewable	energies,	I	am	sure	that	the	targets	for	renewables	will	be	checked	
and	adjusted	later,	simply	because	the	set	target	is	just	impossible	to	reach.

We	now	have	idealism	and	reality	against	each	other.	On	which	one	of	these	options	would	it	be	
worthwhile	to	build	the	state’s	strategy?	Especially	as	in	this	case,	the	idealism	is	not	just	unrealistic,	
but	may	also	lead	to	harmful	solutions,	as	far	as	the	environment	is	concerned.

In	my	opinion	the	most	essential	problem	in	Finland’s	strategy	is	that	it	has	been	prepared	in	reverse	
order,	from	the	end	to	the	beginning.	The	tail	wagging	the	dog	-	what	do	I	mean	by	this?

I	mean,	the	whole	strategy	is	only	prepared	to	keep	the	focus	on	renewable	energy	goals.	First,	
it	has	been	decided	that	Finland	will	reach	the	target	set	by	the	Commission.	After	that,	it	has	been	
decided	how	much	electricity	can	be	used	so	that	the	target	would	appear	to	be	realistic,	at	 least	to	
some	extent.	And	after	that,	the	share	of	the	different	renewable	energy	forms	has	been	determined.	
The	total	amount	of	renewable	energies	should	be	38%	of	end	use	of	energy	in	Finland	in	2020.	By	this	
logic,	the	conclusion	is,	among	other	things,	that	the	share	of	wind	energy	must	be	increased	from	its	
present	level	to	an	amount	that	is	17	times	higher.

When	it	is	put	down	on	paper	like	that,	it	sounds	all	very	well	but	the	reality	is	miserable,	also	from	
the	point	of	view	of	the	environment	and	sustainable	development.	Wind	energy,	which	could	be	the	
ideal	solution	somewhere	else,	is	pretty	useless	in	Finland,	where	the	wind	conditions	are	quite	weak.	
It	means	economic	unprofitability.	Something	like	this,	very	simply:	a	fisherman	specialised	in	tuna	
fishing	could	not	get	a	start-up	allowance	from	the	employment	office	or	a	 loan	from	the	bank:	the	
harsh	conclusion	would	naturally	be	that	his	business	idea	is	unprofitable.

Europe	needs	wind	energy	and	it	is	also	worthwhile	utilising	it	in	our	country	whenever	possible,	
but	the	planned	amount	would	be	economically	seen	an	unwise	solution,	and,	from	the	point	view	of	
the	environment,	a	faulty	decision.	The	bill	would	have	to	be	paid	by	households	and	industrial	quarters	
through	their	electricity	invoices.	Would	this	extra	financial	burden	make	people	any	happier,	as	they	
would	not	get	their	money’s	worth	in	terms	of	any	efficient	climate	measures	but	only	inefficient	ones?	
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I	can	easily	foresee	pretty	angry	demonstrations,	when	the	reality	hits	home.	This	is	one	of	the	faults	
of	this	strategy.

The	second	one	concerns	bioenergy.	An	excessive	goal	for	renewable	energies	might	plunge	Finland	
into	a	vicious	circle	where	it	will	move	further	away	from	its	target	merely	because	it	turns	down	its	best	
performer.	We	should	not	be	driven	into	such	circumstances	where	wood	would	be	directly	burnt.	The	
energy	value	of	wood	will	remain,	even	though	it	would	be	further	processed	and	recycled	a	couple	of	
times.	Burning	wood	would	only	pay	off	in	so	far	as	there	were	no	other	use	for	the	wood.

The	third	blunder:	I	would	not	restrict	electricity	consumption,	but	only	the	emissions.	We	can	cut	
down	emissions	by	means	of	electricity	very	efficiently,	for	instance	emissions	generated	by	traffic.	Jukka	
Leskelä	from	the	Finnish	Energy	Industries	(ET)	said	yesterday	in	my	seminar	on	the	climate	change	
package	that	the	energy	demand	of	all	passenger	cars	in	Finland	could	be	covered	by	just	one	nuclear	
power	plant.	Emissions	would	be	reduced	quite	substantially.	Of	course,	electricity	must	be	produced	
emission-free,	but	there	are	effective	means	for	this	purpose	available.	And,	if	it	were	possible	to	prolong	
the	reference	year	of	 the	objective	to	2030	for	renewable	energies,	we	would	be	able	to	gain	better	
technological	solutions	compared	to	what	we	have	now	in	order	to	reach	the	target	of	20%	or	even	more.

PS.	I	now	know	what	Lehtomäki’s	criticism	was	about:	apparently,	I	am	against	energy	saving	and	
also	gave	the	impression	that	I	would	merely	try	to	solve	the	problem	through	nuclear	power.	Oh	dear,	
Lehtomäki	quite	clearly	fumbled	in	her	statement.	I	have	never	ever	been	against	energy	saving,	nor	
have	I	considered	nuclear	power	to	be	the	only	solution.

Here	below	are	the	answers	that	I	gave	to	Suomen Kuvalehti.

How does the strategy stand in relation to the EU targets; what is good in it and what is 
bad in it? (In short)
-	This	a	difficult	question	to	answer,	in	so	far	as	one	has	doubts	about	the	meaningfulness	of	some	EU	
targets	like	I	do.	I	support	the	goal	set	for	energy	saving	and	emissions	cuts,	but	the	20/20	target	set	
for	renewable	energies	is	downright	dangerous	in	my	opinion,	since	the	given	timetable	may	lead	to	
a	setback,	both	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	environment	and	economics.	Scientists	warn	us	that	this	
would	lead	to	overlogging	of	forests.	Naturally,	it	would	not	make	anybody	happy,	if	we	destroy	our	
unique	coastal	nature	with	noisy	wind	power,	which	is	also	ineffective	under	Finnish	circumstances.

At what stage are the other EU countries now with their own respective environmental 
strategies? 
-	Finland	is	the	first	one,	a	real	forerunner	clown.	We’ll	declare	ourselves	ready	to	comply	with	the	EU	
targets	even	before	these	have	been	confirmed.	I	don’t	consider	this	to	be	that	premeditated	–	especially	
as	the	goal	for	renewable	energies	is	already	suspected	to	be	quite	unrealistic.

Can Finland be “placed” somewhere among the other EU Member States? Can Finland 
meet the energy and environmental requirements of the EU with this strategy?
-	Finland	only	reflects	the	basic	proposal	of	the	Commission	and	has	now	accepted	it	just	as	it	is.	Now	
Finland	is	not	anymore	a	model	pupil	of	the	EU	but	already	a	model	student	of	the	Commission.

Is Finland the most eager supporter of nuclear power, for instance, as one so often hears?
-	This	should	be	put	in	more	exact	terms:	In	no	way	does	the	Finnish	government	favour	just	nuclear	
power:	it	only	says	that	permit	applications	will	be	handled	pertinently	when	these	are	submitted.	Only	
my	own	party	has	taken	a	clearly	positive	stance	towards	this	issue.	The	Italian	government	could	also	
be	regarded	as	having	a	positive	attitude	towards	nuclear	power,	as	it	has	backtracked	from	its	former	
negative	line	and	has	clearly	stated	its	wish	to	construct	new	nuclear	power	plants.

Instead,	the	zeal	of	the	Finnish	operators	is	rather	exceptional,	but	it	is	not	due	to	the	government’s	
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acts.	Nuclear	power	is	not	even	supported	financially,	but	it	is	economically	viable	as	such.

Is the strategy of Finland clear enough? Is it realistic? Has it become distorted somehow? 
Is something missing there or is there something too much?
-	Finland’s	strategy	is	just	as	distorted	as	the	proposal	of	the	Commission.	The	Commission	had	to	use	
a	somewhat	slapdash	decision	of	the	summit	as	a	basis	and	this	is	exactly	why	Finland	is	now	stuck	in	
the	Commission’s	version	when	the	Member	States	are	just	about	awaking	to	a	post-hype	hangover.	The	
17-fold	increase	in	wind	power,	which	is	one	of	the	issues	striven	by	the	Greens	of	Finland,	is	a	great	
mistake	and	it	will	unfortunately	place	a	big	burden	on	the	present	government	when	people	really	start	
to	realise	how	much	it	will	cost.	The	money	for	it	will	come	from	households	and	industrial	quarters.	
And	when	the	environmental	problems	ensuing	from	wind	power	become	more	concrete,	high	prices	
that	are	involved	may	also	add	to	the	anger	of	the	citizens.

The	economic	consequences	of	bionenergy	are	even	more	serious	than	those	ensuing	from	wind	
power,	in	the	event	that	the	lack	of	raw	materials	drives	out	our	forestry	industry.

How or how much does it affect the environment in reality?
-	Finland’s	strategy	mostly	concentrates	on	the	 issue	of	how	to	reach	the	targets	set	 for	renewable	
energies.	This	 is	what	I	consider	to	be	the	most	dangerous	part	of	the	climate	change	package.	The	
science	journal	Nature	Geoscience	warned	the	EU	last	summer	that	the	target	set	for	bioenergy	will	lead	
to	overlogging	of	forests	and	destroy	their	carbon	sink.	How	tragicomic	it	would	be,	if	we	accelerate	the	
greenhouse	effect	whilst	trying	to	curb	it.

Electricity consumption is now some 90 terawatt-hours and, according to the so-called 
baseline, it may increase to 103 terawatt-hours in a decade. Is it possible to halt the 
consumption increase at 98 terawatt-hours as the government is now proposing, and 
which means should be applied: these proposed means, or would we need something else?
-	Yes,	the	strategy	is	somewhat	ambitious,	if	we	compare	it	to	the	trends	of	past	years.	Let’s	hope	that	
the	electricity	consumption	will	remain	at	this	estimated	level,	otherwise	this	one	nuclear	power	plant	
will	not	be	enough.	One	good	thing	about	this	strategy	is	that	it	does	not	propose	any	absolute	emissions	
ceilings.	Perhaps	more	caps	could	be	set	for	households,	as	their	energy	saving	levels	seem	to	have	plenty	
of	room	for	improvement.	But	in	any	case,	the	ceilings	are	only	verbal.

Luckily,	the	next	government	can	draw	up	a	new	strategy.	As	in	reality	–	this	is	only	for	the	next	
two	years,	and	not	for	a	longer	period	of	time.

15.25   BLOG: COSTLY OR CHEAPER?

Published: December 9, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/12/kalliisti-vai-halvemmalla/

I	must	apologise	once	again	 for	neglecting	my	home	pages	–	I	clearly	need	a	holiday.	Still,	 I	can’t	
complain	that	my	work	is	not	challenging	and	inspiring,	it	is	obviously	all	that	and	in	abundance.	And	
I	don’t	now	mean	the	presidential	 independence	day	reception,	although	I	will	not	complain	about	
that	either!	It	is	more	interesting	to	get	the	chance	to	see	what	is	being	achieved	in	climate	policy	or	if	
anything	is	being	achieved	at	all.

Tomorrow,	I	will	 leave	for	 the	Poznan	Climate	Conference.	You’ll	find	my	press	release	on	my	
participation	in	the	conference	right	here.	I	have	dealt	with	this	subject,	-	besides	in	my	latest	column	-	
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in	the	newspaper	Hämeen Sanomat,	also	in	my	letter-to-the-editor	that	I	wrote	together	with	Professor	
Gwyn Prins.	You	can	find	it	here.

In	the	early	morning,	I	discussed	the	matter	with	Minister	Paula Lehtomäki	on	YLE	Morning	
TV.	There	was	no	need	for	any	kind	of	dispute,	especially	as	the	discussion	did	not	pass	over	to	the	
issues	of	renewable	energies	or	feed-in	tariffs.	(I	will	return	to	this	subject	later	on	this	website,	as	I	
have	heard	absolutely	infuriating	stories	on	how	people	are	literally	being	walked	over	concerning	the	
matter	of	wind	power.	I	forecast	that	a	sudden	popular	movement	will	take	place.)

I	agreed	with	Lehtomäki	that	the	climate	change	package	is	moving	in	the	right	direction	from	
Finland’s	point	of	view.	The	acceptance	of	a	benchmark	model	that	I	have	supported	for	years	now	
would	be	a	solid	basis	for	distributing	the	emission	allowances.	I	already	forecast	last	summer	that	the	
Parliament	will	not	take	any	action	in	regard	to	it	but	the	Commission	will,	and	I	feel	great	that	I	was	
not	all	that	wrong	in	this	point.

Our	discussion	touched	upon	the	effects	of	the	economic	crises	on	the	climate	change	package.	We	
agreed	that	it	should	not	mix	up	the	serious	targets	-	but,	actually,	I	don’t	think	that	it	has.	The	editorial	
of	yesterday’s	Helsingin Sanomat	has	understood	the	whole	situation	a	little	incorrectly,	as	the	writer	
stated	that	Italy	and	Poland	oppose	the	emission	cuts	set	by	the	EU.	Poland	and	Italy	do	not	oppose	
them.	They	only	oppose	the	expensive	method	applied	to	cut	emissions;	this	is	exactly	the	same	thing	
that	I	have	been	talking	about	all	through	this	year.

The	others	would	like	to	apply	a	costly	auction,	whilst	I	for	my	part	would	like	to	benchmark	cost-
efficiently.	Hassi,	the	representative	of	the	Greens	of	Finland,	noted	right	away	in	the	emissions	trading	
negotiations	that	she	would	prefer	a	price	increase	so	that	consumer	habits	would	have	to	change.

I	understand	the	logic	of	this,	but	it	will	not	work.	Not	as	long	as	the	emissions	trading	auction	is	
unilateral:	until	then	it	is	just	a	tax.	In	case	the	operational	field	of	emissions	trading	were	global,	the	
auction	is	a	fine	alternative:	the	price	of	emission	allowances	could	be	easily	transferred	onto	consumer	
prices,	which	would	lead	consumers	to	select	the	cleanest	products	–	perhaps	the	entire	carbon-intensive	
production	fields	would	fade	into	the	background.	But	unfortunately,	the	consumption	environment	
does	not	work	this	way.

The	dirtiest	products	which	have	been	produced	outside	the	EU	will	gain	an	increasingly	competitive	
edge	on	the	global	market.

When	considering	the	matter	from	the	point	of	view	of	employment,	this	issue	is	quite	central.	I	
don’t	see	any	good	in	the	fact	that	European	products,	which	are	produced	in	the	cleanest	possible	way,	
would	have	to	take	this	burden	upon	themselves	just	for	the	sake	of	combating	climate	change.	Therefore,	
I	sincerely	hope	that	the	Commission	would	be	able	to	save	what	the	Parliament	blew.	Awaiting	the	
arrival	of	the	results	from	the	summit!

15.26   BLOG: NEWS FROM POZNAN

Published: December10, 2008
http://www.korhola.com/2008/12/uutisia-poznanista/

Greetings	from	the	Poznan	Climate	Conference.	It	is	quite	cold	outside	–	this	weather	is	really	no	match	
to	last	year’s	famous	negotiations	in	Bali	–	talks	with	a	tan.	I	even	got	a	fur	hat	as	a	welcome	gift	from	
the host country.

According	to	several	conference	sources,	the	situation	is	tricky.	The	negotiations	at	the	official	level	
have	not	achieved	any	significant	results	and	the	situation	has	been	described	as	conflicting.	A	mutual	
basis	 for	an	international	agreement	 is	not	easily	 found.	This	means	that	when	the	ministers	arrive	
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tomorrow	to	finish	the	negotiations,	an	exceptional	amount	of	work	and	open	questions	will	remain:	
at	least	some	7	thematic	entities	or	so	they	say.	According	to	what	I’ve	heard,	the	presiding	country	of	
the	EU,	France,	has	warned	the	ministers	that	the	negotiations	might	continue	over	Saturday	and	the	
attendance	for	such	is	highly	desirable.

The	future	priorities	of	the	US	will	naturally	interest	all	parties	at	the	climate	conference.	However,	it	
is	a	known	fact	that	there	will	be	hardly	anybody	who	can	say	anything	about	it.	The	Bush	administration	
has	no	leverage	anymore	and	Obama	does	not	hold	an	actual	mandate	yet.	Therefore,	Greenpeace	will	
use	the	situation	and	market	its	collateral	programme	here,	which	promises	to	reveal	the	truth	about	
US	climate	targets.	Naturally,	this	is	some	kind	of	propaganda,	as	the	real	agent	is	a	lame	duck.

However,	an	American	congressional	representative	who	gave	a	speech	to	the	delegation	of	the	
European	Parliament	today	kept	those	who	apparently	assume	that	Obama	would	soon	conform	to	
the	European	concept,	in	their	places.	Binding	legislation	will	hardly	be	achieved	anytime	soon.	I’ve	
thought	the	same	myself:	although	we	may	hear	more	amenable	rhetoric	compared	to	the	former	days,	
the	US	government	will	hardly	present	any	binding	legislation	during	this	year	at	 least,	as	the	2010	
midterm	elections	are	so	close.	There	is	a	rumour	going	around	here	that	the	US	will	not	accept	any	
obligations	or	impose	on	itself	any	restrictions	at	the	UN	level,	instead,	it	will	initiate	its	own	emissions	
trading,	on	its	own	terms.

The	third	rumour	that	leaked	out	concerns	the	EU’s	own	climate	change	package.	France	wants	to	
introduce	all	the	results	of	the	EU	summit	right	here	at	the	Poznan	Conference,	as	these	should	accelerate	
the	international	negotiations	and	serve	as	some	sort	of	release	device	to	remove	the	negotiation	blockage	
which	has	already	come	about.

It	sounds	great,	but	due	to	my	metier	as	a	parliamentarian,	I	cannot	be	overjoyed.	This	means	that	
the	Council	would	just	simply	bypass	the	Parliament,	with	no	hesitation,	because	we	are	the	ones	who	
make	the	decision	on	the	result	of	the	summit	-	reject	or	approve	-	but	not	until	next	week.

In	practice,	I	admit	that	the	Council	has	only	the	best	of	the	best	to	offer.	The	stance	of	the	Parliament	
is	no	good;	in	fact	it	is	very	undemocratic.	I	have	already	reported	the	reasons	for	this	in	a	previous	blog	
earlier	this	autumn.	If	there’s	any	hope,	it	will	come	from	the	Council.

But	on	the	other	hand,	changes	have	been	attempted.	Today	to	my	surprise,	a	piece	of	news	reached	
me	here	in	Poznan:	the	EPP-ED	group	has	submitted	my	compromise	package	to	the	plenary	session	
in	the	name	of	the	group.	This	is	quite	an	issue:	the	largest	group	will	still	not	support	its	own	main	
rapporteur,	but	quite	clearly	gives	its	support	to	my	alternative	model.	I	really	don’t	know	what	will	
happen	to	it	in	the	plenary	session.	It	can	always	be	withdrawn,	if	we	decide	to	agree	with	the	Council’s	
solution.	But	anyway	-	as	a	gesture,	 this	warms	my	heart,	and	especially	so,	as	the	struggle	of	 this	
autumn	was	not	easy	at	all.	Within	this,	 it	has	been	unavoidable	not	to	tread	on	other	people’s	toes	
and	I	never	enjoy	doing	so.

My	firm	stance	on	behalf	of	 the	Council	seems	to	require	some	kind	of	explanation,	which	I’ve	
never	had	the	time	to	put	down	in	writing.	Well,	the	Council,	i.e.	the	Member	States	of	the	EU,	has	
been	reprimanded	in	public	that	the	climate	change	package	would	be	attenuated	or	vitiated.	Even	the	
editorial of the Helsingin Sanomat	presented	an	erroneous	interpretation,	according	to	which	Italy	and	
Poland	would	now	beat	down	the	reduction	goals	by	invoking	economic	reasons.

This	is	not	true.	Not	one	of	the	Member	States	will	propose	lowering	the	goals	that	have	been	set	
for	emissions	cuts.	This	misconception	must	be	the	result	of	the	rhetoric	used	by	the	environmental	
organisations.	It	is	a	question	of	means:	the	discussion	has	been	focused	on	what	kind	of	methods	should	
be	used	for	the	reductions:	through	an	expensive	auction	or	by	benchmarking	in	a	more	advantageous	
way.	The	Greens	of	Finland	and	environmental	organisations	support	the	costly	model,	as	it	is	their	
belief	 that	a	high	price	 implies	efficiency.	An	auction	would	raise	 the	costs	of	emission	allowances	
and	an	increase	in	prices	would	influence	consumers’	behaviour	and	therefore	lead	towards	climate-
friendlier	choices	-	perhaps	even	the	entire	carbon-intensive	production	would	fade	into	the	background.	
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Theoretically	seen,	this	 is	a	good	idea,	but	unfortunately	 it	will	not	work	out	 in	practice,	unless	the	
emissions	trading	system	is	expanded	worldwide.	Otherwise,	a	unilateral	tax	will	be	imposed	on	the	
world’s	cleanest	industries.

For	this	reason,	the	ambitious	European	goals	seem	not	to	be	so	ambitious	after	all,	if	the	set	goals	
remain	singular.	It	would	be	essential	now	to	create	a	situation	where	the	implemented	emission	cuts	
will	not	trigger	any	increase	in	emissions	somewhere	else;	 in	other	words,	 it	would	be	important	to	
create	an	emission	reduction	front	that	would	be	as	extensive	as	possible,	before	Europe	implements	
one-sidedly	higher	numbers	and	harsher	methods.

In	my	opinion,	to	increase	prices	artificially	these	days	would	be	quite	an	irresponsible	act,	as	we	
now	know	that	there	will	not	be	any	significant	environmental	benefit	involved.

15.27   BLOG: A FLOOD OF DISCONCERTING, CONTROVERSIAL  
  RESEARCH DATA ON CLIMATE CHANGE

Published: March26, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/03/ilmastonmuutoksesta-tulvii-hammentavan-ristiriitaista-
tutkimustietoa/

“A	drearier	 forecast	than	ever	on	climate	change”	-	 that	was	the	headline	concerning	the	unofficial	
researcher	meeting	recently	held	in	Copenhagen.	At	the	same	time,	several	research	studies	have	been	
published	in	various,	well-regarded	publication	series.	These	studies	note	that	the	climate	has	cooled	
during	the	past	decade,	despite	the	fact	that	emissions	have	increased	explosively.	The	prognosis	is	that	
cooling	will	continue	at	least	until	2015	or	even	longer.

A	normal	citizen	must	feel	quite	confused	when	reading	these	controversial	messages.	The	cooled-
off	figures	are	measured	facts,	but	nobody	knows	how	to	interpret	these.

I	have	actively	followed	the	climate	change	conversation	that	has	engaged	people	around	the	world,	
as	I	am	working	on	my	doctoral	dissertation	on	this	subject.	Therefore,	my	attention	was	drawn	to	a	
letter	published	in	a	scientific	blog.	The	writer	was	a	scientist	who	had	attended	the	Copenhagen	meeting	
mentioned	above	as	the	chairman	of	a	working	group.

In	his	text,	Mike Hulme,	a	professor	of	Britain’s	East	Anglia	University	and	director	of	the	Tyndall	
Centre	for	Climate	Change,	expressed	his	surprise	at	the	official	communiqué	issued	at	Copenhagen.	
(Link:	What	was	 the	 Copenhagen	 Climate	 Change	 Conference	 really	 about?)	Hulme	 praised	 the	
conference	as	such	and	the	high	level	of	conversation	within	it,	but	he	was	dismayed	by	the	summary	
communiqué	given	in	the	name	of	all	scientists	to	the	entire	world,	as	it	included	quite	a	number	of	
purely political conclusions.

Hulme	denied	that	the	conclusions	would	have	reflected	the	discussion	among	scientists:	“These	only	
have	the	authority	of	their	drafters	–	nothing	more.	Not	the	scientific	authority	of	those	2500	experts	
who	took	part	in	the	conference.	And	especially,	these	do	not	possess	the	authority	of	the	world-wide	
scientific	community.”

According	to	Hulme,	the	communiqué	of	Copenhagen	has	never	been	submitted	at	any	stage	for	
comments	by	scientists.	He	claimed	that	even	the	organising	party	of	the	conference	was	unknown	
to	the	scientists,	a	mere	coalition	of	certain	universities	that	wished	to	be	regarded	as	a	prominent	
representative of the scientist community, rather like the IPCC.

The	issue	is	hot	and	it	clearly	fascinates	great	many	do-gooders	and	even	spurs	on	exaggeration.	
But,	the	scientists	should	be	allowed	to	keep	their	credibility,	as	we	will	require	their	input	during	the	



363

Climate Change as a Political Process

upcoming	decades.
We	have	recently	accepted	in	Parliament	a	resolution	on	climate	change,	which	urges	us	to	take	into	

consideration	the	latest	scientific	reports	within	the	preparations	of	the	climate	change	agreement.	It	
also	prompts	us	to	ensure	that	the	set	goals	are	coherent	with	the	latest	scientific	information.

I	assume	that	the	drafters	of	this	wording	expect	the	scientists	to	provide	us	with	even	more	alarming	
research	results.	This	is	surely	valid	with	regard	to	the	increase	in	emissions.	But	now,	the	temperatures	
do	not	logically	follow	the	increase	in	emissions.	Until	now,	we	have	assumed	such.	Whereas	it	was	like	
this	during	the	last	decade	and	the	temperature	rose	by	0.7	degrees,	during	this	decade	the	temperature	
has	cooled	down.	The	past	decade	has	disturbed	the	linearity	of	logic.	We	may	say	that	the	logic	is	far	
more complicated.

The	time	sequence	is	too	short	to	draw	any	conclusions	and	too	short	to	pass	the	earlier	warming	
without	worries.	There	is	no	definite	information	available	yet.	I	interpret	this	in	such	a	way	that	the	
CO2	emissions	must	be	determinedly	reduced	through	wise	politics,	which	focuses	on	lowering	carbon-
intensity	all	over	the	world.	However,	it	is	important	that	we	don’t	close	our	eyes,	for	the	sake	of	any	
ideological	reasons	or	political	pride,	to	the	latest	scientific	results.	We	must	really	listen	to	the	scientists	
and	not	put	words	in	their	mouths,	as	was	recently	done	in	Copenhagen.

In	any	case,	it	is	worth	investing	in	measures	that	have	been	proven	to	be	useful.	Energy	should	be	
saved,	our	energy	self-sufficiency	must	be	increased,	fatal	particulate	matter	emissions	must	be	cut	and	
pollution	must	be	prevented.	Therefore,	such	measures	that	combat	climate	change	and	stand	in	the	
same	line	with	the	undeniable	goals	are,	in	every	case,	an	obligatory	investment	in	our	future.	Unilateral,	
bureaucratic,	expensive	and	inefficient	measures	made	in	blind	haste	are	more	and	more	questionable.

15.28   BLOG: IDEOLOGICAL ELECTRICITY

Published: September 10, 2009 
http://www.korhola.com/2009/09/ideologista-sahkoa-nykypaiva/

Word	choices	are	interesting.	When	we	hear	the	word	“wind	farm”,	we	associate	it	with	something	nice,	
even	when	we	see	twenty	150-metre	high	turbines	sticking	out	of	the	landscape.	If	somebody	spoke	
about	a	“power	line	farm”	referring	to	high-voltage	turbines	rising	as	high	as	trees	or	about	a	“nuclear	
power	grove”	referring	to	two	to	three	reactors	on	the	same	island,	quite	a	ruckus	would	be	raised.	We	
are	being	manipulated!	(Explanatory	note:	in	Finnish	‘wind	farm’	is	literally	translated	as	‘wind	park’.)

It	is	not	a	pure	coincidence	that	we	let	our	choice	of	words	caress	some	things	whereas	we	reject	
others	through	our	lingual	expressions.	For	the	sake	of	impartiality,	I	speak	quite	knowingly	about	the	
wind	power	industry	and	wind	power	lobbying	–	although	many	would	prefer	only	to	speak	of	production	
and	experts.	Wind	power	is	an	industry	that	has	its	own	individual	lobbyists,	just	like	any	other	sector	
This	field	is	not	exactly	profitable	as	such	but	that	does	not	really	bother	the	wind	power	lobby	since	
the	matter	has	been	aided	by	society.	

For	the	time	being	each	megawatt	to	be	built	requires	half	a	million	euro	of	state	support.	It	 is	
clear	that	this	kind	of	subsidisation	cannot	continue,	as	according	to	the	EU’s	objectives,	a	couple	of	
megawatts	more	in	addition	to	the	present	120	will	be	built.	However,	the	wind	power	industry	will	not	
be	left	without	any	help,	as	the	consumer	will	be	forced	to	support	it	through	feed-in	tariffs.

Thus	in	the	name	of	honesty,	these	should	be	called	force-feeding	tariffs.
At	present	these	projects	are	launched	with	the	blessing	of	the	Finnish	National	Coalition	Party,	

which	is	now	in	government.	I	really	can‘t	say	that	I	would	be	happy	about	the	extensive	destruction	of	
our	seascape,	especially	when	the	environmental	benefit	gained	is	insignificant	compared	to	the	economic	
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input.	I	am	convinced	that	not	even	the	voters	will	be	satisfied	when	the	theoretically	soft	values	of	a	
farm	idea,	in	practise,	turn	into	a	blatantly	hard	and	expensive	fact	sticking	out	of	the	landscape.

The	upheaval	has	already	begun.	The	giant	wind	power	project	of	Inkoo-Raasepori	has	given	birth	
to	the	Pro	Barösund	movement	and	UNESCO	has	already	requested	a	report	concerning	the	effects	of	
the	wind	power	complex	that	threatens	the	World	Heritage	Site	of	Kvarken.

Popular	movements	do	not	oppose	wind	power	as	such,	but	they	demand	similar	kinds	of	criteria	as	
are	in	place	in	Sweden,	such	as	how	to	locate	wind	power	farms:	a	decision	in	principle	not	to	destroy	the	
archipelago	scenery,	and	an	overall	plan	at	the	national	level	instead	of	proceeding	project	by	project.	A	
further	wish	is	that	residential	areas	be	protected	by	a	minimum	distance	and	no	wind	power	industry	
would	be	erected	closer	to	that	border	due	to	noise	impacts	and	landscape	hazards.	These	are	reasonable	
wishes,	especially	as	the	project	is	financed	through	tax	payers’	or	consumers’	money.

If	 it	concerned	some	other	form	of	energy,	environmental	groups	would	defend	citizens’	rights	
and	the	integrity	of	conservation	areas,	and	a	couple	of	well-paid	Greenpeace	stunt	performers	would	
eagerly	be	dangling	from	a	crane	tower.

As	I	said	this	is	not	any	normal	form	of	energy.	This	is	ideological	energy.	When	hazards	some	day	
become	more	obvious	and	the	EU’s	renewable	energy	target	are	found	to	be	unrealistic,	the	present-
day	supporters	will	have	had	time	to	turn	their	coats	and	to	understand,	so	to	say,	that,	as	a	matter	of	
fact,	they	had	never	supported	wind	power	in	the	first	place.	But	that	is	another	story	-	and	a	damage	
done	for	the	National	Coalition	Party?

15.29   BLOG: A PLAN B IS NECESSARY

Published: September23, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/09/suunnitelma-b-on-tarpeen/

The	UN	Summit	on	Climate	Change	is	just	now	in	session	in	New	York	to	discuss	the	future	climate	
agreement	that	is	expected	from	the	Copenhagen	Conference	this	coming	December.	Our	Prime	Minister	
Matti Vanhanen	has	said	that	we	will	perish,	if	the	matters	in	the	Copenhagen	Conference	do	not	
proceed	according	to	the	EU	plan.	According	to	Vanhanen,	there	should	be	no	plan	B.

I	am	perturbed	by	his	statement,	as	it	exhibits	quite	an	amount	of	ignorance	of	the	complexity	of	
the	climate	change	policy,	as	well	as	of	the	variety	of	different	alternatives.

As	you	see,	it	would	now	be	very	desirable	to	look	for	different	options	for	the	basis	of	a	climate	
change	agreement	and	a	totally	different	type	of	approach	than	the	Kyoto	model	presents.

The	Kyoto	Protocol	has	been	proven	to	be	 inefficient,	as	the	economy’s	carbon-intensity	hasn’t	
decreased	 in	the	countries,	which	ratified	 it.	The	Kyoto	goals	of	 the	first	period	were	only	reached	
by	chance	thanks	to	the	economic	recession	and	nobody	should	be	so	naive	as	to	count	this	as	an	
achievement	of	the	climate	agreement.

Therefore	to	continue	on	the	same	basis	is	a	risky	business,	and	hence	a	plan	B	is	very	desirable.	
We	need	something	stronger	here.	It	is	only	good	that,	for	example,	the	US	and	Japan	are	now	trying	
to	find	more	efficient	means.

The	science	magazine	Nature	published	an	article,	which	expressly	recommends	a	plan	B.	This	would	
mean	a	lightening	of	the	global	negotiations	so	that	agreements	that	are	too	binding	could	be	omitted	
and,	respectively,	more	efficient	means	would	be	applied	by	fewer	actors.	In	this	way,	we	could	avoid	a	
no-win	situation	in	the	UN	climate	change	negotiations.	These	lightened	negotiations	could	be	merely	
held	among	the	most	significant	emitters	and	not	among	the	entire	band	of	200	UN	countries.	The	
former	experience	has	definitively	shown	that	the	negotiations	are	in	danger	of	becoming	a	“legal	zombie”.



365

Climate Change as a Political Process

What	will	then	happen	in	Copenhagen?	As	I	have	been	present	many	times	at	COP	meetings,	I	dare	
to	present	my	prediction	out	loud,	to	which	we	may	go	back	after	December.

Although	the	Copenhagen	Conference	may	end	in	some	kind	of	failure,	the	official	communiqués	
will	be	palliated:	“one	step	was	taken	forward”,	“difficult	climate	talks	rescued	by...”.	And	in	any	case,	
years	will	be	needed	after	the	conference	to	adjust	the	possibly	somewhat	 lenient	final	result	 to	the	
level as practical measures.

Some	will	talk	about	the	Copenhagen	final	result	as	a	“success”,	even	though	it	would	be	a	“total	
failure”.	“Some”	refers	here	to	those	Europeans	who	have	wanted	to	change	the	EU’s	emission	reduction	
goal	of	20%	to	a	stricter	goal	of	30%.	In	this	context,	these	people	wish	to	remove	all	kinds	of	special	
treatments	concerning	the	industries	exposed	to	carbon-leakage,	such	as	free	emission	allowances	for	
industries	exposed	to	global	competition;	the	grounds	being	such	statements	as	“well,	we	now	have	a	
global	agreement	and	fair	play”.

At	the	same	time	the	US	senate	has	initiated	its	own	legislative	discussion	on	climate	change.	The	
climate	change	act	of	the	US	seems	to	be	much	more	lenient	than	the	version	approved	by	the	House	
of	Representatives	last	summer.	The	US	admits	that,	most	probably,	the	senate	will	not	be	able	to	get	
the	climate	act	on	the	table	prior	to	the	Copenhagen	Conference.	On	the	other	hand,	the	US’s	principal	
negotiator	on	climate	issues	has	said	that	it	is	not	so	essential	to	get	the	climate	act	through	before	the	
Copenhagen	Conference,	although	Todd Stern	encouraged	the	congress	to	quickly	approve	the	act	
in time.

One	interesting	detail	is	that	Stern	gave	an	estimation	in	the	hearing	of	the	House	of	Representatives	
at	the	beginning	of	September.	The	UN	negotiation	track	has,	according	to	Stern,	proceeded	poorly,	
whereas	the	forum	of	the	world’s	larger	economies	moved	ahead.

As	seems	likely,	plan	B	might	be	needed.

15.30   BLOG: WONDERING

Published: September 24, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/09/ihmettelya/

There	are	a	lot	of	strange	things	in	the	world.
Yesterday,	 I	 attended	 a	 climate	 seminar	 organised	 by	 the	Grand	 Committee	 in	 the	National	

Parliament	of	Finland.	There	were	lot	of	important	names	among	the	participants,	such	as	the	Minister	
of the Environment Lehtomäki, climate spokesperson Oras Tynkkynen	and	the	climate	negotiator	
of the Ministry of the Environment Sirkka Haunia.

The	more	I	listened,	the	more	I	wondered.	Here	are	some	examples	of	what	I	wondered:
-	I	wondered	why	the	director	of	the	Finnish	Meteorological	Institute	Petteri Taalas does not 

seem	to	follow	the	scientific	discussion	and	does	not	update	his	PowerPoint	presentations	concerning	
climate	change.	He	presented	old	figures	and	graphs	from	several	years	earlier,	although	more	current	
information	was	already	available.	The	combination	of	outdated	data	and	an	expert	position	can	lead	
the	unsuspecting	public	astray.	I	was	one	of	those	who	recommended	Taalas	to	this	position	years	back,	
so	now	I	feel	responsible	for	this	situation.

-	I	wondered	why	Erkki Tuomioja,	who	is	known	as	a	critical	reader,	is	satisfied	with	superficiality	
when	it	concerns	climate	change.	According	to	his	statement,	all	the	new	scientific	information	on	climate	
change	has	just	stirred	up	the	bad	news;	there	will	be	no	good	news.	He	does	not	seem	to	have	noticed	
at	all	 those	critical	wondering	statements	on	why	only	the	exceptional	and	worrying	kinds	of	news	
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are	published	in	the	media	but	the	improvement	or	normalisation	of	the	situation	is	simply	ignored.	
Both	–	the	bad,	as	well	as	the	good	piece	of	news	–	are	still	considered	to	be	measured	data	that	would	
deserve	to	be	at	least	mentioned.

-	I	wonder	as	a	whole,	why	so	many	of	the	elected	representatives	follow	so	superficially	a	matter	
that	has	been	regarded	to	be	a	question	of	life	and	death.	The	seminar	participants	behaved	as	if	there	
were	only	one	solution	model	in	the	world	to	combat	climate	change	–	without	any	doubt,	the	European	
solution.	This	is	pure	parochialism	and	fantasy	politics.

The	matter	must,	naturally,	be	reasoned,	otherwise	people	may	wonder	about	me	too.
Again,	we	were	 shown	 graphs,	 according	 to	which	 economic	 losses	 caused	by	 environmental	

catastrophes	increased	significantly	over	the	past	years,	although	the	latest	studies	state	that	the	increasing	
trend	will	vanish	as	soon	as	the	material	is	normalised	through	socio-economic	factors.	When,	at	the	
same	time,	an	 increase	 in	wellbeing,	 in	the	population	and	in	unreasonably	negligent	construction	
activities	in	the	coastal	area	are	all	taken	into	consideration,	the	damages	can	be	explained	and	adjusted	
within	a	normal	alignment.

The	classic	hockey	stick,	i.e.	the	graph	presenting	the	fluctuation	in	temperature	levels	over	the	last	
couple	of	millennia	which	the	speaker	showed	us	and	which	I	have	already	shown	myself	years	ago,	has	
been	proven	among	scientists	to	be	a	fraud,	leading	to	the	drafter	also	having	to	correct	it.	Although	
the	graph	quite	rightly	presented	the	observed	increase	over	the	last	decades,	it	still	drew	too	even	a	
line	of	the	past	temperature	changes.

The	perception	of	Tuomioja	has	been	selective,	as	there	has	always	been	positive	news	among	the	
negative,	but	positive	news	is	seldom	of	any	interest	to	the	media.	For	example,	it	is	rarely	mentioned	
that	the	sea	ice	cover	in	Antarctica	has	expanded	during	the	last	decades	and	even	the	ice	cover	of	the	
Arctic	Ocean	shows	some	signs	of	recovery	from	the	decline	of	2007.

Global	temperatures	haven’t	increased	in	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century,	although	emissions	
have	increased	explosively	and	several	models	even	prophesy	a	cooling	of	the	temperature	for	the	next	
decades.	Some	could	regard	this	as	positive,	encouraging	news,	although	it	has	been	proven	to	be	only	
temporary.	At	least	it	tells	us	that	there	are	plenty	of	factors	that	have	an	influence	on	the	climate.

Climate	change	is	a	serious	thing,	but	some	like	to	scare	the	others	with	it,	without	hesitation.	The	
talk	about	mega	problems	and	the	wait	for	some	mega	solution	has	turned	our	focus	away	from	so	many	
acute	problems:	poverty,	erosion,	air	pollution,	epidemics.	People	will	become	just	symbols	for	something	
in	the	future	and	they	will	find	no	help	in	the	present.	Some	like	to	think	that	once	the	emissions	have	
now	been	led	toward	the	path	of	reduction,	the	people’s		problems	would	be	solved.	It	is	not	so.

Mankind	has	solved	so	many	problems	and	will	solve	many	more.	However,	it	is	only	realistic	to	
confess	that	the	problem	is	not	entirely	 in	our	hands.	The	processes	are	slow,	stretching	over	many	
generations.	No	matter	what	emission	reductions	can	be	achieved,	the	world	of	2060	will	still	suffer	
from	epidemics,	wars,	poverty,	inequality	and	hunger.	Floods,	cyclones	and	drought	will	cut	their	deadly	
swathe.	Therefore,	it	is	a	question	of	adjusting	oneself	to	new	circumstances	and	exercising	creativity	
under these.  

It	is	not	wise	to	panic,	and	anyway,	it	will	not	help.	This	has	robbed	the	zest	of	life	and	hope	from	
many.	Anxiety	and	hurry	have	already	led	us	to	bad	consequences	and	lousy	politics,	which	only	increase	
and	not	decrease	emissions	-	and	actually,	not	only	emissions	but	also	pollution.	As	Commissioner	
Gunther Verheugen	commented	on	the	EU’s	emissions	trading	system:	is	there	any	sense,	 if	we	
export	pollution	and	import	unemployment.

There	is	more	about	this	subject	in	my	previous	blog,	which	I	wrote	whilst	attending	a	seminar:	 
a	Plan	B	is	necessary

P.S.	As	an	additional	piece	of	information,	I	specify	myself,	on	behalf	of	the	readers’	feedback	that	I	
spoke	of	the	NEWS	on	climate	change.	I	am	not	a	climate	scientist	but	I	actively	follow	various	sites.	A	
good	example	would	be	the	news	concerning	the	ice	cover	of	the	Arctic	Ocean.	As	the	numbers	gained	
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from	one	month	were	worrying,	some	very	hasty	conclusions	were	made:	melting	will	ensue	completely	
and	soon.	When	the	development	recovered	back	to	the	normal	track	after	a	month	–	that	was	also	
declining,	but	still	in	the	same	line	with	the	previous	years	–	it	was	not	regarded	as	newsworthy.	It	has	
been	reasoned	that	it	concerned	only	a	short	period	of	time.	But,	on	the	other	hand,	it	also	concerned	a	
short	time	period,	during	which	the	sensational	and	radical	conclusion	was	made	and	was	not	publicly	
recanted.	If	we	should	beware	of	drawing	conclusions	based	on	short	periods	of	time,	should	not	logic	
dictate	that	the	same	precaution	must	be	applied	in	all	directions?

I	don’t	deny	the	existence	of	climate	change.	But	I	am	becoming	more	and	more	critical	towards	
all	kinds	of	alarming	exaggerations,	because	they	don’t	create	any	good	politics	and	will	diminish	the	
credibility	of	science	among	citizens	in	the	long	run.	We	will	need	the	input	of	scientists	very	much	and,	
therefore,	the	overblown	and	selective	way	of	compiling	news	on	their	research	projects	is	very	damaging.

15.31   BLOG: THE COMMISSION PLOTS A STRICTER CLIMATE  
  CHANGE TARGET

Published: November 22, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/11/komissio-juonii-tiukempaa-ilmastotavoitetta-hameen-sanomat/	

Last	October,	a	BBC	news	article	wondered	about	the	cold	weather	conditions	that	had	taken	place	over	
the	past	months	and	asked	where	global	warming	was	now.	Now,	when	2010	is	almost	over,	we’ve	already	
measured	the	facts	concerning	the	temperature	increase	that	hasn’t	after	all	followed	the	increase	in	
emissions	during	the	current	decade.	The	increase	of	CO2	in	the	atmosphere	followed	the	same	line	as	
the	temperature	increase	during	the	last	decade	and,	therefore,	it	was	considered	that	the	greenhouse	
theory	was	confirmed.	The	warming	has	now	come	to	a	halt	and	globally	a	cooler	time	period	has	set	
in.	According	to	some	scientists,	the	cooling	development	may	even	continue	for	a	couple	of	years	more.

Does	it	mean	that	the	Kyoto	Protocol	was	so	efficient?	Unfortunately	not,	as	a	matter	fact,	it	was	
quite	the	contrary.	The	Kyoto	Protocol	expires	in	2012,	and	already	now	we	may	say	that	climate	change	
policy	has	been	poor.

During	the	great	climate	change	hype,	emissions	have	increased	in	both	absolute	and	relative	terms.	
The	most	worrying	fact	is	that	the	global	carbon-intensity	has	increased:	in	other	words,	emissions	per	
GDP	–	meaning	that	things	are	being	performed	in	a	dirtier	way	than	in	former	days,	although	the	
development	should	have	progressed	in	the	opposite	direction.

The	reason	for	this	is	the	rapid	industrialisation	and	urbanisation	of	China	and	India.	The	Kyoto	
Protocol	classifies	both	of	 these	as	developing	countries	and	no	valid	emission	restrictions	concern	
developing	countries.	Therefore,	it	 is	no	wonder	that	industry	and	workplaces,	including	those	from	
Europe,	are	also	shifting	over	there,	and	to	much	dirtier	circumstances.	This	phenomenon	is	called	
carbon	leakage.

It	 is	 also	most	 regrettable	 that	 a	 good	 and	 solid	 environmental	 and	 development	 policy	 has	
provably	been	superseded	by	the	carbon	dioxide	centred	climate	policy.	This	haste	has	led	us	to	drastic	
consequences.	The	talk	about	mega	problems	and	the	wait	for	some	mega	solution	has	turned	our	focus	
away	from	so	many	acute	problems:	poverty,	erosion,	air	pollution,	epidemics.

Two	and	half	years	ago,	the	climate	change	discussion	was	at	its	hottest,	as	the	EU	summit	made	the	
decision	on	cutting	greenhouse	gas	emissions	by	20%	from	the	level	of	1990	by	2020.	It	was	also	agreed	
that	the	EU	would	commit	itself	to	cuts	of	30%,	provided	that	the	other	industrial	countries	bindingly	
consent	to	this.	The	principle	is	important	as	only	a	synchronous	decrease	ensures	that	emissions	will	
not	just	wander	from	one	place	to	another.
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As	more	scientific	information	on	the	complexity	of	climate	change	pours	in,	it	has	become	quite	
clear	that	the	implemented	actions	have	been	inefficient.	One	would	really	wish	that	Europe	will	now	
show	a	new	kind	of	leadership	concerning	climate	issues.	It	is	now	time	to	consider	very	carefully	what	
kinds	of	measures	are	worth	investing	millions	of	euro	in.	The	current	strategy	will	 increase	energy	
prices	and	jobs	will	be	lost.	Is	this	all	really	worth	it,	especially	as	the	scientific	information	points	out,	
besides	carbon	dioxide,	new	factors	of	the	climate	fluctuation.

One	explanation	for	this	stubbornness	is	that	climate	change	has	become	increasingly	a	societal	
issue	and	some	parties	like	to	take	advantage	of	this	phenomenon,	both	politically	and	economically.	
The	ability	of	decision-makers	to	follow	science	has	always	proceeded	with	some	delay.

This	week,	information	has	already	leaked	from	Brussels	that	the	Commission	prepared,	in	secrecy	
with	certain	Member	States,	a	proposal	according	to	which	the	cuts	of	30%	would	be	implemented	
immediately.

The	plan	is	devastating.	It	was	already	made	clear	 in	advance	that	the	competing	countries	will	
not	commit	themselves	to	any	respective	cuts	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference.	There	will	be	no	binding	
agreement,	but	 just	a	political	 frame.	The	EU	cannot	make	its	own	serious	decisions	by	 leaning	on	
anything	such	as	this.

According	to	some	sources,	Sweden,	Germany,	Great	Britain	and	France	are	all	trying	to	achieve	
the	percentage	change	on	the	basis	of	the	CO2	market	estimations	of	a	certain	research	centre.	These	
estimations	claim	that	the	CO2	price	could	be	kept	at	a	“reasonable”	level,	i.e.,	at	a	level	that	promotes	
the	emissions	cut	measures,	provided	that	the	cuts	were	30%.	

The	hankering	can	be	explained	by	the	European	electricity	producers,	who	are	busily	 lobbying	
and	are	now	annoyed	by	 the	 free	emission	allowances	enjoyed	by	 large	 industrial	plants.	The	 free	
allowances	are	designed	for	the	emissions	trading	system	so	that	the	industry	would	not	run	off	to	the	third	
countries	owing	to	the	competition	distortions.	This	would	not	be	necessary,	if	an	extensive	international	
agreement	could	be	achieved.	Those	who	try	to	achieve	the	expensive	CO2 price and auction system 
want	to	implement	the	30	percent	status,	as	the	protection	would	not	concern	this	status	and	therefore,	
these	quarters	would	ensure	enormously	high	profits	for	themselves,	just	according	to	Fortum’s	model.

According	to	rumours,	Finland	has	objected	to	this	plan,	which	was	quite	right	on	the	part	of	the	
government.	It	was	justified,	and	not	only	because	of	our	employment	situation	but	also	because	of	
environmental reasons, since it really is not any environmental action to complicate the circumstances 
of	the	cleanest	production	as	long	as	the	competitors	are	allowed	to	pollute	freely.

In	this	light,	it	would	naturally	be	very	desirable	for	Finland	to	be	represented	at	the	Copenhagen	
Conference	solely	by	such	knowledgeable	parties	that	are	able	to	appraise	the	country	and	understand	
the	general	view	of	the	climate	change	policy.	The	government	is	surely	able	to	perceive	and	comprehend	
the	situation,	but	what	do	the	others	do?

15.32   BLOG: THE JOB AIN’T DONE BEFORE RATIFICATION

Published: November 24, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/11/nakki-ei-napsahda-ennen-ratifiointia/	

On	Monday,	in	the	context	of	the	Copenhagen	Conference,	the	Parliament’s	Environment	Committee	
held	an	additional	meeting	in	Strasbourg,	during	which	the	Swedish	Minister	already	predicted	the	
results.	Of	course,	it	is	obvious	that	the	estimations	include	a	great	portion	of	official	optimism	–	but	
perhaps,	it	should	be	so.	Therefore,	it	was	no	wonder	that	the	minister	spoke	of	the	agreement,	as	if	it	
could	be	achieved	in	Copenhagen	–	even	if	not	quite	in	finished	form,	as	certain	technical	details	will	
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take	a	couple	of	months	more,	but	it	would	still	be	a	rather	comprehensive	agreement.
This	means	that	the	EU	would	have	a	30	percent	job	to	do.
Satu	Hassi	has	predicted	the	same	and	so	too	have	a	couple	of	other	eager	supporters	of	the	unilateral	

restrictions.
Cool	down,	guys.	Even	if	climate	warming	increased,	the	brain	should	not	become	too	heated.
Especially	as	partners,	such	as	the	US,	haven’t	even	promised	to	support	any	binding	agreements.
Secondly,	we	should	very	well	remember,	what	was	entered	in	the	directives	along	with	the	approval	

of	the	climate	change	and	energy	package.	The	EU’s	emission	reduction	target	of	20%	will	only	change	to	
30%	if	the	other	industrial	countries	show	“comparable	reduction	efforts”	and	the	developing	countries	
also	have	some	kinds	of	obligations.	At	the	same	time,	the	special	treatment	of	so-called	carbon	leakage	
industries	would	be	removed.

Just	a	mere	political	agreement	is	not	a	sufficient	result	of	the	Copenhagen	Conference.	On	the	
other	hand,	neither	is	a	legally	binding	agreement,	even	though	it	may	contain	the	30	percent	cut	for	
all	industrial	countries,	since	a	legally	binding	agreement	as	such	is	not	binding	on	anything	as	long	as	
the	countries	haven’t	ratified	the	agreement.	It	took	almost	eight	years	for	the	Kyoto	Protocol	to	enter	
into	force.	The	EU	cannot	ascertain	until	the	agreement	has	been	ratified,	whether	the	preset	condition	
concerning	the	comparable	reduction	measures	has	been	fulfilled.

Some	 are	 convinced	 that	 the	political	 deal,	which	 should	be	 agreed	upon	 at	 the	Copenhagen	
Conference,	would	be	easy	to	complement	to	a	more	detailed	juridical	agreement.	I	am	convinced	that	
this	is	not	possible.

First	of	 all,	 the	global	post-2012	 juridical	 agreement	on	climate	policy	 includes	accurate	 texts	
concerning	hundreds	of	questions	with	headings	such	as:
	 -		 quantitative	emission	reduction	obligations	for	the	industrial	countries	until	2020	or	possibly 
	 	 until	2050
	 -		 nominal	emission	efforts	of	developing	countries	until	2020	and	onwards
	 -		 financial	aid	from	industrialised	countries	to	the	developing	countries
	 -		 development	and	transfer	of	technology
	 -		 sinks	and	the	related	calculation	rules.

There	are	dozens	of	individual	issues	related	to	these	aforementioned	matters,	in	which	the	countries	
should	find	common	ground.

If	we	were	 optimistically	 just	 assuming	 that	 the	 countries	will	 find	 a	 common	ground	 at	 the	
Copenhagen	Conference	concerning	the	draft	version	of	the	agreement	frame	listing	a	couple	of	the	
post-2012	climate	political	issues,	we’ll	need	years	for	the	negotiation	process	to	be	completed	with	all	
the	details.	And	then,	during	this	process,	every	one	of	the	countries	will	try	to	minimise	its	future	cost	
burden.	This	control	by	vested	interest,	which	all	of	the	countries	have	practiced	during	these	15	years	
of	COP	history	and	due	to	which	the	global	climate	negotiations	have	advanced	so	slowly,	refers	to	the	
division	of	costs	of	billions	of	euros	from	one	country	to	another.

The	final	division	of	the	climate	political	burden	post-2012	will	be	defined	within	this	long	process.	
And	when	this	game	is	over,	we	will	finally	to	be	able	to	find	out	whether	the	EU’s	demand	concerning	
the	competing	countries	has	been	realised.

But,	as	we	saw	during	the	meeting	of	the	Environment	Committee	just	a	couple	of	weeks	ago,	the	
Greens	and	the	environmental	organisations	do	not	care	in	the	slightest	about	the	EU’s	competitive	
strength	and	the	conditions	that	were	entered	in	the	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	or	about	the	threatening	
carbon	leakage.	To	be	sure,	these	people	do	not	want	any	kind	of	objective	analysis	on	these	issues.	A	
bunch	of	MEPs	(including	Hassi	and	Pietikäinen	from	the	Finns)	already	tried	to	abate	the	specification	of	
carbon	leakage	industries	obliged	by	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	but	the	majority	of	the	Committee	
rejected	this	attempt.
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This	may	sound	very	juridical	and	bureaucratic	when	expressed	in	this	way,	but	as	a	matter	of	fact,	
this	simply	concerns	jobs.	It	is	quite	absurd	that	the	world’s	cleanest	industry	should	be	ashamed	of	its	
climate	policy.	These	kinds	of	measures	will	not	diminish	emissions	but	transfer	them	somewhere	else.	
We’ve	now	reached	the	same	point	once	again,	when	Commissioner	Verheugen	exclaimed	over	emissions	
trading:	“We	are	exporting	pollution	and	importing	unemployment	-	isn’t	that	stupid?”

15.33   BLOG: BLACKLISTED

Published: November 25, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/11/mustalla-listalla/

	Nowadays,	I	also	write	a	blog	for	the	newspaper	Aamulehti,	and	one	of	my	readers	there	recently	
questioned	why	I	am	on	environmental	organisations’	black	list.	These	organisations	draw	up	lists	of	
environmentally	friendly	MEPs	and	of	those	MEPs	who	are	less	environmentally	friendly.	Here	is	my	
personal	point	of	view	and	my	own	little	theory	on	the	matter.	(There	will	be	a	great	deal	of	repetition	
on	these	pages,	but	it	does	not	matter.)

	The	story	goes	 like	this:	 it	 is	enough	to	fall	out	of	 favour	with	these	organisations	if	one	votes	
against	their	instructions.	These	instructions	are	often	just	a	commitment	to	a	cartel;	in	other	words,	
instructions	are	drafted	in	respect	of	the	continental	European	circumstances;	they	are	very	impartial	
and	doctrinaire	and	just	will	not	fit	in	Finland’s	conditions	at	all.	It	really	is	great	pity	that	in	order	to	
become	accepted	by	these	environmentally-friendly	quarters,	one	has	to	clearly	vote	against	the	good	of	
the	environment.	I	have	many	examples	of	similar	cases,	but	I	would	like	to	introduce	just	this	one,	rather	
big	case:	the	exclusion	of	the	pulp	and	paper	industry	from	the	waste	incineration	directive	in	2000.

It	was	everybody’s	stance,	including	that	of	the	Ministry	of	the	Environment,	that	it	is	for	the	benefit	
of	the	environment	to	recover	the	waste	liquids	generated	by	the	forestry	industry	for	energy,	without	
any	unnecessary	measurements	(since	 it	 is	well-known	that	 there	are	no	toxic	substances	 in	wood	
material)	and	that	these	liquids	will	not	end	up	in	landfills	to	generate	methane	emissions.	I	pushed	
the	amendment	through	to	the	Environment	Committee.

The	environmental	organisations	objected	to	my	amendment	on	the	grounds	that	paper	should	
not	be	burnt	but	recycled.	Erja Heino	from	The	Finnish	Association	for	Nature	Conversation	(FANC)	
called	me	in	February	2000	to	ask	how	I	can,	who	has	such	a	good	reputation	in	environmental	matters,	
propose	the	issue	of	burning	paper	to	be	included	in	the	waste	incineration	directive.	I	merely	replied	
that	she	is	apparently	not	acquainted	with	the	matter,	as	I	haven’t	made	any	such	suggestion	and	asked	
her,	what	she	actually	means	by	this.	Heino	answered	that	she	does	not	really	know	about	the	matter,	
she	was	just	ordered	to	call	me	by	somebody	in	Brussels.	

It	was	a	question	of	enormous	importance	to	Finland’s	advantage.	Afterwards,	the	final	result	has	
been	regarded	as	one	of	the	most	important	lobbying	victories.	As	Heidi Hautala	heard	that	I,	a	first-
year	freshman	MEP	in	the	Parliament,	had	managed	to	make	the	rapporteur	change	his	mind	to	submit	
an	amendment	together	with	me,	she	asked	whether	it	was	possible	for	her	to	join	us	and	also	sign	
the	amendment.	It	was	not	possible	anymore;	the	deadline	had	already	passed,	as	far	as	I	remember.

The	 environmental	 organisation	 in	 Brussels	 started	 to	 campaign	 against	my	 amendment	 by	
referring	to	paper	burning.	I	contacted	these	organisations	and	informed	them	that	they	possessed	
false	information	which	should	be	corrected.	The	answer	was	that	it	could	not	be	done	anymore	–	for	
the	sake	of	the	campaign!	Therefore,	Heidi	Hautala	as	the	chairwoman	of	the	Greens	also	spurred	her	
group	to	vote	against	the	amendment,	according	to	the	instructions	of	the	environmental	organisations.	
And	there	are	many	other	examples!
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The	saddest	thing	about	these	organisations	is	that	if	they	make	a	lot	of	mistakes,	they	still	behave	
like	an	unerring	ex	cathedra:	those	who	think	differently	will	be	stamped	along	with	their	motives:		
apparently	we	are	not	acting	anymore	in	the	name	of	the	environment	and	whatever	our	motives	were.

I	am	not	the	only	MEP	who	has	been	threatened	and	blackmailed	by	the	environmental	organisations,	
but	I	know	my	own	story	the	best.	When	I	gave	my	speech	in	the	January	plenary	session	on	16.01.2006	
(http://www.korhola.com/2006/01/arhusin-yleissopimuksen-maaraysten-soveltaminen-yhteison-
toimielimiin-ja-elimiin-2/)	and	requested	 the	organisations	 to	be	 just	as	accurate	as	 they	demand	
enterprises	and	politicians	to	be,	a	delegation	of	the	environmental	organisations	entered	my	room	the	
following	day	and	demanded	that	I	make	a	public	apology	as	well	as	take	my	words	back.	“Surely	you	
don’t	want	to	be	seen	in	a	negative	light	in	the	public	eye,”	hinted	Ralph Hallo from the European 
Environmental	Bureau.	But	I	could	not	possibly	disavow	what	I	had	said,	because	it	all	happened	to	
be	true.	I	have	then	been	under	this	negative	light	quite	enough,	especially	during	the	winter	of	2007-
2008,	as	the	organisations	were	eagerly	lobbying	against	me	after	having	heard	that	the	Commission	
predicted	me	to	be	the	rapporteur	in	the	issues	concerning	emissions	trading.

Environment	advocation	and	protection	is	a	worthy	task.	I	really	appreciate	the	environmental	
work	that	these	organisations	perform.	But,	I	also	see	a	fundamentalist	attitude	all	over	this	field,	a	
similar	kind	of	attitude,	which	I	abhor	in	the	religious	quarters.	I	used	to	study	comparative	religion	
and	cannot	help	it	that	some	of	the	observations	which	I	have	made	do	not	differ	much	from	the	actions	
of some sectarians.

Suvi-Anne Siimes	recently	wrote	in	her	column	in	the	magazine	Talouselämä	that	we	live	in	a	
world	where	political	correctness	demands	admiration	from	civic	organisations,	and	not	the	questioning	
of	their	expertise	and	means	of	operations.	As	nobody	can	be	an	entirely	impartial	expert,	they	should	
not	stand	above	criticism	in	the	role	of	a	pet	dog	either.

But	one	can	always	buck	up,	and	take	the	criticism	as	a	lesson.	Every	one	of	us.

15.34  BLOG: TOWARDS A TRICK-FREE CLIMATE POLICY

Published: November25, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/11/kohti-kikkailematonta-ilmastopolitiikkaa/	

As	the	Copenhagen	Climate	Conference	approaches,	besides	CO2,	 the	air	 is	 full	of	different	wagers	
concerning	whether	an	agreement	will	come	about	or	not.	The	most	common	guess	is	that	it	is	possible	
that	the	meeting	may	create	a	political	frame	but	not	a	binding	agreement.

Last	week,	China	stirred	up	more	confusion.	Some	were	already	happy	about	the	promise	of	cutting	
the	economy’s	carbon	intensity	by	40-45	per	cent	by	2020,	and	I	saw	on	the	Web	a	couple	of	hasty	
interpretations	which	described	China	as	having	committed	itself	to	some	huge	emission	reductions.	
The	professionals	know	that	this	is	not	the	case.

What	does	this	figure	mean?	The	International	Energy	Agency	IEA	recently	gave	a	prediction	on	
China’s	 future	energy-intensive	development;	 i.e.,	emissions	per	GDP,	 in	 its	World	Energy	Outlook	
report.	According	to	the	Business	As	Usual	model	this	would	be	40	per	cent	by	2020,	as	emissions	
increase	from	6.1	gigatonnes	of	carbon	in	2007	to	9.6	gigatonnes	in	2020.

So,	China	hasn’t	promised	anything	else	 than	to	be	 its	old	self	 -	 to	use	new	technology	whilst	
increasing	its	emissions.	China	does	more,	but	with	less;	in	other	words,	it	generates	large	amounts	
of	emissions	but	does	it	in	a	more	decent	way.	The	cutting	of	carbon	intensity	takes	place	naturally.

This	promise	is	a	small	disappointment,	as	it	does	not	promise	that	China	will	move	from	the	path	



372

15 Appendices

on	which	it	is	already	walking.	Since	the	United	States	of	America,	for	example,	has	promised	direct	
cuts	in	its	emissions,	and	not	just	a	cleaner	growth,	Michael A. Levi,	the	Director	of	the	US’s	Council	
on	Foreign	Relations	on	Climate	Change	Programme,	has	stated	that	China	should	also	increase	its	
ambition	level	a	little	so	that	the	efforts	could,	at	least	somehow,	be	comparable	with	each	other.

To	tell	the	truth,	neither	will	the	number	given	by	Obama reel any European minds. If the US 
promises	to	cut	17%	of	the	level	of	2005,	this	promise	will	mean	something	like	zero	when	it	is	proportional	
to	1990.

Would	this	be	comparable	in	any	way,	if	the	EU	answers	to	the	challenge	by	changing	its	target	of	
20%	of	the	level	of	1990	to	30	per	cent?

I really think that it is insane.
Some	of	my	colleagues,	including	Finns,	have	already	been	loudly	and	clearly	demanding	this	30	

percent	target.	Last	week	in	Brussels,	a	new	piece	of	information	leaked	out	that	the	Commission	was	
preparing,	silently	with	some	Member	States,	a	proposal	according	to	which	these	30	percent	cuts	would	
be	implemented	right	away.	The	argument	states	that	the	price	of	carbon	dioxide	could	be	kept	at	a	
reasonable	level,	i.e.	at	a	level	promoting	emissions	reductive	measures,	if	the	cuts	were	30	per	cent.

The	large	electricity	producers	are	diligently	lobbying	the	Commission:	They	don’t	seemingly	object	
to	the	plan	that	would	increase	the	profits	of	those	listed	companies	more	than	ever	and,	at	the	same	
time,	this	would	remove	the	carbon	leakage	protection	from	European	industry.

However,	I	have	reminded	the	Commission	that	according	to	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	
the	EU’s	emission	reduction	target	of	20%	can	be	changed	to	30%,	only	 in	the	event	that	the	other	
industrial	countries	show	“comparable	reduction	efforts”	and	the	developing	countries	also	have	some	
kinds	of	obligations.	

It	would	not	be	enough	if	a	political	framework	were	to	be	created	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference.	
On	the	other	hand,	a	 legally	binding	agreement	 is	not	sufficient	before	all	of	 the	countries	ratify	 it.	
Until	the	agreement	has	been	ratified,	the	EU	cannot	ascertain	if	the	present	condition	on	comparable	
reduction	measures	has	been	fulfilled.	This	may	take	months,	even	years.	

First of all, the question is that only a synchronous emission reduction can ensure that emissions 
as	 a	 whole	 will	 be	 reduced	 and	 not	 just	 transferred	 from	 one	 place	 to	 another,	 simultaneously	
increasing	the	total	amount	of	emissions.	Therefore,	the	conditioning	of	the	EU’s	emission	reductions,	
in	respect	of	the	measures	of	other	states,	may	be	considered	to	be	politically	responsible.	Otherwise,	
Verheugen’s	depressing	prediction	may	come	true,	in	so	far	as	we	would	only	export	pollution	and	
import unemployment.

However,	I	would	not	completely	cast	China’s	promise	aside	as	an	entirely	bad	idea.	In	my	opinion,	
it	is	a	promise	that	points	in	the	right	direction	and	stirs	the	EU	in	the	right	kind	of	way,	as	the	EU	has	
been	stuck	with	the	Kyoto	model;	i.e.,	numbers	concerning	the	emissions	cuts,	whilst	it	does	not	see	the	
entire	CO2	problem	so	that	it	could	be	also	solved	by	other	means	than	by	just	setting	emissions	ceilings.

As	one	can	see,	China’s	Business	As	Usual	is	not	just	a	usual	promise	as	the	country	has	committed	
itself	to	energy	efficiency	efforts	aiming	at	an	annual	decarbonisation	of	3.7	per	cent.

In	any	cases,	the	investments	in	decarbonisation	are	a	step	in	the	right	direction,	as	this	can	be	
regarded	as	trick-free	climate	change	policy.	This	kind	of	policy	is	not	based	on	a	search	for	loopholes	
or	on	transferring	emissions	elsewhere	but	on	the	problem	itself.	The	trouble	with	the	current	climate	
policy	has	been	that	while	the	world	is	in	an	uproar	over	the	greenhouse	effect,	emissions	have	been	
increasing	not	only	quantitatively	but	also	relatively,	i.e.	as	emissions	per	GDP.

(This	blog	is	available	on	the	website	at	the	forum	address	energiajakasvu.fi)
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15.35  BLOG: WHEN THE FACTS CHANGE

Published: December 1, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/11/when-the-facts-change/

When	the	facts	change,	I	change	my	mind.	What	do	you	do,	sir,	asked	the	famous	economist	John 
Maynard Keynes.

And	how	about	us?
During	the	past	weeks,	some	strange	surprises	have	popped	up	in	the	field	of	climate	science.	And	

now	I	don’t	merely	mean	the	period	of	the	past	decade	during	which	temperatures	haven’t	followed	the	
increase	development	of	emissions.	The	trouble	now	is	Climategate:	The	leakage	of	a	very	delicate	email	
exchange	has	exposed	the	information	to	the	world	that,	at	least,	scientists	are	human	beings	who	can	
also	fall	into	a	temptation	just	like	the	rest	of	us.	As	politicians	and	journalists	demand	plain	numbers	
and	a	clear	message,	it	must	be	very	annoying	to	be	just	a	boring	scientist	who	refuses	to	say	anything	
really	sensational.	Let’s	smarten	up	the	message,	as	the	atmosphere	likes	it	that	way	too!

Are	these	just	singular	examples	of	erring	ways?	Not	quite	so,	as	it	concerns	a	whole	pack	of	leading	
authors	of	the	IPCC	report	and	other	leading	climate	science	authorities.	

Besides	exaggerations,	even	solutions	which	could	be	regarded	as	criminal	from	a	scientific	point	
of	view	have	been	disclosed,	as,	during	the	weekend,	 it	got	out	that	some	raw	data	on	temperature	
calculations	have	been	destroyed.	This	does	not	strengthen	confidence	in	the	climate	science	–	and	
confidence	is	exactly	what	we	would	now	need	for	making	big	decisions.

It	was	not	good	news	either	that	Mike Mann	published	a	new	hockey	stick	curve;	material,	which	
still	includes	the	monkey-business	with	Korttajärvi:		the	research	material	of	a	Finnish	group	was	turned	
upside	down,	causing	the	conclusion	to	be	similarly	affected.

As	a	matter	of	fact,	I’ve	found	the	oddest	phenomenon	in	the	climate	discussion	right	here	at	home	
in Finland.

I	recently	read	Pasi	Toiviainen’s	blog	on	the	pages	of	 the	Finnish	CO2	report.	This	 journalist,	a	
layman	in	climate	science	but	well-versed	in	the	subject,	disapproved	the	“inaccuracy”	of	the	discussion	
concerning	climate	warming.	Apparently	the	sceptics	mess	up,	on	purpose,	two	different	conceptions	–	the	
past	warming	that	has	already	taken	place	and	the	future	warming	that	actually	hasn’t	taken	place	yet:

“Besides, it should be considered that, in the context of climate change, when talking about an 
extraordinary and unprecedented warming, it usually and above all refers to the future warming 
which is threatening the globe this century. In the parlance of sceptics the past warming and the 
future warming are often purposely mixed up with each other, which is one way to confuse the 
general public. The fourth assessment report of the IPCC (2007) states that if, during this century, 
the globe really warms by 5 degrees, i.e., the respective amount as from the glacial period until the 
present times, ‘there is no evidence that we would be able to find a global warming amongst those 
that have taken place during the last 50 million years, which would be comparable, in respect of its 
speed, to the future change’.”

Who	is	now	pulling	the	wool	over	the	eyes	of	the	general	public?	I	bet	that	it	is	not	the	IPCC	but	
Pasi himself.

I	have	studied	the	philosophy	of	science	and	can’t	find	any	better	explanation	for	the	aforementioned	
argumentation	than	the	term	petitio	principi,	assuming	the	initial	point:	the	premise	will	be	proven	to	
be	right	by	itself.

The	uniqueness	of	the	current	climate	change	is	verified	by	things	that	haven’t	taken	place	yet.	If	
the	climate	sceptics	have	any	reservation	about	this	future	picture,	it	will	be	difficult	to	convince	them	
by	proving	the	premise	by	itself.
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It	is	clear	that	there	is	no	logical	fault	in	the	IPCC’s	sentence	as	such,	as	it	includes	a	trivial	truth:	if	
we	will	face	an	exceptionally	high	temperature	increase,	the	result	will	be	exceptionally	high	temperatures.

However,	this	is	a	begging-the-question	definition	and	is	approximately	as	valid	as	“if the moon 
were made of cheddar cheese in the future, it would also taste like cheddar”.

This	does	not	convince	anybody.
Am	I	being	wicked?	Perhaps	I	am,	a	little	at	least,	but,	because	of	my	metier,	I	consider	it	to	be	my	

regrettable	duty.	The	Copenhagen	Conference	is	in	the	offing	and	the	politicians	will	be	there	giving	
their	blessings	to	some	outrageously	expensive	decisions.	The	inputs	are	high,	in	every	respect.	So,	keep	
cool,	do	not	panic	and	use	your	best	discretion.	History	is	not	on	our	side,	as	climate	policy	deals	with	
a	rather	recent	phenomenon.	Climate	science,	in	its	turn,	is	a	field	where	the	share	of	uncertainty	is	
exceptionally	high.	The	situation	is	not	helped	at	all	by	the	fact	that	the	climate	policy	has	so	far	been	a	
series	of	failures	and	mishaps:	it	has	been	based	on	the	Kyoto	recipe,	increasing	not	only	emissions	but	
also	pollution.	Or	else	we	could	say	that	let’s	have	a	decrease	just	to	be	sure	–	but	even	in	this	respect,	
the	evidence	is	miserable,	the	price	is	too	high	and	the	decrease	has	turned	out	to	be	its	own	contrast.

All	these	incidents	have	whittled	away	at	the	confidence	capital.	These	decisions	are	made	for	the	
citizens,	for	the	current	as	well	as	the	future	ones.	At	least,	we	should	create	confidence	in	what	we	are	
doing.	But,	since	both	the	climate	research	has	shown	its	weak	points	and	the	achievements	have	so	far	
shown	their	inefficiency,	we	should	not	look	down	on	those	who	now	ask	whether	the	Kyoto	emperor	
has any clothes on.

If	he	indeed	has	clothes	on,	please,	give	us	a	better	answer.
P.S.	The	inefficiency	of	the	climate	policy	is	quite	a	different	matter	than	the	uncertainty	in	the	

science	of	climate	change.	These	two	matters	should	not	be	confused	with	each	other.	
However,	at	the	same	time	both	of	these	matters	are	confusing	the	citizens	and	both	of	these	issues	

should	not	be	belittled.	Therefore,	the	decision	makers	must	be	more	careful	than	ever	before	about	that	
what	is	done	in	Copenhagen,	would	be	really	effective	and	useful,	in	all	circumstances.	I	have	suggested	
a	comprehensive	climate	policy	and	decarbonisation	for	decreasing	pollution	instead	of	setting	emissions	
ceilings	through	the	carbon	policy.	This	could	be	worthwhile	trying	even	though	the	conclusions	of	the	
greenhouse	theory	were	verified	as	being	precipitate	for	some	parts.

15.36  BLOG: THE CONTEXT WORSENS THE SITUATION

Published: December12, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/12/konteksti-pahentaa-tilannetta/

Steve	McIntyre,	the	mathematical	statistician	who	has	 launched	the	website	Climate	Audit,	aroused	
interest	in	the	so-called	Yamal	materials	after	having	studied	these	more	thoroughly	and	found	these	
materials	 to	be	based	on	amazingly	minor	and	one-sided	data	compared	to	the	importance	of	their	
rendered	value.	As	a	consequence,	discussion	on	the	Web	simply	exploded	and	who	knows,	if	it	had	
led, for its part, to the CRU disclosures.

McIntyre	didn’t	say	much	about	the	CRU	breaking,	but	having	examined	the	material	thoroughly,	
he	disclosed	the	following	in	his	blog	the	day	before	yesterday:	http://climateaudit.org/2009/12/10/
ipcc-and-the-trick/.

McIntyre’s	message	is	more	than	embarrassing	to	the	IPCC.	Several	scientists	complained	about	the	
problematic	nature	of	the	messages	that	leaked	into	the	public,	since	these	kinds	of	messages	give	an	
entirely	false	impression	when	taken	out	of	context.	Words	like	“trick”	and	“hide	and	decline”	refer	to	the	
normal	professional	jargon	used	among	statisticians	rather	than	to	any	intrigues.	This	sort	of	language	



375

Climate Change as a Political Process

should	be	understood	in	the	context	of	the	clarification	of	statistics	and	the	interpretation	of	processes.
As	McIntyre	stated,	in	this	case,	it	is	no	use	returning	the	email	messages	to	their	contexts.	In	fact,	

it	would	only	worsen	the	situation.
The	story	leads	back	to	a	meeting	in	Tanzania,	where	the	IPCC	authors	had	gathered	for	a	meeting	

and	were	worried	about	the	inclusion	of	Keith Briffa’s	time	series	into	the	IPCC	report,	as	this	would	
“vitiate	the	message	(of	the	report)”.	The	presentation	of	Briffa’s	graphs	was	“a	problem”	and	“a	nice	clean	
story”	about	a	“climate	warming	that	had	never	been	experienced	for	over	a	thousand	year	or	more”	was	
now	needed	–	until	a	decision	was	reached	on	an	action	that	is	now	called	by	the	phrase	“hide	the	decline”.	
(Even	a	ridiculing	song	was	presented	on	the	Web:	http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nEiLgbBGKVk.

Here,	go	ahead,	read	and	draw	your	own	conclusions,	the	story	is	here.
http://climateaudit.org/2009/12/10/ipcc-and-the-trick/
If	anybody	now	wonders	about	my	motives,	I	have	to	say	that	as	a	politician,	I	have	the	right	to	

expect	absolute	credibility	and	scientific	neutrality	from	the	IPCC.	Now	they	are	severely	compromised.	
The	decisions	which	should	be	reached	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference	over	the	next	week	necessitate	
an	open	discussion.”

15.37  BLOG: A ONE-SIDED CLIMATE POLICY PUTS HUMAN 
  RIGHTS IN DANGER

Published: December 19, 2009
http://www.korhola.com/2009/12/yksipuolinen-ilmastopolitiikka-vaarantaa-ihmisoikeudet/	

The	poor	result	from	the	Copenhagen	Conference	has	been	criticised,	but	as	a	matter	of	fact,	it	may	be	
best	for	the	planet	at	the	moment.	I	predicted	the	proceedings	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference	in	my	blog	
(http://eijariitta.blogit.uusisuomi.fi/2009/09/23/suunnitelma-b-voi-olla-tarpeen/)	and	my	opinion	
was	that	the	EU	should	have	prepared	a	plan	B.	Negotiations	between	the	largest	emittors	will	reach	
more	concrete	results	–	and	it	really	looks	like	it,	although	it	hurts,	no	doubt,	the	pride	of	the	EU	and	
environmental	organisations,	as	the	traditional	strategy	is	not	good	enough	anymore.	But	on	the	other	
hand,	only	in	Europe	were	people	so	blind	that	this	change	remained	unnoticed	or	was	not	acknowledged.

The	Kyoto	model	 is	heavily	bureaucratic	and	inefficient	and	the	global	development	has	aged	it	
long	ago.	As	long	as	China	can	pass	off	as	being	one	of	the	developing	countries,	there	is	no	hope	of	
an	efficient	agreement.	Therefore,	for	instance,	Japan	and	the	US	have	for	long	have	for	long	talked	
about	the	necessity	of	collaborative	measures	among	the	 larger	emitters.	The	detachment	from	the	
unsuccessful	frame	of	Kyoto	will	take	its	time,	but	it	is	necessary	in	order	to	be	able	to	ever	create	an	
efficient	and	fair	climate	policy.

The	theory	of	how	the	EU	could	show	the	way	to	the	others	and	be	a	leader	and	pathfinder	in	curbing	
climate	change	has	now	been	finally	falsified.	This	argument	should	never	ever	again	be	used	in	the	context	
of	climate	policy.	It	is	only	fit	as	an	example	of	an	ill-measured	self-esteem	and	an	aggrandised	ego.

It	is	now	vital	that	the	EU	sticks	to	its	decisions	and	does	not	tighten	its	own	reduction	target	from	
20%	to	30%	according	to	the	current	agreement.	According	to	the	Emissions	Trading	Directive,	the	
EU’s	emission	reduction	target	of	20%	can	be	changed	to	30%,	only	if	other	industrial	countries	show	
comparable	reduction	efforts	and	the	developing	countries	also	have	some	kinds	of	obligations.	It	is	not	
really	sufficient	that	a	political	agreement	was	worked	out	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference.

The	tightening	of	this	target	would	create	a	playground	that	is	too	unfair	for	those	industries	that	
are	exposed	to	global	competition.	Jobs	will	vanish	from	Europe,	as	competing	countries	can	meet	the	
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demand	more	cheaply.	Neither	will	 the	environment	gain	anything,	as	the	production	in	Europe	is	
clearly	cleaner	when	comparing	the	total	emissions	per	production	tonnes.

Due	to	these	kinds	of	statements,	the	environmental	organisations	and	the	Greens	gave	me	the	
label	of	being	“on	the	errand	of	industry”.	(I	have	even	been	called	an	errand	girl	of	the	steel	industry,	
although,	 in	fact,	I	support	the	emissions	trading	model,	which	I	myself	have	proposed	to	the	steel	
industry	as	their	strategy	from	the	beginning.)

But	what	if	one	looks	at	this	matter	from	another	point	of	view?	I	speak	for	the	jobs	in	European	
industry	as	I	am	worried	about	human	rights	and	the	future	of	European	values.

At	the	moment,	the	EU	is	the	most	important	financer	of	the	UN.	The	EU’s	influence	around	the	
world	is	not	independent	of	its	financial	wealth.	If	we	make	Europe	financially	weak	by	practicing	a	
unilateral	climate	policy,	we	may	very	well	say	goodbye	to	the	EU’s	political	authority	and	importance	
that	we	still	hold	in	issues	concerning	human	rights.

China	may	be	an	economic	giant,	but	in	matters	of	human	rights	and	democracy	it	is	a	mere	dwarf.	
We	already	look	on,	somewhat	powerlessly,	at	the	neo-colonialism	that	China	is	now	practising	in	Africa	
by	stripping	natural	resources,	the	environment	and	labour	force.	Should	this	be	allowed	to	stretch	over	
the	entire	world,	without	any	strong	political	counter-powers?	A	strong	EU	is	needed	and	without	a	
strong	economy,	there	will	be	no	such	thing.

I	came	back	to	Finland	from	the	Copenhagen	Conference	two	days	earlier	than	I	had	intended	–	
participation	was	more	difficult	than	usual	for	us	MEPs,	as	chaos	close	to	the	conference	locations	shut	
down	the	railway	station,	resulting	in	the	delays	of	several	trains.

All	in	all,	even	by	modest	observations,	one	could	see	that	the	main	issue	was	money.	The	developing	
countries	wanted	an	agreement	that	unburdens	them	from	all	obligations	and	will	bring	them	profit	
in	the	future	too.	China	succeeded	to	hide	behind	the	united	front	and	kept	itself	in	the	company	of	
the	very	poor	ones.	The	Kyoto	Protocol	has	taught	them	this.	Nothing	really	efficient	will,	however,	
be	achieved	for	the	climate	policy,	unless	we	can	detach	us	from	the	old	frames:	wherever	the	global	
economy	produces	something,	goods	should	not	be	manufactured	in	a	dirty	way	as	long	as	there	is	a	
clean	possibility	available.

15.38  BLOG: AN INTERPLANETARY DREAMER

Published: January14, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/01/planeettainvalinen-taivaanrannanmaalari/

Oh	you	interplanetary	dreamer,	silhouette	of	an	ectoplasm.
These	were	exactly	my	feelings	as	I	heard	what	the	Danish	commissioner	candidate	Connie	Hedegaard	

said	some	three	hours	ago.	She	is	supposed	to	get	the	portfolio	for	Climate	Commissioner.	The	portfolio	
in	question	is	something	quite	new	within	the	Commission;	earlier	the	climate	policy	belonged	to	the	
responsibilities	of	the	Environment	Commissioner.	In	my	opinion,	this	practice	has	always	been	a	good	
and	healthy	one,	as	it	forces	the	Commissioner	to	remain	–	in	principal,	at	least	–	somewhat	realistic.	
Now,	all	the	oddballs	hanging	around	climate	policy	can	go	directly	into	the	orbit	of	earth	and	facts,	
unbounded	by	any	realities.

I	admit,	Hedegaard	knew	her	stuff	and	didn’t	 start	 to	stutter	when	she	was	asked	something.	
Hedegaard	was	proficient,	logical	and	fluent.	She	showed	leadership.

A	religious-like	leadership.
Here	is	a	woman	who	has	efficiently	closed	her	eyes,	her	whole	world,	from	certain	facts	and	has	

concentrated	on	following	other	kinds	of	facts.	However,	it	should	also	be	possible	to	live	in	that	nice	little	
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world,	but	that	would	naturally	require	the	shunning	of	certain	realities.	Misinterpretations	of	climate	
science	or	the	cooling	weather	trend	was,	without	any	hesitation,	brushed	aside.	One	disconcerting	fact	
was	also	ignored:	the	EU	does	not	represent	any	sort	of	leadership	in	climate	issues	and	hasn’t	done	
so	for	quite	a	long	time.

This	should	have	been	obvious	at	the	Copenhagen	Conference	at	least.	The	US,	China	and	Japan,	all	
of	them	chose	a	track	that	rejects	the	UN-led	model	with	emission	restrictions	and	timelines	negotiated	
previously.	These	actions	directly	focus	on	the	reduction	of	carbon	intensity	and	that	will	also	become	
evident,	in	time,	in	the	consequential	reduction	of	emissions.	At	least	this	method	does	not	expose	the	
economy	and	jobs	to	unfair	competition	and	unpredictable	price	fluctuations.	The	European	economy	
and	jobs	are	being	exposed.

As	the	EU	is	still	acting	in	this	way,	it	will	remain	alone	and	the	situation	will	worsen	for	European	
business	enterprises.	The	most	regrettable	aspect	is	that	nobody	is	gaining	any	advantage	of	this	situation,	
least	of	all	the	citizens	of	Europe.	The	environment	has	not	benefited,	if	the	cleanest	industries	of	the	
world	are	sanctioned	within	the	emissions	trade,	whereas	the	others	will	not	receive	any	sanctions.

I	asked	Hedegaard	about	the	option	of	connecting	the	emissions	trade	to	the	system	outside	the	EU.	
Yes,	this	is	a	problem:	Hedegaard,	like	her	predecessor,	considers	the	emissions	trade	to	be	the	flagship	
and	success	story	of	the	EU’s	climate	policy.	In	her	written	answer,	she	admitted	that	she	will	endeavour	
to	unite	it	with	the	other	respective	systems	outside	the	EU,	for	instance,	in	the	US.	But	–	are	there	any	
such	obligatory	cap&trade	systems	elsewhere?	No.	Is	something	like	that	coming	and	if	so,	where?	We	
don’t	know.	Would	the	connecting	mean	similar	kinds	of	emissions	targets	and	allocation	of	emission	
allowances?	If	not,	how	does	the	linkage	of	these	emissions	trading	systems	happen	in	reality?	Generally	
speaking,	the	scarcity	of	emission	allowances	determines	their	market	price.	What	would	be	the	“right”	
price	then	–	the	price	of	the	US’s	emissions	trading	market	or	that	one	of	the	EU’s	emissions	trading	
system?	The	minimum	and	ceiling	price	of	the	emission	allowances	has	been	discussed	in	the	House	of	
Representatives	in	Washington	D.C..	As	there	is	no	price	regulation	within	the	EU,	how	should	systems	
with	different	currencies	be	united?

The	answer	that	I	received	was	written	in	a	mere	fluent	to-and-fro	style,	except	that	the	question	didn’t	
concern	different	auction	systems	within	the	EU.	CH	changed	the	subject	sovereignly	and	apparently	
hoped	that	I	would	not	notice	–	actually	I	did,	but	as	a	member	of	the	Committee	on	Research,	Industry	
and	Energy,	I	didn’t	receive	any	counter-question.

From	all	accounts	it	is	perfectly	obvious	that	carbon	leakage,	which	zeroes	the	climate	efforts	or	
industry’s	future,	is	not	bothering	Connie	much.	But	this	is	only	to	be	expected	from	a	Commissioner	
who	is	responsible	for	climate	policy.	To	outline	climate	policy	as	a	separate	subject	from	energy	and	
the	environment	is	as	if,	for	example	in	the	case	of	leukaemia,	doctors	would	just	concentrate	on	taking	
care	of	a	mere	flu	instead	of	the	cancer.

15.39  BLOG: IS THE CLIMATE CANNIBALISING DEVELOPMENT  
 COOPERATION

Published: January 20, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/03/kannibalisoiko-ilmasto-kehitysyhteistyon/	

The	decision	reached	by	the	government’s	task	force	on	development	issues	was	published	on	Tuesday	
and	it	aroused	concern	among	the	Finnish	development	organisations.	Based	on	Prime	Minister	Matti 
Vanhanen’s	answer	the	organisations	had	reason	to	believe	that	the	climate	funding	promised	by	



378

15 Appendices

Finland	to	the	developing	countries	was	to	be	taken	out	of	 the	official	development	aid	funds.	The	
organisations	consider	this	to	be	a	reference	to	the	classic	story	about	the	Simpletons,	who	made	a	
blanket	longer	by	cutting	it	at	the	other	end.

I’m	very	much	afraid	that	the	organisations’	comparison	to	the	Simpletons	is	far	too	positive.	What	
the	Simpletons	did	is	actually	quite	harmless,	as	they	didn’t	lose	perhaps	more	than	just	a	seam	allowance	
from	the	blanket’s	length.	I	myself	really	think	that	with	the	aforementioned	government’s	actions	there	
is	more	to	be	lost	than	just	margins.	If	this	is	the	case,	the	climate	money	issued	for	the	developing	
countries	will	be	taken	from	traditional	development	aid,	such	as	education	and	health	care	–	the	loss	
is	quite	obvious.	There	is	not	much	that	remains	open	to	interpretation.

One	reason	is	the	acquired	experience.	Although	the	inefficiency	of	development	cooperation	has	
created	numerous	legends,	many	bad	examples	are	from	as	far	back	as	the	Cold	War.	In	those	times,	
dictators	were	paid	off	by	offering	money	with	the	 intention	of	getting	them	to	support	one’s	own	
side.	The	arrival	of	the	money	at	the	right	address	was	of	no	particular	concern.	The	lesson	was	learnt	
by	previous	mistakes	and	the	truth	is	that	it	strikes	home	the	better,	the	more	it	is	performed	at	the	
grassroots	level	and	through	local	forces.	All	in	all,	it	may	be	stated	that	development	cooperation	has	
been	performed	remarkably	well	and	especially	the	investments	in	girls’	education	and	children’s	health	
care	have	been	a	success	story.

However,	we	may	expect	a	 lot	of	mistakes	concerning	the	climate	fund	–	we	do	have	so	many	
examples	of	stupid	mistakes,	as	the	climate-scared	world	makes	decisions	in	panic	and	dashes	around	
without	any	profound	underlying	research.	What	else	was	it	than	precipitated	foolishness	to	ban,	head	
over	heels,	incandescent	electric	lamps,	when	these	glow	bulbs	are	now	replaced	by	energy	saving	bulbs	
that	are	of	poor	quality	and	generate	hazardous	waste	-	instead	of	waiting	for	LED	lights?	What	else	was	
it	than	just	foolishness	to	rush	into	bio-fuels	without	first	thinking	of	putting	any	other	kind	of	qualitative	
criterion	before	the	word	than	just	bio,	and	then	afterwards,	start	to	fight	against	even	developable	
versions?	As	we	don’t	have	any	proper	tradition	for	quality	climate	measures,	one	can	bet	that	much	
of	the	climate	money	directed	towards	the	developing	countries	will	first	be	thrown	out	of	the	window.

That	is	the	reason	why	this	money	should	not	be	taken	away	from	where	it	is	already	in	use	for	
good	purposes.

Climate	change	is	a	difficult	problem	–	especially	as	our	reactions	towards	it	cause	a	couple	of	other	
additional	difficult	problems.	Only	the	future	will	show	which	one	has	caused	more	harm,	climate	change	
itself	or	our	panic	decisions	to	combat	it.	It	may	be	that	the	worst	climate	catastrophes	are	just	those,	
which	have	been	caused	by	a	bad	climate	policy.

It	really	seems	that	climate	change	cannibalises	all	of	the	other	problems	in	our	imagination.	The	
thought	of	emission	reductions	has	stuck	in	our	minds	so	that	all	other	problems	seem	to	melt	away.	
This	is	the	worst	mistake	ever.	We	must	take	care	that	we	don’t,	even	in	the	name	of	climate	change,	
endanger	vaccinations	or	the	education	of	hundreds	of	millions	of	children.	The	best	climate	aid	may	help	
people out of poverty, as poverty drives people to make decisions that are harmful to the environment.

15.40  BLOG: A WHORE OR NOT – IT DEPENDS…

Published: April 2, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/04/huora-vai-ei-se-vahan-riippuu/

Politics	is	not	always	logical.	You	get	punished	differently	for	the	same	things	-	you	see,	it	depends.
Vihreä Lanka,	the	yellow	press	of	Finnish	politics,	asked	me	a	couple	of	years	ago,	if	the	nuclear	
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power	businesses	or	those	quarters	that	economically	benefit	from	nuclear	power	have	financed	my	
campaign.	I	could	not	deny	that,	as	I	remembered	that	the	energy	company	Pohjolan	Voima,	at	least,	
participated	in	my	fund-raising	seminar	for	the	2004	election.	And	really:	I	checked	up	on	the	matter	
and	found	no	less	“radioactive”	money	than	500	euro.	The	company	in	question	produces,	besides	bio-
energy	and	wind	power,	nuclear	power	through	TVO	(Teollisuuden	voima	Oyj).

Actually,	the	same	PVO	(Pohjolan	Voima	Oy)	has	also	added	to	the	election	funds	of	the	Greens	
but,	for	some	reason,	it	was	just	me	who	was	given	the	role	of	a	paid	woman	and	lobbyist	for	nuclear	
power	amongst	the	Greens.

The	reason	is	very	simple.	My	opinion	was	the	wrong	one	and	the	Greens	did	not	believe	that	it	
was	solely	based	on	my	own	thinking.	They	needed	a	corrupted	mind,	at	least.	

The	underlying	idea	is	that	a	politician	is	a	sort	of	a	whore	who	does	not	really	have	their	own	
political	love	life	but	who	can	be	bought	by	money	anytime	for	the	services	of	any	political	idea.	Why?

As	a	matter	of	fact,	I	can’t	even	imagine	a	sum	for	which	I	would	sell	my	political	persuasion.
One	very	essential	part	of	my	political	persuasion	is	that	I	consider	it	to	be	my	right	to	think	freely	

and	change	my	mind	whenever	I	find	new	convincing	arguments.	“When	the	facts	change,	I	change	
my	mind.	What	do	you	do,	Sir,”	asked	the	economic	guru	Keynes,	defending	his	rights	to	arrive	at	new	
conclusions.

This	is	just	what	happened	to	me	too.	I	had	to	adjust	my	negative	stance	on	nuclear	power	anew	at	
the	beginning	of	2000,	as	I	examined	the	statistics	and	noticed	a	couple	of	new	aspects.	The	shutdown	
of	nuclear	power	almost	systematically	increases	the	share	of	fossil	energy.	It	is	quite	a	clean	and	safe	
production	form,	which	is	also	committed	to	take	care	of	its	own	waste,	unlike	fossil	energies.	It	does	
not	pollute	the	air	quality,	unlike	the	burning	of	wood.	It	is	profitable	as	such,	unlike	wind	power.

I	do	not	regard	nuclear	power	as	being	a	perfect	solution	for	energy	policy,	as	there	just	is	nothing	
perfect	in	this	world,	but	it	is	the	lesser	of	two	evils	and	should	be	part	of	our	energy	palette.

I	also	support	wind	energy,	at	least	when	it	is	efficiently	used.	It	is	a	genius	solution	to	reset	emissions	
to	zero,	especially	if	there’s	no	problem	with	the	regulation	power;	for	example,	if	wind	power	is	used	
to	generate	hydrogen	or	if	an	individual	turbine	generates	the	amount	of	electricity	that	is	required	for	
the	batteries	of	a	neon	sign.	

However,	I	have	to	admit	that,	based	on	my	experiences	from	nuclear	power,	I	find	the	double	
standard	which	is	connected	to	the	lobbying	quarters	of	the	wind	power	industry	to	be	strange.	This	
unholy	alliance	is	seldom	noted.	The	corporate	executives	are	allied	with	politicians	and	scientists	and	
demand	rapid	actions	against	climate	warming	and	for	renewables.	These	kinds	of	lobbying	activities	
are	not	entirely	without	specific	interests	–	especially	if	the	politician	in	question	has	a	shareholding	in	
the	company	generating	renewable	energy.	It	should	not	be	any	wonder	that	those	who	gain	the	most	
profits	are	exactly	those	who	mostly	demand	actions	from	politicians	for	renewables.

Al Gore	is	a	good	example	of	such.	He	is,	at	the	same	time,	a	political	actor	exercising	political	
power,	a	climate	lobbyist	and	a	chairman	in	a	private	company	that	invests	in	products	bought	by	a	
world	that	is	scared	of	climate	change.	Gore’s	green	investment	company	warns	that	the	US’s	economy	
will	face	huge	risks,	if	it	does	not	soon	start	to	invest	in	emerging	carbon	markets	and	renewables.

Vestas,	which	is	one	of	the	world-leading	turbine	manufacturers,	is	a	member	of	the	Copenhagen	
Climate	Change	Committee.	Vestas	demands	that	governments	invest	heavily	in	the	wind	power	market.	
It	sponsors	the	CNN’s	Climate	in	Peril	production.	And	the	programme	supports	politicians	who	increase	
Vesta’s	yield	with	their	policy	definitions.

We	are	told	that	 investments	 in	renewables	are	the	right	way	to	react	towards	climate	change,	
despite	the	excessive	evidentiary	material	on	how,	for	instance,	wind	power	will	not	pass	any	of	the	
basic	cost-benefit	tests.	The	profitability	of	wind	power	is,	for	the	time	being	at	least,	merely	artificial	
and	it	is	based	either	on	public	support	(ca.	500,000	euro	per	one	megawatt	in	Finland)	or	on	feed-in	
tariffs	which	will	be	paid	by	consumers.
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It	 is	difficult	 to	see	how	any	country	could	build	a	sustainable	economy	on	such	a	bubble.	The	
question	about	profitability	is	a	fundamental	aspect	in	the	actual	economy	and	it	should	not	be	ignored.

Wind	power	generates	hundreds	of	thousands	of	new	jobs,	but	otherwise	its	effects	on	the	economy	
are	seldom	discussed.	Spain	has	been	mentioned	as	a	global	example,	as	it	gave	financial	support	to	
enterprises	generating	renewables	for	creating	green	careers.	However,	the	Spanish	survey	(here	link	
to	the	academic	study	http://www.juandemariana.org/pdf/090327-employment-public-aid-renewable.
pdf)	shows	how	every	single	new	workplace	in	renewable	energy	costs	2.2	traditional	workplaces	 in	
Spain.	A	recent	German	survey	comes	to	a	similar	kind	of	disappointing	conclusion.	When	the	electricity	
price	increases,	a	significant	number	of	industrial	operations	move	away.	But,	will	the	world	become	
any	cleaner	because	of	these	complex	actions,	is	the	core	question.

Therefore,	for	the	time	being	the	jobs	in	renewable	energy	cannibalise	other	careers.	Whether	the	
future	will	be	different,	depends	really	on	how	and	with	what	kind	of	time	schedule	the	exploitation	of	
solar	energy	proceeds.	The	prospects	of	solar	energy	are	in	a	totally	different	category	and	solar	energy	
will	be	the	next	big	mega-trend	that	is	worth	trying.

15.41  BLOG: THE ENERGY PACKAGE IS A MISTAKE

Published: April 20, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/04/energiapaketti-on-virhe/

I	have	decided	to	resign	from	the	post	of	vice-chairman	of	the	National	Coalition	Party	at	the	next	party	
congress	in	June.	I	have	several	good	reasons	for	my	resignation,	such	as	my	own	time	management	and	
my	belief	that	the	party	would	benefit	from	the	job	rotation.	But	to	be	really	honest,	the	most	important	
reason	is	the	current	energy	and	climate	policy.	I	have	a	rather	different	stance	than	the	government,	
and	I	don’t	want	the	“official”	National	Coalition	Party	to	suffer	from	my	too	radical	opinions.	And,	on	
the	other	hand,	I	don’t	want	be	politically	responsible	for	some	decisions	that	are	difficult	for	me	to	
accept.	The	political	price	of	these	decisions	will	be	hard,	especially	as	the	National	Coalition	Party	is	a	
mere paymaster here and not the initiator of the matter.

The	energy	package	upon	which	the	government	agreed	yesterday	is	a	mistake	and	the	National	
Coalition	Party	is	being	led	around	by	the	other	ruling	parties,	which	both	have	their	own	agenda	in	
the	matter.	The	Centre	Party	runs	its	own	pork	barrel	politics	emerging	from	the	regional	policy	within	
the	energy	discussion	and	the	promotion	of	renewables	with	respective	feed-in	tariffs	falls	perfectly	
into	this	scheme.	The	Greens	support	renewables	for	religious	reasons.	Renewables	are	considered	to	
exclude	any	dangers,	as	they	are	apparently	fundamentally	of	good	cause.	However,	the	destruction	of	
the	landscape	in	Finland’s	archipelago	and	the	running	down	of	the	sustainable	forest	policy	are	being	
carried	out	on	the	pretext	of	renewables.	To	say	nothing	of	the	economy.

As	a	vice-chairman	of	the	National	Coalition	Party,	I	was	the	government	negotiator	in	2007.	At	
that	time,	the	National	Coalition	Party	objected	to	the	feed-in	tariffs	as	a	distortion	factor	in	the	electric	
market,	as	these	could	easily	lull	the	electricity	production	towards	inefficiency.

The	Centre	Party’s	regional	politics	driven	by	Pekkarinen	seem	to	 force	the	National	Coalition	
Party	to	accept	this	oversized	support	package	for	bio-energy,	which	puts	the	development	of	Finland’s	
forestry	industry	in	danger.	The	practice,	which	guarantees	the	producers	of	wood-fired	electricity	the	
“wood	paying	capability”	directs	the	forestry	industry	towards	the	burning	of	raw	material.	The	danger	
is	that	Finland	will	shift	from	being	the	manufacturer	country	of	high	value	added	paper	products	to	a	
twig	or	even	to	a	log	burning	country.	Those	forest	owners	and	farmers	who	are	loyal	supporters	of	the	
Centre	Party	of	Finland	will	really	make	profit	out	of	this,	whereas	the	costs	ensuing	from	this	venture	
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will	be	paid	by	salary	earners	in	the	cities	and	other	central	areas.	The	financial	support	and	funding	
for	bio-energies	are	all	paid	from	the	state	budget,	which	means	new	tax	targets	and	increases	in	the	
tax	burden	of	consumers.

The	oversized	feed-in	tariff	of	wind	power	will	also	become	costly	for	Finnish	tax	payers.	In	2020,	
the	state	will	support,	with	tax	payers’	money,	the	occasionally	functioning	wind	power	by	some	200	
million euro every year.

Yes,	I	actually	support	the	development	of	renewable	energies,	but	with	our	present	tools	we	will	
not	achieve	any	results.	Therefore,	the	target	which	the	EU	has	set	for	itself,	to	increase	the	share	of	
renewable	energies	to	20%	by	2020,	is	not	such	a	good	idea.	If	we	reach	that	goal	with	this	timeline,	it	
means	that	the	implementation	was	performed	in	a	costly	and	inefficient	way	through	wind	power	and	
the	overlogging	of	forests.	Only	solar	and	fusion	energy	will	guarantee	a	cost-efficient	renewable	and	
sustainable	energy	economy	on	a	larger	scale.

The	government	assures	that	its	energy	decision	will	create	more	jobs,	but	does	not	mention	that,	
based	on	European	experiences,	the	jobs	created	by	renewable	energy	will	cannibalise	traditional	careers.	
The	net	effect	is	therefore	negative.	We	can’t	afford	to	build	a	sustainable	economy	on	this.

Quite	another	worry	is	what	we	now	see	in	projects	such	as	the	Inkoo	wind	power	plant	that	will	
be	implemented	in	our	archipelago	idyll.	One	of	the	largest	destruction	projects	of	European	nature	
will	take	place	when	Helsingin	Energia	erects	60	-	150-metre	high	wind	machines	right	in	front	of	the	
Grundsö	isle.	Whereas	Sweden	will	not	allow	the	tampering	of	its	islands,	everything	seems	to	be	just	
fine	for	our	planning	authorities.	This	is	only	possible,	because	the	National	Coalition	Party	has	been	so	
weak	when	confronted	with	the	Green’s	demands.	Economically,	it	will	be	an	expensive	project	for	each	
Helsinki-based	taxpayer	and	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	climate,	the	effect	will	be	almost	insignificant.	
But,	the	Greens	will	get	their	idyll.

My	fellow	Finns,	if	you	ever	become	mad	about	how	these	things	have	worked	out,	please	try	to	
remember	that	it	was	entirely	the	fault	of	the	Centre	Party	and	the	Greens.	The	only	sin	of	the	National	
Coalition	Party	was	its	weakness.	And	this	is	why	I	will	wash	my	hands	of	the	matter.

15.42  BLOG: NUCLEAR WASTE CHALLENGES THE IMPETUOUS 
  HUMAN

Published: May 11, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/05/ydinjate-haastaa-hatahousun/

I	once	ordered	a	completely	new	combination	of	words	from	a	Latinist,	because	I	was	longing	for	a	
fresh	and	accurate	definition	of	a	human	being.	I	was	convinced	that	of	the	human’s	general	definitions	
-	among	others,	Homo Faber	(the	handy	smith-like	human),	Homo Ludens	(the	playful	human)	and	
Homo Sapiens	 (the	wise	human)	-	miss	the	very	essential	description	explaining	human	behavior,	
impulsive	rushing.

I	received	a	wonderful	word	pair	for	the	definition	of	the	impetuous	human:	the	Homo Trepindans. 
This	human	spoiled	many	things	by	rushing.	Including	nuclear	power.	

Product	development	for	the	resolution	of	the	waste	problem	should	have	naturally	been	finalised	
before	a	single	nuclear	reactor	was	erected	to	this	world.	Unfortunately,	this	was	not	done.	The	history	
of	technology	is	full	of	examples	of	gadgets	and	systems	that	resolved	one	issue	but	gave	birth	to	a	whole	
bunch	of	others.	The	reason	is	the	reverse	side	of	Homo Sapiens: Homo Trepidans.

If	we	still	were	at	an	intersection,	where	we	could	decide	whether	we	want	to	do	anything	to	urane	
-	the	only	element,	which	cannot	be	used	for	anything	unless	its	atoms	undergo	a	fusion	-	I	would	opt	
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for	“no	thanks”.	We	cannot	do	anything	to	history,	however.
Because	of	the	waste	problem	I	was	also	once	an	opponent	of	nuclear	power.	However,	I	did	not	

know	that	uranium	also	radiates	a	bit	by	itself	in	nature.	The	waste	argument	also	featured	last	weekend,	
when	the	environmental	organisations	organised	an	anti-nuclear	power	protest.	Many	interviewees	
vindicated	their	opposition	by	the	fact	that	the	uranium	waste	used	as	a	fuel	will	remain	the	problem	
of	the	generations	to	come.

Today,	I	consider	the	waste	problem	the	worst	reason	to	oppose	nuclear	power.	Shortly,	because	
nuclear	waste	 is,	above	all,	a	qualitative	rather	than	a	quantitative	problem.	Humanity	will,	 in	any	
case,	have	to	process	the	waste	of	nuclear	energy	and	nuclear	arms	for	 it	 to	become	harmless	or	at	
least	to	store	it	safely.	We	cannot	deny	this	obligation	even	by	opposing	nuclear	energy,	because	these	
substances	already	exist	anyway.	Whether	we	have	more	or	less	of	it,	is	not	the	nucleus	of	the	question.	
The	nucleus	of	the	question	is	that	it	exists.

Therefore,	in	the	Finnish	discussion	the	waste	argument	is	intellectually	dishonest.	It	creates	an	
impression	that	by	turning	down	the	sixth	or	the	seventh	reactor	we	could	have	bypassed	or	tackled	the	
waste	problem.	But	it	is	exactly	that	problem	that	we	have	not	bypassed	or	tackled	-	the	truth	is	possibly	
even	the	contrary,	as	future	nuclear	power	plants	may	be	the	key	to	the	solution.

The	future	generation	IV	reactors	can	be	fuelled	using	nuclear	waste;	even	nuclear	weapons’	waste.	
The	development	process	should	not	be	finalised	until	we	have	reactors	that	can	utilise	uranium	more	
effectively	and	completely.	For	example,	the	future	IFR	reactor	type	is	considered	a	possible	solution,	
because	it	can	be	fuelled	using	the	waste	of	the	present	reactors.	IFR	burns	the	remaining	uranium	and	
plutonium,	new	uranium	does	not	have	to	be	extracted	and	no	long-term	relocation	of	waste	is	needed.	
In	this	case,	swords	could	really	be	beat	into	ploughshares.

IFR	 is	only	one	example	of	 future	 techniques,	but	 they	go	 to	show	that	 the	development	path	
should	not	end	here,	because	then	we	would	only	be	left	with	the	problems	of	nuclear	waste,	not	its	
fully-fledged	benefits.	Nuclear	power,	which	leaves	the	air	clean	and	produces	little	waste,	could	provide	
with	a	transition	period	while	we	prepare	ourselves	to	ever-more	efficient	renewable	energy	forms.

Nuclear	energy	should	not	be	run	down	before	we	find	good	alternatives	to	 it,	and	the	time	for	
their	development	is	now.	Until	now,	the	reduction	of	nuclear	energy	has,	without	exceptions,	meant	
the	increase	in	fossil	energy.	In	practice,	the	green	movement	and	environmental	organisations	have,	
unfortunately,	been	the	best	coal	and	oil	lobbyists.

Therefore,	it	would	be	quite	a	pity,	if	the	Homo Trepidans	panicked	with	a	waste	problem	and	did	
not	tell	Sapiens	to	finalise	what	it	started.

15.43  BLOG: LITTLE GREEN MEN

Published: July 15, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/07/pienet-vihreat-miehet/

Not	much	is	needed	to	create	a	fuss	in	the	media	during	the	Dog	Days.
A	couple	of	weeks	ago,	I	posted	a	blog	on	this	site,	concerning	the	most	common	counter-arguments	

against	nuclear	power.	Aside	from	being	topical,	this	subject	is	also	personal	to	me:	it	is	easy	to	analyse	
the	counter-arguments	against	this	form	of	energy,	as	they	have	also	been	mine	in	the	past.	Therefore,	
all	I	had	to	do	was	rummage	around	in	my	memory	a	bit	and	the	article	practically	wrote	itself.	

A	couple	of	my	party	colleagues	came	across	my	blog	and	together	they	called	me	in	Brussels	to	
thank	me	for	the	posting.	First,	a	Finnish	MP,	also	an	acquaintance	of	mine,	was	on	the	phone	but	soon	
handed	it	over	to	the	other	person,	who	asked	my	permission	to	cite	my	writing	as	such	in	parliament		
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“Of	course,”	I	encouraged	my	co-ideologist.	“Please,	just	go	ahead	and	freely	cite	whatever	you	want.	
It	is	all	there	in	my	blog	on	the	site.”

Indeed,	my	MP	comrade	really	took	advantage	of	all	of	the	bits	and	pieces	that	were	there;	the	
text	was	cited	quite	to	its	fullest	possible	extent.	Of	course,	I	understood	that	it	is	not	a	habit	to	unveil	
the	sources	of	information	from	the	speaker’s	stand	–	the	vigour	of	the	speech’s	rhetoric	may	suffer.	

However,	I	did	not	foresee	how	obstinate	the	attitude	towards	one’s	competence	is,	especially	in	the	
circles	of	the	Greens.	Within	the	social	media,	one	Green	MP	pondered	the	similarities	of	the	messages	
and,	right	away,	the	other	congenial	spirits	began	to	take	guesses.	I	was	amused	as	I	read	the	discussion	
of	these	gentlemen:	“Only	one	thing	is	unclear:	is	this	written	by	the	communication	team	of	TVO	or	
of	Fennovoima,”	wrote	one	green	male	politician	on	Facebook.	“It’s	almost	too	fluent	to	be	written	by	
the	latter	hero,”	said	the	other	man,	referring	to	me.	The	third	man	asked:	“Could	my	friend	from	the	
Finnish	Energy	Industries	be	such	a	talented	writer	as	this;	the	one	who	could	not	watch	the	voting	from	
behind	the	long	line.”	The	first	man	went	on:	“The	job	of	the	communication	people	in	those	companies	
is	just	this.	Besides	serving	food	and	drinks	to	the	right	people.”	The	fourth	man	was	wondering	if	I	
really	had	come	up	with	this,	using	my	own	grey	matter.

Honestly,	with	my	own	brain,	my	dear	little	green	chauvinists.	How	about	adjusting	your	attitude	a	
little?	You	see,	ovaries	are	not	such	a	hindrance,	as	you	seem	to	think.	You	may	have	found	a	talented	
writer	in	here	too,	even	the	slightly	too	fluent	one.	Would	you	believe	it	that	one	may	have	a	teeny-weeny	
idea	in	one’s	own	pretty	little	head,	without	anybody’s	help	and	without	bribery?	If	that	is	possible	for	
you,	it	could	also	be	possible	for	others.	Even	in	matters	of	energy	politics.	

Or	could	the	presented	point	of	view	in	energy	matters	be	all	wrong,	after	all;	and	when	the	pertinent	
arguments	are	all	used,	will	the	impertinent	ones	be	taken	up	and	used?

P.S.	With	pleasure,	I	would	challenge	–	let’s	say	-	Jukka Relander	to	a	public	debate	on	energy	
politics.	That	would	be	most	stimulating.

15.44  BLOG: I TOLD YOU SO 

Published: September 20, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/09/mita-mina-sanoin-vol-1/	

“I	told	you	so”	is	one	of	the	most	unpleasant	sentences	in	the	world,	I	do	know	that.	Hearing	it	from	
the	mouth	of	a	politician	makes	you	want	to	reach	out	for	a	sick	bag.

But	these	days	when	papers	are	filled	with	news	of	the	catastrophic	failures	of	emissions	trading,	
biofuels,	renewable	energies,	climate	law	and	the	entire	EU	climate	policy,	I	would	be	stark	raving	mad	
if	I	didn’t	remind	you	of	having	told	you	so	for	years	and	years.

If	I	did	not	say	that,	blog	commenters	would	make	the	criticism	that	it	is	easy	to	be	wise	in	hindsight.	
Why	didn’t	you	say	it	in	time?

Well,	I	did	tell	you	so.	Let’s	start	with	biofuels.	In	2006,	the	party	 leader	of	 the	Greens,	Tarja 
Cronberg,	 raised	 biofuels	 as	 the	 theme	 of	 the	 elections	 of	 2007	 and	wanted	 the	Greens	 to	 get	
governmental	responsibility	in	the	area	of	energy	policy.	There	were	many	more	who	fell	for	the	same	
lure;	after	all,	the	political	agenda	is	always	in	need	of	something	new.

Cronberg	(Kauppalehti	21.02.06)	blamed	the	Finnish	Government	for	naivety	because	it	has	allocated	
small	sums	to	the	development	of	biofuel	applications	while	governments	elsewhere	have	 invested	
heavily	in	them:	“In Germany, the annual production of turnip rape-based biodiesel is over one million 
tonnes, in Austria over one hundred thousand tonnes, in Finland tens of tonnes. In Sweden, the State 
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supports households switching over to pellet heating with 5,000 euro, whereas in Finland support 
for pellets has only been talked about. Denmark has estimated that if 16% of fields would produce 
energy plants, the petrol consumed in the country could be replaced by ethanol,”	Cronberg	wrote	in	
the	belief	that	ethanol	would	be	a	good	thing.

I	responded	to	the	writing	in	question	in	the	same	newspaper	and	stated	that	the	enthusiasm	is	
a	typical	environmental	trend	without	content:	“Unfortunately,	within	the	EU	area,	the	CO2	efficiency	
of	biofuels,	especially	the	Nordic	field-based	energy,	 is	poor	for	the	time	being.	According	to	some	
estimates	it	is	even	negative,	in	particular	for	ethanol,	in	which	case	the	production	of	biofuel	requires	
more	energy	than	is	acquired	by	producing	it.	For	example,	if	Denmark	replaces	the	petrol	used	in	the	
country	with	ethanol,	it	will	only	transfer	fossil	energy	use	elsewhere.”	I	also	referred	to	the	problems	
caused	by	the	intensive	cultivation	of	energy	plants	to	the	quality	of	water	and	soil.	(The	whole	story	
can	be	read	via	the	link	http://www.korhola.com/2006/02/bioenergia-vaatii-elinkaaritarkastelun/).

I	find	it	odd	that	the	Greens	have	wiped	that	whole	chapter	from	their	historiography.	Anybody	can	
find	Cronberg’s	pathos	and	ethos	by	googling,	and	yet,	Satu	Hassi	claimed	in	an	election	debate	on	the	
morning	TV	programme	of	28.05.09	that	the	Greens	have	not	demanded	the	use	of	biofuels	in	traffic	
but	instead,	have	demanded	that	the	raw	material	base	must	be	ascertained	carefully.

In	fact,	I	was	the	one	who	demanded	that,	and	was	therefore	heavily	chided.
You	may	and	even	must	change	your	mind.	Thus	I	do	not	blame	but	thank	the	Greens	for	updating	

their	view.	Nevertheless,	it	would	be	fair	to	sometime	honestly	admit	that	you	have	been	wrong.	The	facts	
can	be	checked	with	the	desk	of	the	TV	programme	MOT.	In	the	same	programme	in	which	Cronberg	
called	for	biofuel	stations	in	every	place	imaginable,	I	got	the	role	of	an	obstructionist	

This	past	week,	the	EU’s	new	research	report	published	sad	information	about	the	false	step,	also	
called	the	EU’s	biofuel	policy.	Owing	to	it,	as	much	as	1.5	billion	tonnes	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	or	
an	amount	equalling	approximately	India’s	emissions	in	one	year,	could	be	released	into	the	atmosphere.	
An	excellent	summary	(in	Finnish)	of	the	research	report	is	available	on	the	website	of	CO2-raportti:	
http://www.co2-raportti.fi/index.php?page=ilmastouutisia&news_id=2637.

According	to	the	report,	biofuels	can	cause	more	emissions	than	oil	over	a	review	period	of	20	years.
The	EU’s	biopolicy	can	lead,	within	20	years,	to	an	increase	in	emissions	by	21	per	cent	compared	

with	using	petrol.	Now,	activists	have	instituted	legal	proceedings	against	the	EU.	It	is	a	good	thing.	
However,	this	bio-craze	did	not	come	about	by	accident	within	the	EU.	At	the	beginning,	it	had	strong	
support and pressure from the environmental movement. 

It	 is	also	a	pity	that	going	after	a	craze	will	backfire.	At	present,	the	environmental	movement’s	
criticism	is	directed	the	hardest	at	those	few	that	really	 invest	 in	efficient	and	sustainably	produced	
future-generation	fuels.	An	example	is	Neste,	which	Greenpeace	is	grilling	unreasonably.	

Nevertheless,	this	is	not	the	end	of	the	story.	Once	I	also	warned	of	the	uncritical	increase	of	renewable	
energy,	for	abundant	burning	of	wood	will	cause	an	explosion	of	carbon	dioxide	emissions	and	threaten	
the	carbon	sinks	of	forests.	Lately,	we	have	already	seen	turning	of	coats	among	the	environmentalists,	
and	soon	we	will	probably	hear	that	they	never	supported	it	at	all.	To	be	continued...
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15.45  BLOG: TOWARDS CANCUN – WHEN THE WORLD WAS 
  NOT SAVED AFTER ALL

Published: December 2, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/12/kohti-cancunia-kun-maailma-ei-pelastunutkaan/	

A	year	ago,	we	prepared	for	the	Copenhagen	climate	conference,	and	the	world	was	looking	forward	to	
redemption.	There	was	a	counter	on	the	European	Parliament’s	website	which	counted	the	seconds	to	
“the	salvation	of	the	planet”;	the	meeting	in	question	was	regarded	as	the	deadline.	It	was	also	said	that	
it	was	“the	last	moment	to	tackle	climate	change”	and	“to	save	civilisation	as	we	know	it”.

The	Copenhagen	COP-15	Conference	was	a	culmination	point:	the	UN-led	climate	policy	had	been	
worked	on	for	17	years,	there	had	been	toing	and	froing	on	the	Kyoto	Protocol	for	12	years,	and	two	
years	had	passed	since	the	Bali	Conference,	which	created	the	so-called	roadmap	to	Copenhagen.	The	
conference	attracted	more	world	leaders	than	ever	before,	and	the	participation	of	non-governmental	
organisations	also	reached	a	record	level.	Having	attended	numerous	climate	conferences,	I	noted	that	
this	was	the	first	time	that	the	congestion	was	unbearable.	The	conference	was	advertised	as	the	most	
important in the history of mankind.

The	culmination	point	fell	flat.	The	world	was	not	saved	after	all.	Instead	of	a	climate	treaty,	the	
so-called	Copenhagen	Accord	was	achieved.	It	included	a	modest	nod	to	the	demands	of	climate	science	
regarding	the	restriction	of	the	rise	in	temperature,	and	a	promise	of	money	to	developing	countries.

Those	who	observed	the	matter	extensively,	myself	included,	were	able	to	tell	beforehand	that	there	
would	be	no	comprehensive	climate	treaty.	The	front	lines	were	so	far	apart,	and	the	EU’s	fantasy	that	it	
would	be	in	the	lead	on	climate	actions,	was	completely	one-sided.	Rather,	it	was	a	question	of	a	“follow	
me,	I’m	coming	right	behind	you”	logic,	which	has	already	been	smiled	at	elsewhere	for	a	long	time.	While	
the	EU	still	believed	in	the	policy	of	restriction,	heavy	legislation,	emission	limits	and	emissions	trading	
as	a	means	to	combat	climate	change,	the	major	emitter	countries	wanted	technological	cooperation	
and	vigorous	investment	in	emission-reducing	technological	innovations.	

Thus	it	was	no	surprise	that	China,	India	and	Brazil	left	the	EU	alone	and	started	out	on	a	new	
negotiation	track.	The	EU’s	policy	is	an	expensive,	inefficient	and	bureaucratic	response	to	the	problems.	
The	EU	just	does	not	want	to	believe	it,	not	even	now.	We	are	going	to	Cancun	next	week,	and	still	the	
European	Parliament	is	demanding	tighter	unilateral	emission	limits	for	the	EU.	It	is	allegedly	cheaper	
now	that	our	economy	is	in	such	poor	condition.

I	find	the	Parliament’s	line	irresponsible.	Our	own	group,	for	whose	stand	I	was	responsible	in	the	
European	Parliament’s	Industry,	Research	and	Energy	Committee,	unanimously	opposed	the	tightening	
of	 the	emission	 limit.	 It	would	be	a	better	cure	to	attempt	to	achieve	a	global	united	front	than	to	
further	raise	the	threshold	for	joining	it	and,	at	the	same	time,	to	continue	outsourcing	our	jobs	and	
competitiveness.	If	we	really	raise	the	target	to	30	per	cent,	the	next	window	of	opportunity	will	be	that	
it	is	not	profitable	to	make,	for	example,	window	glass	in	the	EU.	

It	can	now	become	incredibly	expensive,	even	for	the	environment,	for	poverty	is	not	only	a	social	
problem.	Environmental	protection	is	usually	the	first	thing	to	be	compromised	on.

What	is	wrong	with	the	EU’s	approach?
Let’s	compare	the	situation	with	cancer,	for	instance.	There	is	too	much	cancer,	everybody	agrees	

on	that.	In	principle,	negotiation-hungry	politicians	could	get	the	idea	of	a	new	international	agreement,	
which	would	commit	participants	to	reduce	the	amount	of	cancer	deaths	by	20%	by	the	year	2030.	
The	various	Member	States	would	ratify	the	agreement	and	start	the	work.	Everybody	understands	
what	should	be	done:	more	money	for	research,	more	cancer	screening,	more	correct	nutrition	and	
more	information	and	instruction.	The	correct	measures	would	in	due	course	bring	the	desired	results.
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But	would	states	become	tempted	to	attain	their	own	target	by	means	of	loopholes?	For	example,	
would	it	be	possible	to	reconsider	cause	of	death	diagnoses	in	order	to	improve	statistics	–	was	cancer	
the	primary	cause	after	all?	Or	should	the	backgrounds	of	immigrants	be	checked	–	a	bad	thing	to	accept	
refugees	from	areas	suffering	from	chemical	warfare,	for	example?	And	so	on.	The	idea	is	against	common	
sense	but	gimmickry	could	provide	rapid	help	with	statistics.	Nevertheless,	everybody	understands	that	
it	is	only	through	correct	actions	that	the	aggregate	whole	can	be	helped.

I	confess	that,	regarding	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	I	no	longer	believe	in	a	policy	of	restriction	and	
emission	ceilings.	They	produce	results	too	slowly	and	they	mostly	just	pass	problems	to	and	fro	in	the	
planet’s	atmosphere	as	they	transfer	emissions	from	one	place	to	another.	Moreover,	while	considering	
carbon	dioxide	only,	other	serious	environmental	problems	have	been	forgotten	and	air	pollution	has	
even	been	increased.	Instead	of	setting	emission	limits,	legislation	should	be	used	to	motivate	us	towards	
correct	and	justified	environmental	actions,	which	are	sensible	in	all	circumstances.

I	also	believe	that	the	entire	climate	policy	suffers	from	extreme	unrealism	and	hubris.	We	have	
bitten	off	more	than	we	can	chew	by	assuming	the	goal	of	“climate	control”	–	it	will	not	succeed.	When	
the	history	of	recent	decades	is	written,	it	will	be	called	the	era	of	climate	megalomania	when	man’s	
ability	to	interfere	with	nature’s	mechanisms	was	highly	exaggerated.	I	dare	claim	this,	for	this	project,	
which	is	“coming	of	age”,	has	produced	amazingly	few	good	results.	Therefore	it	would	be	high	time	to	
draw	conclusions	befitting	adults.	

It	is	time	to	redefine	either	the	goal	or	the	means	-	preferably	both.
Yesterday,	information	was	received	that	the	Japanese	government	has	rejected	the	Kyoto	Protocol.	

It	does	not	 intend	to	continue	on	the	same	track	when	the	treaty	expires	 in	2012.	According	to	the	
representative	of	the	Japanese	government,	the	treaty	is	out-dated	as	it	only	covers	27%	of	emissions	
and	thus	 it	 is	an	expensive	and	inefficient	system.	Environmental	organisations	are	 furious	but,	 in	
respect	of	the	matter	itself,	I	find	the	decision	welcome.	Finally.

Today,	information	was	received	that	former	friends	of	emissions	trading	from	the	Friends	of	the	
Earth	organisation	urge	the	consideration	of	other	alternatives	and	confess	to	the	inefficiency	of	the	
system. Finally.

Next	Tuesday	I	will	leave	for	Cancun	with	the	European	Parliament	delegation.	In	my	next	blog	I	
will	tell	what	kind	of	climate	policy	I	myself	believe	in.

15.46  BLOG: TOWARDS CANCUN – CLIMATE POLICY MUST BE 
  DIVIDED INTO PARTS

Published: December 4, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/12/kohti-cancunia-ilmastopolitiikka-on-pilkottava-osiin/	

Sometime	in	the	future	when	the	historiography	for	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century	is	read,	it	will	no	
doubt	be	called	an	era	of	climate	hype,	even	climate	mania.	This	period	was	characterised	by	the	sudden	
conversion	of	politicians	into	climate	activists	and	the	great	promises	of	restricting	the	greenhouse	gas	
content of the atmosphere.

An	Emissions	Trading	Scheme	was	created	which	increased	the	price	of	electricity	and	the	costs	
of	industrial	production.	It	was	a	massive	income	transfer	from	the	production	industry	to	electricity	
manufacturers.	It	was	also	a	huge	investment	in	bureaucracy:	measuring,	reporting,	notifying,	registering,	
buying,	selling,	auctioning.

At	the	same	time,	other	environmental	problems	were	seriously	neglected,	and	the	problems	of	
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developing	countries	at	that	time	were	forgotten	–	gazes	were	directed	further,	somewhere	out	there.	
People	drowning	in	floods	became	symbols	of	 the	coming	destruction;	 the	distress	of	 that	moment	
as	such	was	of	no	 interest.	Pop	stars	and	cultural	figures	 joined	the	efforts	 to	save	the	planet,	and	
local	hot-dog	stands	created	their	own	climate	strategies.	Children	worried	about	the	future	and	had	
nightmares.	People	began	to	measure	each	other’s	carbon	footprints,	which	became	a	new	type	of	
moralism.	Whatever	cause	in	the	world	one	wanted	to	assist,	it	had	to	be	wrapped	in	a	package	called	
climate	change.	Otherwise,	it	was	not	even	interesting.	Climate	change	became	Climate	Change	with	
a	capital	c,	part	of	entertainment	culture.	There	was	infinite	faith	in	man	really	being	able	to	return	
climate	back	onto	the	rails.

True,	we	did	not	know	where	the	point	was	at	which	it	would	be	possible	to	state	that	the	problem	
has	been	defeated	and	that	we	could	sigh	deep.	In	fact,	nobody	knew.	It	had	not	even	been	defined.	It	
was	a	wicked	problem.

I	think	that	I	have	already	made	it	clear	that	after	11	years	of	climate	policy-making	I	no	longer	
believe	in	either	the	target	setting	or	the	means.	What,	then,	should	be	done?

Let’s	stop	talking	about	“stopping”	climate	change.	The	climate	has	always	been	changing	and	will	
continue	to	change.	We	have	erred	in	making	the	means	into	a	goal.	It	would	be	more	appropriate	to	
ensure	that	the	needs	of	the	world’s	growing	population	are	met	in	an	adequate	and	environmentally	
sustainable	manner.	Our	societies	must	be	made	sufficiently	prepared	to	withstand	the	dangers	and	
risks	that	are	unavoidably	associated	with	extreme	climate	phenomena.	Whether	the	risks	are	natural	
or	man-made,	that	does	not	come	first.

The	first	step	is	to	divide	the	problem	into	parts.	The	climate	is	 forced	by	long-term	and	short-
term	agents,	and	different	strategies	are	needed	to	control	them.	Short-term	agents	include	black	soot,	
aerosols,	methane	and	atmospheric	ozone,	which	act	very	differently	from	long-term	agents	such	as	
carbon	dioxide,	hydrocarbons	or	nitrous	oxides.

So,	let’s	clamp	down	on	black	carbon,	or	soot,	the	combustion	residue,	which	melts	glaciers	in	the	
same	way	as	ash	melts	snow.	Of	the	short-term	warming	agents,	black	carbon	is	the	most	significant:	it	
warms	the	atmosphere	both	locally	and	globally.	At	the	same	time,	it	is	a	public	health	risk,	killing	millions	
of	people	through	respiratory	tract	and	cardiovascular	diseases	every	year.	Reducing	the	amount	of	black	
carbon	would	pay	itself	back	in	the	form	of	health	benefits.	It	is	strange	that	it	has	been	so	hard	to	get	
the	reduction	of	soot	onto	the	climate	policy	agenda,	even	though	eliminating	it	would	be	substantially	
easier	and	cheaper	than	eliminating	carbon	dioxide.	I	have	pondered	whether	it	is	an	even	too	easy	and	
technical	solution	for	those	who	wanted	to	make	the	prevention	of	climate	change	into	a	new	religion.

Knowing	the	warming	effect	of	black	carbon,	it	is,	by	the	way,	really	strange	to	see	the	substantial	
burning	of	wood	still	being	advertised	as	an	efficient	means	of	 combating	climate	change.	 It	does	
significantly	increase	the	soot	particles	in	the	air.	If	this	action	involves	increasing	the	total	amount	of	
logging,	and	reducing	the	forest	area,	the	situation	will	become	even	worse.

Let’s	 increase	 forests	 instead.	What	 is	 needed	 is	 a	 separate	 international	 agreement	 on	 the	
conservation	of	 forests,	which	recognises	their	 intrinsic	value.	They	are	 important	 for	the	future	of	
mankind,	not	only	as	a	carbon	sink	but	also	in	safeguarding	biodiversity	and	as	a	resource	of	sustainable	
bioeconomy.

Let’s	increase	adaptation.	All	societies	are	at	least	to	a	certain	extent	ill-equipped	for	climate	change.	
Therefore,	technologies,	institutions	and	practices	have	to	be	developed	to	minimise	the	risks	involved,	
from	weather-proof	community	construction	to	early	warning	systems.	They	are	necessary	in	any	event,	
whether	it	is	a	question	of	man-made	or	natural	catastrophes.

Let’s	pay	attention	to	the	poor	now.	The	poverty	problem	must	be	tackled	directly:	there	is	no	reason	
why	the	scandalous	number	of	two	billion	poor	people	should	be	held	hostage	to	a	climate	agreement,	
awaiting	help	sometime	in	the	future.	Let’s	stick	with	the	target	of	0.7%	for	development	cooperation	
appropriations.	We	do	not	need	new	forms	of	financing	for	developing	countries	as	 long	as	we	just	
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adhere	to	the	old	agreements	from	40	years	back.	At	present,	only	half	of	that	target	 is	allocated	to	
development	work.

Let’s	 utilise	 the	 success	 of	 the	 Montreal	 Protocol.	 The	 Montreal	 treaty	 successfully	 curbed	
chlorofluorocarbon	emissions,	and	the	depletion	threatening	the	ozone	layer	halted.	Some	powerful	
climate-warming	industrial	gases	could	be	included	in	the	same	kind	of	procedure,	however	not	trying	
that	with	respect	to	carbon	dioxide.

Carbon	dioxide	is	not	a	by-product	of	industrial	production	but	a	basic	element	associated	with	all	
life,	and	controlling	it	 is	the	most	challenging.	Therefore	action	should	rather	be	commenced	where	
results	are	easiest	to	achieve.	Carbon	dioxide	accounts	for	only	about	one	half	of	the	climate	forcing	
caused	by	man,	and	not	only	are	these	emissions	the	most	difficult	to	control,	but	reducing	them	will	
produce	an	effect	only	 in	the	 long	run.	It	 is	somewhat	perverse	that	climate	policy	has	made	 it	 its	
business	to	concentrate	on	the	most	difficult	side	of	the	issue	and	not	the	easiest.	It	makes	you	wonder	
whether	the	reasons	are	ideological.

The	decarbonisation	of	energy	generation	and	industrial	production	is	wise	but	it	calls	for	intense	
technological	investment.	The	expensive	emissions	trading	is	not	the	most	efficient	means	of	inciting	
such	investment;	instead,	a	moderate	carbon	tax	could	rather	be	used.

The	 idea	of	man-made	climate	change	charmed	the	decision-makers	of	our	 time.	We	believed	
that	it	would	be	possible	to	stabilise	the	climate	if	only	power	would	be	centralised	sufficiently.	Mike	
Hulme,	a	British	professor	of	climate	change,	who	has	listed	the	above	considerations,	says	that	we	need	
technologies	of	humility	instead	of	the	climate	hubris.	Small	steps,	wise	actions	and	minor	dramatics	
instead	of	attempts	to	seek	a	mega	solution	to	a	mega	problem.

15.47  BLOG: AN AUTOPSY OF CLIMATE PERFORMANCE

Published: December 11, 2010
http://www.korhola.com/2010/12/ilmastoperformanssin-ruumiinavaus/	

It	is	that	time	of	the	year	again.	“Judgement	Sunday”	(Finnish	term;	the	last	Sunday	before	Advent;	
in	the	Catholic	world	known	as	the	Solemnity)	came	and	went,	but	the	environmentalists	are	anyway	
a	couple	of	weeks	late	from	the	course	of	the	Finnish	ecclesiastical	year.	Nevertheless,	their	drill	is	the	
same.	Ahead	of	the	climate	conferences	in	December,	an	annual	list	of	sins	is	published	and	nations	
are	urged	to	repent.	

In	the	climate	comparison	57	countries	were	evaluated	in	terms	of	the	development	of	emissions,	
the	emission	level	and	national	and	international	climate	policy.	The	organisations	behind	the	project	
are	Germanwatch	and	Climate	Action	Network.	Finland	is	reportedly	again	alarmingly	poorly	placed	
regarding	its	climate	performance.

While	Sweden	and	Norway	hold	the	top	place,	Finland	is	at	the	same	level	with	Spain	and	Greece,	
among	others.	Everybody	realises	that	this	is	not	the	case.	

Therefore,	such	news	no	longer	affects	me.	The	problem	with	climate	reviews	and	carbon	footprints	is	
mostly	non-transparency.	The	constellation	makes	a	moderate	amount	of	slanted	interpretation	possible,	
in	which	the	ideological	or	political	share	is	large,	unless	the	evaluation	criteria	are	disclosed.

I	became	interested	and	asked	about	this	a	couple	of	years	ago,	when	the	very	same	Germanwatch	
placed	Finland	at	the	level	of	Belarus	and	the	like,	while	Sweden	held	the	top	position.	The	press	exercised	
severe	self-flagellation	due	to	the	performance	but	it	began	to	bother	me	that	there	was	such	a	difference	
compared	with	Sweden.	After	all,	our	countries’	conditions	and	practices	are	not	that	different,	except	
that	Sweden	can	enjoy	a	large	share	of	hydropower.
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At	first	I	wanted	to	know	what	that	Germanwatch	actually	is.	It	presents	itself	as	an	independent	
non-profit,	non-governmental	organisation,	which	concentrates	on	the	issues	between	the	North	and	
the	South.	So	it	is	some	kind	of	a	development	cooperation	or	development	issue	organisation,	which	
examines	the	problems	related	to	trade,	the	environment	and	the	relationships	with	developing	countries.	
I	know	something	about	those	issues	as	I	have	worked	in	development	cooperation.	On	its	website,	
Germanwatch	says	that	it	produces	research	material	to	support	decision-makers.	The	climate	index	
in question is one of the research studies it has made. 

Germanwatch	placed	countries	in	an	order	of	superiority	on	the	basis	of	their	climate	performance,	
founded	on	the	parameters	and	weightings	selected	by	the	organisation	itself.	An	examination	of	the	
calculation	method	for	the	climate	change	performance	index	(CCPI)	in	question	can	shed	some	light	
on	the	figures	for	“naughty”	Finland:	

The	weightings	are	approximately	the	following:	energy	consumption	and	emissions,	30%,	sector-
specific	emission	trends,	35%,	total	emission	trends	with	respect	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol	obligations,	15%,	
international	climate	policy,	10%,	and	national	climate	policy,	10%.	

It	 is	 interesting	that	of	 the	figures	received	by	each	country;	only	barely	one	third	is	accounted	
for	by	energy	consumption	and	emissions	–	which	are	those	that	have	real	bearing	on	the	end	result.	
The	rest	is	politics,	even	20	per	cent	pure	politics,	as	it	is	a	question	of	the	index-makers’	own	value	
choice	of	the	significance	of	nuclear	power	and	renewable	energies,	among	other	things.	Fifty	per	cent	
consists	of	the	emissions	trends	of	randomly	selected	years.	And	regarding	the	actual	substance,	the	
30%,	the	index	does	not	in	any	way	take	into	account	the	climate,	the	structure	of	export	industry	and	
the distances in the country in question. 

Germanwatch’s	own	attitude	towards	energy	choices	has	a	decisive	role	for	the	study.	Germanwatch	
justifies	the	position	of	nuclear	energy	in	the	index	thus:	“Since	nuclear	power	is	a	risky	source	of	energy,	
it	has	been	assessed	according	to	the	CO2	equivalent	per	energy	unit.”	This	statement	means	that	nuclear	
power	emissions	are	given	the	figure	corresponding	to	coal-power	emissions,	in	other	words,	nuclear	
power	is	burdened	according	to	modern	coal	power.	

Thus,	nuclear	power	is	not	viewed	as	emission-free,	even	though	that	quality	is	its	strongest	asset.	
Surprisingly	enough,	neither	are	renewable	energies	neutrally	viewed	as	emission-free:	while	nuclear	
power	is	punished,	renewables	are	rewarded	more	than	they	deserve	on	the	basis	of	being	CO2	emission-
free,	as	they	are	viewed	separately	from	the	others.	Germanwatch	gives	the	following	grounds	for	it:	
“Because	of	its	essential	importance	for	sustainable	emissions	reduction,	the	share	of	renewable	energies	
is	considered	separately”.	The	“sustainable	development”	reputation	of	renewable	energies	obviously	
receives	an	additional	bonus.

If	one	should	analyse	Finland’s	ranking,	it	is	weakened	by	the	following	circumstances:	
	 1.		 Finland’s	high	energy	consumption	compared	with	the	population	and	GDP.	This	is	explained 
	 	 by	the	industrial	structure,	cold	climate	and	long	distances.	Finland	does	not	receive	understanding	 
	 	 for	exporting	energy-intensive	products:	a	nation	of	five	million	manufactures	paper	for	one	 
	 	 hundred	million	people.	Since	the	paper	is	made	in	Finland	using	almost	the	world’s	cleanest	 
	 	 methods,	some	understanding	could	be	expected.	
	 2.		Finland’s	high	CO2	emissions	compared	with	the	population,	GDP	and	energy	consumption.	 
	 	 This	could	be	assessed	using	the	same	arguments	as	energy	consumption.	
	 	 The	weighting	of	these	first	two	points	was	30%	in	the	index.
	 3.		The	nuclear	power	under	construction	in	Finland	is	punished	at	 the	 item	“national	policy”.	 
	 	 The	weighting	in	the	index	is	10%.	
	 4.		Finland’s	emissions	trend	in	the	selected	years	compared	with	the	Kyoto	Protocol	obligation	 
	 	 for	Finland.	However,	such	trends	are	partly	incidental,	and	they	are	affected	by	the	business	 
	 	 cycles	of	industry	and	weather	conditions.	The	weight	of	this	item	in	the	index	is	15%.	
	 5.		Sector-specific	emissions	trends	in	the	selected	years.	In	the	case	of	Finland,	it	has	not	been	a	 
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	 	 question	of	an	increase	in	carbon-intensity	but	in	production	volume.	Regarding	steel,	whose	 
	 	 production	has	also	increased,	there	could	be	reason	to	take	into	consideration	that	Finland	 
	 	 makes	quite	clean	steel	and	that	the	emissions	are	close	to	the	theoretical	minimum.	The	weight	 
	 	 of	this	item	is	35	per	cent.
	 6.		Finland’s	current	nuclear	power	production	is	equated	with	coal	power	production,	i.e.	it	is	not	 
	 	 treated	as	CO2-free.	Therefore,	Finland	is	punished	at	the	emissions	trends	and	climate	policy	 
	 	 (national	and	maybe	also	 international	 climate	policy),	among	other	points.	The	weight	of	 
	 	 international	climate	policy	is	10%.	
	 7.		 The	growing	air	traffic	in	Finland	causes	a	small	additional	burden.	It	is	not	evident	from	the	 
	 	 review	but	you	could	suspect	that	Finnish	air	traffic	may	be	burdened	due	to	the	fact	that	the	 
	 	 flights	departing	from	Finland	have	longer	distances	to	fly.	Maybe	one	factor	 is	that	Finnair	 
	 	 operates	many	long-distance	flights	to	Asia	–	which	is	no	doubt	the	most	climate-friendly	route	 
	 	 because	near	the	pole,	the	journey	is	clearly	shorter	owing	to	the	form	of	the	globe.	
	 8.		Finland	uses	peat	in	its	energy	mix;	peat	is	our	oil.	In	practice,	it	supports	the	burning	of	wood,	 
	 	 as	peat	diminishes	boiler	corrosion.	The	use	of	peat	can	be	criticised	and	it	is	true	that	its	CO2  
	 	 emissions	are	high,	but	it	is	not	so	often	remembered	that	the	burning	of	wood	produces	even	 
	 	 larger	emissions	–	it	is	just	understood	to	give	it	a	computational	zero	by	virtue	of	renewability.	 
	 	 Besides,	both	of	 them	cause	particle	emissions,	yet	only	 the	use	of	wood	 is	regarded	as	an	 
	 	 action	against	climate	change.	I	am	not	in	favour	of	opening	wild	bogs	and	swamps	for	peat	 
	 	 harvesting,	however,	in	bogs	and	swamps	already	opened,	harvesting	helps	reduce	their	emissions,	 
	 	 and	therefore	this	should	be	taken	into	account	computationally	in	the	same	way	as	in	respect	 
	 	 of	wood.	Even	though	peat	is	not	a	renewable	energy	source,	the	annual	growth	of	the	biomass	 
	 	 is	considerably	larger	than	its	annual	use.

All	in	all,	this	was	one	example	of	what	kind	of	politics	the	investigation	of	the	carbon	footprint	
may	involve.	Opening	these	issues	for	discussion	and	making	them	transparent	is	well-founded	and	
necessary,	so	that	kicking	around	with	the	carbon	footprint	would	better	hit	the	right	targets.

15.48  BLOG: A TRICK AND HOW IT IS PULLED OFF

Published: July 3, 2012
http://www.korhola.com/lang/fi/2012/07/a-trick-and-how-to-pull-it-off/	

I	have	now	been	a	member	of	the	European	Parliament	for	13	years,	and	thought	I	already	knew	all	the	
essentials	of	EU	decision-making.	Only	last	summer	I	realised	what,	in	practice,	explains	the	various	
problematic	directives	that	are	produced	by	the	EU	for	us.	I	noticed	a	certain	democratic	deficit	coming	
from	a	rather	surprising	direction.

Within	environment	and	energy	legislation,	one	often	hears	bad	news	from	the	EU:	over	the	past	
few	years,	we	have	witnessed	how	factories	have	been	closed	down	and	jobs	have	vanished	to	third	
countries	as	our	rather	one-sided	and	strict	legislation	increases	the	cost	of	production.	The	mistake	
has	been	the	distortion	of	competition	by	our	legislation.	Too	often	it	creates	losses	for	the	environment,	
and	the	polluter	always	gains	a	competitive	edge.	But	why	on	the	earth	is	our	legislation	so	scandalously	
sadomasochistic,	even	if	we	don’t	want	it	to	be	that	way?

I	profess	the	reason	is	the	democratic	deficit.	Surprisingly	enough,	the	Greens	seem	to	be	responsible	
for this.

The	MEP,	 i.e.	 the	rapporteur,	who	is	responsible	for	the	Committee	proposals	prepared	during	
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Committee	work,	has	a	crucial	position	 in	 the	negotiations	with	 the	Commission	and	the	Council.	
This	is	balanced	by	a	political	process,	by	a	first	and	second	reading	at	which	the	proposal	is	brought	
before	the	plenary	session	and	finally,	possibly,	before	the	Conciliation	Committee.	At	the	same	time,	
the	shadow	rapporteurs	of	the	other	groups	prepare	the	stance	of	their	respective	groups.	The	process	
is	transparent	and	public,	and	we	can	take	a	stand	against,	or	for,	the	matter	in	question	with	all	our	
political stature in the plenary session.

However,	more	often	it	has	happened	that	this	transparent	process	is	replaced	by	a	so-called	first	
reading	agreement	due	to	the	lack	of	time.	Led	by	the	rapporteur,	the	Council	and	the	Commission	
agree	on	the	proposal	before	it	 is	taken	to	the	plenary	session	where	the	entire	Parliament	can	only	
reject	or	accept	the	agreement.	Publicity,	openness	and	transparency	are	all	a	hallucination;	likewise,	
the	possibility	to	have	any	bearing	on	details	during	the	plenary	session	period	is	diminished.

The	first	reading	agreement	suits	the	Greens,	among	others,	very	well	as	the	group’s	power	will	grow	
to	its	maximum	and	the	political	muscle	of	larger	groups	can	easily	be	circumvented.	I	don’t	blame	the	
Greens	for	having	managed	to	snatch	certain	important	proposals,	but	I	blame	our	political	group	for	
allowing	others	to	walk	over	our	political	heavyweight.

This	is	how	it	happens.	The	Environment	Committee	has	6	MEPs	of	the	Greens	and	24	of	the	EPP	
respectively.	Each	group	has	twice	the	amount	of	points	in	relation	to	their	number	of	MEPs	and	can	
’buy’	proposals	transferred	to	the	handling	process	with	these	points.	Since	the	same	mass	of	directives	
flows	through	the	entire	Committee,	these	six	Greens	are	up	to	their	eyes	in	work	all	the	time,	whereas	all	
those	directives	are	divided	between	our	24	MEPs	and	48	points.	Therefore	the	Greens	really	save	their	
points	for	the	more	important	reports,	while	we	try	to	find	something	to	do	for	all	interested	members	
–	thus	we	also	buy	the	less	important	ones.	This	is	a	somewhat	understandable	aspect.	Nevertheless,	
if	we	accept	that	even	the	remains	of	our	political	influence	are	being	curbed	by	giving	our	consent	to	
first	reading	agreements,	we	only	have	ourselves	to	blame.

These	 fast-track	 procedures	 naturally	 suit	 the	 respective	Member	 States	 holding	 the	 Council	
presidency,	as	these	countries	will	get	a	feather	in	their	cap	and	are	praised	for	their	prompt	actions.	
However,	this	kind	of	process	is	neither	democratic	nor	transparent.	It	is	also	quite	interesting	that	the	
Greens,	who	tend	to	speak	out	against	the	non-transparency	and	lack	of	democracy	in	the	Union,	in	
reality,	create	exactly	such	practises	by	using	first	reading	agreements,	and	therefore,	decrease	the	level	
of	openness	in	the	decision	making.

The	 so-called	 Sulphur	Directive	 is	 the	 latest	 and	most	 spine-chilling	 example	 of	 competition	
distortion,	which	was	endorsed	by	the	EU	last	May	under	the	guidance	of	a	Green	MEP;	a	second	
one	is	the	Energy	Efficiency	Directive	of	last	June.	Over	the	next	five	years,	the	restrictions	on	sulphur	
emissions	in	the	Mediterranean	countries	will	be	45	times	more	lenient	than	those	set	for	Finland.	Just	
for	the	sake	of	clarity,	I	draw	a	comparison	from	the	banking	sector.	Let’s	take	the	current	five-year	
loan	rate	of	0.46%	in	Germany,	multiplied,	for	example,	by	45:	it	would	amount	to	20.7%.	But	then,	the	
environmental	quarters	generate	these	kinds	of	distortions	both	in	the	global	and	in	our	own	internal	
market,	and	even	with	a	virtuous	gleam	in	their	eye.

As	 for	 the	Sulphur	Directive,	we	know	that	 the	damage	was	already	done	within	the	IMO,	the	
International	Maritime	Organisation	as	Finland	itself	accepted	the	strict	limits	in	2008.	The	negotiations	
on	the	directive	were	led	by	MEP	Satu	Hassi,	who	has	defended	herself	by	claiming	to	have	only	followed	
the	Commission’s	proposal	and	the	IMO’s	chosen	policy.	All	have	confessed	in	unison	that	the	fault	
was	the	 lack	of	political	supervision:	politicians	didn’t	keep	their	eyes	on	the	policies	drawn	by	our	
environmental	officials.	But	how	did	we	end	up	with	these	policies	in	the	first	place?

In	this	respect,	Hassi	cannot	hide	herself	behind	the	IMO	anymore	as	she	has	been	responsible	for	
the	sulphur	proposals	in	the	European	Parliament	even	before	the	IMO	resolution,	and	she	has	been	
advocating	strict	limitations	on	sulphur	emissions	in	our	maritime	territories.	In	2005,	as	she	was	asked	
why	the	EU	should	support	the	one-sided	legislation	on	reducing	sulphur	emissions	and	not	take	care	
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of	the	matter	through	the	IMO,	Satu	Hassi	answered:	”Sounds	nice,	but	in	order	to	move	forward	we	
need	political	pressure	here”.

Now	we	have	it	–	and	it	is	extremely	one-sided.
In	Finland,	we	have	paid	twice	simply	too	often	as	our	previous	environmental	actions	have	been	

utterly	ignored.	It	is	too	bad	that	the	EU’s	message	is,	in	practice,	”don’t	do	anything	before	you	really	
have	to”.	If	you	already	did	it,	you	have	to	pay	for	it	–	you	don’t	benefit	from	it.	This	is	what	happened	
with	emissions	trading;	this	is	what	happened	with	the	burden-sharing	of	renewables;	and	this	is	what	
is	about	to	happen	with	the	Energy	Efficiency	Directive,	on	which	common	political	ground	was	found	
last	week.

This	will	again	bear	another	additional	bill	of	hundreds	of	millions	of	Euros	per	year	for	Finland;	
the	estimation	of	the	Ministry	of	Employment	and	the	Economy	shows	an	annual	costs	of	300-500	
million	Euros	for	energy	consumers.	Countries	that	use	energy	in	a	more	efficient	way	must	boost	their	
actions	by	investing	more	money,	as	the	most	cost-effective	saving	measures	have	all	been	made	earlier,	
and	this	aspect	hasn’t	been	taken	into	consideration	at	all.

Last	week,	a	joint	delegation	of	the	Finnish	employers’	and	employees’	organisations,	along	with	
their	member	unions,	sent	out	a	plea	to	the	Government	to	mitigate	the	damage	that	will	be	caused	by	
the	Sulphur	Directive.	The	united	front	among	the	general	public	is	a	remarkable	gesture	and	clearly	
reflects	how	seriously	the	damaging	Sulphur	Directive,	which	has	already	been	nailed	down,	will	affect	
our society

The	core	of	the	problem	is	that	although	the	directive	allows	for	national	support,	the	costs	will	be	
so	huge	that	no	amount	of	support	money	will	be	enough.	Therefore,	we	shouldn’t	put	up	at	all	with	
these kinds of competition distortions.

15.49  BLOG: IS IT TRUE OR NOT

Published: January 9, 2013
http://www.korhola.com/lang/fi/2013/01/is-it-true-or-not-2/

Probably	I	am	not	the	only	one	who	has	been	wondering	about	the	apparent	contradictions	that	arise	
from	the	various	climate	positions.	Meteorologists	claim	that	global	warming	has	made	a	slow-down	and	
describe	the	current	epoch	as	cooler.	Hence,	temperatures	do	not	seem	to	be	in	line	with	the	predictions	
of	the	greenhouse	theory.	At	the	same	time,	others,	like	the	World	Bank	and	its	No-	vember	report,	
stress	that	the	situation	is	worse	than	ever:	emissions	have	increased	and	a	temperature	rise	of	four	
degrees	is	predicted	for	this	century.

How	should	we	 interpret	 these	 contradictions?	Measured	 temperatures	have	been	 commonly	
understood	as	hard	facts	in	the	past.	The	fact	that	temperatures	have	not	significantly	increased	during	
the	past	century	can	easily	be	checked	by	anyone.	The	conclusions	that	we	should	draw	from	this	are	a	
mystery,	however.	Changes	in	glob-	al	temperatures	could	also	be	considered	features	of	natural	climate	
variability.	The	climate	has	always	been	changing	at	regular	intervals.

Therefore,	when	one	implies	that	the	situation	is	worse	than	ever,	one	does	not	refer	to	empirically	
observed	temperatures,	but	to	the	greenhouse	theory.	One,	as	a	matter	of	 fact,	 interprets	under	the	
premises	of	the	theo-	ry.	Because	the	theory	assumes	that	CO2 emissions cause a rise in temperatures, 
and	as	CO2	emissions	have	 increased	exponentially	and	much	more	rapidly	than	what	was	 initially	
assumed,	the	conclusion	is	that	tem-	peratures	will	indeed	rise.	Even	if	they	won’t	now,	some	day	they	
will	for	sure.	The	situation	is	bad,	or	at	least	it	will	become	bad.
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Is	it	bad?	I	do	not	know,	but	as	a	politician	I	am	forced	to	consider	all	alternatives.	I	am	obliged	to	
draft	policy	that	we	are	least	likely	to	regret	in	the	future.	Whatever	the	conclusions	of	science	eventually	
are,	policies	had	better	be	as	sensible	as	possible.

Three	 years	 ago	 both	 scientific	 circles	 and	 the	 rest	 of	 us	were	 flabbergasted	 by	 the	 so-called	
Climategate	scandal.	The	personal	e-mail	messages	of	some	Intergovernmen-	tal	Panel	on	Climate	
Change	(IPCC)	researchers	were	leaked	to	the	public.	Some	of	the	correspondence	was	from	the	time	the	
2001	IPCC	report	was	being	finalised.	The	messages	revealed	that	the	researchers	were	won-	dering	how	
the	‘problematic’	Medieval	Warm	Period	could	be	concealed.	In	later	messages	the	scientists	contem-	
plated,	why	temperatures	did	not	go	up	during	the	first	decade	of	the	millennium,	and	what	they	could	
possibly	do	about	the	matter.

In	other	words,	climate	researchers	had	difficulties	pro-	ducing	the	figures	they	desired,	that	 is,	
figures	that	would	give	politicians	the	aspired	signal.	The	Medieval	Warm	Period	was	in	this	regard	
the	biggest	problem,	as	it	was	conclusively	warmer	then	than	it	is	now.	Secondly,	based	on	the	tone	
of	the	correspondence,	the	research	group	seemed	frustrated:	in	recent	times,	temperatures	had	not	
gone	up	as	predicted.

The	truth	is	that	they	still	haven’t.	During	this	millennium	the	global	average	temperature	has	been	
rather	stubborn	and	not	in	line	with	predictions.	Even	if	emissions	have	increased	radically,	a	correlation	
with	rising	temperatures	just	cannot	be	traced.	This	issue	also	features	in	the	upcoming,	leaked,	IPCC	
report.	Even	though	public	statements	attempted	to	mask	the	damage	done	by	the	leak,	everyone	has	
been	able	to	draw	their	own	conclu-	sions	based	on	a	graph	in	the	report:	temperatures	stag-	nate	even	
though	the	predictions	point	upwards.	The	temperatures	simply	do	not	obey.

Unless	we	make	them	obey.	A	University	of	Oslo	profes-	sor,	Ole	Humlum,	recently	remarked	an	
odd	phenomenon	and	revealed	the	newest	climate	scandal.	Apparently,	since	2008	some	research	
institutions	have	been	retro-	spectively	correcting	their	global	temperature	graphs.	Usually,	this	would	
not	be	strange	at	all,	as	scientific	information	tends	to	be	built	up	piece-by-piece	and	may	have	to	be	
rectified	at	a	later	stage.	It	is,	however,	ex-	tremely	strange	that	also	data	from	1915	has	been	touched.	
Temperature	data	from	the	beginning	of	the	20th	century	has	been	systematically	rounded	down,	while	
later	data	has	been	rounded	up	respectively.	Data	seems	to	have	been	forced	to	obey	the	greenhouse	
theory,	and	suddenly	it	seems	like	the	graphs	confirm	the	desired	hypotheses.

As	I	am	a	free	thinker	with	no	taboos,	I	want	to	express	this	out	loud.	The	world	should	be	portrayed	
the	way	it	is,	and	a	politician	should	also	welcome	crude	facts.	We	should	not	force	data	or	fit	circles	
into	squares	–	this	mentality	belongs	to	another	world	and	another	political	ideology.

But	do	we	make	sensible	policies?
Let’s	assume	that	the	greenhouse	theory,	as	it	stands	now,	is	not	correct,	and	warming	and	cooling	

both	fit	under	natural	variability	and	the	fact	that	the	climate	has	always	changed	in	one	direction	or	
another.	In	this	sce-	nario	we	are	not	making	good	policy,	as	staring	at	CO2 only has taken attention 
away	from	other	severe	prob-	lems.	In	the	name	of	the	fight	against	climate	change	both	the	quality	of	
air	and	the	problem	of	pollution	have	worsened.	In	other	words,	the	climate	problem	has	can-	nibalised	
other	environmental	problems.

Let’s	 then	further	assume	that	 the	correlation	theory	of	 increased	atmospheric	CO2	and	global	
warming	is	true,	and	that	the	situation	is	worse	than	ever.	Even	in	this	case	we	are	not	making	sensible	
policy,	as	the	policy	has	not	alleviated	the	problem	it	was	supposed	to.	Not	to	the	least	bit.

European	climate	policy	has	a	massive	price	tag	attached	to	it.	It	has	even	been	catastrophic	from	an	
environmental	point	of	view.	For	years	I	have	spoken	out	about	the	fact	that	we	should	be	more	careful	
in	investing	our	resources.	We	should	not	allow	absurdities	in	the	name	of	the	greenhouse	theory.	At	
present,	we	have	the	most	expensive,	one-sided	climate	policy	in	the	world,	which	reduces	jobs	in	the	EU	
and	also	penalises	the	world’s	cleanest	production	operations.	As	a	matter	of	fact,	the	newest	research	
shows	that	the	present	policy	does	not	even	reduce	emissions.	If	we	take	into	account	consump-	tion,	
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too,	the	EU’s	total	emissions	have	actually	gone	up.	While	production-based	emissions	have	indeed	
gone	down	appropriately,	strikingly,	consumption-based	emis-	sions	have	dramatically	increased.	This	
development	speaks	a	language	of	failure:	because	of	our	climate	policy,	production	has	been	relocated	
to	other	parts	of	the	world	with	less	clean	production	–	and	unemploy-	ment	in	the	EU	has	gone	up.

My	proposal	is	that	we	start	making	policy	that	we	do	not	have	to	regret	later,	irrespective	of	the	
outcomes	of	scientific	research.	Such	policy	would	include	energy	saving,	 the	development	of	clean	
technology,	forestation,	the	prevention	of	air	pollution,	as	well	as	the	fight	against	poverty	and	erosion	
in	developing	countries.	We	should	also	guarantee	clean	production	and	jobs	in	Eu-	rope.	We	ought	to	
take	all	these	actions	even	if	we	had	no	information	whatsoever	about	climate	change.	And	if	we	did	
have	the	information,	these	would	be	the	best	recipes	to	tackle	the	problem.

15.50  BLOG: AN ENERGY FORM IN BREAST-FEEDING

Published: March 6, 2013
http://www.korhola.com/lang/fi/2013/03/an-energy-form-in-breast-feeding/

In	recent	climate	discussions,	 the	possibility	of	 the	collapse	of	 the	entire	emissions	trading	system	
(ETS)	has	been	flashed.	An	oversupply	of	emission	allowances	has	been	created	in	the	midst	of	the	
economic	downturn	–	this	also	being	the	reason	for	the	extremely	 low	price	of	the	allowances.	The	
European	Commission	has	offered	”backloading”	as	a	solution:	some	of	the	emission	allowances	would	
be	withdrawn	from	the	market,	which	would	elevate	their	price	–	and	the	price	of	electricity	alike.

As	the	ETS	rapporteur	of	my	political	group,	I	have	taken	a	critical	stance	towards	the	Commission’s	
intentions.	But	 like	all	other	issues,	this	one	is	not	easy	or	self-evident,	either.	I	can	understand	the	
voices	that	are	worried	about	the	future	of	the	ETS,	and	want	to	save	it.	The	main	concern	is	that	the	
ETS	is	replaced	by	 increasingly	shattered	national	approaches,	such	as	the	taxation	of	carbon.	The	
reason	would	be	fiscal:	governments	want	additional	funds.

In	my	opinion,	however,	there	is	little	sense	in	patching	the	problem	with	a	new	one:	backloading	
would	only	have	a	cumulative	effect.	Intervening	with	market	mechanisms	would	convey	a	worrisome	
signal	of	political	volatility:	who	would	dare	to	 invest	 in	such	a	Europe?	Lifting	electricity	prices	 is	
particularly	unwise	now	that	the	shale-gas	boom	has	opened	up	the	possibility	of	reasonably-priced	
energy	 in	other	parts	of	the	world.	The	exodus	of	European	industries	that	 follow	price	and	energy	
stability	really	becomes	a	concern,	if	our	cure	for	everything	is	the	lifting	of	electricity	prices.

Most	people	are	still	of	the	opinion	that	emissions	trading	requires	structural	reform.	But	in	this	
case,	it	is	essential	to	take	an	honest	look	at	the	factors	that	disturb	the	ETS	market	most.

For	the	emissions	trading	system	the	overlapping	policies	of	Member	States,	especially	the	renewable	
energy	subsidies	and	partly	also	taxation	as	well	as	energy	efficiency	subsidies	and	regulations	have	
become	detrimental.	Overlaps	have	constantly	disturbed	the	formation	of	a	normalised	energy	market.

It	is	not	in	the	benefit	of	the	national	economy	either	that	we	replace	profitable	energy	forms	with	
unprofitable	ones	and	convince	ourselves	that	this	creates	growth.

The	attitudes	towards	renewable	energy	reflect	a	similar	mania	as	those	towards	biofuels.	Only	
eight	years	ago,	the	rhetoric	of	the	biofuel	boom	was	so	passionate	that	it	was	sufficient	that	a	product’s	
starts	with	the	prefix	”bio”;	profitability	or	environmental	friendliness	was	not	really	thought	of.	Only	
later	people	started	to	consider	the	whole	life	cycle	of	the	product.

Similarly	it	is	thought	that	renewable	energy	is	so	good	in	itself	that	it	can	cost	whatever;	be	however	
mad	–	it	is	renewable	after	all.
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The	intent	appears	to	be	good,	but	actually	the	consequence	of	feed-in	tariffs	and	other	forms	of	
generous	subsidies	to	renewable	energy	have	the	opposite	effect	on	the	environment.	The	renewable	
energy	industry	remains	in	its	infantry	and	does	not	learn	to	walk	on	its	own	feet.	In	a	way,	it	remains	
in	breast-feeding	for	an	endless	period	of	time,	and	it	does	not	even	attempt	to	seek	genuine	profitability	
from	the	markets,	when	this	profitability	is	a	given.	Excessive	subsidisation	locks	the	technology	on	an	
immature	level.	This	explains	the	madness	that	has	been	practiced	during	recent	years:	in	Germany,	
for	example,	wind	farms	have	been	built	in	places,	where	there	is	no	wind	in	the	first	place.	It	does	not	
matter	–	there	is	a	fixed	price	on	renewable	energy.

Now,	 governments	 everywhere	have	 started	 to	 realise	 this	problem.	The	UK	has	noticed	 that	
renewable	energy	targets	cannot	be	reached,	as	this	would	be	incredibly	expensive.	The	subsidisation	
of	renewables	has	created	a	massive	debt	during	Spain’s	financial	crisis.	In	Germany,	the	reverse	side	
of	the	massive	investment	to	renewable	energies	is	the	even	more	massive	investment	to	fossil	fuels.

However	good	renewable	energy	may	be,	we	should	not	support	the	industry	at	any	price.	My	own	
estimation	is	that	sooner	or	later	the	EU	will	have	to	lower	its	renewable	energy	target	for	this	energy	
form	to	be	able	to	reach	genuine	–	not	artificial	–	profitability.

In	my	opinion,	we	should	indeed	do	precisely	this	in	order	for	us	to	get	hold	of	high-quality	renewable	
energy.	The	decision	would	also	save	the	emissions	trading	market	–	if	we	desire	to	do	so	in	the	first	place.

15.51  BLOG: CONFESSION OF A CLIMATE AGNOSTIC

Published: March 19, 2013
http://www.korhola.com/lang/fi/2013/03/confession-of-a-climate-agnostic-2/

The	debate	on	climate	warming	is	indeed	continuing	in	Europe.	On	Christmas	Day,	the	UK	MET	Office	
website	published	a	rectified	graph	on	the	annual	global	temperature	forecast,	which	it	had	originally	
published	a	year	before.	Only	on	5	January	the	sharp-eyed	climate	bloggers	noticed,	how	different	the	
figures	were	compared	to	the	ones	of	the	year	before.	The	new	graph,	which	was	pictured	next	to	the	old	
one,	spread	quickly	in	the	media	all	over	the	world	and	aroused	bewilderment.	A	BBC	headline	interpreted	
that	the	MET	Office	does	not	consider	global	warming	as	serious	a	problem	as	it	had	predicted	a	year	
before.	This	headline	brought	about	a	major	dispute,	as	the	MET	stated	that	it	had	merely	sharpened	
its	five-year	prediction,	instead	of	forecasting	climate	change	overall.

For	what	it	is	worth,	if	the	MET’s	new	prediction	is	correct,	we	can	speak	of	a	period	of	up	to	20	
years	without	a	substantively	warming	trend,	while	CO2	emissions	have	increased	forcefully.	According	
to	the	current	theory,	this	surge	in	emissions	should	be	starkly	reflected	in	temperatures.	At	some	point,	
a	limit	has	been	reached,	and	the	theory	should	be	reviewed.

In	politics,	 the	climate	discussion	has	created	an	unnecessary	 juxtaposition.	An	often	presented	
statement	relates	to	this:	”Of	the	peer	reviewed	scientific	articles	that	were	published	during	1991-2012,	
13,950	comes	to	the	conclusion	that	human	activity	changes	the	climate,	while	24	denies	it.”

This	statement	has	been	used	misleadingly,	as	it	was	suggested	that	all	the	13,950	articles	were	in	line	
with	the	politically	influential	climate	alarmists.	This	is	not	the	case.	No	sensible	human	being	questions	
climate	change,	as	the	climate	has	always	changed.	No	sensible	researcher	questions	human	influence	
on	the	climate	either,	as	the	impact	takes	place	at	many	levels	ranging	from	land	use	and	urbanisation	
to	puffing	fossil-fuel	particulate	emissions.	No	researcher	aspiring	to	be	taken	seriously	questions	the	
warming	effect	of	carbon	dioxide	either,	as	it	is	a	law	of	nature,	which	was	already	observed	by	Svante	
Arrhenius	in	the	19th	century.	
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In	the	end,	the	question	is	whether	the	influence	of	carbon	dioxide	is	of	the	extent	that	it	has	a	
practical	effect	next	to	the	Sun	and	oceanic	cycles.	Is	it	that	significant	that	we	should	maintain	massive	
political	operations	to	prevent	it?	Can	we	prevent	it?	The	question	is	also,	what	the	influence	of	CO2 is 
in	combination	with	the	other	factors	like	air	pollutants;	i.e.	while	some	of	these	raise	temperatures,	
and others reduce them.

At	the	same	time,	everything	has	to	be	put	into	a	bigger	picture:	for	two	thirds	of	its	existence,	the	
Earth	has	been	7	degrees	warmer	that	it	is	now.

I	wrote	about	the	issue	last	week,	and	I	have	been	most	surprised	by	the	private	feedback,	which	I	
have	received	from	many	researchers	in	the	field.	Several	of	them	have	been	unsatisfied	with	the	alarmist	
talk	that	reigns	in	the	politicised	climate	discussions.	It	is	also	considered	a	problem	that	the	predictions,	
which	are	based	on	greenhouse	gas	concentrations,	do	not	take	into	account	the	actual	principal	factors	
of	climate,	i.e.	the	Sun’s	and	oceanic	cycles’	long-term	effects.	The	Sun’s	effect	is	virtually	absent	from	
the	IPCC	models.	When	the	issue	is	not	sufficiently	known,	it	is	merely	disregarded.

It	should	be	mentioned	that	the	scientific	part	of	the	IPCC’s	report	is	a	far	cry	from	alarmism.	On	the	
contrary,	the	researchers’	text	is	significantly	different	from	the	summary	for	policymakers.	For	instance,	
floods	are	regularly	used	as	proof	of	climate	change.	These	catastrophes,	which	are	human	tragedies,	
naturally	require	action.	But,	is	there	really	reason	enough	to	focus	on	carbon	dioxide	politics,	or	would	
it	be	better	to	prepare	for	the	damages?	According	to	the	newest,	i.e.	fifth,	IPCC	report,	which	leaked	
to	the	public	”[t]here	continues	to	be	a	lack	of	evidence	regarding	the	sign	of	trend	in	the	magnitude	
and/or	frequency	of	floods	on	a	global	scale.”,	even	though	floods	have	already	been	made	the	symbol	
of	climate	change.

From	all	of	 this	 follows	a	 range	of	 important	political	questions.	These	are	our	actual	field	of	
responsibility.

This	is	what	I	also	tried	to	say	in	my	previous	blog.	Whether	the	primary	role	of	human-induced	
carbon	dioxide	in	climate	change	is	assumed	or	not,	in	neither	of	the	cases,	can	the	current	policies	be	
considered	appropriate.	In	their	one-sidedness,	they	are,	on	the	contrary,	extremely	bad,	while	at	the	
same	time,	the	European	industries	–	the	cleanest	industries	of	the	world	–	suffer.

For	this	reason,	I	have	come	to	think	that	a	good	politician	should	rather	be	a	”climate	agnostic”.	
In	principle,	it	does	not	matter,	what	conclusion	science	comes	to:	if	the	legislation	we	make	is	good	
enough,	one	does	not	have	to	take	sides;	except	the	side	of	consideration	and	quality.	Climate	policy	
should	be	so	robust,	sturdy	and	of	such	good	quality	that	it	does	not	struggle	with	the	uncertainty	factors	
and	differences	of	opinion	within	science.

Until	now,	too	much	impulse	politics	has	been	made	in	the	EU.	First,	biofuels	were	demanded	under	
the	direction	of	the	Greens,	and	then,	the	same	group	started	opposing	them	frantically.	As	a	matter	of	
fact,	the	same	thing	is	happening	to	wood-burning:	first,	its	increase	was	demanded,	until	the	problems	
it	causes	to	sustainable	forestry,	were	noticed.	I	warned	of	both;	in	time.

I	am	just	wondering,	what	an	unbearable	situation	this	creates	for	the	actors	in	the	field,	industries	
and	companies.	How	can	they	continue	their	product	development	work	and	plan	their	future,	if	politics	
is	a	constant	struggle:	first	bluster,	 then	destruction?	They	would	need	long-term	predictability,	not	
reacting	in	accordance	with	alarmist	rushing.
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