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Anchor 1

This is Panos Radio South Asia and you are listening to our talk programme Development Dilemmas.
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As part of a series on climate change reporting, Panos Radio South Asia continues to interact with climate change experts in the region to get their views on the significant Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen held in December 2009 to understand the mistakes that were made and what new lessons the countries could learn to prepare for the next climate change conference to be held in Mexico during the end of this year. In this edition of Development Dilemmas, we take you to Pakistan where journalist Asadullah Khan moderated the talk programme with experts in the country.
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AK: Welcome to this edition of Development Dilemmas. We are in Karachi, Pakistan, to discuss the outcome of the Conference of the Parties on the UN Framework on Climate Change.  We’re joined by Tanveer Arif (TA), who is the head of Society for Conservation and Protection of Environment. His organization has been working with local communities in drought-affected areas of Pakistan. We also have Ghulam Akbar (GA) of the World Wide Fund for nature in Pakistan.  Our third guest is an academic, Jamil Kazmi (JK). He teaches geography at the University of Karachi and has been following the conference of parties while working in Canada, USA and back home.   Let’s start with Tanveer.

AK: Tanveer we had pinned our hopes on the 15th session of the conference of the parties to the UN framework on climate change. How do you rate its conclusion in terms of achievement and failure?  

TA: Well, I don’t want to be pessimist, but as you know the world opinion is suggesting that it was rather hopeless. It was not up to the mark. It was not up to the hopes of the people, because people wanted to see a firm, legally-binding accord, you know like Kyoto protocol. This time what we got was a compromising text without any solid marks or solid commitment. So I mean glass is half empty for many of us and the only cheerful thing is that at least we have statement...non-binding statement but overall I would say it was not much hopeful thing for the planet.  
AK: Jamil Kazmi, what is your take on that?

JK: Being very optimist I won’t say that it was a total failure but to some extent again the exploiters, which are the developed nations, they have been able to manage their show very well. And they exploited many things, which was actually expected and but again that was a dilemma for south (ern) nations and the nations that are really at the stake…the vulnerable stage. So I think it’s a success that we have been able to expose the people who are the exploiters. So in that context it’s really very good but on the other ways if you see this FCC, that is the framework of the convention on climate change, that was a failure. 

AK: Well, Dr Ghulam Akbar I would like to know your comments regarding this fifteenth session of the conference of parties? 

GA: Well, I have gone through this Copenhagen draft paper which they produced after this 15th session. It was a big disappointment also because we’re expecting that these people will come up with certain…you know that they agreed earlier that they’ll bring to reduce this emission level but unfortunately they could not resolve that issue and most of the developing nations were also disappointed. But there are some good things also in that and those good things are…number one that they have established one green fund, in which they realized that deforestation is a issue and for that matter they have given some priorities to the island countries, you know specially those countries which are situated inside the sea and those countries where the deforestation is really high and we’re losing area under productive forest. And for that matter how to rehabilitate those forests and from where we can access funds so this, you know this Copenhagen conference provides an opportunity because they have established that...and Pakistan can access those funds. The second thing is that they are I think after some time they’re going to meet again…COP…they’re going to meet in Mexico, where we’re pretty confident that they would arrive some concrete measure to reduce emissions at global level, specially from those countries which are developing their economies at a fast pace like India and China. 

AK: Tanveer, where do you see vulnerable countries ending up after Copenhagen?

JK: You can divide two groups of vulnerable countries…least developed countries like in Africa and there are countries of small islands, what we call small island nations. So I can see that the first group that is the African group, they put their demand with much fanfare that they should be getting funding. And we learnt that they kind of compromised on 1.5 degree centigrade rise in temperature to 2 centigrade rise in return of some funding. So it was kind of setback for small island countries, who were insisting on 1.5 degree centigrade. We have to understand this miserable situation for small island countries, because they are facing the danger of extinction, total extinction, like Maldives…how they demonstrated their vulnerability by organizing their cabinet meeting under water. This is really a hopeless situation for small island countries and frustration among their public is rising that nobody is taking care of them. Everybody is indulging in some kind of politics and negotiation process. Come on this is…I would say there is no need to negotiate. We know that the future of planet is in danger and we all are residents of this planet. Although we live in different countries but when climate change will hit it will hit equally to all of us. This is not only the small island countries…everybody will be getting affected like we’re listening that in Washington DC there is a snow storm. Strange things are happening all over the world. I am sure that if we’re not going through one ideology which is one planet ideology. We’re going to lose this battle. 

AK: Jamil Kazmi, you have worked on both sides of the hemispheres, where do you see the vulnerable countries specifically in thee, south after Copenhagen conference?   
JK: Most vulnerable country, especially in the South Asian context is Maldives and you’ve already listened to many Maldives decision makers and prime politicians that they’re really worried about the condition of climate change. If climate change happens at this speed they’re going to be wiped out from this planet completely in 25-50 years.  So that is really a great concern for all of them in South Asia. So vulnerable countries expecting a great deal from Copenhagen conference but they’re not able to hold that because of the exploitation of many developed countries. 

AK:  What about the accord, Tanveer? Was it adopted?   

TA: No. I think there was a much in-fight between countries. We have to understand the UN-led process. The UN works as a body of 192 countries working together. But we learnt that there was some backdoor channel diplomacy going on. Leaders of 25 countries…these rich countries, we call G-20, were trying to forge another parallel draft. Then too it was not came out proper way and the whole momentum of Copenhagen was changed because these are the richest countries of the world. And everybody was having lot of hope from these countries. So it was kind of destabilizing the UN consensus process. We saw that the global community was divided into two groups.  And at the end, we saw that there was another group coming out…India, Brazil and China, you know separated from G-77. They were having their own negotiations. So it was a chaos. It was a chaos. It was not a typical UN meeting where decisions are being taken through consensus.      

AK: What do you think…what basically prevented the emergence of a consensus accord at the end of the conference? Dr Kazmi…

JK: That was the interest of developed countries. They think that this may harm their economies. That’s the only thing, that’s why they’re dividing the developed countries. The negative role of the politicians and I think the weak role of the community and the media in this context…so I think these are most probably the reasons which won’t be able to allow the major consensus but I think at NGO level, civil society level, at the scientific level, at IPCC level, that was a great success that these three groups are basically convinced on all of these things. That the climate change is happening and that’s the serious thing.  

 AK:  Dr Ghulam Akbar, Copenhagen conference failed to come up with a consensus accord. Do you think it was like legally-binding for all nations to act accordingly in the future as well …because the real problem they say that you’re not coming up with a legally-binding accord?
GA: I think it’s a very strange type of thing because it’s a matter of interest whatever happened in the Copenhagen conference. Some of the fast-growing economies in the world, they’re not interested merely in signing such accords, which reduce their emission. I mean reduction in emission means that slowing the pace of their development. So like USA did not sign Kyoto protocol. Why?…because they’re thinking that the pace of development of their industries will slow down. And it means that they will lose more jobs. And of course those are the concerns of any nation. It was a matter of interest. Climate change can affect honestly, more seriously to the developing nations as compared with the developed nations. And that’s why this Copenhagen conference was accorded…regarded rather as a failure by the developing nations, because they could not agree on rate of reduction in emission. But I see that since the dialogue is continuously going on and they’ll be meeting in Mexico in 2010. And they will come up with certain solutions. But there was a hope still they established a fund. At least they agreed on something, you know so build upon from to the emission I think they will come up with some solution. 

 AK: With specific regard to limiting the temperature increase to 1.5 degrees to the pledges to fund adaptation strategies in the vulnerable countries, it seems the conference falls down on both counts. What’s your take, Dr Kazmi?  

JK: Unfortunately the amount of the grant, which was expected from the developed countries, was very meager in terms of…it’s only 30 billion dollars, although it was expected about 100 billion dollars. But again even in that grant they have exploited the countries. They have been able to successfully divide the countries of the south into many different groups, like for example one BASIC group has formed with Brazil, South Africa, India and China, and other small groups in Africa and Asia. And what about 1.5 degree Celsius temperature control I think there are countries, who are raising more than 2 to 4 Celsius. And they’re the main exploiters or they’re the main culprits but they’re not taking anything seriously in any conference of the parties since 1995. They’re the main producers of GHG…greenhouse gases…like for example Americans…United States of America is the biggest polluter. And the other industrialized nations, like Russia, European Union and also Canada, they’re not thinking in terms of the climate change, as we think on this planet, especially the vulnerable countries, because their economy especially the political economy is totally linked up with the reduction of greenhouse gases, which ultimately harm their economy.   

AK: Nonetheless the accord has proposed a short-term funding for adaptation in vulnerable countries. Tanveer, do you think it would sufficient to say the least?    

TA: I think this is not sufficient. At least this is the 50 percent of what they’re asking for. And we have to understand they’re not only facing the climatic vulnerability but their baseline is already marred by acute poverty, political problems, social destabilization. So they’re already lagging behind and climate change-led changes will hit them very hard. So this funding is just peanuts for them. And I don’t think that there will be any significant change in the condition of these vulnerable countries. Also we have to consider the factor of corruption in those political economies, which are not very much institutionalized and not very much stabilized. 

AK: We also saw China, Brazil, India and South Africa, collaborating to take on the industrialized coterie. Do you think that this formation actually jeopardized the interests of the most vulnerable countries such as Bangladesh and Maldives?   

TA: China, India, Brazil…they are part of the G77 and China bloc. And this bloc has been advocating the rights of poor countries very effectively. Throughout the UN history, G77 and China have been very effective in maintaining their stronghold platform but this time...because these are growing economies, India, Brazil, China and South Africa…so they kind of deviated from their old platform and they looked like a separate group, which is very unfortunate. They’re doing it for their short-term interests. Ok we realize that development is a right of every nation and every nation has this right to undertake industrial development but at what cost. We have sustainable development concept. We have energy alternatives. We have many more options available. And we don’t, I mean, we, climate activists don’t like this stubbornness that we will not take any impact on our national interests on the cost of planet. We have to see that planet is going to suffer and we all are the integral part of the planet. If we…for example if Bangladeshi or small island citizens will not survive then I don’t have hope for the citizens of rich countries. There is no reason why they will not be affected by climate change and we’ll see how nature takes it revenge.  

AK: Jamil Kazmi, after seeing the outcome of Copenhagen-15, how would you elaborate the political economy of climate change? 

JK: Political economy is attached with the interests of especially the developed nations around the globe and they’re not really convinced with the outcome of any COPs. Unfortunately with the passage of time, especially the role of United States of America in this context is really very negative, highly negative. They have not been able to fulfill their promises in this context. Although they came to the table especially on the Kyoto protocol very lately…They were not convinced. Then they came and then they joined and then they signed. Unfortunately, what they think, if they are going to implement all of these greenhouse gases cuts their economy would suffer really very badly. Although this is not the case if they take it or tackle it more scientifically as suggested by their scientists in their own countries then it is possible to control it. We are only seeing economy in the terms of the local context that is the current context. We are not thinking economy in terms of the future context. In future, if these thunder storms, storms, cyclones, tsunamis happen then it was going to harm economy directly. And that’s the big question so we need to see it in the greater context, out of the box, then we could apply all of these thinking. The political economy of the greenhouse gases or the climate change must be seen in the larger context not in the shorter context of their own countries…and not in terms of current economics only.      

AK: Ghulam Akbar, Pakistan is a country of diverse climatic conditions. How would you see its vulnerability against the threats posed by climate change?    
GA: We’re among the worst affectees of climate change because our sea level is right now showing some chaos.  If you remember a week ago there was a sudden rise in the water level and about eight villages…they’re abandoned. And this is a strange phenomenon in winter when the sea is quite calm and fishermen go into the deep sea for fishing but suddenly those people saw that sea was still calm and quiet but water level suddenly started rising. That water came into the villages and the people were forced to vacate those villages. This type of phenomenon is just a chaos, which can be easily linked. Another example which I would give you that this is the first time in so many years, I have talked to community elders in the rain-fed area, where wheat could not be sown because of the intense drought. Normally rains occur during the winter season, when there is a wheat sowing season. But this time after so many years, may be more than 30-35 years the farmers were not even able to sow wheat so because of the intense drought. And the rains came a few days earlier and these rains were just after the effective sowing season. These were of very little use. They’re very beneficial to those crops, which germinated….but what to talk about those farmers, who cannot sow their wheat crop. So this is sort of strange phenomenon going on. The other important thing which we, I think, must not forget that Pakistan is now a water deficient country. You will be listening these talks about water crisis and specially the disputes between the upper riparian like Punjab and the lower riparian Sindh and then across the country, upper riparian India and lower riparian Pakistan…disputes are going on. And I tell you these disputes will become more intense in the days to come because the water is declining. If we are not going to conserve this water and we don’t adopt measures to cope with change in climate, we’ll be in a very bad shape.            

AK: And how do you think that climate conferences such as this happened in Copenhagen can come up with solution to our water problems?

GA: You know we believe that...WWF International also submitted a position statement before this Copenhagen conference, in which they very clearly said that we want that the developed nations should reduce their emission level…one…because that was the biggest threat to the ozone layer, and which is main element for this climate change and increasing temperature at the global level. The second thing is that most of the pressure on of deforestation, population growth, utilization of resources, is among the developing nations. This is the moral obligation of the developed nations to divert their resources toward these poor nations, which developing now…to benefit from these funds and to restore their degraded habitats to restore and conserve their water resources, like Pakistan. If you look our glaciers are under great threat of melting and if that happens it means we are going to lose our capital, which is in the form of snow available in the northern areas. And that glacial melt can trigger floods and we can’t afford these types of devastations. And again this number and frequency of sea storm have increased and our poor fishermen families who are living right inside the coastal region and inside creeks, they cannot sustain these frequent storms and cyclones. We have to prepare them and for that type of preparation number one and mitigations number two. We need some financial resources and for these financial resources definitely Pakistan itself cannot do anything unless developed nations could divert funds for this particular area.      

AK: Kazmi, would you justify the hype that was accorded to the conference of the parties? 

JK: Yeah, totally justified, because this is the serious concern for all of us, for our next generations. If we…not taking it seriously…like for example we have not noticed anything in this context for the last 30 years when we have started this concept of climate change and initially unfortunately people were saying all was fraud and drama. Nothing, climate change is not happening. It is part of inter-glacial period and the earth’s surface is passing through certain stages at any times. But now the IPCC- the Inter-governmental Panel on Climatic Change- the last report of 2009 was very critical and serious. It has been noted by many scientists around the globe and especially by in United States of America. These are serious concerns, so we must raise our hands to control all of this conflict.    

 AK: Tanveer, what would you say about the hype? 

TA: This is first time that media is paying attention to the environmental issues particularly the climate issue and it was very positive that general public took interest in this and it was a natural thing that hype was created. But it was in a positive direction and we hope that the leadership will take this positively and they will negotiate with warm heart but it did not happen and old politics prevailed. You know this climate politics is also like electoral politics. Nobody wants to lose because for them climate change adaptation or climate change mitigation is just losing jobs so they don’t want their cars. They don’t want to lose their cars. They don’t want to lose their lifestyle. So it is a question of lifestyle, and production and consumption pattern of rich countries. They don’t want to sacrifice that and they want to shift this burden to the least developed countries and they want them to live like they’re living. This is kind of a tension between rich and poor countries. This is a stupid thing but it is there. And it has become a dirty politics and nobody wanted to lose and in the end we saw that everybody lost. 

AK: We saw leaders of the developed world appeared calling the shots most of the time during the conference. Do you think they have won this phase…? 
TA: I think…I mean it is a lose-lose situation for me and most of the climate activists because what we understand that everybody...rich countries are running away. Some of them are very serious like European Union countries. They’re serious but they’re undermined by the attitude of the USA. I mean the USA is the main culprit who has been blocking all the negotiations. They’re having their own problems. It’s not only the climate change convention but they’ve been blocking negotiation in biodiversity too. So this is not the winning situation at all. This is a losing situation. We’ll see…they all see that how climate change is going to hit us. This is not a matter of century. This is matter of years. We’ll see the changes.  
AK: Having seen the leaders of the developed and industrialized world stealing the show in Copenhagen, can we say the clash between the natural science and practical politics has never been exposed in such a grand fashion or manner? Jamil Kazmi…

JK: Yeah. I think that was happened in Copenhagen. But again this is not a dichotomy between politics and the science of the natural sciences. The personal greed, ignorance and the selfishness of the major developed countries and they’re thinking in terms of their own countries. They are having the dual standards. The things which are really bad for them, highly contaminated for them…like for example…their supreme courts have posed embargo on these and they exported these things to developing countries. For example, they exported Frico milk to Pakistan…the nappies of the children, which was banned by United States of America’s Supreme Court, they have exported 10 million nappies to Africa and Asia and the mad cow disease meat…they have exported to many other countries. These are the dual standards. I think this conference and after…the post-scenario of this conference, the media and community media took a very serious note of these things and exposed everything. So that’s the great success of the conference but unfortunately until and unless we won’t be able to convince them that this is a singular world and this is the planet which connected with each other. You cannot perform anything in utopia. If you perform anything in South Asia, South Africa or any other part, which are not that much developed then it is going to affect one way or the other to the developed nations as well.     
AK: So what do you think of this phenomenon like for instance interest-based group of countries emerged during the conference? Don’t you think this perhaps provided or rather escape to rich nations to walk out without paying the price? Ghulam Akbar please…

GA: I think you’re right. As I earlier mentioned this was the struggle for…interest-based struggle…because when we talk about this climate change thing it is not merely that something will happen quickly and it will change our economy or something. No. It is a gradual process, which will come and which is happening unnoticeably and it will ultimately affect the whole lifestyle of the human beings on this planet earth, because we have to change our industries…industrial pattern. It will change our cropping pattern. It will change our water regime. It will change our…you know the style we are living with the air-conditioned and all these things. So gradually we’ll have to adjust ourselves with the rising temperature and with the chaos of the nature which will be happening if this process is not stopped. So what developed nations which I believe is they’re more concerned that if they are going to reduce their emissions, as I earlier said they’re going to slow down the process of their industrialization. If they slow down that…all economy is already under global recession…and if they go for the slow growing industrialization. It means they’re going to lose more jobs and that can give rise to some social unrest. That’s why every rich country was as…I think…it’s my personal views…that they developed their own interests and then they lobbied among the developing nations and then there were different groups having a  different type of discussion going on. 

AK:  As a scientist, what lesson have you learnt from the latest conference?   

GA: Honestly being a scientist I would say that you know signals are going very strong from the poor nations like Maldives, which…their cabinet meeting took place under the ocean and you look at Nepal, which conducted their meeting at Mount Everest. What signals they are giving that these nations are really under great threat. And they need that the international community should help them. Paksiatn does not stand alone. Pakistan is one of these nations which is being affected by the changing climate. I think…well again I would say we should not be disappointed, because the Copenhagen conference was the last conference on this earth. It will again come up. Now they’re more wise. They have listened to the viewpoint s of the developing nations…hopefully I mean in the future conferences they will tackle this amicably.     
AK: Do you see the glass half-filled or half empty? 

GA: Well...I say…half-filled.  

On this optimistic note, I thank you all for joining Panos Radio South Asia. That’s it for this edition of Development Dilemmas. Thank you for listening.  

In: Bridge Begin.mp3

Anchor 3
That is all we have for this edition of Development Dilemmas. Thank you for listening.
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