
Foreword

Copenhagen summit has resulted in belied expectations. In view

of the Kyoto Protocol running out in 2012 a new climate protocol

was urgently needed. At the conference in Copenhagen 2009 the

parties of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate

Change (UNFCCC) were supposed to meet for the last time on

government level to renew the climate agreement. Therefore the

Climate Conference in Copenhagen was essential for the world's

climate paving way for "Copenhagen Protocol" to prevent global

warming and climate changes. But the result of the summit is a

"deal" and not an "agreement" as expected by the participating coun-

tries and people across the globe. Moreover, India has apparently

diluted its principled stand ceding considerable ground in an

unreciprocated gesture. The unilateral emission cuts announced by

India are now subject to international supervision ("consultation and

analysis") without securing any guarantees of help with finances

and technology. While most of the G-77 members are expressing

their disappointments, the US seems fully satisfied having equipped

itself with the ability to challenge India and China on their actions

about emissions reduction.

Few may draw solace from the "Copenhagen Accord" on cli-

mate change but the responses so far are not very encouraging.

South Africa, despite being one of the five draftees has described

the accord as "not acceptable". The G-77 has criticized it as inad-

equately catering to only a few nations. Brazil, Maldives, ALBA

(so called Alternativa Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra

América, this is, mainly Venezuela, Bolivia, Cuba), Sudan and Tuvalu

have termed the accord as disappointing. The European Union too

has labelled the conference and accord a "disaster". Promising to

mobilize  $100 billion funding per annum for developing countries

from 2020 onwards with a pledge of about $30 billion by 2012 to

meet the challenges of climate change the accord sets a target of

limiting temperature increase to a maximum of two degrees Cel-

sius. But it remains silent about the manner in which it proposes to

mobilize funds and plans its distribution making the declaration all

the more doubtful and vague. The fact that the accord has not been

adopted as a consensus document and the summit only taking "note"

of it along with failure to legally specify the greenhouse gas emis-

sion cuts that nations need to commit themselves keeps one guess-

ing about the final outcome.

"Copenhagen Accord" underlines the fact that the nations of

the world have yet to agree upon a plan to address the impending

environmental crisis due to ensuing complex climatic change. The

Indian tradition presupposes that man is not separate from nature,

that we are linked by spiritual, psychological and physical bonds

with the elements around us. Knowing that the Divine is present

everywhere and in all things, our civilizational ethos strive to do no

harm in any form. Indian values hold a deep reverence for life and

an awareness that the great forces of nature – the earth, the wa-

ter, the fire, the air and space-as well as all the various orders of

life, including plants and trees, forests and animals, are bound to

each other within life's cosmic web. Bhumi Suktam states, "Earth,

in which the seas, the rivers and many waters lie, from which arise

foods and fields of grain, abode to all that breathes and moves, may

She confer on us Her finest yield". (Atharva Veda xii.1.3). Unless

world communities have such traditions, ethos and value system to

back the efforts to meet the challenges of climate change, it re-

mains a remote possibility that accords like the one struck in

Copenhagen would really work.

This Booklet (in English and Hindi) has been published to bring

the various facets of the Copenhagen Accord to the fore and also

to highlight the points raised by senior BJP leaders inside and out-

side the parliament before and after the Copenhagen Summit. We

hope that our readers will find the booklet interesting and insightful

helping them to explore the realities and issues related to the ongo-

ing debate and discussion over the outcome of the Summit.
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Copenhagen Accord
Key points

A US-led initiative called the Copenhagen Accord has formed

the centre-piece of a deal at UN climate talks in Copenhagen, despite

some countries' opposition. The following are the broad contours of

the accord reached by the United States, China, India, Brazil, South

Africa and several other countries at the U.N. climate talks:-

TEMPERATURE RISE

: The text recognizes the need to limit global temperatures rising

no more than 2C (3.6F) above pre-industrial levels.

: The language in the text shows that 2C is not a formal target,

just that the group "recognizes the scientific view that" the

temperature increase should be held below this figure.

: However, the accord does not identify a year by which carbon

emissions should peak, a position resisted by some richer

developing nations.

: Countries are asked to spell out by 1 February next year their

pledges for curbing carbon emissions by 2020. The deal does

not spell out penalties for any country that fails to meet its

promise.

EMISSIONS

: The deal does not commit any nation to emission cuts beyond a

general acknowledgment that global temperatures should be

held along the lines agreed to by leading nations in July. There

are no overall emissions targets for rich countries.

: The already agreed-upon emission cuts fall far short of action

needed to avoid potentially dangerous effects of climate change.

These cuts are to be made by 2020: U.S., a 17 per cent reduction

from 2005 levels (or 3-4 per cent from 1990 levels); China, a

cut of 40 to 45 per cent below "business as usual," that is, judged

against 2005 figures for energy used versus economic output;

India, 20 to 25 per cent cut from 2005 levels; European Union,

20 per cent cut from 1990, and possibly 30 per cent; and,  Japan,

25 per cent cut from 1990.

EMISSIONS TRANSPARENCY

: The pledges of rich countries will come under "rigorous, robust

and transparent" scrutiny under the UN Framework Convention

on Climate Change (UNFCCC).

: In the accord, developing countries will submit national reports

on their emissions pledges under a method "that will ensure

that national sovereignty is respected."

: Pledges on climate mitigation measures seeking international

support will be recorded in a registry.

FINANCIAL AID

: The deal promises to deliver $30bn (£18.5bn) of aid for

developing nations over the next three years. It outlines a goal

of providing $100bn a year by 2020 to help poor countries cope

with the impacts of climate change.

: The accord says the rich countries will jointly mobilize the

$100bn, drawing on a variety of sources: "public and private,

bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of

finance."

: A green climate fund will also be established under the deal. It

will support projects in developing countries related to mitigation,

adaptation, "capacity building" and technology transfer.

LEGAL STATUS

: The Accord, reached between the US, China, India, Brazil and

South Africa, contains no reference to a legally binding

agreement, as some developing countries and climate activists

wanted.

: Neither is there a deadline for transforming it into a binding

deal, though UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon said it needed
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to be turned into a legally binding treaty next year.

: The accord was merely "recognised" by the 193 nations at the

Copenhagen summit, rather than approved, which would have

required unanimous support. It is not clear whether it is a formal

UN deal.

REVIEW OF PROGRESS

: The implementation of the Copenhagen Accord will be reviewed

by 2015. This will take place about a year-and-a-half after the

next scientific assessment of the global climate by the

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

: However, if, in 2015, delegates wanted to adopt a new, lower

target on global average temperature, such as 1.5C rather than

2C, it would be too late.

(With inputs from BBC and The Hindu)

n

Copenhagen Accord

Government not still out of

Sharm-el-Sheikh syndrome

Speech delivered by Shri Arun Jaitley, Leader of Op-

position (Rajya Sabha) on December 22, 2009 in Parliment

on Copenhagen Accord

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION (SHRI ARUN

JAITLEY): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I have heard and gone

through the elaborate statement made by the hon. Minister. I can-

not, Sir, hide my disappointment under the present circumstances.

Even when it became clear that at Copenhagen a multilateral ac-

cord or a statement was not going to be possible, what instead has

happened is a plurilateral accord with a reasonable prospect of this

plurilateral accord eventually slowly but surely being accepted by

others and becoming the fresh basis for the furtherance of the ne-

gotiations.

In this detailed statement, Sir, the Minister has elaborately pat-

ted himself and the Government on the back for, what he calls,

protecting the national interest. I do not know, Sir, whether the Gov-

ernment and the negotiators consciously agreed to the language, as

has been framed, or they have been completely outwitted in the

drafting of this language. Reports coming from across the world

refer to this Accord as a global disappointment. It appears to be a

complete betrayal of the poor and the weaker nations, the develop-

ing nations, and the more powerful nations have almost been left

off the hook. And, after the Accord, what we find is a continuous

campaign and spin-doctoring as a substitute for truth. We almost

find that facts are being stated and represented, which are not even

consistent with the very language of the Accord. Therefore, Sir,

instead of referring to the statement while seeking clarifications, I
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shall refer to the original document, the Accord itself and the lan-

guage of the Accord. Sir, there are several questions which arise

on the very language of the Accord. The first: If this plurilateral

accord becomes a multilateral accord, which it is likely to, can it

ever be reasonably argued that the Kyoto Protocol continues to

subsist? The Kyoto Protocol had a specific, defined route and obli-

gations. Annexure-I Parties, the developed countries, had to, within

the first specified period, bring down their 1990 emission levels by

five per cent. This was subsequently increased and the developed

countries themselves felt that the reductions will have to be in-

creased by 25 to 40 per cent. Sir, there is something called an 'im-

plied abrogation'. Yes, this Document does not say that Kyoto stand

is abrogated. But the moment a route alternative to Kyoto Protocol

is discovered and then obliged, there is an implied abrogation as far

as the Kyoto Protocol is concerned.

A very simple question

Sir, I am placing a very simple question today. If fresh set of

obligations, less onerous obligations are to be cast under the

Copenhagen Accord, you will continue giving lip-sympathy to the

Kyoto Protocol which are the obligations which will be applicable

in future. It is the onerous obligations under the Kyoto Protocol or it

is the fresh set of obligations that have been cast under the

Copenhagen Accord. The hon. Minister intervened and said 'read

the Preamble'. Please read the Preamble. "Line four of the Pre-

amble", you said. The words are used 'in pursuit of the ultimate

objective of the Convention as stated in the Article'. Now, 'in pur-

suit of the objective', diluted from the Bali Action Plan language to

achieve what is mentioned. So, 'achieve' is now read down to mean

'pursuit'. See the next line. Bali Action Plan said, 'for sustained

implementation' that is now substituted by the words, 'being guided

by'. Word by word, phrase by phrase the language of all other obli-

gations stands diluted, and this is not only here.

Let us for a moment ignore the obligations in the Kyoto Proto-

col. My question to the hon. Minister is, please be specific on this:

Are the Annexure-1 Parties today exempted and exonerated from

the obligations of the Kyoto Protocol? If there is a repugnancy

between the two Documents, which of the two is going to be made

applicable -- the less onerous one or the more onerous one? After

all, you can't have two sets of conflicting obligations occupying the

same space. One will have to choose which of the two responsibili-

ties will be applicable. Now the Minister said that he has been very

transparent and upfront. He told the Parliament that there will be

no peaking here and he is not agreed to a peaking here and the

Document, in effect, says so. Let us read the fourth line of para-

graph 2 of the document. It says, "We should cooperate in achiev-

ing the peaking of global and national emissions as soon as possible,

recognising that the timeframe for peaking will be longer for devel-

oping countries." Now what happens in the next round of negotia-

tions? My difficulty is that the problem with this Government is the

Sharm-el-Sheikh syndrome.

The agreed Document says one thing, but the Government al-

ways understands it to mean  differently. So, paragraph 2 clearly

says, "We will cooperate in achieving the peaking of global and

national emissions." So, when the peaking of national emissions

takes place, that peaking will be fixed. The only concession given

is, the peaking will be more stringent for the developed countries,

will be a little more liberal as far as the developing counties are

concerned. So, in your next round of negotiations, you will be faced

with the clear language which says, "You have agreed to the prin-

ciple of peaking". All that happens is that if peaking for the devel-

oped world, for example, is 2020, the peaking for you will be 2025.

The principle of peaking has been accepted; all that remains is the

fixation of the specific year, as far as peaking is concerned. An

assurance was given to this House that we would never agree to

peaking. The principle of peaking is agreed. The peaking will be a

little liberal as far as developing countries are concerned. The peak-

ing year is yet to be fixed. That is what the Copenhagen Accord

now says.

Natural consequence

So, I want the Minister to categorically tell us, and that is my

specific query, will not the natural consequence of this in the next

round of negotiations be that the two categories of peaking years

for the developed and the developing countries will be fixed. My

third difficulty with this document is again an assurance given to
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this Parliament and to the country that unsupported domestic action

will never agree for any international verification. I have the

Minister's statement made in this House here: "All that will take

place is only reporting. There can be a domestic accountability to

the Parliament. But, as far as the international community is con-

cerned, we will only tell them what we have to do." The first thing

that this document does, Sir, it completely obliterates the distinction

between supported and unsupported actions. There is no distinction

between the two. It then specifically says, "as far as Annexure-I

Parties are concerned, whatever they do will be subject to some

element of international verification." It then comes to what hap-

pens to the non-Annexure-I countries. Now, if the document had

said what the Minister assured this House, and what the Minister,

in his statement, wants to again assure the House that it will be only

reporting and nothing else, I would have nothing to say. But, again

the Sharm el-Sheikh syndrome takes place; the document says some-

thing else. The document says, and I read paragraph 5, "Mitigation

actions by non-Annexure-I Parties will be subject to their domestic

measurement, reporting and verification, the results of which will

be reported through their national communications every two years."

Sir, I stop here for a moment. This is precisely what the Minis-

ter told us. This paragraph should have stopped here. There will be

domestic measurement; there will be domestic verification. And,

every two years, we will tell the international community what we

have measured and what we have done. They have no role in the

matter. This is what this House was categorically told. But, then,

there is a next sentence, "Non- Annexure parties will communicate

information on implementation of their actions through national com-

munications with a provision for international consultation and analysis

under defined guidelines that will ensure that national sovereignty is

respected." Now, it does not stop with reporting. Your responsibility

does not get over with that. After you report, there will be an inter-

national consultation. That is the first thing that will happen. Then,

there will be an international analysis of whether you have achieved

that or not. Both these things will be done by a process -- and that

is the whole art of outwitting in the process of negotiations -- under

guidelines which are yet to be framed. So, the Secretariat will frame

the guidelines. So, whatever we tell them, there will be consulta-

tion; there will be analysis. And, the guidelines will respect our na-

tional sovereignty. That is the sense of satisfaction we get. Now,

what if the consultation and analysis report is that what we have

achieved is only 20 per cent of what we had promised. Today, there

is a statement made by the U.S. Administration saying, "We have

now got India on hold and we will bind them by what is written

therein, and we will make sure it is complied with."

Why pat ourselves

And, this is the process by which they will make sure that it is

complied with. There will be guidelines framed, whatever we tell

the world, there will be analysis, there will be  consultations, and

once they find that there is something lacking, then, the conse-

quences will follow and you will enter into an era of conflict, an era

where even trade sanctions can be imposed upon you. And yet we

are being told that we must pat ourselves on the back because the

language we have agreed is only reporting and nothing more. It is

verification on those cases, it is now consultation and analysis un-

der guidelines and the rest will follow. So, we again enter an era of

ambiguity. We will say our understanding is different; their under-

standing is different. This is exactly what happened in the other

document at Sharm el-Sheikh. After all, negotiation is a process by

which you create value for your country; negotiation is a process

by which every word has to be measured. In a document, words

are not used without any reference. There is no tutelage as far as

international agreements are concerned that you use words which

have no meaning. Every word has to be given the meaning which is

intended to be given therein.

Therefore, this analysis, this consultation, the guidelines and

the consequences what the U.S. says will now emerge out of this.

So, my query to the Minister is: What will be the consequences in

his understanding of this consultation and analysis under the guide-

lines? Is it merely a case that we report and thereafter we don't

look at them and they won't bother us? Or, have we travelled much

beyond the commitment which we gave to Parliament?

Sir, we are now being told that this Accord was not adopted in

the entire multilateral conference, but it is a clear pluralateral agree-

ment between us, look at the language, and, therefore, no legally-
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binding agreement arises. Sir, it is an argument which cuts both

ways. If no legally-binding agreement arises, then, what will be the

consequence if the developed countries by 31st of January don't

make their submissions in the Schedule in which they are supposed

to submit and say we are not bound by this outcome? Was what

happened in Copenhagen, the meeting between the developed coun-

tries and the basic group, an exercise in futility? Admittedly, it was

not. Admittedly, this document now promises to become the

centrestage document as far as the climate negotiations are con-

cerned. And, then the national Parliament to be told, "Well, this is

not a binding document". Paragraph 5, which is our obligation, starts

with non-Annexure 1 parties to the Convention 'will' implement

mitigation actions. Not 'may' implement, not 'could' implement, we

'will' implement, and what is it that we 'will' implement? We 'will'

implement what we make a declaration by 31st of January to the

Secretariat that these are going to be what my emission cuts or

energy intensity cuts are going to be.

It hardly lies with the Government after entering into an Ac-

cord which uses the word 'will' implement, then to come back and

say, "Well, what I have signed is not binding; is not worth the paper

it is written on. So, what is going to be, I want to ask the Minister,

the consequence of this commitment that we 'will' implement. The

Minister said, Sir, that the most important part of this agreement is

the one relating to the funding. Sir, an impression has been created

and I asked some of my colleagues that we conceded all this be-

cause we are all going to get a hundred billion dollars a year. If you

see the statement of the Minister, the statement itself is in clear

conflict with the language of the Accord. It says, "They have also

undertaken a commitment to mobilise US hundred billion dollars by

the year 2020 for such purpose". As though the developed coun-

tries are generous that hundred billion dollars will be taken out of

the US Treasury and the EU Finances and will be placed on the

table for the rest of the world.

Globle funding

Please read paragraph 8 which deals with global funding. It

clearly says, 'Funding for adaptation will be prioritised for the most

vulnerable developing countries such as the least developing coun-

tries, small island developing States and Africa.' So the 'others' get

priority; 'we' are not on the 'priority list.' In the context of meaning-

ful mitigation actions and transparency on implementation, the de-

veloped world commit to a goal -- now comes the most important

world -- of 'mobilising' -- they are not going to take it out of their

treasury and put it on the table -- jointly US 100 billion dollars a year

by 2020 to address the needs of developing countries. This funding

will come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilat-

eral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance. Now

from the language it is clear that the 100 billion dollars does not

come out of the US Treasury or the EU funding. This is public

funding; this is private funding; this comes under various bilateral

arrangements; and this will come under multilateral arrangements.

Is the whole gambit of carbon trade going to be covered under

this funding? And a very large part of that trade itself, which you

would have got even without the Copenhagen Accord, is going to

be a part of this amount of 100 billion  dollars. So, this figure of 100

billion dollars is dressed up to say that you are making this conces-

sion; you are letting them off the hook of the Kyoto obligations; and

they are going to pay for it. What is going to happen is that this will

be public funding, private funding, multilateral funding, bilateral fund-

ing, and carbon trade, everything included is going to be totally ac-

counting to 100 billion dollars a year by 2020. Sir, when we look at

all this, if you go through every word of this clause, and there are

several other clauses, the language is completely altered. Now the

hon. Minister in his statement said that our compliance will be ac-

cording to articles 4.1 and 4.7 of the Convention. Why did they put

4.1 and 4.7? What did they miss out here? They missed out 4.3.

Please read 4.3 of the Convention. Para 4.3 refers to funding for

the purposes of technological development, which is one of the

most important things. In paragraph 5, where they referred to what

commitments we are going to make subject to the assurance of

articles 4.1 and 4.7, what is missed out as a conscious omission is

4.3 -- Funding for the purposes of technological development. I

recollect when my friend, Mr. Yechury, was debating this issue

earlier and he took up the issue of IPRs on technological develop-

ment. This document is a conscious omission. It is not a reference

to what happens to the Intellectual Property Rights of the technol-
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ogy which we are going to get.

Again, we will get into an era of ambiguity. You will say that as

far as the IPRs are concerned, it will be covered under some other

convention, WIPO or otherwise, and therefore, we need not look at

this particular document for it. And the others will contend, 'No, we

have to really look at this document alone, and there is no reference

as far as IPRs are concerned.'

Sir, these are some legitimate questions in relation to the issues

which have arisen and which have created doubts in our minds. Sir,

I think that in the Minister's statements, both in Copenhagen and

here, there was a lot of concern that we should not be considered

the fall guys. And, therefore, we were either hiding behind some-

body or we were out to please somebody. Sir, it is true that we

should not be seen as the fall guys. But, at the same time, we

should not allow our own interest to fall. And I am afraid in our

entire attempt to please some and avoid being seen as the fall guys

we have decided to let our own interests to fall as far as this

Copenhagen Accord is concerned. Thank you, Sir.

n

Special Interview

The chance India lost in Copenhagen
India's food security is under serious threat. The

government has bowed to US pressure

Former Union Minister and veteran BJP leader Dr

Murli Manohar Joshi attended the United Nations Cli-

mate Change Conference organised at Copenhagen, the

capital of Denmark, from December 7 to 18. He was mem-

ber of a five-member delegation of Parliament. Organiser

correspondent Pramod Kumar spoke to him in New Delhi

to know the outcome of the Copenhagen conference and

its impact on India. Excerpts:

: What is the outcome of Copenhagen Climate Change Con-

ference?

The Prime Minister may get appreciation from Obama in

Copenhagen, but he failed to get any praise from the people of

India. The Indian interest has not been fully safeguarded there.

Rather to a great extent we accepted a draft or a note, though

not a binding document, which will put a moral responsibility on

us not to go back to it. The interpretation osf it from the west-

ern countries now is that they can interfere in our internal

programmes. That is not acceptable. We have demanded from

the government that it must clarify and seek a clarification from

America about their interpretation of the note.

: The government still claims that it has not shifted its stand

on Kyoto Protocol. What is your view?

The Kyoto Protocol is almost jettisoned now. It has been bur-

ied deep. They will now consider something in Mexico which is

not based on Kyoto Protocol. It will be based on this note. This

note forms the basis for further dialogues. Where is the men-
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tion of Kyoto Protocol? I don't believe that the government

interpretation in this regard is correct. The general apprehen-

sion is that the people have been let down

: What will be the impact of climate change for us and what

are the indicators that India is getting affected by climate

change and how it can damage India's developmental

projects?

The capping of two per cent of carbon emission may be good

for the western countries, but it may prove disastrous for us. If

the temperature rises even by 1o centigrade, millions of tonnes

of wheat, paddy and vegetable will perish. One degree rise of

sea temperature will have a serious consequence on our ma-

rine life. The availability of fish would be reduced. What to talk

about 2o, just rise in 1o will prove highly disastrous for us.

If the temperature goes on rising, I am not talking about the

rest of the world, what will happen to our Sunderbans,

Lakshadweep and the entire western coast from Kutch to

Kanyakumari? We know that one Mahabalipuram and Dwarika

have already gone down under the ocean. So, there may be

another holocaust on our coastal region. What will happen to

Mumbai and Goa? The entire environment will be disturbed. If

Sunderbans completely goes down in the sea, a large number

of species will migrate from that place. People from that area

and the other coastal areas will migrate. Serious problems of

rehabilitation will arise. I ask why should we accept this cap.

Just imagine what will happen to the monsoon which will be

disturbed, causing double loss to the crops and India will be one

of the worst victims. Our water system will also have very

serious consequences.

: Do you think the developed countries are not worried on it?

They have committed an offence, which I call civilisational of-

fence. Why should we pay for it? They say that they would

give us carbon credit. What does it mean? It means they will

continue to produce carbon debts, and we should continue to

absorb it. They say take money from us, grow more trees. If

we continue to grow more and more of trees what will happen

to our food. They say they would grow food for us. Suppose if

they refused exporting to us, what will happen then? The gov-

ernment must understand this foul game behind it.

: They also say that they will give us technology. Comment.

Yes, but my question is the technology is a patented thing and

they will not give us free. They will give us carbon credit by

one hand and take away the royalty for technology by another

hand. They will make a fool of us. Their objective is, let us

develop and let you perish. For the benefit of a few, many are

suffering and many will continue to suffer. This is the biggest

objection from my side to all what is happening now and what

was ignored in Copenhagen.

There is another factor. The global warming comes from the

pumping of energy. What is our condition in energy? We are

the poorest in consuming energy. America is emitting 20 times

more than us. In the five lakh villages in our country, there are

large numbers of hamlets which do not have even a single point

of electricity or any other energy service. The human resource

development gets a setback if we are not able to provide the

basic minimum requirements of life to millions of our people.

When the temperature rises, the new diseases and viruses are

likely to crop up. The old diseases will die and the new will

strike. Then a lot of multinational companies will come with

fully patented medicines. It will be the third attack on us. We

should put strong efforts and tell the west to change its model

of development.

: Is it possible to change the model of development at this

stage of globalisation?

Basically it is the consequence of wrong model of develop-

ment. I will explain it in a nutshell. When India was getting

Independence, somebody asked Mahatma Gandhi that since

India will now be free, how will you remove poverty? Since

England has shown you the way and become prosperous, it is

expected that you should also follow the same path. Gandhiji

said England became prosperous by plundering half of the planet,

as it was ruling over half of the planet, how many planets would
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I have to plunder if India has to become rich on the same line?

The present system of development is consumption and de-

mand driven. The answer that he gave about 64 years ago is

valid even today.

Secondly, I say the western consumerism is the main culprit. It

is because of this consumerism that their economy collapsed.

They have consumed more resources than they should have

consumed. By doing it they created a carbon debt for the fu-

ture. The tragedy is that you cannot replenish what you have

spent here in natural resources and environment. That is gone.

The recycling time may take billions of years. Then what to

do? The basic principle is that one should not consume more

than what the environmental conditions allow. And the plan-

etary conditions say it is impossible to have infinite growth on

finite planet. Again it leads to the growth model, which is flawed.

Another objection is this model eats away the ethical and cul-

tural values of the society. We have to strike a balance be-

tween the economic prices and the cultural values.

: Can we propose an alternative model of balanced growth

to replace the exploitative international techno-economic

order?

Yes, we have the model. Gandhiji and Deendayalji explained it

very clearly. Atharva Veda too says very clearly. Integral Hu-

manism is the alternate model. Even the westerners are saying

that it is impossible to have an infinite growth. They say there

should be a balanced growth and there must be equity. It should

not be a lope-sided growth. Too few grow and too many suffer,

too few become rich and too many become poor. The average

may be growing but the growth at the particular level is very

high and the poverty at the other level is much higher. The

poorer are becoming destitute and rich are becoming richer.

: The metrological department or the scientists specialising

in studying nature, are not able to predict correctly even

on drought, flood, rainfall, earthquake or cyclone. How is it

possible for these experts to predict nature, say 50 or 100

years from now?

After having the data of the last 100 years or more, we know

the trends. What was not observed earlier is being observed

now thoroughly. We know what is happening. Now there are

computers and super computers which can produce models of

the future. Say, what will happen if 1o degree temperature rises?

What will happen if 2o, 3o or 4o degree temperature rises? So,

all these are extrapolations depending upon the present trend.

Based on it, there is an average consensus by different scien-

tists in different parts of the world.

: Do you agree with the widely held view that all UN projec-

tions on climate change are nothing but an intelligent

guesswork?

No, I don't say it as an intelligent guesswork only. No doubt

there is an element of guess. There are estimates, no doubt, but

it is not done by a group of bureaucrats. This is studied by

scientists all over the world. It may be like this. Scientists are

saying that it may be 5o, some group may come to the conclu-

sion that it is not 5o, it is 4o or it is 5.5 or 6o. My understanding

of the whole thing is that whatever the scientists say is little of

the lower side. When they say it is 5o, it may be 6o.

: Recently Union Environment Minister Jairam Ramesh told

the west to stop eating beef to stop carbon emissions.

What do you say?

Not only he, but many western scientists too say it. The reason

is when you keep the animals for meat, they also produce green-

house gasses. If the animal stock for producing meat rises,

then of course the carbon emissions will increase. There are

many scientists who say to go back to vegetarianism. Although

vegetarianism also produces greenhouses gasses to some ex-

tent, but far less than produced by the animals.

Finally I feel the concept of sustainable development, the present

paradigm, should be replaced with the concept of sustainable

consumption. A reasonable level of nutrition should be provided

not only to humanity but also to the animal world.

(Courtesy: Organiser)
n
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Environment Minister got carried

away by bandwagon effect : Jaitley

Statement issued by Shri Arun Jaitley, Leader of

Opposition (Rajya Sabha) on December 04, 2009 on the

unilateral decision of the Minister for Environment to

reduce India’s carbon emission intensity by 20 – 25 percent

by 2020.

The Minister for Environment, Shri Jairam Ramesh, while replying

to a debate in the Lok Sabha on 03.12.2009 on climate change has

announced India’s decision to unilaterally reduce its carbon emission

intensity by 20 – 25 percent by 2020 as compared to the year 2005.

The Bharatiya Janata Party has serious reservations about the

approach of the Environment Minister.  This is based amongst others

on the following :-

: The Minister appears to be carried away by the bandwagon

effect of some nations announcing unilateral cuts.  The per

capita pollution caused by China is far higher. The factual matrix

of the two nations India and China is therefore not identical.  It

is bad strategy on the eve of any multilateral negotiations to

announce unilateral stance without waiting for the approach of

the developed countries.  It is India’s experience in various

international negotiations including WTO that unilateral

concessions announced before the multilateral dialogue  become

the starting point in India’s negotiations.  The announcement of

unilateral cuts by Shri Jairam Ramesh has weakened India’s

negotiating position.

: The announcement by the Minister that “India would never

accept a legally binding commitment to reduce its emissions”

marks a serious departure from its earlier stated position that

we would not accept any “legally binding commitment to reduce

overall emissions as also emission intensity”. Is this omission

deliberate to leave the doors open to the developed countries to

bind India indirectly if not directly?

Toeing other's arguments

: By repeatedly referring to India’s low per capita emission as

“accident of history” or “due to India being unable to control its

population” the Environment Minister has in fact repeated the

arguments of developed countries against the “per capita

principle”.  India was prevented from industrialization prior to

Independence and also because of our faulty policy decisions

since Independence.  The Environment Minister is clearly wrong

when he says that there is no difference between (i) India’s

per capita emissions will not  exceed (that of developed

countries) and (2) “be less than” the per capita emission of

developed countries.  Is India ever in a position to accept a

legally binding limitation that  our per capita emission will be

categorically lower than that of the developed countries? Does

the Environment Minister acknowledge that the historical

responsibility of the developed countries  for climate change

ought to  be taken into account while deciding their future per

capita emission rights ?  Has the Environment Minister  by

announcing unilateral cuts  without a corresponding commitment

from the developed countries not negated the  “equal per capita

principle” which India has in the past been propagating?

: The Environment Minister has referred to flexibility in the

context of extent of international observation of  our unsupported

domestic actions. Earlier in an interview to the ‘Mint’ he had

favoured international consultations on the lines of WTO trade

review policy.  Will India accept any regime of international

consultations or verifications with respect to climate change

either unilaterally or in the context of international legal

requirements?

: The Environment Minister has referred to most of India’s

deposits of coal, iron ore deposits being located in forest areas

and mining would result in forest loss.  Does he imply that India
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cannot industrialize merely because valuable resources are

located in  forest area?  Is he willing to overlook  that the

Central Government since 1980 has in special cases given

permission even to private parties to mine in forest areas while

keeping in view the concerns for co-existence of ecology and

environment ?

: The Bharatiya Janata Party strongly criticizes the Environment

Minister for rubbishing India’s earlier approach  as “do-nothing”

approach.  The argument that our earlier approach was “ that

we are not responsible for climate change and we have a right

to emit as much as developed countries have done” makes a

mockery of the programmes undertaken by successive

Governments in the past with regard to environment protection.

The Minister ought not to rubbish a consistent stand taken by

various Governments in India.  The Minister obviously

overlooked the fact that it is this “do-nothing” approach which

has led to reduction in emission intensity by 17.6% during 1990-

2005 .  How many developed countries who had undertaken

legally binding obligations to do so, have actually taken the steps

to reduce their emissions and   have accomplished close to

what India has achieved during this period?

Due diligence

: The Minister has referred to the due diligence  by the Planning

Commission as well as inputs from “other sources” before

formulating the changed position of India.  Is he willing to share

with the country the entire material available for this due

diligence and also disclose as to who ‘other sources’ are?  Is

he merely referring to reports prepared by international

consultants who have an inherent interest in the economies of

the developed countries?

: Is the Minister willing to clarify as to what would be the cost

borne by the Government and citizens in implementing the

specific measures cited by him which would lead to a reduction

in our energy intensity.  The Minister has referred to  the “further

measures by India beyond the announced targets in the context

of equitable global agreement”.  What is the Government’s

view as to what would constitute “equitable global agreement”.

Is India’s  interest on reduction of at least 25-40 % by 2020

from the 1990 levels  by developed countries going to be part of

such agreement? Is India going to resist any attempt to dilute/

undermine/replace the Kyoto Protocol and insist on continuance

of legally binding emission reduction by the developed countries

under the Kyoto protocol ? Would mandatory transfer of finance

& technology by the developed countries to the developing

countries form a part of this proposition? Is the Minister going

to ensure that there would be no constraints on the economic

growth of developing countries on climate change considerations

? Would he resist any attempt to build in a permanent differential

between the per capita emissions rights of developed and

developing countries under any such “equitable global

agreement”.?

Matter of concern

: The recent media reports claiming that climate change data

was manipulated by the scientific establishments in US is a

matter of serious concern. It is all the more serious that these

data formed the basis of all conclusions by the Intergovernmental

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Has the Minister factored

in possible misleading data creeping into the due diligence done

by his team before making these premature unilateral

commitments?

n
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If Not An Agreement, At Least a Deal

By Nava Thakuria

The recently concluded global climate summit in Copenhagen

created tremendous media hype around the world. But when the

summit concluded with only a deal, and in no way resulted in a

legally binding agreement, the same media started criticizing

everyone. For the thousands of media from different parts of the

globe who gathered at the Bella Center in the Danish capital in a

freezing cold winter, it was like a festival.

Journalists worked overnight to spread their news, views and

analysis. The outcome was a massive pileup of news stories that

captured the space of the Google search engine for many days,

which gave updates in an article every second during the last few

days of the climate summit.

For the record, the UN global climate conference, the biggest

in the history of mankind for the cause of the environment, witnessed

the participation of over 130 heads of government and states from

around the world. Everyone initially said the important summit that

took place after two years of preparation must not fail.

But the series of negotiations and discussions proved that the

division between the developed (Western) and developing (Eastern)

countries remained intact. The diverse and arrogant opinions from

America with some other European nations and the subsequent

counter attacks by the representatives from China, India and other

developing countries were in the media headlines for almost two

weeks.

The rich countries, which are responsible for the greenhouse

gas emission (and that way for the global warming and climate

change) expressed their readiness to reduce their carbon use. But

at the same time, they want to compel the developing countries like

India to reduce their use of carbon to a greater extent.

The repeated opposition and adjournment of the meetings

delayed the acceptance of the resolutions. The United Nations

Framework Convention on Climate Change summit, which was

supposed to be concluded by December 18 night, continued until

the next evening.

US President Barack Obama planned to return home soon after

the agreement was signed in Copenhagen, but he had to stay for a

longer period in the city to continue pursuing with different

government heads. Even Prime Minister Dr Manmohan Singh was

delayed because of the continued discussion during Friday midnight.

Finally Obama initiated a break though in the conference, where

he convinced BASIC countries namely India, China, Brazil and

South Africa to approve a kind of agreement.

An hour-long meeting with the US President, the Indian Prime

Minister, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao, Brazilian President Lula

Da Silva and South African President Jacob Zuma resulted in a

US-BASIC deal, where all parties agreed to take appropriate actions

to prevent the global warming exceeding the level of 2 degree

Celsius.

Moreover, all the government heads of BASIC and the US

ensued for $30 billion as aid to the poor and developing nations in

the next three years. It has also agreed to support the US proposed

global fund of $100 billion a year by 2020.

Not everyone happy

But not everyone was happy with the deal. Opposing the

initiative, various other developing nations argued that they could

not 'accept a text originally agreed by the United States, China,

India, Brazil and South Africa as the blueprint of a wider United

Nations plan' to fight climate change.

It was primarily opposed by Cuba, Sudan, Nicaragua, Bolivia,

Venezuela, Tuvalu, Costa Rica etc. Even the host country showed

reservation to the deal. The Danish Prime Minister and also COP15

president Lars Løkke Rasmussen said that he was not in favour of

the proposal.
However Japan, Norway, African nations with the European
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Union nations came out in support of the proposal. The British Prime

Minister Gordon Brown claimed the deal as a beginning was

acceptable to him. He admitted that 'it was not an easy task' and

asserted that the Copenhagen climate deal offers hope. German

Chancellor Angela Merkel also agreed to the proposal but said she

expected more.

The Indian Environment Minister Jairam Ramesh expressed

happiness that a good deal for the entire developing world was

resolved at the Copenhagen summit.

An important beginning

Someway happy notes were aired by the UN Secretary General

Ban Ki-moon also when he termed the exercise "an important

beginning." He admitted that it was not satisfactory to a number of

delegates as the deal 'may not be everything everyone had hoped

for'. But he firmly commented that finally, 'We have a deal in

Copenhagen, which has an immediate operational effect'.

Amazingly for some moments, the summit that started on

December 7 was on the verge of collapse by the second week.

Amidst many factors, the continued loggerheads between the United

States and China emerged as a major cause of concern. On the

other hand, the imposing attitude of the host country to formulate a

declaration ignoring the poor and developed nations also put the

summit in the worst phase.
Jairam Ramesh, who was camping there for many days, strongly

protested against the Danish Prime Minister Rasmussen for refusing

to explain a draft political declaration that was to be discussed in

the meeting of environment ministers. Ramesh made it clear that

various procedures were made with less trust on the developing

nations like India. However, he said, India wanted to make the

summit a success.

Then came the important declaration from US Secretary of

State Hillary Rodham Clinton, where she revealed that Washington

would help to build a 100 billion dollar annual fund by 2020, to bail

out the poor countries coping with the impacts of climate change.

But she didn't forget to criticise China because of its rigid attempts

to defy the verification of emission cuts by international agents.

Washington prefers Beijing to allow a verification mechanism of

China's gas emissions. Hillary Clinton claimed that an agreement in

the summit might be impossible if China, which is the second biggest

greenhouse gas emitter in the world (after the US), doesn't show

transparency.

Later, of course, the distance between America and China was

narrowed down after Washington declared initiatives of raising 100

billion dollars a year in the coming days for the benefit of poor

nations. The representatives from Beijing came forward to welcome

the gesture of the US government.

At the same time, the poor countries like Bangladesh, Burma

which are more vulnerable to the impacts of climate change are

demanding some bailout packages from the developed countries.

Bangladesh came out with the campaign that the people

displaced due to climate change should be recognised as refugees.

Talking to media persons, Dhaka representatives argue that the

world communities must think about the displaced people because

of the adverse climate conditions.

"We are a densely populated country and a hundred thousand

poor Bangladeshis still live on islands and coastal areas. They become

innocent victims of climate change as they are no way linked to the

phenomena," said Bangladesh's Environment and Forest Minister

Hassan Mahmud.

The Bangladesh Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina made an appeal

to the developed countries asking for 1.5 per cent of their annual

growth for an adaptation corpus fund. Addressing the summit, Hasina

stated that Bangladesh expects justice from the international

communities.

"We are here with a dream to protect our mother earth and the

human race," she reiterated.

Hasina even lobbied US President Obama as they talked over

the phone before coming to Copenhagen. Obama had reportedly

assured Hasina that Washington would stand beside Bangladesh in

a time of crisis.

Obama disappointed

After his arrival in the Danish capital by an overnight flight
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from Washington on December 18, President Obama met a number

of influential world leaders before gracing the preliminary high level

event. Lots of expectations were aired with Obama's arrival as a

prime mover of the summit to finalize a concrete climate deal.

But contrary to expectations, Obama disappointed the world

leaders. In fact, while Obama was speaking in the main auditorium

of Bella Center, everyone was expecting some significant

declarations from him.

Obama, while urging all the participating countries to

compromise on key demands in order to seal an international accord

in Copenhagen, didn't commit any further actions beyond Hillary

Clinton's 100 billion dollar global fund. He only said, America had

charted their course and they have made commitments. "We will

do what we say," Obama asserted.

Soon after Obama, Manmohan Singh addressed the gathering,

but serious differences were observed in their point of views. Unlike

Obama, Dr Singh appealed to the developed countries to deliver

with the guidelines of Kyoto Protocol. He insisted in continuing the

protocol and argued that 'any new global accord announced at

Copenhagen would go against international opinion if it dilutes the

Kyoto Protocol'. He advocated for continued negotiations until 2010

for a globally acceptable climate agreement.

India's voluntary target

Dr Singh also disclosed that India would deliver on its voluntary

target to reduce the emission intensity of GDP growth by around 20

per cent by 2020 as compared to 2005. Moreover, initiatives would

be taken to curb the gas emission irrespective of a deal in

Copenhagen, he said. The Prime Minister also informed world

leaders that New Delhi had planned to generate 20,000 MW of

solar power by 2022 and will also improve forest cover in the next

few years.

The African nations also advocated for the extension of Kyoto

Protocol, which is expiring in the next two years. Addressing the

summit, the Burmese Foreign Minister Nyan Win also supported

the continuation of the Kyoto Protocol. He claimed that Burma

was one of the most climate affected countries in the globe. Cyclone

Nargis that hit southern Burma in May 2008 killed over 85,000

people and left nearly 54,000 people missing.

The high level segment of the conference, which was

inaugurated on December 15, witnessed the participation of high

profile personalities like the Prince of Wales. UN Secretary General

Ban-ki-Moon addressed the gathering and appealed to all the country

heads and representatives to go for a comprehensive, ambitious

and effective international climate change deal.

The UN chief, while urging the environment ministers from

different countries to compromise in the final days of discussions

as various factors indicated a failed summit, concluded his remarks

with the positive note, "Our future begins today here in Copenhagen."

Prince Charles of Britain, in his brief speech advocated for a

safer planet to our next generation and hence emphasised an

accepted and sustainable approach by all concerned. The Prince

termed the summit as historic.

"I can only appeal to you to listen to the cries of those who are

already suffering from the impact of climate change. The eyes of

the world are upon you and it is no understatement to say that, with

your signatures, you can write our future," Prince Charles added.

The distinguished gathering was also addressed by the host

Prime Minister Rasmussen, who pointed out that the effect of

climate change knows no boundaries and it doesn't discriminate

one from another. "The magnitude of the challenge before us is to

translate this political will into a strong political approach," he

concluded.

Unending protests

In fact, the continued hectic discussion among the climate

negotiators from different countries, never ending protest and

demonstrations carried out by various activists and unbelievable

busyness of the environment non-government organisation workers

inside and outside the historic Bella Center, the main venue of the

summit remained important media highlights for many days.

The Danish government expected around 15,000 delegates for

the summit, but to their utter amazement, over 40,000 delegates

including a huge number of journalists from both the print and visual
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media (also web) gathered here. Though it was a difficult and painful

task for the organisers to get them registered promptly, they however,

provided thousands of laptops with high speed internet connections

in the media centre.

Earlier a media training workshop and follow-up CoP 15

coverage was organized at Copenhagen by the World Water Forum

of Journalists and the Asia-Pacific Forum of Environmental

Journalists with the support from UNEP, Action Aid and Government

of Denmark. It was facilitated by Alex Kirby, former environment

editor of BBC and Quamrul Chowdhury, a lead negotiator of G 77

and LDCs. The participant journalists covered the press conferences

of delegations like USA, EU, G 77 and LDCs during the CoP 15.

The conference as usual witnessed a series of protests outside

the venue. Hundreds of protesters braved the cold weather to

demonstrate in front of Bella Center demanding the responsible

leaders to go for an accord in Copenhagen. The Danish police used

batons to tear gas to disperse the protesters and maintained normalcy

during the important summit.

Nava Thakuria is a Guwahati, Northeast India based

independent journalist, who contributes to various media outlets

throughout the world.
(Courtesy: NEWS BLAZE)
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Can't afford it

By Madhu Purnima Kishwar

It makes sense to corner first world countries into investing in

eco-friendly technologies to control carbon emissions, as was

attempted at Copenhagen. But the stand of the Indian government

that India cannot afford to enforce better environmental norms

because as a country with a huge backlog of poverty, its first priority

is "development" implies that India is obliged to commit all the

mistakes that the West committed in its pursuit of economic growth.

While for the first world countries, the harmful impact of carbon

emissions and consequent global warming may represent a future

threat, for us in India it is a now-and-here nightmare. The air that

citizens of Europe or America breathe is nowhere as lethal as what

we in urban India have to inhale. The quality of water available to

citizens of first world countries is nowhere close to the filthy, disease

ridden water we in villages and cities of India have to consume.

In fact, it is far easier for India to undertake course correction

since most of our people are not addicted to pollution-friendly life

styles. However, our government seems to be doing the very opposite

by aggressively attacking and destroying inexpensive eco-friendly

technologies and promoting pollution-friendly technologies. While

our cities are choking with carbon emissions, government actively

encourages mindless increase in motorised vehicles. Our banks

chase customers for car loans at low rates. The poor pay a 30 per

cent rate of interest on micro credit but car-loans are offered at 8

per cent to 10 per cent per annum with government officials paying

no more than 5 per cent. Not surprisingly, Delhi, the seat of Central

government, has 60 lakh motorised vehicles - more than all four

metros put together. Each day, 1000 new vehicles descend on Delhi

roads.
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Hostility towards non-motorised vehicles (NMV): As per

a 2005 study, 40 per cent of households in India own cycles, with

Punjab at a high of 70 per cent. The use of bicycles in most towns

and cities of India ranges from 25 per cent to over 50 per cent. But

there is not a single inter-village road which has provided separate

bullock cart or cycle tracks. On highways 20-40 per cent of the

fatalities involve pedestrians and bicyclists.

An IIT Delhi study of 2007 found that cycling accounts for 50

per cent to 70 per cent of the commuter trips of those who work in

the informal sector. The average daily wage of people in the informal

sector ranges from Rs 120 to Rs 250 per day. Today, transport

costs for those who come to the city from far flung areas for earning

their livelihood comes close to Rs 80 per day. Therefore, many

have to use bicycles. In the absence of separate tracks, cyclists

and pedestrians account for nearly 70 per cent of road accident

deaths in Delhi.

War against cycle rickshaws: Though private vehicles

account for 93 per cent of total motor vehicles in Delhi, 85 per cent

have to rely on public transport of which cycle rickshaws are a

very crucial part. Rickshaws are an inexpensive mode of short

distance commuters as well as feeder service for Metro and public

buses. They do not consume any fuel and do not cause air or noise

pollution. But government has imposed bizarre regulations and laws

with the stated purpose of "eliminating" this vehicle on the ground

that cycle rickshaws are out of place in a fast "modernising" India.

Several thousand rickshaws are arbitrarily confiscated and

destroyed every year for operating without licenses, which are so

tightly controlled that virtually every rickshaw in Delhi ends up being

illegal and therefore subject to confiscation. Rickshaws are banned

on all arterial and most sub-arterial roads including the inner-walled

city areas where cycle rickshaws have been the most popular form

of transport. However, due to active public demand for their service,

they operate on all these roads illegally. Municipal officials and traffic

police look the other way if suitably bribed. Thousands are

confiscated every month for going into no entry zones, which have

been declared so arbitrarily that it makes their existence illegal almost

everywhere. Many more are released after paying heavy penalties.

All this totals to a loss of at least 360 crores a year to the rickshaw

trade.

Today, Delhi has 600,000 to 700,000 cycle rickshaws and their

number is growing daily. This clearly demonstrates that citizens are

voting for cycle rickshaw through active demand for their services.

Each rickshaw covers a distance of 20-25 kms per day amounting

to a total of 120-150 lakh kms for the city's 600,000 rickshaws. If

rickshaws are removed from Delhi, it would involve additional petrol

expense of nearly 500,000 litres per day.

In 1997, a White Paper on Pollution in Delhi by the Ministry of

Environment stated that "Vehicular pollution contributes 67 per cent

of the total air pollution load in Delhi." The 2005 RITES study

predicts that between 2001 and 2021, Delhi's vehicular trips per

day will grow from 10.7 million to 24.7 million. To relieve congestion

levels, the report advocated provision of bicycle tracks and other

non -motorised vehicles. The Delhi Master Plan expressly mandates

promotion of cycle rickshaws, as a measure of pollution control,

and as a means of generating employment for self employed poor.

And yet, the government agencies argue they have no space for

NMVs.

The traffic police is fanatic in its opposition to the creation of

separate tracks for non-motorised vehicles on the ground that

rickshaws and cycles slow down motor vehicles! That does not

mean rickshaws have disappeared. All it means is pullers have to

bribe the traffic police to ply on banned roads.

One can provide innumerable cases of similar callous

mismanagement in virtually every area of life. Reversing these

trends does not require billions of aid money from America or Europe.

All it requires is a dose of self respect, a bit of good sense and

willingness on the part of our government to learn the basic art and

tools of citizen friendly governance which will inevitably lead to

eco-friendly policies.

The writer is professor, Centre for the Study of Developing

Societies and founder editor 'Manushi'

(Courtesy: The Indian Express)
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After Copenhagen:

patchworks won't do

By Virendra Parekh

A truly global climate change agreement with some 200

countries signing a single document is always difficult. In that sense,

the recent conference on climate change at Copenhagen was

destined for failure, and even the successor conference in Mexico

City in December 2010 may only yield incremental gains.

The agreement which the world has been waiting for is not

going to come any time soon. The reason is clear: The trade-off

between long-term benefit (better climate) and short-term costs

(lower consumption levels) is as yet unclear. Therefore, no country

wants to make a sacrifice, however defined, without knowing what

the others are going to do. This is especially true of the big emitters.

The crux of the problem is that the industrialised world needs

to cut emissions drastically, and this is neither easy nor cheap. So, it

is looking for easy answers and for ways to shift the burden onto

developing countries. Therefore, China and India become favourite

targets. The fact is that these countries will emit more in the future.

There is no way around it. They have growing populations and poor

people. They need to provide for development for all.

This is another challenge of climate change: developing countries

have the right to pollute. But there is not enough space left in the

atmosphere for their emissions. Industrialised countries have

disproportionately used up the space.

What an agreement brokered by US President Barack Obama

with the BASIC group of China, India, Brazil and South Africa has

done is to commit countries to keep negotiating to reach an

agreement. This agreement was 'recognised' rather than adopted

by the delegates at Copenhagen. Unless all 193 members of the

UN agree to this, it will have no legal sanctity.

The agreement accords a special place to limiting global

temperature rise to two degrees Celsius and commits each country

to cutting emissions in keeping with domestic protocols and

processes, without punitive liability and specific targets. The

developed countries have agreed to provide financial resources,

technology and capacity-building to support the implementation of

adaptation action in developing countries. The agreement offers

short-term funding of $30 billion for projects in developing countries,

and aspires to a long-term system that would, in principle, provide

$100 billion a year for mitigation and adaptation from 2020 onwards.

And, outside the world of climate politics, it moves forward the plan

for reducing deforestation.

No targets

For many environmentalists, the accord's great deficiency is

that it sets no targets for emissions. Indeed, it is feared that the

Kyoto Protocol, which committed developed countries to measurable

emission cuts by 2012, has been substantially diluted and may be

junked at the next global conference.

However, the fact remains that the Kyoto Protocol imposes

obligations only on the developed countries that have ratified it. It

requires nothing from developing nations, even China, the world's

largest emitter of carbon dioxide. And it requires nothing of America,

which has not ratified it. More importantly, the Kyoto Protocol has

not made developed countries cut their emissions as promised. In

the absence of effective mechanisms for imposing penalties or

resolving disputes, international obligations are hard to enforce.

Government commitments to their own national expectations will

have far more force.

In comparison, the Copenhagen Accord brings both into purview,

both the US and China - the world's leading greenhouse gas emitters.

Both developing and developed countries have moved from

entrenched positions. India and China have been persuaded to set

and achieve peaking emissions, albeit on principles of historical equity.

For India, the conference will be remembered for diluting its

principled stand and ceding considerable ground without getting
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anything in return. In the run-up to the Copenhagen summit, India

took on what it called unilateral emission cuts. It has now agreed to

international supervision ("consultation and analysis") of these cuts

without securing any guarantees of help with finances and

technology. This has left many G-77 members deeply unhappy,

although it has obviously pleased the US, whose spokesman declared

that the US will now be able to challenge India and China on their

actions about emissions reduction.

Flexibility or surrender?

Environment minister Jairam Ramesh admits there has been

a shift in India's position and justifies it in the name of flexibility.

The tone and tenor of his speech in the Parliament and outside

suggests that further 'flexibility' in Indian position cannot be ruled

out. For instance, India could formally de-link its mitigation action

from financial and technical support from developed countries.

And, it would still have to fight in 2010 to defend itself against

intrusive scrutiny of its domestic actions. If this is flexibility, what

is surrender?

It is true the Chinese also have made grand commitments to

fight climate change. However, they insist on remaining

stereotypically inscrutable on vital questions of how and how much,

while India as a parliamentary democracy will keep such information

transparently in the public domain. India's international

competitiveness would suffer should the Chinese choose to fudge

their figures.

India has indeed divorced itself from the G-77 when it matters.

It is now much more a G-20 country and is recognised as such.

This reflects the emerging reality. However, G-20 is not a

homogenous group. India is much less a sinner than China when it

comes to global emissions — in absolute terms, in per capita terms,

and in relation to GDP. India could and should have separated itself

from China at Copenhagen, and adopted the more strategic argument

that it will focus on emissions per unit of GDP - which no one can

question in principle, and on which India comes up trumps. It can

still do so, if it gives up the pretence that the two countries' interests

are aligned.

Whether one approves of this development or not depends

fundamentally on whether one thinks any better outcome was

possible or whether complete failure at Copenhagen was preferable

to the temporary fudge. It is difficult to arrive at a definitive answer,

but it is beyond dispute that India has yielded more ground than the

US.

Consider the generous sums of money promised by the

developed countries for helping the import of clean technologies

by developing countries. The UN convention requires that the

industrialised countries provide funds and technologies to poor

nations and route it through the convention as public funds

transfer. But the Copenhagen accord allows rich countries to

count private investments, development aid as well as other

bilateral funds as part of their obligations under climate change

convention.

And as Nobel laureate Thomas Schelling pointed out, the real

problem is going to be the formula for sharing the money. This will

keep the developing countries fighting with one another just as they

did for textile quotas from 1964 to 2005. And more the money, the

harder they will fight, which will leave the developed countries to

carry on as usual at a very low cost. China has opted out of this

fight, which makes it hard for India to remain in it.

What next? Signatory nations have to commit themselves to

emissions targets for 2020 by February 1, 2010. Further off, there

is the Mexico meet scheduled for December. In terms of actual

reduction in emissions, nothing much will happen in the short run.

Climate change will retreat to somewhere near the bottom of national

agendas because, in governance, the urgent will always take

precedence over the important.

All attempts to find small answers to the big problem have

been found inadequate. We thought planting bio-fuels was the magic

bullet till we learnt that these involved a trade-off when food prices

skyrocketed. Increase in fuel-efficiency of vehicles could not help

because even as cars became more efficient, people bought more

cars and drove more. We pin our faith on technology till we are

forced to realise that every liberating advance in technology creates

a corresponding dependence.
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Sufficiency of sentiment

What the world needs is not so much efficiency of machines as

sufficiency of the sentiment. The Industrial Revolution fundamentally

altered the relation between Nature and Man. While all other living

beings survive by adapting themselves to nature, human beings no

longer do so. Western civilization is rooted in the belief - implicit in

Genesis, explicit in the works of Aristotle, St Augustine and others

- that Nature exists to serve humans and the latter can do anything

they like with it.

Harmony with nature

Global warming is a natural consequence of everything that

followed from that belief. The world needs to rediscover its old

harmony with Nature and switch from a consumption-oriented to a

nature-oriented mode of living. It needs to evolve societies whose

technologies and social institutions do not clash with Nature's ability

to sustain Life. We need a cultural change before we could finally

tackle climate change.

The author is Executive Editor, Corporate India, and lives

in Mumbai

(Courtesy: http://www.vijayvaani.com/FrmPublicDisplayArticle.aspx?id=1018)
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Why did Copenhagen fail to

deliver a climate deal?

By Richard Black

After Copenhagen, there is no "developing world" - there are

several.

About 45,000 travelled to the U.N. climate summit in

Copenhagen - the vast majority convinced of the need for a new

global agreement on climate change.

So why did the summit end without one?

Key governments do not want a global deal: Until the end of

this summit, it appeared that all governments wanted to keep the

keys to combating climate change within the U.N. climate conven-

tion. Implicit in the convention, though, is the idea that governments

take account of each others' positions and actsually negotiate. That

happened at the Kyoto summit. Developed nations arrived arguing

for a wide range of desired outcomes; during negotiations, positions

converged, and a negotiated deal was done.

In Copenhagen, everyone talked; but no-one really listened.

The end of the meeting saw leaders of the U.S. and the BASIC

group of countries (Brazil, South Africa, India and China) hammer-

ing out a last-minute deal in a back room as though the nine months

of talks leading up to this summit, and the Bali Action Plan to which

they had all committed two years previously, did not exist. Over the

last few years, statements on climate change have been made in

other bodies such as the G8, Major Economies Forum (MEF) and

Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation forum (APEC), which do not

have formal negotiations, and where outcomes are not legally bind-

ing.

It appears now that this is the arrangement preferred by the big

countries (meaning the U.S. and the BASIC group). Language in
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the "Copenhagen Accord" could have been taken from - indeed,

some passages were reportedly taken from, via the mechanism of

copying and pasting - G8 and MEF declarations.

The logical conclusion is that this is the arrangement that the

big players now prefer - an informal setting, where each country

says what it is prepared to do - where nothing is negotiated and

nothing is legally binding.

The U.S. political system: Just about every other country

involved in the U.N. talks has a single chain of command; when the

president or prime minister speaks, he or she is able to make com-

mitments for the entire government. Not so the U.S.. It effectively

has two governments, each with power of veto over the other. It

makes the U.S. a nation apart in these processes, often unable to

state what its position is.

Bad timing: Although the Bali Action Plan was drawn up two

years ago, it is only one year since Barack Obama entered the

White House and initiated attempts to curb U.S. carbon emissions.

He is also attempting major healthcare reforms; and both measures

are proving highly difficult.

If the Copenhagen summit had come a year later, perhaps Mr

Obama would have been able to speak from firmer ground, and

perhaps offer some indication of further action down the line.

The host government: In many ways, Denmark was an ex-

cellent summit host. Copenhagen was a friendly and capable city,

transport links worked, Bella Centre food outlets remained open

through the long negotiating nights.

But the government of Lars Lokke Rasmussen got things badly,

badly wrong. Even before the summit began, his office put forward

a draft political declaration to a select group of "important coun-

tries" - thereby annoying every country not on the list, including

most of the ones that feel seriously threatened by climate impacts.

The chief Danish negotiator Thomas Becker was sacked just

weeks before the summit amid tales of a huge rift between Mr.

Rasmussen's office and the climate department of minister Connie

Hedegaard. This destroyed the atmosphere of trust that developing

country negotiators had established with Mr Becker.

Procedurally, the summit was a farce, with the Danes trying to

hurry things along so that a conclusion could be reached, bringing

protest after protest from some of the developing countries that

had presumed everything on the table would be properly negoti-

ated. Suspensions of sessions became routine.

Despite the roasting they had received over the first "Danish

text," repeatedly the hosts said they were preparing new docu-

ments - which should have been the job of the independent chairs

of the various negotiating strands.

China's chief negotiator was barred by security for the first

three days of the meeting - a serious issue that should have been

sorted out after day one.

The weather: Although "climate sceptical" issues made hardly

a stir in the plenary sessions, any delegate wavering as to the scien-

tific credibility of the ̀ `climate threat" would hardly have been con-

vinced by the freezing weather and - on the last few days - the

snow that blanketed routes from city centre to Bella Centre.

Reporting that the "noughties" had been the warmest decade

since instrumental records began, the World Meteorological Orga-

nization (WMO) noted "except in parts of North America."

If the U.S. public had experienced the searing heat and pro-

longed droughts and seriously perturbed rainfall patterns seen in

other corners of the globe, would they have pressed their senators

harder on climate action over the past few years?

24-hour news culture: The way this deal was concocted and

announced was perhaps the logical conclusion of a news culture

wherein it is more important to beam a speaking president live into

peoples' homes from the other side of the world than it is to evalu-

ate what has happened and give a balanced account. The Obama

White House mounted a surgical strike of astounding effectiveness

(and astounding cynicism) that saw the president announcing a deal

live on TV before anyone - even most of the governments involved

in the talks - knew a deal had been done.

The news went first to the White House lobby journalists trav-

elling with the president. With due respect, they are not as well

equipped to ask critical questions as the environment specialists

who had spent the previous two weeks at the Bella Centre. After

the event, of course, journalists pored over the details. But the agenda

had already been set; by the time those articles emerged, anyone

who was not particularly interested in the issue would have come
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to believe that a deal on climate change had been done, with the

U.S. providing leadership to the global community.

The 24-hour live news culture did not make the Copenhagen

Accord. But its existence offered the White House a way to keep

the accord's chief architect away from all meaningful scrutiny while

telling the world of his triumph.

EU politics: For about two hours on Friday night, the EU held

the fate of the Obama-BASIC "accord" in its hands, as leaders

who had been sideswiped by the afternoon's diplomatic coup d'etat

struggled to make sense of what had happened and decide the

appropriate response.

If the EU had declined to endorse the deal at that point, a sub-

stantial number of developing countries would have followed suit,

and the accord would now be simply an informal agreement be-

tween a handful of countries - symbolising the failure of the summit

to agree anything close to the EU's minimum requirements, and

putting some beef behind Europe's insistence that something sig-

nificant must be achieved next time around.

So why did the EU endorse such an emasculated document,

given that several leaders beforehand had declared that no deal

would be better than a weak deal? The answer probably lies in a

mixture - in proportions that can only be guessed at - of three fac-

tors:

+ Politics as usual - never go against the U.S., particularly the

Obama U.S., and always emerge with something to claim as a

success.

+ EU expansion, which has increased the proportion of gov-

ernments in the bloc that are unconvinced of the arguments for

constraining emissions.

+ The fact that important EU nations, in particular France and

the U.K., had invested significant political capital in preparing the

ground for a deal - tying up a pact on finance with Ethiopia's Presi-

dent Meles Zenawi, and mounting a major diplomatic push on Thurs-

day when it appeared things might unravel.

Having prepared the bed for U.S. and Chinese leaders and

having hoped to share it with them as equal partners, acquiescing to

an outcome that it did not want announced in a manner that gave it

no respect arguably leaves the EU cast in a role rather less digni-

fied that it might have imagined.

Campaigners got their strategies wrong: An incredible

amount of messaging and consultation went on behind the scenes

in the run-up to this meeting, as vast numbers of campaign groups

from all over the planet strived to coordinate their "messaging" in

order to maximise the chances of achieving their desired outcome.

The messaging had been - in its broadest terms - to praise

China, India, Brazil and the other major developing countries that

pledged to constrain the growth in their emissions; to go easy on

Barack Obama; and to lambast the countries (Canada, Russia, the

EU) that campaigners felt could and should do more.

Now, post-mortems are being held, and all those positions are

up for review. U.S. groups are still giving Mr. Obama more brick-

bats than bouquets, for fear of wrecking Congressional legislation -

but a change of stance is possible.

Having seen the deal emerge that the real leaders of China,

India and the other large developing countries evidently wanted,

how will those countries now be treated?

How do you campaign in China - or in Saudi Arabia, another

influential country that emerged with a favourable outcome?

The situation is especially demanding for those organisations

that have traditionally supported the developing world on a range of

issues against what they see as the west's damaging dominance.

After Copenhagen, there is no "developing world" - there are

several. Responding to this new world order is a challenge for cam-

paign groups, as it will be for politicians in the old centres of world

power..

(Courtesy: BBC News/Distributed by the

New York Times Syndicate.)

n
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More to the Point

By Beth Day Romulo

UN Secretary-general Ban Ki-Moon diplomatically called it an

"essential beginning." Environmental activists called it a "disaster."

By the time the 100 heads of State joined the ten day Copenhagen

conference on Climate Change, their 192 delegates were supposed

to have completed a draft agreement on Climate Change, to re-

place the Kyoto Protocol, which expires in 2012.

What they got were delegates from developed, developing and

poor nations at loggerheads about what the agreement should in-

clude. And the draft, such as it was, did little to help the majority of

countries. True, there was a Climate Change Fund for poorer coun-

tries. And de-forestation got a break with a provision to pay poor

countries to save their forests.

Otherwise it was a non-binding agreement, which set no target

for curbing emissions or verification of progress. In short, it was

simply one step forward toward an eventual agreement.

And even this came with a high price. When president Obama

arrived, the countries were still wrangling over the terms, and he

closeted himself with leaders from China, South Africa, India and

Brazil, extending the conference another 18 hours until they could

at least produce something, on the way toward the agreement the

world needs, instead of simply giving up, and dooming the confer-

ence to 'failure. President Arroyo spoke for the vulnerable south-

east Asian nations and was accompanied by her adviser on global

warming, environmentalist Heherson Alvarez. The Philippines is on

the list of nations most at risk and she described the impact of this

year's devastating storms and the need for binding commitments to

cut carbon emissions.

It is an irony that countries such as Africa which produce the

lowest greenhouse gas emissions, suffer the worst from climate

change - storms, flooding, drought.

Different countries are adversely affected in different ways.

Rising sea levels, as glaciers melt, threaten to submerge low-lying

island states. A group of 15 Caribbean states are affected by both

rising sea levels and deforestation and need funds from the devel-

oped world to help save what's left of their rain forests. France

reported that climate change has already affected their wine pro-

duction because seasons now vary from the norm: heat waves in

the Spring storms in the summer, droughts in the south. Vintners

are already getting lower yields.

The Philippines, which has taken a regional leadership role in

tackling climate change, received $380 million in financial aid pledges

primarily provided by the World Bank and the Asian Development

Bank, which will be used for renewable energy projects and en-

ergy efficiency. The Copenhagen Accord set an average global

temperature rise at a maximum of 2 degrees Celsius.

Financing was pledged for developing countries, in new fund-

ing of $30 billion, with a total of $100 billion a year by 2020, to help

them develop alternate sources of energy and deal with effects of

global warming.

Save rainforest

A winner in this interim agreement was the effort to save the

rainforests -- a pet project of Britain's Prince Charles who ad-

dressed the conference. Rich countries will pay poor countries to

save the world's rainforests. Deforestation already accounts for

1/5 of global carbon emissions--more than all the world's cars, buses

and airplanes put together.

A stumbling block in creating a viable agreement was China's

initial resistance to verification, although Premier Wen Jiabao prom-

ised to cut emissions and issue a report on their progress.

As delegates left Copenhagen, they might have taken a look at

what Denmark has been doing. They reduced their dependence on

imported oil from 90 to 40 percent. The government has subsidized

wind energy which is expected to produce half of their electricity

needs by 2020, and employs 26,000 workers. They raised taxes on

new cars and motor fuel to encourage citizens to use bicycles, which

a third of commuters now do, on a network of safe bike lanes.n
(The writer is a well known journalist)
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fodkl dk if'peh ekWMy

gh fouk'k dh tM+
& MkW- eqjyh euksgj tks'kh

lHkkifr lHkkifr lHkkifr lHkkifr lHkkifr egksn;] eSa tyok;q esa ifjorZu ds çHkko ds ckjs esa cksyus ds
fy, [kM+k gqvk gwaA oSls rks lkjs fo'o esa gh i;kZoj.k xeZ gks jgk gSA mldk
vlj vkt ;gka lnu esa Hkh fn[kkbZ fn;kA ;g cgqr [krjs dh ckr gS] tSls
fd nqfu;k dk i;kZoj.k xeZ gksus ij dkQh ladV gSA vxj lnu esa Hkh blh
rjg ls xeÊ c<r+h jgsxh rks tura= ds fy, ladV [kM+k gks tk,xkA esjk
vuqjksèk gS fd bl i;kZoj.k ds ekeys ij cgqr xaHkhjrk ls fopkj djsaA
i;kZoj.k ds lacaèk esa dqN rks 'kkWVZ&VeZ loky gSa vkSj dqN ykSax&VeZ loky
gSaA i;kZoj.k ds dqN 'kkWVZ&Mîwjs'ku bQSDV~l gSa vkSj dqN ykSax&Mîwjs'ku
bQSDV~l gSaA ykSax&Mîwjs'ku bQSDV~l 'kkWVZ&Mîwjs'ku bQSDV~l ls dgÈ
T;knk xaHkhj gSaA mudh ppkZ eSa ckn esa d:axkA igyh ckr rks bl áweu
MoyiesaV fjiksVZ 2007&08 dh 'kq#vkr esa gh dgk x;k gS fd nqfu;k xeZ
gks jgh gSA ;g lansg fd;k tk jgk gS fd ftl j¶rkj ls fo'o dk rkieku
cM+ jgk gS] ;fn mldks fu;af=r ugÈ fd;k x;k rks ;g Hkh laHkkouk gS fd
2100 ds var rd vFkkZr~ bl 'krkCnh ds var rd 5 fMxzh ls Hkh T;knk
rkieku vkxs c<+ ldrk gSA dqN oSKkfudksa dk dguk gS fd 'kk;n 9 fMxzh
rd Hkh rkieku pyk tk,A 5 fMxzh rd rkieku ds tkus dh laHkkouk,a
rks cgqr yksx djrs gSa ysfdu dqN oSKkfudksa us vHkh tks u;s ,evkbZVh ds
fjlpZj vk, gSa] mUgksaus crk;k gS fd 'kk;n ;g 9 fMxzh rd pyk tk, vkSj
;g dsoy 21 oÈ 'krkCnh dk gh loky ugÈ gS] 22oÈ vkSj 23oÈ 'krkCnh
esa Hkh blds vlj gksaxsA mldk ,d dkj.k ;g gS fd vkt tks dqN gks
jgk gS] vkt ls Ms<+ lkS ;k nks lkS lky igys tks dqN gqvk Fkk] ;g mldk

vlj gSA tc igyk LVhe batu cuk vkSj tc igyk FkeZy ikWoj IykaV
cuk] mlls tks vkleku esa dkcZuMkbvkWDlkbM ds d.k x;s] mudk vlj
vkt Hkh ik;k tk jgk gSA bldk vFkZ gS fd tks vkt ge dj jgs gSa] mldk
vlj Ms<+ lkS ;k nks lkS o"kZ rd jgsxk vkSj tks dy djsaxs] mldk vlj
vkSj Hkh T;knk jgsxkA blfy, cgqr fopkj.kh; ckr gS fd ;g tks ge bl
i;kZoj.k ds lacaèk esa vius fu"d"kZ fudkysaxs] og bl ckr dks è;ku esa
j[kdj vHkh crk;k tk jgk gS fd vxj vkSlr rkieku 2 ls 3 fMxzh rd
c<+ x;k rks mlds cgqr T;knk [krjukd ifj.kke gksaxsA lcls cM+h ckr
rks ;g gS fd dSVSLVªkWQhd bEiSDV~l gksus yxsaxsA fdlh dks irk gh ugÈ
yxsxkA vHkh rks dqN phtsa Kkr gSa ysfdu i;kZoj.k ds ekeys esa rc vKkr
gksus yx tk,axh] irk gh ugÈ pysxkA mldk dkj.k ;g gS fd ekWMfyax
ds ftrus gekjs rjhds gSa] os rjhds vkt dh fo'ks"k ifjfLFkfr dks lkeus
j[kdj cuk;s x;s gSaA ysfdu vxj mlesa dqN vkSj vfèkd vKkr rRo vk
x;s rks fQj mldk funku djuk vkSj Hkh dfBu gksxkA blfy, ;g dgk
tkrk gS fd ;g tks rhu vkbZihlhlh dh fjiksVZ FkÈ vkSj blesa tks rhu
flusfj;ks crk;s x;s gSa] mlesa ;g dgk x;k gS fd 'kk;n 5 fMxzh ls vfèkd
rkieku ds tkus ds pkalst 50 çfr'kr ls Hkh vfèkd gSaA ;g mEehn dh
tk ldrh gS fd 5 fMxzh ls vfèkd rkieku tk ldrk gSA ;g cgqr
[krjukd ckr gS D;ksafd vkidks irk gh ugÈ gS fd rkieku 3 fMxzh
tk,xk ;k 5 fMxzh tk,xkA tSlk eSaus vkidks crk;k fd vHkh tks beh'kal
gSa ftuds ckjs esa Çprk dh tk jgh gS] fdlh ,d Lrj ij gesa mudks dk;e
djuk gS fd bldks dgÈ jksdk tk, vkSj dSls jksdk tk, vkSj dkSu phtsa
gSa tks bl rkieku dks c<+k jgh gSaA bl rkieku dks c<+kus dh lcls cM+h
,tsalh ,utÊ gS] ÅtkZ gSA rkieku dks c<+kus esa ,utÊ dk 25 ijsalV] ySaM
;wt vkSj QkWjsLVjh ds vanj vny&cny djsa rks vkB ijlsaV] ,xzhdYpj dk
N% ijlsaV] baMfLVª;y çkWlsl dk Ms<+ ;k nks ijlsaV vkSj osLV dk Ms<+ ijlsaV
dUVªhC;w'ku gSA vki baMfLVª;y ,utÊ dks Ms<+ le> jgs gSa ysfdu blesa
ÅtkZ dk T;knkrj fgLlk baMLVªh ds lkFk gSA ÅtkZ esa dkSu lcls T;knk
dUVªhC;wV dj jgk gS\ blesa iqjkuh baMfLVª;ykbTM daVªht] ftudk 200
lky ls vkS|ksfxdhdj.k gks pqdk gS] os blesa lcls vfèkd daVªhC;w'ku dj
jgh gSaA eSa vkidks ,d mnkgj.k nsrk gwa] ;wukbVsM ÇdxMe dh tula[;k
dsoy N% djksM+ gS] ;g bftIV] ukbthfj;k] ikfdLrku vkSj fo;ruke]
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ftudh la[;k 47 djksM+ gS] ls T;knk dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM ns jgk gS] ;s
vdsyk ns'k ns jgk gSA uhnjyS.M rks cksfyoh;k] dksyfEc;k] is#] m#Xos vkSj
lSaVªy vejhdk ds lkFk NksVs ns'kksa dh rqyuk esa vdsyk gh lcls T;knk
dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM ns jgk gSA VsDlkl] vejhdk dh ,d LVsV gS] bldh
ikiqys'ku nks djksM+ gS] ;g 700 fefy;u Vu dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM iSnk dj
jgh gSA bl rjg ls ;s vdsyh ,d LVsV lkjs ;w,l, dk 12 ijlsaV dkcZu
MkbvkWDlkbM ns jgh gSA ;g vÝhdk vkSj lc&lgkju jht+u] ftudh
tula[;k 72 djksM+ gS] ls T;knk gSA U;w;kdZ esa 19 fefy;u vkneh jgrs
gSa vkSj 50 yhLV MsoyiesaV daVªht] ftudh tula[;k 74 djksM+ gSA ,d
vdsyk U;w;kdZ 'kgj muls T;knk dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM ns jgk gSA vc vki
le> yhft, fd lcls T;knk rkieku c<+kus ;k i;kZoj.k esa ifjorZu ykus
dk dke bu èkuh ns'kksa dk gSA vki ns[ksa fd vkt fLFkfr ;g gks xbZ gS fd
1-6 fcfy;u ;kuh 160 djksM+ yksx ,sls gSa ftuesa 70 djksM+ yksx lkmFk
,f'k;k vkSj lc&lgkju jht+u esa jgrs gSa muds ikl ,utÊ ugÈ gS] fctyh
ugÈ gSA bZLV ,f'k;k esa 22 djksM+ yksx jgrs gSaA lc&lgkju vÝhdk esa
54 djksM+ fcuk ÅtkZ ds yksx jgrs gSaA ;g fLFkfr ÅtkZ fMLVªhC;w'ku dh
gSA vc vki ns[ksa fd fd fdrus yksxksa ds ikl fctyh dk vHkko gS] fctyh
ugÈ gSA  The number of people in India Living without access to

electricity is around 500 million. gesa ;gka ges'kk :jy bySfDVªfQds'ku
ds vkadM+s feyrs gSa fd brus xkaoksa esa fctyh igqap xbZA vki fctyh dk
eryc ;g le>rs gSa fd rkj yx x, vkSj [kaHks yx x,] rc rks t:j fey
xbZA ysfdu fctyh feyrh ugÈ gSA Electricity is not available: energy

is not available. vki ckj&ckj dgrs gSa fd ÅtkZ ugÈ gS rks fodkl ugÈ
gksxkA nqfu;k esa 1-4 fcfy;u yksx gSa ftuds ikl fdlh Hkh çdkj dh
vkèkqfud ÅtkZ lsok,a ugÈ gSaA ;g n;uh; fLFkfr gS fd buesa ls N%
fefy;u ;kuh ,d pkSFkkbZ yksxksa ds ikl fcYdqy Hkh ÅtkZ lzksr ugÈ gSA
ysfdu ;g ÅtkZ xbZ dgka\ ;s lc mu èkuh yksxksa us ys yh gSA nqfu;k ds
vkB&nl cM+s ns'k gSa vkSj dqy feykdj djhc chl cM+s vkSj NksVs fodflr
ns'k gSa] ftuds ikl lkjh ÅtkZ gS] lkjs lzksr gSaA bUgksaus çkÑfrd lzksrksa ij
dCtk fd;k gqvk gS blfy, ckdh ns'kksa esa ÅtkZ dk vHkko gSA

egksn;] vc ;g dgk tk jgk gS fd Bhd gS] ÅtkZ esa rks xM+cM+ gks
xbZ] i;kZoj.k esa foÑfr vk xbZ ysfdu vc bls Bhd djsaxsA vc ,slk djrs

gSa fd vki vius ;gka isM+ mxkb,] T;knk dkcZu iSnk dhft, rkfd dkcZu
MkbvkWDlkbM ,CtkcZ gks tk, vkSj gesa dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM cukus nhft,A
ge vkidks iSlk ns nsrs gSa] vki vkSj isM+ yxkb,A vki dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM
,CtkcZ dhft,] vki Çld cu tkb, vkSj ge dkcZu MkbvkWDlkbM iSnk
djrs gSaA vktdy fodflr ns'k] dksiugsxu vkSj blls igys ds lEesyuksa
esa] laLFkkvksa ds lkeus gekjh Çprkvksa vkSj leL;kvksa dks dsoy blh ckr
ij ewyr% vkèkkfjr djrs gSa fd gesa ÅtkZ mRiknu djus nhft,A gesa viuk
mRiknu djus nhft,] vki cktkj cus jfg;s] ge fctyh iSnk djrs jgsa]
vki mls [kjhnrs jfg;sA ge dkcZu MkbvkDlkbM nsrs jgsa] vki vius ;gka
QkWjsLVs'ku djrs jfg;sA vkidks fodkl djus dh t:jr ugÈ gS] og rks
ge dj gh jgs gSaA gekjk fodkl vkSj vkidk fouk'k] ;s nksuksa lkFk&lkFk
pyrs jgsaxsA ;s tks vkt ,d fo'ks"k ckr bl i;kZoj.k ds dkj.k vkdj
[kM+h gks xbZ gS] bls gesa le>us dh t:jr gSA ;g cgqr [krjukd pht
gSA eSa vkidks ;g Hkh dgrk gwa fd vxj ;g ckr lp Hkh eku yh tk,
fd ge vius ;gka T;knk QkWjsLVs'ku djds T;knk dkcZu MkbvkDlkbM
,CtkWcZ djsa rks foKku dk fo|kFkÊ gksus ds ukrs eSa dg ldrk gwa fd dqN
fnuksa ds ckn tc ,d lhek ls vfèkd gekjs ;gka dkcZu ,CtkWiZ'ku gks
tk;sxk rks fQj mlds ckn ykW vkWQ fMfefuÇ'kx fjVUlZ gksxkA fQj mldh
,CtkWiZ'ku dSisflVh de gks tkrh gSA fQj og ,CtkWiZ'ku ugÈ djsxkA
;kuh dqN fnuksa rd gesa iSlk ns nsaxs] dqN fnuksa rd gekjs ;gka dkWcZu
MkbvkDlkbM dk ,CtkWiZ'ku gksrk jgsxk vkSj mlds ckn ge fQj ogh
QVsgky ds QVsgky cus jgsaxs] D;ksafd gekjs ikl dksbZ jkLrk ugÈ cpsxkA
njvly if'pe dk ;g tks MSoyieSUVy ekWMy gS] ;g mldk cgqr cM+k
nq"ifj.kke gSA

eq>s ;kn vkrk gS tc ns'k vktkn gqvk Fkk] rc egkRek xkaèkh ls fdlh
us ;g iwNk Fkk fd vc vki vktkn gks x;s gSa rks vaxzstksa us ftl rjg ls
viuk fodkl fd;k gS] D;k vki mlh rjg ls viuk fodkl djsaxs\ rc
egkRek xkaèkh us cgqr vPNh ckr dgh Fkh] mUgksaus dgk fd vkèkh nqfu;k
dks ywVdj baXySaM èkuh cuk gS] fdruh nqfu;kvksa dks ywVdj ÇgnqLrku èkuh
cusxkA How Many Planets? vkèkh nqfu;k dks ywVdj vxj baXySaM èkuh
cu ldrk gS rks baXySaM ds eqdkcys ml le; gekjh lkr xquh tula[;k
Fkh rks de ls de gesa lk<s+ rhu nqfu;k rks ywVuh iM+sxhA vkt tks fLFkfr



gS] og ;g gS fd vxj gj vkneh mlh rjg ls fodkl djuk pkgs] ;kuh
oSlk gh dkcZu QqV ÇçV nsuk pkgs] tSlk fd MSoyIM daVªht ns jgs gSa rks
mlds fy, N% nqfu;k ywVuh iM+saxhA fdruh ywV epkbZ tk,] fdrus yksxksa
dks xjhc cuk;k tk,] fdrus lkjs çkÑfrd lkèkuksa dks ywVk tk,] fdruk
bfe'ku nqfu;k esa fn;k tk,A N% IysusV~l dgka ls yk;saxs] ,d nqfu;k rks
cpkuh eqf'dy gSA fo'o ds vykok vkSj fjlkslZst dgka gSa] mlh dh [kkst
py jgh gSA vkt paæek esa ns[kks] D;k fey jgk gS] eaxy esa ns[kks D;k fey
jgk gSA vc ;g crk;k tk jgk gS fd vkSj nwljh nqfu;k esa tkdj jfg;s]
os cgqr vPNh gSaA ogka cgqr lkèku feysaxsA tc feysaxs] rc feysaxsA ge
viuh nqfu;k dh ckr dj jgs gSaA gesa bl nqfu;k dh ckr djuh gS] ;gka
D;k gksxk\ vkus okys lkS] nks lkS] rhu lkS lkyksa esa D;k gksxk] gekjh vxyh
ih<h+ ds fy, D;k gksxk\ ;g lc dguk cgqr gkL;kLin gS fd vki mlh
MSoyieSUVy ekWMy ls fodkl dj ldrs gSaA

lHkkifr th] eSa ea=h egksn; vkSj muds ekè;e ls ljdkj dks psrkouh
nsuk pkgrk gwa fd tc rd vkidk fodkl dk ;g ekWMy jgsxk] tc rd
vki if'peh rjhds ls nqfu;k dk fodkl djus ds fy, pysaxs] rc rd
i;kZoj.k dh leL;k gy ugÈ gksxhA ekuo tkfr ds fy, mlds vfLrRo
dh leL;k [kM+h gks tk;sxhA vki nsf[k;s lkjh nqfu;k esa vktdy dSlk
gkgkdkj epk gqvk gSA ml oä ,d fofp= fLFkfr iSnk gksxhA nqfu;k ds
16 çfr'kr yksx lkjh nqfu;k ds 80 çfr'kr lalkèkuksa ij] lkjh nqfu;k ds
mRiknu ij vkSj lkjh nqfu;k ds miHkksx ij LokfeRo j[krs gSaA ikuh ds
fy, gkgkdkj epk gqvk gSA vkèkh nqfu;k ds ikl ihus dk ikuh ugÈ gSA
;fn Xykscy okfe±x gqvk rks mlls D;k&D;k phtsa gksaxhA mlls gekjs ns'k
vkSj fo'o ds vanj fdruh leL;k,a iSnk gksaxh] mlds ckjs esa eSa vkidks
la{ksi esa crkuk pkgrk gwaA igyh ckr ;g gksxh fd ;fn rkieku blh rjg
ls c<+rk x;k rks èkzqoksa ij tks vkbl tek gS] og fi?ky tk;sxhA mlds
D;k ifj.kke gksaxsA vc ;g dgk tk jgk gS fd ftrus vlSleSUV~l Fks]
mlls nksxqus] frxqus lh ySoy dk jkbt gksxkA gekjs eqEcbZ dk D;k gksxk]
psébZ dk D;k gksxk] xksok dk D;k gksxk] vaMeku vkSj fudksckj }hilewg
dk D;k gksxk] ekynhOt dk D;k gksxk] vkblySaM dk D;k gksxk] gekjs
i'kqvksa dh çtkfr;ksa dk D;k gksxk] [ksrh dk D;k gksxk\ vkt Hkh dgk tk
jgk gS fd QwM çksMD'ku esa deh gks jgh gSA ;g deh vxys 10&20 lkyksa

esa 8 ls 10 çfr'kr gks tk;sxhA vkSj 2020 rd tkrs tkrs ;g vkSj T;knk
gks tk;sxhA ns'k dh 51 çfr'kr Hkwfe blls çHkkfor gksxhA gekjs ikl
vkadM+s gSa] ǹ'; gSa vkSj lSVsykbZV ls fp= vkrs gSa fd nqfu;k dh D;k gkyr
gS\ nqfu;k ds fdrus fgLls esa jsfxLrku gks jgk gS] fdruh txgksa ls
oSftVs'ku xk;c gksrk tk jgk gS] i'kq&i{kh xk;c gksrs tk jgs gSa] ubZ ubZ
chekfj;ka iSnk gks jgh gSaA LokLF; foHkkx ds yksxksa dk dguk gS fd nqfu;k
esa Msaxw vkSj eysfj;k cgqr rsth ls QSysxk] Msaxw] eysfj;k vkSj dkykt+kj ds
jksfx;ksa dh la[;k vkSj vfèkd c< t+k;sxh rks gekjs Hkkjro"kZ dh D;k gkyr
gksxh\ vki nokbZ;ka ugÈ ns ldrs gSa] ubZ ubZ chekfj;ksa dh nokb;ka bt+kn
djuk eqf'dy gksxkA vki isVsaV dkuwu cukus tk jgs gSa vkSj tgka cuk gqvk
gS] ogka vki dqN ugÈ dj ldsxsA fQj vkidks dksyksukbt djus dh Ldhe
py jgh gS] mèkj vkidk dgka è;ku gS\ vxj i;kZoj.k ds bl çHkko dks
ugÈ jksdk x;k rks eq>s Mj gS fd fo'o ds vanj Hk;kud foHkhf"kdk [kM+h
gks tk;sxh] nqfu;k esa la?k"kZ [kM+s gksaxs] nqfu;k ds ns'kksa ds chp esa la?k"kZ [kM+s
gksaxsA ,d fofp= çdkj dh fLFkfr fo'o esa iSnk gksxhA eq>s bl ckr dk
Hkh [krjk yxrk gS fd vukt] ouLifr vkSj tho&tUrqvksa dh Lihflt+
xk;c gks tk;saxhA gkykafd vU; yksx Hkh bl ij cksysaxs vr% eSa dqN T;knk
ugÈ dguk pkgrkA vkadM+s vk jgs gSa ftlls fpUrk iSnk gksrh gS fd
i;kZoj.k ds dkj.k e`R;q T;knk gksxÈ] yksxksa ds lkeus vkokl dh leL;k
vk jgh gS] fjgSfcfyVs'ku dh leL;k vk jgh gS tks lkjh nqfu;k ds lkeus
,d Hk;kud fofHkf"kdk iSnk dj jgs gSaA

lHkkifr th] ekuuh; ea=h th us ge lc lkalnksa dks ,d i= fy[kk
ftlesa dgk x;k fd Hkkjr dks D;k djuk gS]- Hkkjr dk D;k #[k gS] mldk
[kqyklk fd;k x;k gSA eq>s [kq'kh gS fd lklanksa dks fpV~Bh fy[kdj muds
fopkj tkus x;sA vkius dgk gS "A shared vision for long term coop-

erative action including a long term global goal for emission reduc-

tion." dkSu eku jgk gS\ ykSaxVeZ dksvkijs'ku dks yksx ugÈ eku jgs gSa ]
vejhdk euk djrk gS rks ;g dkSu lk ykSax VeZ Xykscy xksy ekuus okyk
gS] ;g fo'o dh vkfFkZd egk'kfä cuk gqvk gS ftlds lkeus geus ?kqVus
Vsds gq;s gSaA ge mlls D;k vk'kk dj ldrs gSa fd ykSax VeZ xksy esa gekjk
lkFk nsxk] eq>s bldk ;dhu ugÈ\ eq>s ;dhu gks ldrk Fkk ysfdu eSaus
,d fofp= ckr fiNys fnuksa ns[khA vejhdk esa tc DykbesV ij ,d fcy
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ikl gks jgk Fkk rks ml le; ,d cM+s çfl) O;fä ikWy ØqxeSu dk ,d
ys[k ̂ fcVªsbax nh DykbesV^ ij vk;kA tc fcy j[kk x;k rks og ikl gks
x;k ysfdu tks fojksèkh Fks] mUgksaus vkxs ckr dghA mUgsa fdruh ç'kalk
feyh] eSa ml ys[k dks iwjk ugÈ i<w+axk ysfdu dqN t:j i<+uk pkgwaxkA ;g
twu eghus dh ckr gSA

"But if you watched the debate on Friday, you did not see people

who have thought hard about a crucial issue, and are trying to do

the right thing. What you saw, instead, were people who show no

sign of being interested in the truth. They don't like the political and

policy implications of climate change, so they have decided not to

believe in it - and they'll grab any argument, no matter how disrepu-

table, that feeds their denial."

Indeed, if there was a defining moment in Friday's debate in

America, it was the declaration by Representative Paul Broun of

Georgia that climate change is nothing but a 'hoax' that has been

perpetrated out of the scientific community.

;g mudh fpUrk gS vkSj mudks csgn ç'kalk feyhA ØqxeSu og vkxs
dgrs gSa &

"I would call this a crazy conspiracy theory, but doing so would

actually be unfair to crazy conspiracy theorists. After all, to believe

that global warming is a hoax you have to believe in a vast cabal

consisting of thousands of scientists - a cabal so powerful that it

has managed to create false records on everything from global

temperatures to Arctic sea ice."

vxj ;g mudk ǹfVdks.k gS rks vkxs muls D;k vk'kk djsa fd os fdlh
Hkh fodflr ns'k esa vkSj fodkl'khy ns'kksa esa tks fiNys 200 lkyksa ls
vijkèk djrs pys vk jgs gSa] os ml vijkèk dh ltk ls cpuk pkgsaxs] mlls
eqfä ikuk pkgsaxs] çk;f'pr djuk pkgsaxs] mu ij fcYdqy Hkjkslk ugÈ
fd;k tk ldrkA vkxs dgrs gSa fd "Still, is it fair to call climate denial

a form of treason? Isn't it politics as usual? Yes, it is - and that's

why it is unforgivable. Do you remember the days when Bush Ad-

ministration officials claimed that terrorism posed an "existential

threat" to America, a threat in whose face normal rules no longer

apply? That was hyperbole - but the "existential threat" from cli-

mate change is all too real." blesa lkjs :Yl yxus pkfg,A VSjsfjTe dk

FkzSV gks tk, rks lc :Yl Qsad nks] DykbesV psat dh foHkhf"kdk vk;s vkSj
lkjk fo'o çHkkfor gks tk,] vkids vijkèk ls çHkkfor gks tk, vkSj blds
fy, gesa nck;k tk,A blds fy, gels dgk tk, fd vki bfe'kal de
dhft,] blds fy, gels dgk tk, fd vki viuh fodkl dh j¶rkj dks
de dhft,A ;s xgjs loky gSa vkSj blds Åij vkidks cgqr Çprk ds lkFk
ckr djuh gksxhA esjk viuk [;ky gS fd gesa dksiugsxu esa bl ckjs esa
cgqr MVdj viuh ckrsa dguh gksaxhA vxj ge ogka ncs] vxj ge ogka
FkksM+s ls Hkh >qds rks ge viuh vkxs vkus okyh ihf<+;ksa dk thou u"V
djsaxsA ge viuh vkxs vkus okyh ihf<+;ksa ds vijkèkh gksaxs] tSls vkt Hkh
gSaA bu 60 lkyksa esa Hkh geus tks dqN fd;k gS] ftl jkLrs ij ge ns'k ds
fodkl dks ys x;s gSa] Hkys gh gekjk bfe'ku cgqr de gS] blesa dksbZ 'kd
ugÈ gS] ysfdu fQj Hkh ge vHkh cps gq, gSaA vxj vkius bl jkLrs dks rsth
ls idM+k rks tjk fopkj dhft, fd vxj bl ns'k dk gj O;fä mruk
gh ,eh'ku djus yxs] ftruk vesfjdu çfr O;fä dj jgk gS] og gels
16&17 xq.kk vfèkd dj jgk gS rks nqfu;k dh D;k gkyr gksxh] gekjh D;k
gkyr gksxh\ vxj vdsyk ckaXykns'k gh mruk djus yx tk, rks D;k
gkyr gksxh\ D;k fodkl dk ;g ekWMy lLVsfucy datI'ku ns ldrk gS]
D;k ;g lc yksxksa dks fMXuhQkbM thou ns ldrk gS] D;k ;g lc yksxksa
dks jksVh] diM+k] edku] ikuh] nokbZ vkfn ns ldrk gS\ vxj flQZ 16
ijlsaV yksx vkt lkjh nqfu;k ds lkèkuksa ij gkoh gksa] vxj nks fcfy;u
yksx nks MkWyj ds Åij Hkh çfrfnu xqtkjk ugÈ dj ik jgs gksa rks ;g
fodkl dk ekWMy gesa dgka ys tk,xk\ eSa vkils dguk pkgrk gwa fd blds
ckjs esa vki cgqr xaHkhjrk ls fopkj djsaA gekjs foKku ds dqN yksxksa dh
vHkh dkaÝsflt gqbZ FkÈ] mlesa fopkj gqvk fd bls vke turk dks dSls
le>k;k tk,\ mlus cgqr vPNh ckr dghA ;s gSa feLVj tkWu :dLVªe]
tks gekjs LVkWdgkse ,uok;jesaVy baLVhVîwV ds vè;{k gSaA os dgrs gSa]
"The financial crisis happened because we allowed housing loans

way beyond the stock levels that were available. Similarly, we are

subsidizing our living standards to a level which the planet cannot

afford." ftruk vkids cSad esa iSlk ugÈ Fkk] mlls T;knk ogka vkius
gkmÇlx ds vanj yksu fn;sA urhtk vkidh bdksukWeh dkWySIl dj x;hA
vki ftruk i;kZoj.k cnkZ'r dj ldrk gS] mlls dgÈ T;knk [kpZ dj
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jgs gSa rks vkidk i;kZoj.k dkWySIl dj tk,xk] vkidk thou dkWySIl dj
tk,xkA vxj vki xkSj ls ns[ksa rks mlh MsoyiesaVy ekWMy ls ogka
bdksukWfed Økblsl vk;sA mlh dataI'ku dh rjQ tkus ls] miHkksäkokn
ds dkj.k ogka Økbfll vk;h] vFkZO;oLFkk Mwc x;hA mlh miHkksäkokn
ds dkj.k tyok;q dk çnw"k.k 'kq: gqvk] ;g çkÑfrd lkèkuksa dk fuckZèk
'kks"k.k 'kq: gqvkA bldk urhtk gqvk fd vkt gekjs lkeus i;kZoj.k dk
ladV gS] ekuork dk ladV gS] ekuo ds vfLrRo dk ladV gSA igyh ckr
lkspus dh ;g gS fd ftl vFkZO;oLFkk us] ftl VSDuksykWth us] ftl
mRiknu dh O;oLFkk us] ftl ekdZsV flLVe us] ekdZsV ij fMisaMsal us vkt
nksuksa rjQ] vkfFkZd vkSj DykbesfVd ;g gkyr iSnk dh gSA mlds ckjs esa
xgjkbZ ls ogka fopkj gksuk pkfg,A The fundamentals of globalisation

and Western guidelines to development are flawed. They are wrong.

;s Bhd ugÈ gSa vkSj os cnyus pkfg,A eSa vkidks crk jgk gwa fd blds ckjs
esa eSa cgqr igys ls cksyrk pyk vk jgk gwaA fiNys fnuksa eSaus dbZ LFkkuksa
ij blds fy, vkxkg fd;k Fkk vkSj eq>s [kq'kh gS fd vc mls gekjs tks
oYMZ cSad ds rRdkyhu vè;{k feLVj oksYQksalu us Lohdkj fd;k gS fd ;g
nqfu;k bucSysal gks x;h gSA mUgksaus flrEcj 2003 esa oYMZ cSad ds vius
xouZl dh ehÇVx dks lacksfèkr djrs gq, ,d ckr dgh%&

"Last week, in Paris, I met youth leaders who represented

organisations with more than 120 million members worldwide."

(DISSCUSSION RE:

IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE-Contd.)

Jheu~ eSa crk jgk Fkk fd Jh oksYQksalu us ;g loky mBk;k Fkk] tc
mUgksaus 2003 esa nqcbZ esa oYMZ cSad ds xouZlZ dh dkaÝsal dks lEcksfèkr fd;k
FkkA rc mUgksaus ;g dgk Fkk%

"Last week, in Paris, I met with youth leaders who represented

organizations with more than 120 million members worldwide."

vkSj rc mUgksaus dgk fd bu yksxksa us muds lkeus tks ckr dgh] og
cM+h egRoiw.kZ gSA

"But, they also said, we do not want a future based only on

economic considerations-there must be something more. They chal-

lenged us about values and beliefs….To respond to them, we must

address the fundamental forces shaping our world. In many re-

spects, they are forces that have caused imbalance.This world is

out of balance."

;g fo'o vlarqfyr fo'o gS] ;g oYMZ cSad dk vè;{k dg jgk gSA
"In our world of six billion people, one billion own 80 percent of

global gross domestic product (GDP), while another billion struggle

to survive on less than a dollar a day. This is a world completely out

of balance"- fQj vkxs dgrs gSa% "Mr. Chairman, it is time to take a

cold, hard look at the future. Our planet is not balanced. Too few

control too much, and too many have too little to hope for-too much

turmoil, too many wars, too much suffering."

fQj vkxs dgrs gSa%
"We all share one planet. It is time to restore balance to the

way we use it. Let us move forward to fight poverty, to establish

equity, and to assure peace for the next generation."

ysfdu os [kqn dg jgs gSa fd 80 ijlsaV th-Mh-ih- lkjh nqfu;k ds flQZ
16 ijlsaV yksx dj jgs gSaA Where is equity? Where is inclusive

growth? vkids bl ns'k esa bUDywflo xzksFk dgka gS vkSj DykbesV psat rks
bl bUDywflfoVh dks fcYdqy u"V dj nsxk] ,DlDywflfoVh c<k+ nsxk]
vxj ;gka flQZ 20 ijlsaV yksx MSoyIM gSa vkSj 80 ijlsaV yksx vaMj
MSoyIM gSa] vuMSoyIM gSaA vkidh fjiksVZl vkW¶Vj fjiksVZl dg jgh gSa fd
fcyks ikoVÊ yksxksa dh la[;k c< jgh gS] vkids fjlkslZst+ ?kV jgs gSa]
vkidh çksMfDVfoVh ?kV jgh gS rks vki fdl nqfu;k dh ckr dj jgs gSa\
dkSu bfDoVh ykuk pkgrk gS\ D;k ;s osLVuZ daVªht bfDoVh ykuk pkgrs
gSa\ D;k ;s nqfu;k dks cjkcjh ls ns[kuk pkgrs gSa\ vkt dgk tk jgk gS
fd IysusV ds Åij tks lkjk ,VekfLQ;j gS] og nqfu;k dh laifŸk gSA mls
lcdks 'ks;j djuk pkfg,A vkt rd bu nks lkS lkyksa esa rks flQZ vkius
'ks;j fd;k gSA vkius tks vijkèk fd, gSa] mldk [kkfe;ktk ugÈ Hkqxruk
pkgrs] nafMr ugÈ gksuk pkgrsA nafMr rks nwj dh ckr] çk;f'pr Hkh ugÈ
djuk pkgrs] mYVk gesa mins'k nsrs gSaA

ea=h th] eSa vkils Li"V :i ls dguk pkgrk gwa fd ;g tks vkt
loky gS] lkjh nqfu;k ds Åij flQZ tyok;q ls lacafèkr ugÈ gS] vfirq ;g
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O;kid loky gSA ;g MsoyiesaVy ekWMy dk loky gS] ;g VsDukWykth dk
loky gS] ;g ekdZsV dks fjIysl djus dk loky gSA D;k ekdZsV QkslZst
lkjh nqfu;k dks pyk;saxs\ D;k çksMD'ku dh VsdfuDl ekdZsV vksfj,aVsM
gksaxh\ vkius viuh fpÎh esa fy[kk gS fd vki pkgrs gSa enchanced action

on technology development and transfer to support action on miti-

gation and adaptation. dkSu VsDukWykth vkidks nsxk\ gekjs fons'k ea=h
th tks i<+ jgs Fks] blesa mUgksaus dgk gS fd tks izèkkuea=h th dh vesfjdh
jk"Vªifr egksn; ls ckrsa gq;h gSaA mlesa og dgrs gSa fd Prime Minister

and President Obama announced the launch of a Clean Energy and

Climate Change Initiative. The Initiative includes cooperation in

wind and solar energy, second generation bio-fuels, unconventional

gas, energy efficiency and clean coal technologies including carbon

capture and storage.

eSa vkils iwNuk pkgrk gwa where are the patent laws? ;s VsDukWykth
vkidks eq¶r esa ugÈ nsaxs] mldh dher olwy djsaxsA igys gekjs ;gka
iksY;w'ku djsaxs] fQj ml iksY;w'ku dks nwj djus ds fy, gesa VsDukWykth
fn[kk;saxs vkSj mldh dher olwy djsaxsA blfy, igyh ckr ;g gS fd
we must change the technology. vkt dh VsDukWykth gkbZ ,utÊ] gkbZ
dSfiVy VsDukWykth gSA ,utÊ blds vanj lcls cM+k nks"kh gSA blfy,
we must go to the low energy and low capital technologies. gekjs
ns'k dks bl ekeys esa vuqlaèkku djuk pkfg,A lksyj ,utÊ ds lacaèk esa eq>s
cgqr vk'kk gS fd vxj mldks Bhd <ax ls dke djk;k tk,xk] rks gekjs
ns'k ds fy, cgqr vkRefuHkZj ÅtkZ nsus okyh] Dyhu ÅtkZ nsus okyh ,d
'kfä gSA nqfu;k dh lkjh ÅtkZ lw;Z ls vkrh gSA lw;Z ls lcls vfèkd ÅtkZ
çfr LDok;j fdyksehVj gekjs ns'k dks feyrh gSA lksyj buthZ gekjh
lcls T;knk gSA vki mldk mi;ksx dfj,] ysfdu ugÈ djsaxsA mldh
rjQ è;ku ugÈ nsaxsA vki è;ku fdl rjQ nsaxs] ckgj ls Øw,M vkW;y
eaxkus ds fy,] xSl csLM] FkeZy csLM] vki dgka ls FkeZy pyk,axs\ tks
vkids FkeZy csLM IykaV~l vkt py jgs gSa] mlds fy, vki fdrus Vu
dks;yk baiksVZ djsaxs\ vxj o"kZ 2030 esa ns[ksaxs] rks 14 lkS fefy;u Vu
vkidks dks;yk baiksVZ djuk iM+sxkA vki dgka ls djsaxs\

esjk loky ;g gS fd vki bl ij fopkj dfj,A iwjs MsoyiesaVy
ekWMy dks cnfy,A lLVsuscy MsoyiesaV ds ctk;] lLVsuscy dataI'ku

gksA vkt ,slk fodkl dk ekWMy pkfg, tks nqfu;k ds gj vkneh dks ,d
jhtuscy fMfXuQkbM fyÇox dh vikpZqfuVh ns ldsA mldks edku]
diM+k] nokbZ] Hkkstu vkSj vkxs vkus dh lqfoèkk;sa lHkh rjg ls gksaA tks
ekWMy vkt nqfu;k esa ,slh fofHkf"kdk iSnk dj jgk gS] mls udkj nhft,A
dksisugsxsu esa MVdj dfg, fd vkids MsoyiesaVy ekWMy ls lkjh nqfu;k
dks uqdlku gqvk gS] nqfu;k esa xjhch c<h+ gS] chekjh c<h+ gS] csjkstxkjh c<h+
gS] gkgkdkj c<k+ gS] ikuh vkSj vukt dk ladV c<k+ gSA bldks cnfy,A

Hkkjr dks bl ekeys esa usr`Ro djuk pkfg,A Hkkjr og ns'k gS tgka
_Xosn ls ysdj vkt rd i;kZoj.k ds ckjs esa cgqr dqN dgk x;k gSA
vFkoZosn dk i`Foh lwä i<+dj mudks lqukb,A ge vkt ls ugÈ] gtkjksa
lky ls cksy jgs gSa & ekrk Hkwfe] iq=ks i`fFkO;k vgeA ,ELVMZe esa ikap&N%
lky igys oSKkfudksa us ;gh dgk gS fd this earth is a living system; it

is not a dead spaceship. ;g Lislf'ki ugÈ gS fd ftlesa ge pôj yxk
jgs gSaA It is a living planet. blds vanj ogh lc rRo gSa] tks ,d fyÇox
vkxZsfuTe esa gksrs gSaA tSlk esjk thou gS] oSlk gh bl IySusV dk thou gSA
bls fcYdqy vki ,d futÊo çk.kh le>dj] futÊo vkSj buVZ le>dj
blds lkFk O;ogkj er dhft,] bls pSrU;e;h eka ekudj blds lkFk
O;ogkj dhft,A vxj vki i`Foh dks viuh eka ekurs gSa] tSlk fd ge
Hkkjroklh ekurs gSa] rks fQj dksbZ viuh eka ds lkFk cykRdkj ugÈ dj
ldrkA eka dk nwèk rks fi;k tk ldrk gS] ij eka dk [kwu ugÈ fi;k tk
ldrk gSA bl if'peh ekWMy us i`Foh ds i;kZoj.k dk [kwu ihus dk ,d
'kks"k.kdkjh ekWMy fn;k gSA ge mldks udkjrs gSaA ge nqfu;k ls dguk
pkgrs gSa fd viuh ykbQ LVkby dks cnfy,A gekjh vkokt gksuh pkfg,
fd if'peh yksxksa dks viuk datI'ku de djuk pkfg,] cnyuk pkfg,A
ftu yksxksa dh mUgksaus ywV dj viuk lkjk thou;kiu fd;k gS] mldk
de ls de C;kt rks okil dj nsuk pkfg,] vxj ewy okil ugÈ dj
ldrs gSa rksA mUgsa dguk pkfg, fd vkidks igys 'kfe±nk gksuk pkfg, fd
vkius lkjh nqfu;k ij vR;kpkj fd;kA vc ;g vR;kpkj T;knk fnuksa rd
ugÈ pysxkA nqfu;k ds lk<s+ ikap fcfy;u yksx Ms<+ fefy;u yksxksa ds
f[kykQ [kM+s gks jgs gSaA tyok;q ds] i;kZoj.k ds loky us vkt ekSdk fn;k
gS fd Hkkjr mu reke cslgkjk yksxksa dk] mu reke gkgkdkj epkrs yksxksa
dk usr`Ro djsA vkidks volj feyk gSA eq>s [kq'kh gksxh ;fn çèkku ea=h
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th ogka tk,a vkSj nqfu;k ds lkeus ;g crk,a fd Hkkjr cslgkjk yksxksa dk
usr`Ro djsxkA Hkkjr lkjh nqfu;k esa bfDoVh yk,xk] Hkkjr lkjh nqfu;k ds
yksxksa dks ,d jht+uscy ySoy vkWQ fMxfuQkbM ,sfXt+lVSal ds fy, jkLrs
fn[kk,xkA eq>s [kq'kh gksxh] ge mlesa vkidk lkFk nsaA ysfdu ;fn vkius
MSoyieSaVy ekWMy dk ogh jkx vykik vkSj vki mUgÈ ds lkFk pyrs jgs
vkSj mlh esa dqN lqèkkj djrs jgs] rks dqN ugÈ gksxkA

eq>s vkils ,d vkSj ckr O;fäxr dguh gSA eq>s ;g crk;k x;k gS
fd vkius vejhdk esa fdlh Hkk"k.k esa ;g dgk Fkk fd Yankees go home

but take us with you. vxj ;g lp gS rks eq>s 'keZ gS] vxj ;g xyr
gS rks eSa lquuk pkgwaxkA ;kadh vius ns'k tk,a] eq>s dksbZ vkifŸk ugÈ gSA
os nqfu;k esa dgÈ Hkh tk,a] exj vki muds lkFk er tkb,A bl foHkhf"kdk
dks ykus okyksa ds lkFk vki vius dks er tksfM+,] vki Hkkjr ds lkFk
jfg,] vki muds lkFk er tkb,A

bruk dgdj eSa viuk oäO; lekIr djrk gwaA

n

dksisugsxu esa ?kkVs dk lkSnk

& czãk psykuh

dksisugsxu esa tyok;q ifjorZu ij nqfu;k Hkj ds ns'kksa dh okrkZ
dkcZu mRltZu ?kVkus ds fy, egRokdka{kh vkSj dkuwuh :i ls ckè;dkjh
dk;Z;kstuk rS;kj ugÈ dj ikbZ gS] fdarq blls dqN egRoiw.kZ gkfly gqvk
gSA bl okrkZ us phu] Hkkjr] czkthy vkSj nf{k.k vÝhdk ls tyok;q ladV
dk gy fudkyus ds ,d vax ds :i esa jktuhfrd opuc)rk ys yh gS
vkSj bl çdkj ml tyok;q ifjorZu O;oLFkk dk dk;kiyV gks x;k gS]
ftlds rgr dkcZu mRltZu ?kVkus dk Hkkj iwjh rjg fodflr ns'kksa ij
FkkA Hkfo"; esa varjjk"Vªh; okrkZ,a bu jktuhfrd opuc)rkvksa ds vkèkkj
ij gksaxhA orZeku O;oLFkk ds nks LraHk 1997 D;ksVks çksVksdky vkSj 1992
la;qä jk"Vª tyok;q ifjorZu lEesyu vc vfèkd egRoiw.kZ ugÈ jg x,
gSaA

dksisugsxu esa vesfjdh jk"Vªifr cjkd vksckek dh 13 ?kaVksa dh okrkZ
vesfjdk ds fy, nksgjh lQyrk ykbZ gSA lcls igyh rks ;g fd foÜo
dh ek= 4-5 çfr'kr vkcknh okyk tks ns'k 22 çfr'kr dkcZu mRltZu ds
fy, ftEesnkj gS og fdlh Hkh çdkj dh ckè;dkjh opuc)rk ls cp x;k
gSA nwljk ;g fd vksckek u dsoy phu] czkthy vkSj nf{k.k vÝhdk] cfYd
Hkkjr tSls dkQh xjhc ns'k dks Hkh opuc)rk ds nk;js esa [kÈp yk, gSa]
ftlds dkcZu mRltZu dk Lrj fdlh Hkh egRoiw.kZ fodkl'kkyh ns'k ls
Hkh cgqr de gSA ubZ O;oLFkk ds rgr Hkkjr dks jk"Vªh; mRltZu dVkSrh
ij varjjk"Vªh; fuxjkuh ra= dk fgLlk cuuk gksxkA ljy 'kCnksa esa dgk
tk, rks dksisugsxu esa u;k varjjk"Vªh; çksVksdky fuèkkZfjr ugÈ gqvk]
cfYd blds foijhr fo|eku tyok;q ifjorZu O;oLFkk dks iqufuZèkkZfjr
fd;k x;kA dksisugsxu le>kSrs esa ubZ 'kj~rZs 'kkfey dh xbZ gSaA fodflr
ns'kksa ds fy, ;g lQyrk dk çrhd gSA dksisugsxu lafèk esa okrkoj.k esa
xzhugkml xSlksa ds cuus esa cM+k ;ksxnku nsus okys ns'kksa ;k çfr O;fä
mRltZu Lrj ds fuèkkZj.k esa mís';ijd ekunaM fuèkkZfjr djus dk tjk Hkh
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lanHkZ ugÈ vk;kA Hkkjr ds fy, bl lafèk dk vk'k; eksyHkko dh {kerk
dh dwVuhfrd {kfr gSA Hkkjr tyok;q ifjorZu ds fy, vkfFkZd cks> mBkus
ds fy, rS;kj gks x;k gS] tcfd djksM+ksa Hkkjrh; csgn xjhch esa th jgs gSa
vkSj buds ikl cqfu;knh lqfoèkk,a rd ugÈ gSaA èkuh ns'kksa us varfje le>kSrs
ds rgr oafpr ns'kksa ds lkFk dkcZu dVkSrh dk Hkkj lk>k djds tyok;q
ifjorZu ds vU;k;iw.kZ ;qx ds }kj [kksy fn, gSaA ftl çdkj ikap ijek.kq
gfFk;kj laié ns'kksa us viuh Js"Brk dk;e j[kus ds fy, 1970 esa ijek.kq
vçlkj lafèk dj yh Fkh mlh çdkj tks ns'k tYnh vehj cu x, gSa os
i;kZoj.k {kfr vkSj vfèkd dkcZu mRltZu dh viuh fojklr ds ckotwn
u, tyok;q ;qx esa viuh fo'ks"k fLFkfr dks cuk, j[kuk pkgrs gSaA

èkuh ns'k 1992 esa la;qä jk"Vª tyok;q ifjorZu :ijs[kk lEesyu vkSj
D;ksVks çksVksdksy }kjk fuèkkZfjr viuh i`Fkd ftEesnkjh ls cpuk pkgrs gSaA
blds lkFk gh os ekafVª;y çksVksdky vkSj ekfLVªp lafèk tSls dbZ vU;
le>kSrksa ds ekè;e ls varjjk"Vªh; dkuwu esa cnyko djrs jgrs gSaA D;ksVks
çksVksdky dk y{; gS& dkcZu mRltZu esa 1990 ds Lrj ls ek= lkr
çfr'kr dVkSrh dh djukA viuh ftEesnkjh ls cpus ds fy, èkuh ns'kksa us
cgkuk <wa<k gqvk gS fd tc rd fodkl'khy ns'k Hkh mRltZu de djus
ij jkth ugÈ gksaxs rc rd oSfÜod rkieku esa deh ugÈ ykbZ tk ldrhA
;g egt Vkax&f[kapkbZ dk ,d lqfoèkktud cgkuk gSA bls ifÜpe esa
QSyh bl èkkj.kk ls le>k tk ldrk gS fd tyok;q ladV dk vfèkd Hkkj
fodkl'khy ns'kksa ij iM+uk pkfg,A dkcZu mRltZu esa dVkSrh ds fy, èkuh
ns'kksa dks vius vkfFkZd fodkl dh xfr de ugÈ djuh pkfg,] D;ksafd os
mHkjrh gqbZ vFkZO;oLFkkvksa ls feyus okyh xaHkhj pqukSrh dk lkeuk dj jgs
gSaA

dksisugsxu us ;g Mj c<+k fn;k gS fd 1992 ds le>kSrs vkSj D;ksVks
çksVksdksy esa la'kksèku dj èkuh ns'k ubZ O;oLFkk ds rgr ykHk dh fLFkfr
dks cuk, j[kus esa dke;kc gks tk,axsA ubZ O;oLFkk laié vkSj oafpr ns'kksa
dh [kkbZ vkSj pkSM+h dj nsxh vkSj tyok;q ifjorZu ij vçlkj lafèk ns[kus
dks fey ldrh gSA dksisugsxu lafèk ds ewy esa u, fdLe dk eksyHkko
fn[kkbZ ns jgk gSA okLro esa] vius vxys çeq[k varjjk"Vªh; dne ds rkSj
ij vksckek ijek.kq vçlkj lafèk dks etcwr djus ds fy, vçSy esa ,d
lEesyu vk;ksftr djus tk jgs gSaA

rqyukRed 'krkZs ij egRoiw.kZ igyw ;g gS fd 'kfä'kkyh f[kykM+h
dkuwuh ckè;rkvksa esa gsjQsj djds ijek.kq vçlkj lafèk Fkksiuk pkgrs gSaA

blfy, çeq[k fl)kar gS&,uihVh voèkkj.kk dh lqj{kk djks] bldk
vuqeksnu djks vkSj bls etcwr djks] fdarq tyok;q fl)karksa esa uohuhdj.k
djks] iqufuZèkkZj.k djks vkSj tyok;q ifjorZu ifjǹ'; esa lqèkkj ykvksA nwljs
'kCnksa esa] ,uihVh fl)kar dks vdkVî ?kksf"kr fd;k tk jgk gS] ftlesa
fdlh Hkh çdkj dk la'kksèku vkSj NsM+NkM+ ugÈ dh tk ldrh] tcfd
dksisugsxu lafèk dks tyok;q ifjorZu fl)karksa ds dk;kiyV dh fodklijd
çfØ;k ds :i esa n'kkZ;k tk jgk gSA ;g ns[krs gq, fd ,uihVh fl)kar
tyok;q ifjorZu fl)kar ls ,d&Ms<+ ih<+h iqjkuk gS] ;g dgk tk ldrk
gS fd vxj uohuhdj.k dh vko';drk gS rks og iqjkus fl)kar ds fy,
gh gSA

;g vkÜp;Ztud gS fd ukfHkdh; vçlkj lafèk ds fy, Hkkjh dher
pqdkus ds ckn Hkkjr vc u, tyok;q ifjorZu fl)kar dh dher pqdkus
ds fy, Hkh rS;kj gks x;k gSA blds foijhr ,uihVh dh rjg gh tyok;q
ifjorZu esa phu us viuh rkdr dks c<+kus ds ckn le>kSrk fd;k gSA
vkf[kjdkj] foÜo ds lcls cM+s çnw"kd ds rkSj ij phu Hkkjr ds ctk;
vesfjdk ds vfèkd djhc gSA okLro esa Hkkjr us ,d ,sls ns'k ds lkFk leku
y{; fuèkkZfjr fd;k gS] ftldk çfr O;fä mRltZu Hkkjr dh rqyuk esa
djhc ikap xquk vfèkd gS] blls chftax ds xjhc ns'kksa ij vkJ; ds ç;klksa
dh gh iqf"V gksrh gSA

;|fi fdlh Hkh rjg ds tyok;q fl)kar ls ckgj Hkh dkQh dqN
fd;k tk ldrk gS] fdarq fujk'kktud gS fd çnw"k.k QSykus okys lcls cM+s
ns'k viuh rjQ ls dqN Hkh djus esa fgpdrs gSaA ÅtkZ [kir dks gh ysa]
ftlls ykHk dh ,d&pkSFkkbZ fLFkfr gkFk ls fudy tkrh gSA tkiku dh
rqyuk esa vesfjdk esa çfr O;fä dkcZu mRltZu yxHkx nksxquk gS] tcfd
nksuksa ns'kksa dh çfr O;fä vk; yxHkx cjkcj gSA vesfjdk ds dSfyQksfuZ;k
esa çfr O;fä ÅtkZ [kir 1974 ls fLFkj gS] tcfd bl nkSjku iwjs vesfjdk
esa çfr O;fä ÅtkZ [kir 50 çfr'kr c<+ xbZ gSA dksisugsxu us fn[kk fn;k
gS fd tyok;q ifjorZu dsoy foKku dk fo"k; gh ugÈ gS] blds nk;js
esa Hkwjktuhfr Hkh vkrh gS vkSj Hkwjktuhfr esa èkucy vkSj ckgqcy okys csgrj
çn'kZu dj ikrs gSaA

¼ys[kd lkefjd ekeyksa ds fo'ks"kK gSa½

n
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