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UNEP GEO-5 



GEO-5 conclusions 

Having chronicled the story of how our 
environment has changed since the first Earth 
Summit 20 years ago, we have before us now 
the task of preserving its viability for future 
Generations. With limited progress on 
environmental issues achieved, and few real 
“success stories” to be told, all components 
of the environment—land, water, 
biodiversity, oceans and atmosphere—
continue to degrade. 





















Drexhage - Murphy: problems of 
global sustainability 

• Implementation of the concept has not 
succeeded as many of the consensus-driven 
UN summits after Brundtland Commission 
have resulted in broad documents, policies 
and goals offering something for everything 
but avoiding concrete action.  The concept 
remains to be amorphous, to be clearly 
defined, and thus hardly  implemented. 



Drexhage - Murphy: problems of 
global sustainability 

• For 20 years the international community is still 
struggling with the development of institutions to 
implement sustainable development.  On the other 
hand, the institutions and policies already established 
have been weak and actions tend to emphasis 
symptoms of environmental degradation and not the 
underlining sources of problem.  The sources are 
found in governmental and corporate fiscal, tax, 
budget, trade, energy, agriculture and other polices 
and in the values underlining them.  Governments have 
not taken down the silos between departments to find 
complex, integrated answers. 



Drexhage - Murphy: problems of 
global sustainability 

• The concept has not been able to compete 
with neoliberal economic paradigm, 
Washington consensus, and the globalization 
paradigm.  These paradigms have advocated 
fiscal and monetary soundness, openness to 
trade and investment, financial liberation, 
privatization, deregulation and assuring 
property rights and, in general terms, 
sustaining the prospects for economic growth 
rather than the health of the ecosystems. 

 



Drexhage - Murphy: problems of 
global sustainability 

    Developed countries have not met their 
commitments to developing countries which 
has generating an atmosphere of distrust and 
both groups have also had competing agendas 
associated with sustainable development 
concept. 

  

 



Climate change negotiations 

• After Durban in December 2011: 

• The Economist: “Agreement’s terms – 
assuming they are acted upon – are unlikely to 
be sufficient to prevent a global temperature 
rise of more that 2 degrees of Celsius. They 
might easily allow a 4 degrees rise.” 





Paul Gilding, former head of 
Greenpeace: 

    “When I attended the Earth Summit+5 review in 
New York in 1997, a special UN General Assembly 
meeting, world leaders got up one after other 
and gave speeches on how appalling it was that 
so little progress has been made in the five years 
since the 1992 Rio Earth Summit. It was a strange 
thing to witness, as the most powerful people in 
the world gathered but then behaved as if they 
were observers of the process and had little 
power to influence it.  Five years later in 2002, 
the whole process occurred in Johannesburg at 
the Earth Summit 2002.” 



Conclusions on intergovernmental 
action  

• High-level attendance: at worse this "political stage 
show" could be seen as a symbolic replacement of real 
action for a collective excuse of not achieving much of 
anything really serious in international negotiations. 

•   Strongly-defended national interests have continued 
to dominate the bargaining universe. The persistent 
mindset of fighting for perceived national interests, or 
for the interests of particular coalitions of states, has 
lead to "common denominator approach" in 
negotiations guaranteeing weak agreements and 
commitments as well as their implementation. 

 



Conclusions on intergovernmental 
action 

• Collectively speaking, the priority of states both in the 
domestic policy and in the positions they have taken in 
global negotiations has been to safeguard their own 
perceived economic interests as dictated 1) by the 
neoliberal economic paradigm in the developed countries 
as well 2) a sustainable development paradigm in the 
developing countries. 

•   In practice both paradigms have striven for the necessity 
of guaranteeing maximum economic growth.  The 
combined effect of the paradigms of both North and South 
has so far always overshadowed the "ecological 
paradigm", namely the necessity on agreeing on desirable 
targets to respect environmental limits and arranging 
funding for their implementation.  
 



Conclusions on intergovernmental 
action 

 

• Targets and commitments are important and indeed 
backed by science---most states recognize---but 
agreeing on them or carrying them out have to be 
postponed as they are deemed to be  too expensive, 
at least at the moment.  

•  True, some symbolic and some substantive 
achievements could be reported.  But they have not 
improved but marginally the physical and human 
environment.   

• Would the Rio plus 20 change the above patterns? 

 

 



• After the Doomsday Clock was moved in January 2012 back one 
minute, now 5 minutes to midnight – from nuclear holocaust to 
environmental holocaust: 

• “The global community may be near a point of no return in efforts 
to prevent catastrophe from changes in Earth’s atmosphere.  The 
International Energy Agency projects that, unless societies begin 
building alternatives to carbon-emitting energy technologies over 
the next five years, the world is doomed to a warmer climate, 
harsher weather, droughts, famine, water scarcity, rising sea 
levels, loss of island nations, and increasing ocean acidification.”   

• “Since fossil-fuel burning power plants and infrastructure built in 
2012-2020 will produce energy—and emissions—for 40 to 50 years, 
the actions taken in the next few years will set us on a path that 
will be impossible to redirect.  Even if policy leaders decide in the 
future to reduce reliance on carbon-emitting technologies, it will be 
too late.” 
 

Allison Macfarlane, chair of BAS’ 
Science and Security Board :  



Solutions – Randers & Gilding: 

• Cut deforestation and logging by 50 percent; 
• Close 1000 dirty goal power plans within 5 years; 
• Erect a wind turbine and solar plan in every town; 
• Create huge wind and solar farms in suitable 

deserts; 
• Ration use of dirty cars to cut transportation 

emissions by 50 percent; 
• Strand half of the world's aircraft; 
• Introduce carbon tax of US$ 100 per ton of CO2. 
• A dozen of other measures  

 



Organizational solution by Randers & 
Gilding 

•  Create a "Climate War Command" controlled by 
those countries participating in the war. [more or less 
present G-20] Combine expertise and the lessons of 
institutions like the IMF (for professional advice on 
macroeconomics), IPCC (for advice on climate issues) 
and various multinational-military commands. The 
Climate War Command would have a variety of 
powers including the authority to ensure that funds 
are distributed according to a harmonized global 
strategy, and to impose equivalent tariffs on imports 
from countries that don't agree to the tax. 

 



A new organizational solution, part I 

•  I think we need a peace strategy, not a war 
strategy to “save the world” 

• Once the severity of the global crisis is 
accepted worldwide, a second review 
conference of the UN Charter should be 
called for to start a democratic and inclusive 
process to understand all aspects the crisis 
and to seek organizational innovations and 
processes to solve it. 



A new organizational solution, part II 

•  to be fully prepared for a massive global crisis, the world needs a 
new kind of institution. It could be best described as a network of 
regional and local centers as well as a global coordination unit to 
be established close to the UN in New York. 

•  Together the regional and local centers and their coordination unit, 
a global center, could be called a Global Crisis Network (or a 
Network for short). Its main task would be the coordination of local 
and regional initiatives with global policies and catalyzing necessary 
action. 

•  While the Network should be based on regional and local centers 
and their own networks – whether physical or virtual---its New York 
coordination center should also act as a crisis center, an 
operations room and a think tank, all at the same time --- a very 
ambitious but still manageable project if there is enough political 
will and resources to institute the proposed structure. 



Conclusions 

• - the globe is soon hitting its limits, or has done already so, 
as the policies of governments and corporations have not 
changed much over the last decades 

• - early warning was given already some 40 years ago e.g. 
in the “The Limits to Growth” study presented to the Club 
of Rome and recent scholarly articles have reassessed that 
its projections were largely accurate 

• - some scholars are pessimistic, like James Lovelock, that no 
major policy change will come - and some are hopeful like 
Paul Gilding but in his view we need a Pearl Harbor 
moment, an event of the magnitude of Hitler's invasion to 
Poland to really awaken the humanity to the severity of the 
crisis 
 



Conclusions 

• - I believe the youth – the real victims of future crises  - 
and  using the social media will be the key ; “Occupy the 
Wall Street” movement changed the presidential debate in 
the US in a matter of weeks – things can really change 
quickly 
 

• - Occupy the Wall Street and similar social movements 
should in my view refocus their ideology to the survival of 
the human race 
 
 

• -Initiating green projects at the grass root level is also 
essential as well as networking throughout the world 
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