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			Introduction

			A few weeks before the 21st Climate Change Conference (COP 211) in Paris, this book makes the uncompromising observation that we are all climate skeptics.

			Of course, we are different from Claude Allègre and the traditional climate skeptics because we recognize the causes and consequences of global warming. We are well aware that the source of the problem comes from human activity and we also clearly identify the consequences, such as recurrent extreme weather events, the melting of the ice cap or the tens of millions of climate refugees every year around the world. Yet, knowingly, we refuse to change our production and consumption patterns. No matter how many conferences and alarming reports there are, no matter if they come from the IPCC, the UN or the World Bank, we refuse to consider this reality. This climate denial is a new form of climate skepticism, one that consists in recognizing global warming as a fact, without acting accordingly.

			This observation is visible at different levels. It can be seen in the inability of our governments to reach agreement when all the indicators are red. It is visible in the energy we consume, which is still more than 80% polluting. It is in our measurement indicators which only take into account market production without taking into account pollution and the destruction of natural resources. It is also in the hundreds of free trade agreements, active or in the process of being signed, which promote the exchange of goods throughout the world without the slightest clause on the climate.

			How much longer can we remain locked in this hypocritical posture that consists of constantly subtracting the climate constraint from our decisions so as not to have to question our economic model? Can we, for example, on the one hand debate the exploitation of shale gas and on the other promote the fight against global warming? Can we still rejoice in having oil reserves for more than a hundred years when extracting more than a third of them would be dramatic for the climate? Can we promote trade in the world through free trade treaties when CO2 emissions must fall in the next five years to meet the 2°C target2 ? Or can we still talk about economic growth when it leads to the loss of a large forest area? In view of the climate challenge that awaits us, the answer to these questions should be negative; unfortunately, it is still positive today. It is this denial that we denounce.

			The aim of this text is to expose this climate hypocrisy so that each of us, with our means, can put pressure on political leaders to change things. Numerous associations, thousands of citizens and even some companies are already engaged in this fight and we hope that this book will bring them additional arguments. Because, as we show in the last chapter, global warming is not inevitable and we have the means to take up this challenge. Another way exists, it is really just a question of choice.

			 

			 

			

			
				
					1. See keywords at the end of the book.

				

				
					2. Limiting global warming to 2°C compared to the pre-industrial era (before 1850) is an objective set by the States at the COP 15 in Copenhagen. According to scientists, 2°C is a threshold that must not be exceeded in order to avoid disastrous consequences for humanity.

				

			

		

	
		
			Climate change: between scientific consensus and lack of political action

			The scientific consensus on climate change is no longer in doubt. The urgency of climate change is now undeniable. The global warming of the atmosphere - by 0.89°C between 1901 and 20123 - is already having adverse effects on people and economic activities around the world, and these effects are likely to worsen significantly in the coming years if we do nothing. As the latest IPCC report4 indicates, there is more than 95% certainty that climate change is anthropogenic, i.e., caused by human activities. It also tells us that the world’s atmosphere will warm by an average of at least 4°C compared to the pre-industrial era if we do not act immediately to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions.

			Climate change appears to some as a distant problem, both geographically and temporally. Nothing could be further from the truth. The main physical consequences of climate change are already perceptible, such as the increase in the frequency and intensity of extreme weather events5 (storms, floods, heat waves...), the rise in sea level (already 0.19 meters since 1900) and the melting of the ice cap at a remarkable speed.

			Nor should we believe that industrialized countries like ours, are (or will be) spared the consequences of climate change. The year 2014 was the hottest in history, as much in France as for the planet as a whole. France had an exceptional year in terms of natural disasters. The floods in the Hérault region at the end of September 2014, when the equivalent of six months of rain fell in a few hours, are just one example. The current weather conditions clearly show us that climate change is well underway and accelerating. Many economic actors are already worried about it. French farmers, especially wine growers, have taken the measure of the potential consequences on their activity. The Aquitaine region has even commissioned a report on the consequences of climate change on the wine industry by 2050.

			Beyond our borders, the consequences of climate change are already having disastrous effects on developing countries. They are at the forefront of the consequences of global warming because of their weaker capacity to adapt but also because of their geographical location. In island states such as Tuvalu, the Maldives or the Philippines, populations are already dealing with the shrinking of their coastal areas as sea levels rise. Natural disasters are particularly devastating in these countries, like what the Philippines suffered with the 2013 supertyphoon Haiyan causing the death of more than 6,000 people. Over the past seven years, an average of 26 million people have had to migrate each year due to natural disasters, more than the number of refugees from wars. In 2014, that number exceeded 40 million people.

			These effects of climate change, its human and economic costs will continue to increase if climate runaway is not avoided. In a 2012 report6 , the World Bank estimated that a world with more than 4°C would lead to a significant increase in poverty, reduced access to water and increased food insecurity. The most affected regions will also be the poorest, such as sub-Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia.

			In a December 2014 report, the United Nations Environment Programme estimated that the costs of adapting to climate change in developing countries could fluctuate between $140 billion and $300 billion per year in 2025-2030 and $280 billion to $500 billion in 20507 . These costs could be even higher if we exceed the 2°C target.

			To meet the climate challenge, strong measures are needed. To stay below the 2°C limit, scientists recommend a 50% reduction in global CO2 emissions by 2050 compared to 1990 levels, and then reaching zero emissions by 2100 at the latest. Relating CO2 emissions to a budget, humanity would be allowed to emit about 1 trillion tons of CO2 between 1850 and 2100. However, as of 2011, we have already spent 515 billion tons of carbon, or 52% of the budget. Our current emissions trajectory would therefore lead to exceeding this budget before 2035!

			Thus, it is still possible to stay below 2°C, but it will require a radical change, as quickly as possible, in our economic model and our lifestyles. The room for maneuver decreases with time. According to scientists, we need to peak our emissions before 2020 and then accelerate our reduction efforts. The problem is that, for the last ten years, they have been growing by an average of 2 to 3% each year and there is no indication in the current production systems and consumption patterns that the reversal of the trend is close. We can therefore only note the difference between, on the one hand, the accumulation of scientific knowledge on the causes and consequences of global warming and, on the other, the weak cooperation between States to fight against it.

			One only has to look at the content of the various climate conferences to see the extent of the lack of cooperation. First, the Kyoto Protocol, the first and only legally binding agreement, was not ratified by the United States, and then Canada abandoned it midway through without a single sanction being taken.

			Secondly, Japan and Europe, once considered good students in the fight against global warming, are far from being exemplary today. Japan has not committed to the second period of the Kyoto Protocol and Europe is lagging behind in the development of clean energy while having an extremely low carbon price.

			Thirdly, some industrialized countries, such as Australia and Russia, now have ambiguous (to say the least) positions regarding the fight against climate change. Emerging countries such as China, India and Brazil are claiming their “right to development” and do not wish to commit to binding targets without more effort from those historically responsible for the greenhouse effect. The same is true for developing countries. The latter insist on the responsibility of industrialized countries and demand support to ensure clean development and adaptation to the consequences of climate change.

			Finally, at the climate conferences, the way negotiations have traditionally been conducted, based on consensus (and not majority voting), has not allowed for an agreement that is equal to the challenge8. In particular, it has given way to a system that favors communications from the various countries on their voluntary objectives and the means to achieve them. But this system is not very conducive to reaching an agreement compatible with the 2°C objective because it has often allowed certain States or groups of States to reduce the ambition and speed of negotiations. For example, at COP 19 in Warsaw, while it was expected that States would submit binding targets for a future agreement at COP 21, several emerging countries managed to get the terminology adopted in the final text to be “a contribution to the agreement” rather than a “commitment9”. This type of behavior attests to the prominence given to climate issues on the agenda of some countries.

			On the issue of support for developing countries, industrialized countries are far from setting a good example. At COP 15 in Copenhagen, they committed to raising 100 billion dollars per year to finance the fight against and adaptation to climate change in the countries of the South. A Green Climate Fund was even created afterwards. However, today, only 10.14 billion dollars have been raised and the Green Fund has still not disbursed anything...

			This lack of commitment by industrialized countries is all the more shocking since, by choosing the threshold of 2°C not to be exceeded, the leaders have clearly condemned a part of the island countries. This choice was made at the COP 15 in Copenhagen when many scientists were saying that if the average temperature of the planet exceeded 1.5°C by 2100, many island countries would disappear. The definition of this type of threshold shows how much climate negotiations are in fact the expression of power relations.
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