Al Gore, “Moving Beyond Kyoto” - Does he mean C&C or not?
As Satchmo told Danny Kaye about Joseph Haydn, “well let’im c’mout.”

So - citing the bill of rights, Gore’s international model of engagement is stated thus:
“ . .. .we should demand that the United States join an international treaty within
the next two years that cuts global warming pollution by 90 percent in developed
countries and by more than half worldwide in time for the next generation to inherit a
healthy Earth.” So, at last - this is C&C: but is it? It is not stated.

Well what is the ‘methodology’ whereby this treaty formulation is calculated? The
Contraction and Convergence (C&C) model is in effect a bill of rights — equal under
the limits that save us and using the C&C model, the graphic below plots Gore’s 90%
cut in the developed countries in the same period that there is a global reduction of
50% under a ppm concentration limit and source:sink ratio that might yet save us.
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Is this Contraction and Convergence (C&C) or not? [Encouraging hint - you are do-
ing better than the UK Government]. In fact Al Gore says many good and necessary
things. However, when previously asked about C&C he said, “I don’t buy it!” OK, so
if he doesn’t’, does what he calls for in the international treaty mean something differ-
ent and something different from what is shown in the graphic? If it is not C&C that he
buys, what is it?

Gore writes fascinating polemics entitled, “The Assault on Reason.” In the editorial
in the New York Times [see the end] he writes, “The United States and the American
people have provided moral leadership for the world. Establishing the Bill of Rights,
framing democracy in the Constitution, defeating fascism in World War 11, toppling
Communism and landing on the moon — all were the result of American leadership.”

This is heady stuff, yet how is it that his rejection of C&C has not actually become part of the
assault on reason? And this assault must have reason, yet this reason is never stated. More-
over, his ‘different’ climate treaty formulation must have a reason but it isn’t stated either.

So while he condemns the assault on reason, he espouses it by remaining with the assault
on C&C and without providing an alternative explanation. Is he just selling more leadership
by rhetoric without reason? Why is he hidin’? Let'im c’mout!

Leadership this ain’t. Life under limits but without reason is already becoming very unreason-
able and it is worsening. Historic grievances are already measurably aggravated by climate
change and the worsening global upstairs downstairs lessens the chances of agreement.



Mr Gore could consider that the 90% cut by the Developed Countries he calls for should be
achieved sooner in the timeframe of the 50% cut globally that is the reciprocal. This would be
politically more attractive to the Developing Countries now included by logic in the global car-
bon market that he also urges for the next treaty. Accelerating convergence would be seen to
account a little more intelligently for the issue of ‘historic responsibilities for emissions’, around
which issue so much obstruction to progress has now accumulated. For example, intelligently
using and citing C&C, the Greater London Authority now calls for full convergence in the same
global contraction integral by 2030. In this case the arithmetic looks like this: -
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C&C is a reasonable and numerate way of calculating for consensus and global agreement.
To help this, numerous permutations of C&C under different stabilisation scenarios with dif-
ferent rates of convergence [printed images from the APPGCC DVD] are downloadable: -

http://www.gci.org.uk/APGCC/test_booklet.pdf

C&C itself [as a whole] is the ‘numeraire’ or the relevant unit of measurement. It was
conceived in the defence of reason, civilization and survival. Al Gore will have matured
when he goes to this beyond mere words and numbers full of wonder. He doesn’t have
to ‘buy-it’ - it has been freely available to him and anyone else for well over ten years
free of cost. He’s said what he counts for and just needs to say what he counts with.

His contribution has improved since he monkey-wrenched the Kyoto Protocol in 1997. At that
time he demanded the EC halve its commitments just to get him into the negotiating room.
This was to make a deal that, because it excluded developing countries, was dead-on-de-
parture as far as the US Senate was concerned. C&C overcame that and was live at COP-3.
Gore knew all this then and kept his head down. It is still true now. If he wants to talk and
act tough now and invoke the bill of rights, good. However, to defy the assault on reason with
your books, while defending the assault upon it with the avoidance of the obvious, incontest-
able and the unavoidably numerate C&C content of what he morally espouses [in the name
of the bill of rights, not-to-mention deal with his ‘planetary emergency’ of which he says we
should be terrified] seems faintly delusional; or was it just ‘inconvenient’?

I do know that the Chairman of the UK All-Party Parliamentary Group on Climate Change gave
a copy of the APPGCC C&C DVD [“The Incontestable Truth] to Al Gore when he came to ‘recruit
trainees’ at event hosted by the Cambridge Programme for Industry earlier this year. What hap-
pened? “The great man paled and changed the subject.” Gore also went to the management to
urge that the journalist from the Sunday Independent be removed because that journalist had
been at Kyoto, had witnessed Gore’s performance then and wanted to talk about it!


http://www.gci.org.uk/APGCC/test_booklet.pdf

Gore’s — very useful — Live Earth speech follows here: -

WE — the human species — have arrived at a moment of decision. It is unprecedent-
ed and even laughable for us to imagine that we could actually make a conscious
choice as a species, but that is nevertheless the challenge that is before us.

Our home — Earth — is in danger. What is at risk of being destroyed is not the planet
itself, but the conditions that have made it hospitable for human beings.

Without realizing the consequences of our actions, we have begun to put so much
carbon dioxide into the thin shell of air surrounding our world that we have literally
changed the heat balance between Earth and the Sun. If we don’t stop doing this
pretty quickly, the average temperature will increase to levels humans have never
known and put an end to the favorable climate balance on which our civilization de-
pends.

In the last 150 years, in an accelerating frenzy, we have been removing increas-
ing quantities of carbon from the ground — mainly in the form of coal and oil — and
burning it in ways that dump 70 million tons of CO2 every 24 hours into the Earth’s
atmosphere.

The concentrations of CO2 — having never risen above 300 parts per million for at
least a million years — have been driven from 280 parts per million at the beginning
of the coal boom to 383 parts per million this year.

As a direct result, many scientists are now warning that we are moving closer to sev-
eral “tipping points” that could — within 10 years — make it impossible for us to avoid
irretrievable damage to the planet’s habitability for human civilization.

Just in the last few months, new studies have shown that the north polar ice cap —
which helps the planet cool itself — is melting nearly three times faster than the most
pessimistic computer models predicted. Unless we take action, summer ice could be
completely gone in as little as 35 years. Similarly, at the other end of the planet, near
the South Pole, scientists have found new evidence of snow melting in West Antarc-
tica across an area as large as California.

This is not a political issue. This is a moral issue, one that affects the survival of hu-
man civilization. It is not a question of left versus right; it is a question of right versus
wrong. Put simply, it is wrong to destroy the habitability of our planet and ruin the
prospects of every generation that follows ours.

On Sept. 21, 1987, President Ronald Reagan said, “In our obsession with antagonisms
of the moment, we often forget how much unites all the members of humanity. Per-
haps we need some outside, universal threat to recognize this common bond. | oc-
casionally think how quickly our differences would vanish if we were facing an alien
threat from outside this world.”

We — all of us — now face a universal threat. Though it is not from outside this world,
it is nevertheless cosmic in scale.

Consider this tale of two planets. Earth and Venus are almost exactly the same size,
and have almost exactly the same amount of carbon. The difference is that most of
the carbon on Earth is in the ground — having been deposited there by various forms
of life over the last 600 million years — and most of the carbon on Venus is in the
atmosphere.

As a result, while the average temperature on Earth is a pleasant 59 degrees, the av-
erage temperature on Venus is 867 degrees. True, Venus is closer to the Sun than we
are, but the fault is not in our star; Venus is three times hotter on average than Mer-
cury, which is right next to the Sun. It's the carbon dioxide.



This threat also requires us, in Reagan’s phrase, to unite in recognition of our com-
mon bond.

Next Saturday, on all seven continents, the Live Earth concert will ask for the atten-
tion of humankind to begin a three-year campaign to make everyone on our planet
aware of how we can solve the climate crisis in time to avoid catastrophe. Individu-
als must be a part of the solution. In the words of Buckminster Fuller, “If the success
or failure of this planet, and of human beings, depended on how | am and what | do,
how would | be? What would | do?”

Live Earth will offer an answer to this question by asking everyone who attends or lis-
tens to the concerts to sign a personal pledge to take specific steps to combat climate
change. (More details about the pledge are available at algore.com.)

But individual action will also have to shape and drive government action. Here Amer-
icans have a special responsibility. Throughout most of our short history, the United
States and the American people have provided moral leadership for the world. Estab-
lishing the Bill of Rights, framing democracy in the Constitution, defeating fascism in
World War 11, toppling Communism and landing on the moon — all were the result of
American leadership.

Once again, Americans must come together and direct our government to take on a
global challenge. American leadership is a precondition for success.

To this end, we should demand that the United States join an international treaty
within the next two years that cuts global warming pollution by 90 percent in devel-
oped countries and by more than half worldwide in time for the next generation to
inherit a healthy Earth.

This treaty would mark a new effort. | am proud of my role during the Clinton admin-
istration in negotiating the Kyoto protocol. But I believe that the protocol has been so
demonized in the United States that it probably cannot be ratified here — much in the
way the Carter administration was prevented from winning ratification of an expanded
strategic arms limitation treaty in 1979. Moreover, the negotiations will soon begin on
a tougher climate treaty.

Therefore, just as President Reagan renamed and modified the SALT agreement (call-
ing it Start), after belatedly recognizing the need for it, our next president must im-
mediately focus on quickly concluding a new and even tougher climate change pact.
We should aim to complete this global treaty by the end of 2009 — and not wait until
2012 as currently planned.

If by the beginning of 2009, the United States already has in place a domestic regime
to reduce global warming pollution, I have no doubt that when we give industry a
goal and the tools and flexibility to sharply reduce carbon emissions, we can complete
and ratify a new treaty quickly. It is, after all, a planetary emergency.

A new treaty will still have differentiated commitments, of course; countries will be
asked to meet different requirements based upon their historical share or contribution
to the problem and their relative ability to carry the burden of change. This precedent
is well established in international law, and there is no other way to do it.

There are some who will try to pervert this precedent and use xenophobia or nativist
arguments to say that every country should be held to the same standard. But should
countries with one-fifth our gross domestic product — countries that contributed al-
most nothing in the past to the creation of this crisis — really carry the same load as
the United States? Are we so scared of this challenge that we cannot lead?

Our children have a right to hold us to a higher standard when their future — indeed,
the future of all human civilization — is hanging in the balance. They deserve better



than a government that censors the best scientific evidence and harasses honest sci-
entists who try to warn us about looming catastrophe. They deserve better than poli-
ticians who sit on their hands and do nothing to confront the greatest challenge that
humankind has ever faced — even as the danger bears down on us.

We should focus instead on the opportunities that are part of this challenge. Certainly,
there will be new jobs and new profits as corporations move aggressively to capture
the enormous economic opportunities offered by a clean energy future.

But there’s something even more precious to be gained if we do the right thing. The
climate crisis offers us the chance to experience what few generations in history have
had the privilege of experiencing: a generational mission; a compelling moral pur-
pose; a shared cause; and the thrill of being forced by circumstances to put aside the
pettiness and conflict of politics and to embrace a genuine moral and spiritual chal-
lenge.

Al Gore, vice president from 1993 to 2001, is the chairman of the Alliance for Climate
Protection. He is the author, most recently, of “The Assault on Reason.”
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