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ABSTRACT 
The carbon market and Clean Development Mechanism projects are dubious 
ways Pretoria aims to mitigage emissions. One problem is the ‘additionality’ 
dilemma, of what kinds of emissions reductions are considered legitimate. This 
leads to concerns about market failure and human corruption in carbon trading, 
in a context of self-reporting by industry and doubts over the accuracy of 
emissions measurement. The essential question that is being posed by South 
Africa’s intensive greenhouse gas emissions and carbon trading is: Has 
pollution-free air become a private commodity? 
 
*** 
 
Consider the past six months of activites in climate change mitigation. Just as 
global awareness about climate change emerged, the South African government 
sent ever stronger signals that it would back the status quo: 

 
• September 11, 2006, Somerset West (Western Cape): Speaking to the UN 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, South African Minister of 
Environmental Affairs and Tourism Marthinus van Schalkwyk rates CDM 
promotion second in his three priorities for the upcoming Nairobi 
Conference of Parties meeting (between more adaptation funding and 
tougher targets for Kyoto): ‘The 17 CDM projects in the pipeline in Sub-
Sahara Africa account for only 1,7 per cent of the total of 990 projects 
worldwide. To build faith in the carbon market and to ensure that everyone 
shares in its benefits, we must address the obstacles that African countries 
face.’ 
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• October 5, 2006, Monterrey: In the wake of the July 2006 G8 summit in 
St.Petersburg which ignored climate change, the group’s energy ministers 
plus twelve other major polluters meet in Mexico. Again there are no 
results, and as the BBC reports, hopes that the US Department of Energy 
would consider mandatory CO2 caps for businesses were dashed because 
‘the White House Council on Environmental Quality (a hard-line group of 
advisers with close links to the US oil industry) have ruled that out.’ Russia 
does not bother attending. 

• October 30, 2006, London: The British government releases The Stern Review: 
The Economics of Climate Change, which estimates climate change costs of 5-
20% of global GDP at current warming rates. Stern calls for demand-
reduction of emissions-intensive products, energy efficiency, avoiding 
deforestation and new low-carbon technology, and insists that carbon 
trading has a key role. 

• 15 November 2006, New York: The Oxford American Dictionary announces 
the term ‘carbon neutral’ (first used in 1991) is the ‘word of the year’ for 
2006, even though some offsets such as tree plantations cause enormous 
ecological damage and many other offsets are being unveiled as 
illegitimate. 

• 17 November, 2006, Nairobi: The twelfth United Nations climate change 
Conference of Parties (COP) ends. After eleven days of work there is still no 
timetable for post-Kyoto Protocol negotiations or reductions. Nairobi 
delegates and even many NGOs such as Oxfam adopt an uncritical 
perspective on carbon trading, and a new Adaptation Fund is established 
but with resources reliant upon CDM revenues. Activists from the Gaia 
Foundation, Global Forest Coalition, Global Justice Ecology Project, Large 
Scale Biofuels Action Group, the STOP GE Trees Campaign and World 
Rainforest Movement condemn the COP’s move to biofuels and GE timber 
technology which are being promoted through the CDM. 

• 22 November 2006, Johannesburg: Van Schalkwyk writes in Business Day 
newspaper that South Africa achieved its key Nairobi objectives, including 
kick-starting the CDM in Africa, and welcomes UN support for more 
‘equitable distribution of CDM projects’ given that only 1.5% of projects are 
planned for Sub-Saharan Africa. He concludes that this work ‘sends a clear 
signal to carbon markets of our common resolve to secure the future of the 
Kyoto regime’. 

• 24 November, 2006, Pretoria: The largest industrial subsidies in African 
history are confirmed at the Coega export processing zone near Port 
Elizabeth. Alcan will build a $2.7 billion aluminium smelter thanks to vast 
electricity subsidies from Eskom. The following week, University of Cape 
Town’s environmental studies professor Richard Fuggle attacks the CO2 
emissions associated with the Coega deal in his retirement speech, 
describing van Schalkwyk as a ‘political lightweight’ who is ‘unable to 



press for environmental considerations to take precedence of 
“development”‘. 

• 6 December, 2006, Pretoria and Canberra: Van Schalkwyk and his 
Australian counterpart, Ian Campbell from the conservative Howard, 
government sign a cooperation agreement to ‘identify, develop and 
implement a program of joint activities designed to deliver practical 
outcomes of mutual benefit’ – which has the effect of lining South Africa up 
as an ally with one of the regimes most opposed to climate change action. 

• 15 December, 2006, Washington, DC: The World Bank (2006) proudly 
announces that, aided by its Prototype Carbon Fund, the carbon trading 
market ‘rose from about 13 million tons of CO2-equivalent in 2001 to 704 
million tons in 2005, when its value totaled $11 billion. The value of the 
market continues to rise - it was $7.5 billion in the first quarter of 2006 
alone.’ 

• 27 January, 2007, London: The Independent newspaper reported the Blair 
government’s failure to fund the G8’s allegedly ‘carbon neutral’ summit in 
Gleneagles (in July 2005) through a grant to the first United Nations gold 
standard project, the Kuyasa energy-efficient house retrofitting scheme in 
Khayelitsha township, Cape Town. According to the newspaper: 

Two years on, Britain’s £100,000 remains in the Treasury while the 
Kuyasa project struggles to get off the ground. ‘It was very nice 
politically for the British Government to say “We’ve done this”, but 
they haven’t actually done anything yet,’ said Stefan Raubenheimer, 
chief executive of South South North, a development agency involved 
in the project. ‘They were seduced by the political kudos.’ 
 The merits of carbon offsetting are increasingly being questioned 
by environmental experts. Critics argue governments, companies, 
even individuals, can pay for someone else to reduce their carbon 
emissions while doing nothing to cut their own carbon footprint. But 
as the problems faced by the Kuyasa project have now proved, it is not 
as straightforward as it may appear.  
 The British Government has frequently highlighted the ‘carbon 
neutral’ G8 summit as an example of its commitment to tackling 
climate change. But the truth is very different. ‘In their drive to prove 
they had held a “carbon neutral” event they ignored the reality,’ said 
Mr Raubenheimer. 

• 14 March, 2007, Pretoria: Van Schalkwyk issued the government’s ‘climate 
change roadmap’ based upon the need to make ‘mitigation policies and 
measures part of a pro-development and growth strategy’, yet the essence 
of the roadmap was business as usual - ‘Rather than viewing action on 
climate change as a burden, the message is that action on climate change 
also holds myriad opportunities for new investment in climate friendly 
technologies, creating access to cleaner energy for development and 



building new competitive advantages in clean and renewable technologies’ 
– and moreover, in listing cooperating state agencies, he failed to even 
mention the two most responsible for the South African economy’s world 
leadership in CO2 emissions: the Department of Trade and Industry and 
the Treasury. 

• 16 March, 2007, Johannesburg: In a Mail&Guardian interview, Nicholas 
Stern not only observed, usefully, that ‘South Africa’s over-reliance on coal’ 
required ‘innovative ways to reduce the heavy carbon footprint’ and that 
‘climate change would be an economic disaster for SA’, but, less 
convincingly, that carbon capture technology would be a solution and that 
Van Schalkwyk was ‘an important figure in global discussions on climate 
change and SA had the potential to bring opposing factions such as China 
and the US together’. 

 
With climate change posing perhaps the gravest threat to humanity in coming 
years, and with free market economics still the global ruling elite’s most 
powerful ethos, it is little wonder so much effort has gone into making the latter 
a solution to the former, no matter how much evidence has recently emerged to 
the contrary. Explains Daniel Becker of the Sierra Club’s Global Warming and 
Energy Program, ‘It’s sort of the moral equivalent of hiring a domestic. We will 
pay you to clean our mess. For a long time here in America we have believed in 
the polluter pays principle. This could become a pay to pollute principle.’2 
 The idea of paying to pollute immediately reminds us that South Africa has 
amongst the world’s most extreme distributions of income. The low wages and 
awful conditions faced by domestic workers, for example, reflect an historical 
legacy of injustice, apartheid, subsequently cemented by market-oriented labour 
relations - in a post-1994 context in which reparations have been rejected by the 
corporate-friendly African National Congress government, and the 
unemployment rate doubled. In the same way that apartheid represented a gift 
to white people, according to Larry Lohmann from the British NGO 
Cornerhouse and the Durban Group network which formed in 2004 against 
carbon trading, ‘The distribution of carbon allowances [the prerequisite for 
trading] constitutes one of the largest, if not the largest, projects for creation and 
regressive distribution of property rights in human history.’3 What SA president 
Thabo Mbeki calls ‘global apartheid’ is hence reinforced by carbon trading based 
on historical allocations of pollution rights. To borrow Becker’s metaphor, this 
occurs in the same way that pre-existing wage and social relations – evident 
especially in inexpensive domestic labour - are cemented by strengthened 
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property rights in contemporary South Africa, in the wake of what the UN 
rightly termed a crime against humanity. 
 It works like this. Rather than forcing countries or firms to reduce their own 
greenhouse gas emissions, Kyoto Protocol designers created – from thin air - a 
‘carbon market’ and gave countries a minimal reduction target (5 per cent from 
1990 emissions levels, to be achieved by 2012). They can either meet that target 
through their own reductions or by purchasing emissions credits from 
countries/firms that reduce their own greenhouse gasses beyond their target 
level. Carbon trading has become the key response of the international 
community to the climate crisis, most prominently through the Kyoto Protocol’s 
Clean Development Mechanism.4  
 This market does not lack for controversy, particularly because fatuous 
‘carbon offset’ public relations fibs have persuaded politicians and celebrities 
that they can make their global conferences, rock concerts and other 
extravaganzas ‘carbon neutral’. Contemplating what might be called ‘carbon 
colonialism’, Guardian columnist George Monbiot considered a Nature report5 on 
worsening global warming attributable to increased methane emissions from 
plants, which were formerly thought to be solely a ‘sink’ for CO2 emissions: 
 

It should shake our confidence in one of our favourite means of tackling 
[climate change]: paying other people to clear up the mess we’ve made. Both 
through the unofficial carbon market and by means of a provision of the 
Kyoto Protocol called the Clean Development Mechanism, people, companies 
and states can claim to reduce their emissions by investing in carbon-friendly 
projects in poorer countries. Among other schemes, you can earn carbon 
credits by paying people to plant trees. As the trees grow, they are supposed 
to absorb the carbon we release by burning fossil fuels. 
  Despite the new findings, it still seems fair to say that forests are a net 
carbon sink, taking in more greenhouse gases than they release. If they are 
felled, the carbon in both the trees and the soil they grow on is likely to enter 
the atmosphere. So preserving them remains a good idea, for this and other 
reasons. But what the new study provides is yet more evidence that the 
accountancy behind many of the ‘carbon offset’ schemes is flawed. 
  While they have a pretty good idea of how much carbon our factories and 
planes and cars are releasing, scientists are much less certain about the 
amount of carbon tree planting will absorb. When you drain or clear the soil 
to plant trees, for example, you are likely to release some carbon, but it is 
hard to tell how much. Planting trees in one place might stunt trees 
elsewhere, as they could dry up a river which was feeding a forest 
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downstream. Or by protecting your forest against loggers, you might be 
driving them into another forest. 
 As global temperatures rise, trees in many places will begin to die back, 
releasing the carbon they contain. Forest fires could wipe them out 
completely. The timing is also critical: emissions saved today are far more 
valuable, in terms of reducing climate change, than emissions saved in ten 
years’ time, yet the trees you plant start absorbing carbon long after your 
factories released it. All this made the figures speculative, but the new 
findings, with their massive uncertainty range (plants, the researchers say, 
produce somewhere between ten and thirty per cent of the planet’s methane) 
make an honest sum impossible. 
  In other words, you cannot reasonably claim to have swapped the carbon 
stored in oil or coal for carbon absorbed by trees. Mineral carbon, while it 
remains in the ground, is stable and quantifiable. Biological carbon is labile 
and uncertain. 
  To add to the confusion, in order to show that you are really reducing 
atmospheric carbon by planting or protecting a forest, you must demonstrate 
that if you hadn’t done it something else would have happened. Not only is 
this very difficult, it is also an invitation for a country or a company to 
threaten an increase in emissions. It can then present the alternative (doing 
what it would have done anyway) as an improvement on its destructive 
plans, and claim the difference as a carbon reduction… 
  But perhaps the most destructive effect of the carbon offset trade is that it 
allows us to believe we can carry on polluting. The government can keep 
building roads and airports and we can keep flying to Thailand for our 
holidays, as long as we purchase absolution by giving a few quid to a tree 
planting company. How do you quantify complacency? 6 

 
In economic terms, would this system work as designed, regardless of its ethical 
and ecological shortcomings? There are very serious theoretical problems with 
the carbon market, which economists would recognise if they give it serious 
thought. As Gar Lipow explains,  
 

Neither emissions trading nor green taxes are the most efficient way to 
reduce carbon emissions, compared to an alternative combination of 
regulations, public works, and secondarily green taxes in the form of a green 
capital tax. Both emissions trading and green taxes are an inefficient way of 
reducing carbon emissions because they are largely driven by fossil fuel 
consumption and fossil fuel demand is extremely price inelastic [no matter 
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how high the price goes, you are dependent and will find it hard to cut 
consumption]. 
 In the short run, some savings may be acheived by simple behaviour 
changes. But past a certain point you are giving up the ability to heat your 
home, get to work and in general experience other things vital to a decent life 
- so in the face of higher energy prices you will give up something else and 
simply pay for more energy. 
 In the longer run, better capital investments can reduce such consumption 
without giving up vital things. But a combination of unequal access to 
capital, split incentives (where the person who makes the investment is not 
the one who would obtain the savings), transaction costs of energy savings 
vs. other investments, and other factors mean capital investment does not 
occur as you would expect in the face of rising energy prices.7  

 
This paper explores the roots of the controversies around carbon trading, as well 
as the adverse effects of this market in South Africa.  
 
A brief history of carbon trading 
 
The intellectual origins of carbon trading can be traced back to a small 
publication in 1968 titled, ‘Pollution, Property, and Prices’ by Canadian 
economist John Dales. Like Garrett Hardin - who penned his famous essay, ‘The 
Tragedy of the Common’ that same year - Dales believed that natural resources 
in their unrestricted common property form would face tragic overexploitation 
by people acting in their rational self-interest.8  
 Yet Dales went much further than Hardin in his solution to this problem. 
Dales proposed to control water pollution by setting a total quota of allowable 
waste for each waterway and then set up a ‘market’ in equivalent ‘pollution 
rights’ to firms to discharge pollutants up to this level.9 These rights, referred to 
as ‘transferable property rights…for the disposal of wastes’ would be sold to 
firms which could then trade them amongst themselves.10 The more efficient 
firms would make the largest pollution reductions and sell their credits to less 
efficient firms, thereby guaranteeing a reduction of pollution at the lowest social 
cost. 
 Though Dales’ proposal took a backseat to the command and control 
approach that characterised environmental policy during the 1970s, his idea 
would resurface in the following decades. Proponents of pollution trading – 
typically a mix of industry groups and self-described ‘free-market 
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environmentalists’ – echoed Dales’ logic about greater efficiency, and added 
claims of lower administrative costs and greater incentives for innovation. After 
a series of proposals and pilot projects by the Environmental Protection Agency, 
the United State Congress amended the Clean Air Act in 1990 to create a national 
emissions-trading (ET) scheme in sulphur dioxide, the main pollutant behind 
acid rain. Until 1997, the United States was the only country in the world with 
any significant pollution trading scheme. This would change following the 
Kyoto Protocol. 
 Though carbon trading was initially met with hostility from some European 
countries and environmental non-government organisations (ENGOs) during 
the third Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC in Kyoto, it was eventually 
adopted and appears in three separate articles of the final text of the Protocol. 
 Article 17 of the Protocol establishes a system of ‘Emissions Trading’ 
whereby Annex 1 countries (e. g. developed countries that have accepted 
binding emissions reductions targets) can trade emissions credits amongst 
themselves if they overshoot their targets. This aspect of trading can be 
controversial, especially when applied to former East Bloc countries such as 
Russia and the Ukraine. The collapse of the Soviet economy during the 1990s 
meant that these countries today have a ‘free pass’ on reducing emissions. Their 
contracted economies have already reduced gross emissions by nearly 40 per 
cent.11  
 For this reason the unfavourable label ‘hot air’ has been widely applied to 
this form of trading, since it has nothing to do with deliberate efforts to reduce 
emissions and everything to do with economic collapse. However, Europe’s 
larger considerations about energy security and access to natural gas may still 
benefit Russia and the Ukraine in this market and increase the likelihood of 
future trading under Article 17.12  
 The second type of carbon trading is Joint Implementation (JI) – Article 4 – 
whereby Annex 1 countries can invest in projects in other Annex 1 countries, 
with the investing country receiving credit for the host country’s reductions. 
Like Emissions Trading, JI has thus far not played a significant role in the 
international carbon market.13 According to the World Bank’s Prototype Carbon 
Fund, this is due to a lack of investor confidence and institutional set up in JI 
countries.14  
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 With Emissions Trading and Joint Implementation playing minimal roles, the 
global carbon market is at present almost entirely made up of transactions under 
Article 12 of Kyoto, the Clean Development Mechanism. The CDM provides an 
opportunity for Annex 1 countries to receive emission reductions credits to use 
against their own targets by investing in projects to reduce or sequester 
greenhouse gas emissions in non-Annex 1 countries (i. e. developing countries.)  
 One of the most controversial aspects of Article 12 is that it requires projects 
to show ‘Reductions in emissions that are additional to any that would occur in 
the absence of the certified project activity.’ 15 This requirement has become 
known as ‘additionality’ and is intended to ensure there is a net emissions 
reduction.16 This is what Sasol fell foul of in its fake 2005 CDM proposal. 
 Another controversial aspect of the CDM is the requirement that projects 
must help developing countries in ‘achieving sustainable development.’17 The 
sustainable development requirement represented a hard fought victory by 
many of the countries and ENGOs that were initially against the CDM. 
However, in subsequent meetings of the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the 
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) countries have been 
allowed to set their own definition of sustainable development and judge 
whether a project meets these criteria, rather than adopt a universal definition 
that could better ensure the accountability of those authorities overseeing project 
approval. 
 A variety of domestic and international governance structures have been set 
up to oversee CDM projects. There are three key institutions governing CDM 
projects through their validation. The first of these is each host country’s 
Designated National Authority (DNA.) The DNA is the first institution to review 
a project’s documents, namely the Project Design Document that lays out all the 
relevant information about the project.18  
 Assuming everything is in order, the DNA will write a letter of approval 
saying that all participants are voluntary and that the sustainable development 
criteria have been met. As to the actual makeup of the DNAs, they will often be 
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housed in government departments and staffed with public sector employees, 
such as in South Africa where the DNA is in the Department of Minerals and 
Energy. However, in other cases, such as Cambodia, the DNA is contracted out 
to private consultancies. 
 Once the letter of approval has been issued by the DNA, the PDD is then 
assessed by a Designated Operational Entity. Unlike the DNAs, the DOEs are all 
private sector entities. To date 12 companies have been accredited as DOEs, 
though not all of them can accredit every single methodology. To validate a 
project the DOE will review the PDD to consider whether the project’s 
methodology is in line with approved methodologies, the claimed emissions 
reductions and baseline scenarios are accurate, and the project is ‘additional.’ In 
making its determination, the DOE will also post the PDD on the internet for a 
30-day public comment period. 
 With the approval of the DOE and the DNA, the final stage in project 
validation is the CDM Executive Board (EB/CDM) whereby the findings of the 
DOE and DNA are reviewed and a final decision is made whether to allow the 
project to start generating Certified Emissions Reductions (CER).19 There is also a 
final 30-day public comment period while the project is at the EB/CDM With 
only 12 members on the EB/CDM they do not have the resources to closely 
scrutinize every project that comes across their desk. As such they rely heavily 
on decisions of DOEs. According to Eric Haites, a private sector consultant in the 
carbon market, ‘the vast majority of validation and certification decisions by 
DOEs expected to be final; the Executive Board only deals with the problem 
cases.’20 
 
Carbon market trends 
 
With the process of validation now established and some of the relevant 
institutions explained, let us turn our attention to how the global carbon market 
has developed since Kyoto. The first thing to note is the large role played by 
Northern firms and consultants – such as Ecosecurities – who are able to provide 
a certain level of capacity and expertise that might not be as readily accessible in 
Southern countries. Another example of this has been the prominence of the 
World Bank’s Prototype Carbon Fund (PCF.) In partnership with 6 governments 
and 17 companies plus a budget of US $180 million, the PCF describes itself as ‘a 
leader in the creation of a carbon market to help deal with the threat posed by 
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climate change.’21 As the single largest purchaser of CERs, as of September 2006 
the PCF had 32 projects in development with a total CER value potential of 
US$165 million.22  
 A second noteworthy trend is that the market is heavily concentrated in large 
middle income countries led by India, China, and Brazil. The PCF admits that 
‘this concentration of CDM flows towards large middle-income countries is 
consistent with the current direction of Foreign Direct Investment.’23 By contrast 
poorer countries, especially in Africa, have almost entirely been left behind. As 
of September 2006, South Africa and Morocco were the only countries on the 
continent to have validated a CDM project. According to the PCF, ‘This under-
representation of Africa raises deep concerns about the overall equity of the 
distribution of the CDM market, as the vast majority of African countries have 
not, for the moment, been able to pick up even one first deal.’24 Early evidence 
hence contradicts the notion that the CDM will uplift the world’s poorest 
countries to a cleaner path of development. 
 The other major trend in the carbon market has been the enormous 
profitability of non-carbon related projects. While renewable energy projects 
(which offset CO2 emissions) make up nearly 58 per cent of the total number of 
projects, they account for only 15 per cent of the total number of CERs that have 
been issued.25 By contrast, projects abating nitrogen (N20) and 
hydroflorocarbons (HFC23) are less than 2 per cent of the overall number of 
projects, yet make up 74 per cent of the CERs issued to date by project sector.26  
 These projects are known as ‘low-hanging fruit’ since their high returns mean 
they are the first to be picked by investors. The reason is that HFC23 has 11,700 
times the potency of CO2 and since credits are in CO2 equivalent (CO2e) a 
relatively small capture of HFC23 can bring an enormous windfall of credits. 
According to the PCF, the large amount of non- CO2 projects in the carbon 
market has meant that ‘traditional energy efficiency or fuel switching projects, 
which were initially expected to represent the bulk of the CDM, account for less 
than 5 per cent [of it now. ]’27 How these trends affect the legitimacy of the 
carbon market and to whose benefit are crucial questions for South Africa. 
Climate activists divided 
 
In this context, our first priority is to find consensus with what might be 
considered the ‘reform’ wing of the climate activist community who, through 
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networks like the Climate Action Network and the SA Climate Action Network 
(SACAN), have since 1997 accepted carbon trading as a necessary evil. In 
October 2005 at the National Climate Change Conference in Johannesburg (in the 
wake of the publication of our book Trouble in the Air which showed the dangers 
of the South African carbon trade), SACAN did at least resolve to: 
 

Raise awareness of the limitations of the Clean Development Mechanism, the 
undue emphasis placed on carbon trading in strategies for renewable energy 
and efficiency and the need for rigorous application of the sustainable 
development criteria by the designated national authority to ensure that 
negative local impacts are not offset against global benefits.28 

 
Indeed, whether there are genuine ‘global benefits’ remains to be seen, for at 
best, CDMs represent a shifting of the deck chairs on the climate Titanic. A better 
example for SACAN would be the struggle over the CDM proposal at Durban’s 
Bisasar Road, where more critical climate justice activists led by Sajida Khan 
have halted the potential $15 million carbon trading project. 
 To be fair, however, it is also true that reform-minded environmental NGOs – 
including leadership at SACAN - have been far more effective in pointing out 
the problems in the strategy, even as they seek to improve it. Nevertheless, there 
are far too many staff and members of the large, corporate-funded international 
NGOs such as the IUCN, Sierra, World Wildlife Federation, Environmental 
Defense Fund and even Greenpeace who have bought into carbon trading – 
although exceptional individuals do struggle against the current of market 
environmentalism. 
 Consider a fairly typical comment from the market-friendly camp (Sierra 
Club Canada director Elizabeth May): ‘I would have preferred a carbon tax, but 
that is not the agreement we have. The reality is that Kyoto is the only legally 
binding agreement to reduce greenhouse gasses. When you’re drowning and 
someone throws you a lifeboat, you can’t wait for another one to come along.’ 29 
Our rebuttal is that carbon trading is simply not a seaworthy lifeboat, and as 
temperatures (and sealevels) rise, we are discovering, to our peril, the numerous 
leaks. It is largely for the sake of these market environmentalists, and for their 
constituents who deserve wider advocacy choices, that we have gathered the 
damning information about the carbon trade described in coming pages. 
 To illustrate the importance of education (of the type done by our colleagues 
in Carbon Trade Watch), here is a paragraph written by Andrew Leonard, whose 
‘How the World Works’ column is familiar to readers of the popular Salon e-zine: 
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The activists behind Carbon Trade Watch are smart, and their critique of the 
carbon trading system is brutal and effective. How the World Works has long 
been attracted to market mechanisms that would create financial incentives 
for reducing pollution, but after pondering the arguments marshaled by 
Carbon Trade Watch, we feel our optimism melting away like Greenland’s 
glaciers. 
 Some environmental advocacy defeats its own purposes by transparently 
manipulating facts to fit its own agenda, a strategy that raises hackles even 
when you agree with the overall cause. But Carbon Trade Watch, although 
clearly in pursuit of an agenda, doesn’t make that mistake. In particular, the 
connections drawn between the root causes of climate change and the forces 
propelling globalisation are compelling - for example, a vast proportion of 
the investment capital pouring into middle-income emerging nations like 
Brazil, India, China and South Africa is going directly to nonrenewable 
energy development, with consequences for global warming that dwarf any 
reductions in emissions the Kyoto Protocol may accomplish, even if it works 
as planned.30 

 
The implications of these findings are also clear for broader South African 
society and also for those government officials who have acted - and will 
probably continue to act - as irresponsibly as US officials, from the National 
Climate Change conference in Johannesburg in October 2005 to the Kyoto 
Protocol negotiations in Montreal in December 2005 to Nairobi in November 
2006 and beyond. 
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