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& oeBnBeracy is not a static paradise, achieved once and for ever, but rather aemelneg
social process. It needs permaneethinking, commitment and active involvement from all
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oL BF 65 edlbfeMBsiohsiexpéctédrorh the Copenhagen Accord pledges in 2020

and then follow the range of these pathways through to 2100, we find that they imply a
temperature increase of»G 6 SSy Hop (2 px/ 0SF2NB GKS SyR 2
is the case in which emissions are fairly stringently controlled after 2020, and the upper in

which they are more weakly controlled. In other words, emission levels in 2020 implied by
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within these limits, emission levels would have to be lower in 2020 and then be follgwed b
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emissions need to peak between 2015 and 2020 and then decline rapidly. To stabilize
climate, a decarbonized society with nearzero emissions o€Q and other longdived

greenhouse gaseg needs to be reached el within this century. More specifically, the

average annual pecapita emissions will have to shrink to well under 1 metricGGh by

2050. This is 805% belowthe pe® I LA G SYA&daAizya Ay RS@St 2LISR
CopenhageiDiagnosis2009

oOverthe past 50 years, humans have changed ecosystems more rapidly and extensively
than in any comparable period of time in human history, largely to meet rapidly growing
demands for food, fresh water, timber, fiber and éuel
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Foreword

t NEFSaa2NI ¢AY hQwA2NRIY

Climate change challenges democracy. But climate change also needs democracy. Halina Ward and
her colleagues have created a wonderful text to show us why this is the case; the most
comprehensive assessment of this relatibipsever penned.

We live in a carbon dependent worldnd for the most part, we are &th to forego this somewhat

cosy arrangemeniCarbon dependencig promotedin partby technology which gives us many good
things on the cheap: electricity, personal nildlg, affordable consumer goodspolingand warmth.

It is also encouraged by governments which promise easy options to low carbon outcomes, without
delivering these options. And for the most part, we do not seem to care, as the goodies continue to
arrive.

We all know in our heartthat this is a copoutwe are duped but we connive in the deceftnd
democracy is not a system that forces us to face up to these contradiciidasvant to live in a
sustainable society buthe political system does not rewdror support the innovators and
entrepreneurs who woulguideus to it

Palitical institutions manipulate us, as do the power brokers who shape political opinion and guide
policy. The size of thelimate challengethreatens tooverwhelm a democratic syste that biases
towards thestatus quo

Democracy shuns the long term. This is especially the case when the cpstsaftactionfall on

us, the existing votes, wherea the benefitsaccrue toan unknownfuture tribe. This tribe may be
our grandchildrenput we hope(and easily forgetjhey will not need our largesse. &lapparent
sacrifice idelt all the moreacutelyin a time of austerity. Household incomes are falling and day to
day costs are risingdoreovertoday, the formerly contentedEuropearmiddle classs sitting in the
gap between the rich minority and the poor majoritgr the first time in living memory cannot be
sure their children will be better off than they are. Confronted by this austere prosp@stgroup-

the natural allies of climte stability¢ become unsettled.

Halina and her colleagues seek a vi@yvard; assessinthe consequences for democraagsociated
with trying to create the appropriate political, social and economic conditions aimed at meeting
different emissions reduatin pathways

Assessing the implications of climate change for democracy to @abd beyond, to 210Q is both

a challenging exercisend a valuable oneThe stories that are set out in the final section of this
report represent the outcome of goyous juggling actThe outcomes reflect almost unimaginable
combinations of optionsThe ballsin the airare incentives, regulations, communications, moral
norms, social interactions, technological treasure troves, and the great unknown unknowns.

What is profaind thoughis the scope for enlightenment.ook carefully akigures 3, 4and5. They
chart the possible consequences for democracy all over the wdrltiree scenarios#tansition
democracf2to something akin to sustainabilitygost authoritarian demomcyQto a more
enlightened worldn the wake offailed attempts at coercion; and‘$chnocratic democradpased
on authoritative hierarchism and commissions of experts. ¥ 2 dzZNJi K a OSYy | NA 2T WNJI

12
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takes the form of a speech delivered frotretyear 2050 by Minister for Future Generations Septima
Tulisa. It is a warning from a society that has failed to take effective climate action inatisoeiety
AY 6KAOK RSY2ONI OénwhidhanénetRelesdliere sréldigisioRhgp@RaDthesedzii
scenarios are plausible. All are worked through with creative imagination.

This is a report thagives us hope and a basis for setting out our new democratic stalls. We offer
Halina and her colleaguesir heartfelt thanks.

Norwich, January 221
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1. Introduction

What has gone before

¢tKAA&d Aa GKS TFATFI(K projeftRnTReXufure fof dedtodrd@yNid theyfaceCob dlirbafe &
change

In Paper Ongwe highlighted a broad range of relationships between climate change and democracy.
Paper TwkK A 3 Kf AIKGSR I Nry3aS 2F grea G2 f aewaysind (KS
which it has been measured, as well as some of the body of thinking about how democracy has
evolved and been seeded in various parts of the world.

PaperThreé yI t @4 SR | NBfl iA@Ste Y2RSad SEA&alGANEI 02RE@
in the process also helped to identify some variables in possible futures for demduoefme

climate change is factored iRaper Threalso pointed to some of the external contextual factors

that could help to determine the relationship between deonacy and action to address climate

change; including evolving ideas about sustainable development, the changing shape of global
governance, and overall thinking on geopolitical change. And it identified a range of important
points of intersection in a wi range of literature and investigation of human endeavour; areas
GKSNBE RS@St2LISyia 20SN) 6KS O2YAy3a &SIFNm O2d#Z R
between democracy and climate change mitigation and adaptation.

In Paper Fouwe reviewed tle current state of play in mainstream climate sciendaking as a basis
the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

This final paper takes this earlier work as its starting point, and adds to it to provide @ mor
complete basis for developing scenarios.

¢KSNBE FINB Ylye ¢gltea (2 GStt adtz2NRSa |o2dm > 2NJ 7
Third Wavdncludes a letter to the Founding Fathers reflecting on the democratic challenges facing
America.Jchn Keane creates a muse speaking from the futlliébased thinkkank New Economics

Foundation communicated its scenarios on the future of climate change through a series of
YSeaLll LISNI NBLR2NIAZ YR wAOKFNR | SAPgdk Beding Wt S (
provided narrative for the filn\ge of Stupid

Scenarios arsimply stories about the future. They are not predictions, nor projections. At the same
time, C 5 { Bofdc&rn to provide fuel for a process of transformational change in which dempcs

actively and consciously equipped to address challenges such as those of climate change means that
it is particularly important that our storieg our narratives of a positive future are designed to

inspire action in the present. They must provigit of the basis for practical action. And modelling

new behaviours can also inspire others to action.

The scenarios that are set out in this paper are based on simple narratives. But as we refine and
finalise the scenarios, we will think about how béstcommunicate them as stories, sources of
inspiration, and pictures of possible futures.

AcrossPapers Oné¢o Four it is clear that climate change has the potential to generate democracy
challenges on (at least) three levels:

15
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- Managing theprocessegshat give rise to climate change and the policy processes for
mitigating harmful climate change (for exampiledustrial processes that give rise to carbon
emissions, or policy processes for setting legally binding frameworks for mitigating climate
change). Thee challenges raise issues both at global and national/subnational levels.

- Managing thémpactsof climate change including scarcity, migration and disaster.

- Managing thegeopolitical dimensionsf climate change: for exampl¢éhose arising out of
the opering up of the Arctic to yearound navigatiorf.

C5{50Qa ¢2N]J 2y GKS FdzidzZNE 2F RSY2O0NIrOeé Ay GKS
hypotheses:

- First, thatclimate change will impact on democracyhen democracy is understood as a
political system (se Paper Twd Democracy itself could even be threatened by climate
disruption and related emergencies in some parts of the world if suitable mitigation and
adaptation strategies are not adopted as soon as pos¢si@liscussed later in this paper

- Secoml, thatthe system of democracy applied within a nation or its regions affects climate
change because the system of democracy is itself connected to the possibilityheof
emergence okffective responses to climate chang#/ithout innovations and evolutio in
democratic governance, democracies will not find it easy or even possible to meet the
particular challenges posed by climate change. By way of evidence, we might point to:

9 failure of the United States to muster support in Congress for the Kyoto ot for
meaningful action at the 2009 Copenhagen Climate Summit;

T Y20AftAalGA2y 2F &a0SLIIAO0a yR WRSYASNBQ | 3l
political parties and lobbies, for example in the USA, Canada and Augiralia;

T G§KS ¥FI Ol siCKraté ActivitiSits Jegally binding targets remains unique in the
world, and is under continual attack.

The hing about climate bange

By way of reminder: @thropogenic climate changs closely linked to the greenhouse gas emissions
that result from awide range of human activities. The range of those activities is so broad that it has
the potential to encompass almost every aspect of human life, from heating and lighting homes and
businesses, to agriculture and other forms of land use, to travel amdsport, and of course
industrial production processedhe largest growth in global greenhouse gas emissions due to
human activity in recent decades has been from energy supply, transport and industry.

One thing is agreedCQ traps heat, and the burningf fossil fuels adds t€Q in the atmosphere.

Equally, it is clear that the nerenewable nature of fossil fuels means that, as Roger Pielke Jr argues

in his bookThe Climate Fixd  OOSf SN} GAy3 RSOFINb2yAalGA2y 2F (K
adaptation to climate change make good sense quite independent oftéyng predictions of the

Ot AYFGS Fdzii dzNB €

Immediately before the industrial revolutiol§Q O2 Yy OSY (N G A2y & Ay (GKS 9 NI
about 280 parts per million (ppm). By the end of 20@®ncentrations of CQ Ay G KS 9 NI K
atmosphere stood at 388ppm. They acerrently rising at about 2ppm annuallyAccording to

16
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models used in the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate @hange,

the world continues to rely orarbontbased energyif population growth continues at its current

rate, andf WRANI @ Q (SOKy2ft23ASa O2ylGAydsS G2 06S adzZaSRZ |
muchas ®nx/ o0& HmMnan O00GKS SyR LRAY( -imdadibliediN a OSy | NR

These kinds of increases in average global temperature could ipnppacts thatmight potentially,
according to some scientists, be associated with extinctiorhefiuman race. Clearly, in such a
situation, scenarios for the future afemocracy as a political systefas distinct from a system of
social organising principles applied by a few survivors) would be meaningless to 2100.

Structure of this report

The remander of this report begingn Section 2by recapping onfour key problems in the

relationship between democracy and climate chamgdch were highlighted ifPapers Onéo Four

in this project It goes on to make the case for democracy, and then explargeneral terms how

democracy might respond to climate change. The next subsection turns to some of the features of a
y2iA2ylFf WwWI22RQ RSY2O0NI 0@ F2NJ OtAYI(iS OKIFy3asS |
outcomes.

Separate subsections consider whatgdee of change might be possible over the forty and ninety

year timehorizon for our projectwhat might be the accelerators and the decelerators of change?

How should we view the 40 and §@ar timespans for our work?; and reflect on the extent to

which law, policy and institutions might be capable of driving the necessary chdfigally,Section

2NB Tt S0Ga 2y GKS ARSI -GSF (UNBSRQI IS0 INPS NEKIZA  Wil2S QXK 2

Section 3of the report describeghe analytical approachhat we havefollowed to develop the
scenarios

Section 4describesi KANIié 2F GKS 1S& WRNAGSNE 2F OKIFIy3asSqQ |
2100. It highlights (wherteasible and helpfikey uncertainties in the future trajectory of the driver
under considerabn and highlighgits broad implications for democracy and climate change.

Section Sntroduces four scenarios for 2050, afudir sketchedor 2100.

Drawing on analysis iBections3 and4, the report concludes that there are two persistent sets of
uncertainties that are related at the same tim&) to our core research questioand to climate
change adaptation and mitigatiorand b) to the possibility of democratic transformation across
some of the key areas where there are dissonances between libemabctacy on the one hand,
and effective mitigation of and adaptation to climate change on the oflghlighted further in
Section Delow).

Thesepersistent uncertaintiesire:

- The natureand availability of hard technologglated to climate changeadaptaion and
mitigation.

- The nature of the values expressed in societies through a variety of human activities
including consumption, lifestyles and political preferences and behaviours

17
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These uncertainties forrthe basis fori § 2 Wl ES & Q andl §) fof Kvhigh 3v8 dedve our
scenariosWe explain our reasoning for this choizkaxesfurther in Sectiors.

Figure lbelow describes some basic sets of relationships that are considered in the scenheres.
are broadlyspeakingtwo types of responses tche potential for harmful humatinduced climate
change:

- Mitigation (so that the likelihood of the climate changes arising in the first place is reduced)

- Adaptation(so that the capacity of people, communities, societies and ecosystems to adapt
to the effecs of climate change is enhanced)

In turn, both mitigation and adaptation responses to climate change can helpfully be divided into
two categoriegwhich can overlap tsomedegree)

- Those that involve changes in human lifestyles; whether to minimise emsssof
greenhouse gases such as carbon or methane from human activity, or to create greater
capacity to adapt to climate change

- Those thatflow from technological innovation; for example to engineer or design energy
efficiency improvements into buildingsr in the case of geoengineering) make use of
technological intervention to interrupt or forestall processes of climatic change.

Figurel: Mitigation, adaptation, lifestyles and technological innovation

Mitigation Adaptation
I D
Changes to public transport, reducing switching to crops
lifestyles consumption, opting for suited to dryer climates,
low-carbon products... migration...
L J
e Y
Technological energy-efficiency drought-resistent GM
innovation innovation, renewable crops, desalination, flood
energy, geo-engineering... barriers...
. /

Arguably, effective mitigation of climate changerisre challenging for democracy than adaptation

to the effects of climate change once they have begun to be felt. Crudely put, at a general level,
effective action on climate mitigation within a democracy (at least at a point in time when climate

impacts ae likely to be distant in both time and space) is more demandinglgf2 LJX Sa Q I f ( NHzA &
an appeal to selinterest and community engagement in the face of clear and present dangers from

climate impacts at the local level

18
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As this project has evolve@dlongside the first two years of the Foundation for Democracy and
Sustainable Developmefta  gva Mdve recognised that one of the key obstacles to change is
jdzA 0SS aAavyLie I+ o0StAST GKIG WAG Ol yQNManysoSouR2Yy S
stories thereforeincorporate a bias: part of their purpose is swupport a belief that change is
possible; but that action is urgently needed.

2S ||NB fSaa AyiSNBaGSR Ay wO2ft f I. QiesaQralde€pdngd NRA 2 & |
to suchscenarios, if they are credible, is to shrink back from a commitment to democracy, or to take
NBFdAS Ay &aid2NASa 2F Wdzy OAGAf A al (Rapef Thiepdbes. G KS 5
We are far more interested in building the circumstances lasting change that allows effective

adaptation to and mitigation of climate change, and the realisation of the potential of sustainable
development as an overarching goal for human endeavouk A & A & 6KeéX S@Sy Ay ;
stories from the futue, we seek to highlight the ways in which the embers of a future democracy

might still be present.

19
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2. The challenges of democracy and the problem of time

Some problems with democracy

Around the world, people and communities face a choice: allow demodoadsift on the currents
of environmental and social change, or equip it to chart a powerful course towards resilience,
environmental protection and social justice.

There should be no debate about the desirability of democracy. Democracy is essential. But
democradgesare tricky.

Current systems of Western liberal democracy already struggle to cope with climate change or
scarcity in natural resources. Andintate change presents some quite specific problems for
democracy, a$aper Onen this project(Denocracy and climate change: why and wimaatters)
revealed.

At a highly aggregated level, there are four sets of problems or tensions in the relationship between
liberal democracy and effective climate adaptation and mitigai!‘l%n.

In the first place, Isort-term electoral cycles and shapshot opinion polls too often dictate political
priorities. Yet longterm thinking is precisely what is required to ensure that actions are taken now
to forestall the risk of possibly extreme climate change in the futurgpdsuild societal resilience
sufficient to ensure responses to climate change. The fact that climate change impacts are
considerably dispersed in space and time can easily take the urgency out of effective action on either
mitigation or adaptation at thesame time as incentivising fre@ling (orthe belief that@a 2 YS2 y S
StasS gAftt R cind®ihphcts@rEmd iebegond the relatively skerm electoral
timetables of democraciesRolitical partiesproposing radical action now are easdutvoted by

those proposing action later or not at all; and the reality of relatively short election cycles means
that effective political action on climate change demands sustained -q@adg consensus over
many decades.

Closely related to the problemf shorttermism, Iberal democracy can struggle to take proper

I 002dzyit 2F (GKS AyiGSNBala 226dzfakNB ad88yYSKRGRSENA
argued that representative democracy was the protector of private property and possessive
individualism; that it confirmed to the incontrovertible Utilitarian principle thétA ¥ G KS Sy R
Government be to produce the greatest happiness of the greatest number, that end cannot be
FGdrFrAYySR 0@ YF{1Ay3a GKSE. dANB& Xi SR Qi yoigom & GideRiotl | f AAS3alé
democracy is poorly suited to delivering the scale of collective endeavour that might be called for by
severe climate change.

Many (even most) of the people who are likely to be affected by climate change do not have a vote
in the s@ces or in the moments when preventive action needs to be taken; because they are too
young, or not yet born, or (because like residents in the small islands of the Pacific who face the
complete annihilation of their home states with rising sea levelsy e too distant in space from

the places where political will for effective action must be seeded.
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orientation is important if the needs of future gendiens are to be brought more closely into
democracy. Mika MannermaélTable 1lbelow) helpfully contrasts some of the characteristics of

futures thinking with those of representative democracy.

Table 1:Futures thinking andepresentative democracy contraste

Futures thinking Prevailing (representative) democracy
Futures perspective: long term, decades | Futures perspective: short term, parliamentg
beyond cycle (often four years) or the budget year

Longsighted approactt, ésometimes you hav¢ Shortsighted approach ¢ & NB ¢ I NR
G2 &l dodayi h&ve something bette AN GAFAOF GA2Y KI @S (2
02Y2NNR g ¢

Multi-sectoral systems thinking {SOU2NIft ay2i Y& 220¢§

New mindsets (paradigms, ideologies) and w| Mindsets and ways of organising socie
of organising societal functits are generated i functions (party system, etc) date from agrari

information society and its successors and industrial society; no change

Ever more complicated (complex) sociel Simplification; temptation to sell citizens simpg
difficult and challenging to fly grasp ideas az2fdzianzyasr oKAOK aiKS§
Changecg accelerating change, emerging issu| Status quo, clinging to positions achievg
unpredictable surprises predictable trends and lack ahange

Time and form broken down in processes Time and forms determined in processes
Visions; objective and the value debates th Modern information society has covered o
they spark off ideologies; new ones are not born

Proactive approack & T dziil BB ( 2 | Reactive or passive approaah react at last
futures analysis of change factors in operatl YA ydzi § 2 NJ & ¥ dzii dzZNB (G K
environment and inspiring visions forma a bg inadequateideological or inspiring visions of th
for strategies for grasping the future future (Salla, Finland, Europe, world)

Source; Mannermaa, 2067

The first set of problems, then, concerns the sHermism of liberal democracy and the associated
difficulty that it has in accounting for the intests and needs of people without a vaigarticulaty
those who have yet to be born.

Politicians tend to prioritise economic growth over other societal goals that challengiatesést or
where progress is difficult to measure. It can be hard to imagi@mocracy without the promise of
endless improvements in living standards, or even to imagine a form of democracy that has quality
of life and sustainable development as its godlkis is a major challenge in liberal democracies
where liberal democratiédeals are closely connected to economic liberali€urrently, liberal (as

well as illiberal) economies are overwhelmingly natural resource and canbensive; leading both

to natural resource scarcity and to greenhouse gas emissionsn @e possiliity that technological
innovation alone may fail to come up with effective responses to climate change, dramatic lifestyle
changes may be required to mitigate and adapt to climate chamgitical leaders want the
technofixes that can continue to allowormsumerism to flourish. Worse still, politicians are even
recasting their role akeaders becoming mere legislators or polinyaking functionaries in a policy
space made narrower by globalisation.
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Participatory and democratic decisionaking is more diftult ¢ more labourintensive ¢ where
science is uncertain, or where available scientific evidence challenges deeply held cultural values
(such as those associated with Weststgle consumerism)And the problem is made worse
because, a John Keane pointgut, democracies are plagued, in their actuakisting forms, by
stagnation and complacency. Public support can be hard to win when it comes to action to address
longterm societal shifts such as an ageing population, or dependence on fossil fueimllenges

such as climate change where there is considerable scientific uncertainty and neaylgreves part

2F WIiKS LINRofSYQ®

This isthe third problem: the problem of retaining and nurturing an active commitment to vibrant
democracy whilst allowing @ertise, and science, space to offer insights and inform policy.

There is also the problem of global governance: how to bring a concern for the Global South within
decisionmaking in the democracies of the rich North? The writer Colin Crouch sees demioeragy
hollowed out by mass affluence and consumerism, and by globalisation, which has reduced national
political capacity and the will to go against the grain of international market forces. Globalisation can
also make national politics less significangrrowing the effective range of policy options and
identities offered by the main parties at the same time as offering defif for weak political
leadership and fostering patR SLISY RSy Oeé ® ¢KSNBX Aa | fAy]l] KSNB
democrac2 = S E LIPapedsSTRvearkd Three He argues thathis is the model in which we
currently find ourselves, whichever democracy we might happen to live in: one with plenty of
WY2YAG2NAY3IQ YR FSSRolF O]l f22LJas oywikismO2 dzL) SR

~

0z

g AL

¢KS ljdzrtAde 2F GKS NBalLkyasS (2 (KS OKItftSy3s

RS @St 2;la)¥oBoépt &d goal which we explored in some detadfldaper ThreeDemocracy is to
some extent already built into sustainable developmentt 8ustainable development provides only

GSNE LI NIGAFE 3JdARIYOS 2y (KS adoailyiArogs O2yiaSy

assumptions about the forms of political system that might deliver responses to climate change: it
simply refers to adptation and mitigation.

This insight leads to a further major challenge facing democracy when it is considered in the context
of sustainable development: the challengeschle Climate change demands a globally coordinated
response. But with painfullyl@v progress in intergovernmentally coordinated negotiations over
climate change, emphasis has shifted to nationally and subnationally coordinated innovation to
deliver climate solutions. At the same time, neither the idea of democracy nor the goal of
suskinable development has been able to articulate a seamless vision of national or even local level
government much less the role of national levidadershipin climate action. Local level action
without clearly defined mechanisms for managing traafts between localities does little to assure
integrated approaches to environmental, social and economic considerations.

Equally, locabr national level action without a sense of broader temporal and spatial connection to
climateimpacted communities and indduals is unlikely to deliver change on the scale that is

NEIljdzZA NER® We¢KAYlAy3d 3At2o0ltfte OGAya t20Fffe&Q Aa

the very least be doubt that a myriad of locally coordinated actions can effectively respdahd

earth systems whole. Scientific expertise certainly has a role to play in joining the dots. But so do all
of the formal and informal spacesincluding intergovernmental institutions where people have
opportunities to learn how best to base aation supranational understanding.
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This is the fourth problem: the problem sfale though it is a problem that stems as much from the
idea of sustainable development as from any feature of democracy itself.

None of these challenges are inherently limited democracies as distinct from more autocratic
political systems; but they acquire a particular quality when they play out in democratic settings.
True, even autocratic leaders need to consider the needs of people who live in their territories (even
if only, in the case of truly despotic rulers, to ensure that they are able to continue to rule). But in a
relatively stable autocratic setting, a lotgrm perspective on the part of the ruler, or policy
approaches that hold back economic growth, or that keepientific evidence and any discussion of

it away from the people, are all inherently less liable to face public opposition in the day to day
course of events.

This is very far from an argument that autocracpester positioned to tackle climate chaaghan
democracy. Democracy or some further evolved form of democracy is overall likely to provide a far
better political system for tackling climate change than autocracy (whatever its f@asmnwe argue
further below. Anddemocracy is also very certainiyore closely linked to the idea of sustainable
development than autocracy, for access to information and public participation in decrs&ing

are among the most wedistablished and closely guarded principles of sustainable development.

Some politicathallenges associated with climate change will exisateverthe political system in
play:
- The legitimacy of elites depends on economic growth being achieved and living standards
secured, and climate action can be portrayed as a threat to growth
- Fossilfuel-based lobbies are powerful interest groups in preventing action emchuddying
debates
- The sunk costs in carbeintensive industries and infrastructures are very considerable
- The free rider problem: the fear that others will not join in the costsaking action, but will
share the benefits.

More autocratic political systems will not be better than democracies at climate action, but they
could give the impression that they aggfor example because some might have capacity quickly to
build enegy infrastructure without being slowed down by democratic due process. anti
democratic streak in parts of the environmentalist movement implies a rejection of sustainable
development. Equally, environmentalists, or even people concerned about climategeh are
frequently referred to in the western blogosphere green Nazisr ecofascists Public confidence in
climate science has waned. And as the stakes get higher in economic and lifestyle (not to mention
political) terms because these implicatiorsf both climate action and climate inaction are becoming
clearer,the use of shocking media tactics is increasing all round. There is a great deal that the IPCC
could do to offer greater clarity in the process. But what emerges next will depend as mincwon
democracy understood both as a political system and as a social sysivolves.

So d¢imate change impacts on democracy. And as any review of the available climate change
mitigation and adaptation options makes clear, shifts in the practice of demey could exert major
impacts on climate change over the medium to long term.
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Thecase fordemocracy

Given its very substantial flaws, whatthe case for democracy?
¢CKSNBE ySSR 06S y2 [|LRf238 7T2Nloe@inNwRoAYyT 2Ayaidzy /

& Lhas been said that democracy is the worst form of government except all the others that
KIS 6S8y GNRSR¢®
Democracy breeds possibilitg: LIS 2 LI SQ& K2NAT 2ya 2F 6KI G Aa GKAY]
it is for that reason exciting, infuriating, patuated by difficult, quarrelsomeigly and beautiful
moments. It makes good things possildeli K2 dZ3K A0 Aa V;2a0ddlRS¥2 ORI Q¥
recognises that although people are not angels or gods or goddesses, they are at least good enough
to preventsome humans from thinking they are angels or gods or goddé¥ses.

Democracy is the best clumsy political system so far devised to enable humans to make well
informed and accountable decisions, and to arrive at accommodations among competing values and
ideas. It is the best available form of government.

The Nobel prizevinning economist Amartya Sen argues Development as Freedgnthat
democracy, whilst not necessarily a prerequisite for progressive development, makes development
more likely than does aauthoritarian regime'?

But development is not the same as economic growth: David Keane notesithaf f @ 2y S GKAY
certain: the findings [do] not confirm the commonplace that democracies are friends of economic
growth ¢ even supposing that quantitativeconomic growth is a desirable ga@o®There is no

consistent evidence, he argues, that democracies consistently outperform dictatorships in achieving
economic growth.

The case for democracy is strong on other groumkisugh There is a moral imperativeot
strengthen democracy to tackle climate change: evidence to date indicates that it is the more
vulnerable and least politically powerful who are likely to be most negatively affected by climate
change.And fawed as existing democracies might be, theramdsalternative system currently in

play, since the collapse of Communism in the Eastern Bloc, that shffedtive potential to
enfranchise the weakest people in any given society. For David Keane, this leads to the cardinal
democratic virtue ohumility.*’

Democracy from its birth, Keane arguésii 2 21 GKS &ARS 2F LIS2L}X S SOSNERg
equals, to resist the arrogance of power camouflaged in grand Universal Principles and piffling
LINES 2 dZRHefefera b thea @ S| NJ A y 3 créatid ideél koprotecbtheaveak and to empower

people everywhere, so that they can get on with living their diverse lives on earth freed from the
LINARS |yR LINBS2dzRAOS 2F Y2 3dz & If dgfmBeracy lwarg bous a = G &
humility, thend gaikever unity the polity enjoys is permanently questionable and constantly up for

grabs, simply because the exercise of power over others is always scrutinised, contested, divided,
constrained.?’° Democracies, he argues, dispense with the fetish of leaders.

At the same time, the democratic ideal that all people are equal has some troubling implications for
a world adversely affected by resource scarcity and climate change. As Keane @uisktS | 6 A € A ( &
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citizens equally to grasp the world around them elegls crucially on their access to adequate
NEaz2dNODSae ®

From an environmental perspective, whilst many democracies are also amongst the most polluting,
democracyd LINE 3ARSa GKS o06Said O2yRdzAG (2 Sy@ANRBYYSy
structuresé®” Citizens in democracies enjoy freedoms which allow them to express their concerns

over environmental protection or degradation, and to influence political proceSses.

Democracy is also strongly associated with the core principles of sustainable deeelp@ms we
saw inPaper Threed 1 K2 dzZAK |y | NBdzYSyid GKFG RSYpubNI: O A a
participation is somewhat circular).

'd GKS alyYS GAYSZ RSY2ONIOé A& Faaz20AaldSR 6A0K
authoritarianism nevercould be. In the Soviet Union, laws and regulations were Poterika)

facades erected on a crumbling edifice, fulfilling the social functions associated with keeping a naked
emperor apparently clothed (if the imperial metaphor can be forgiven). Demoafiess a system

of feedbacks far more effective than other systems fatally flawed bydsekption. It bears a

legitimacy that other systems cannot (currently) compete with.

The challenge is to find ways to live up to the many virtues of democracyitsFeifectivenesss
diminished by its flaws. There is a certain path dependency to democracy, in which we keep doing
what we have always done because we have always done it. Democraayréstly at risk of
sclerosis. But we too often forget how youngndocracy is, and that there iandthere must be, a

vast amount of innovation still to come. Whhas been historically, is not a good guide to what
could bein the future. Innovation in democratic practice can enable democracy to overcome some
of the challenges. And it ought to be possible too: as we saRdper Twgliberal democracy has
evolved rapidly over even the pdasty years.

There is no shortage of ideas to build on, as we saRaipers Twand Three We briefly consider
below how and why ame of these ideas might be capable of delivering change in behaviour, and
therefore in systems of democracy.

How mightDemocracyrespond toclimate chang@

Democracy and crisis

Leaving aside the uncertainties of climate scienebat is the range of pmsible responses of
democracy as a political systdfrthe impacts of climate change were to be severe or catastrophic?
Thisof course is the core question for this project; but before considering clabeldrivers of
impact on democracy and their posklrelationship with climate changén Section Threkeit is
worth pausing to considegenerally what might be the triggers for widespread outbreak; or
shutdown; in democracy? How do those triggers relate to the things that could unfold in the event
of climate catastrophe, or a more gentle process of change?
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2 S R2y Qi &S clihatexhiangeretated distsNduld cause a rolback of democracy
Indeed, one of the thinly veiled assumptions in this entire profext beerthat it is worth investing
to ensuee that it does not. Not only because democracy is inherently a good thing also because
we believeit is possibleto ensure that climate change does not trigger a massivebaik of
democracy.

In contrast, some Western writers go so far astginwith an assumption of impending societal

(and hence democrati@jollapse: David Shearman and Joseph Wayne Smith feritexamplethat

GoS FSSft GKSNBE Aa a2YS YSNARG Ay (KSR @RAF {1
attempt to prese@S NB Yyl yia 2F 2dzNJ OA DA AT PAAd2the Darlkk Sy i K
az2zdzyldl Ay tNR2SO0G 3INRdzyRa Alda LINRY OMShSidve BeFT W! vy O
are entering an age of material decline, ecological collapse and social &tidapancertainty, and

GKFG 2dzNJ Odzf G dzNIF f NBEALRyaSa akKz2dzZ R NBFE SOUG GKAA:
that underpin our failing civilisation, to craft new ones for the age ahead and to reflect clearly and
honestly on our place the world. We call this process Uncivilisa&iot

Climate change is often referred to as a crisis. Two key sequential quesiminarisethen are:
What does crisis do to democracy and pol@s | YR WK2¢g 02dz?@ 6S o0dzAf R NXB:

Past evidence, fromesponses to 9/11 in the US to food riots in the global South, is that threats
severe enough to generate societal crisis can give rise to measures that bypass normal democratic
processes or erode civil liberties. Certainly, crises including threatsrofiten, protests and coups,

wars and food riots have often led to restrictions on freedom of expression or free nefthavig

clearly aggovernmentshavestrugglal to exert control over social media).

In the face of crisis, governments are often guiltydofvnplaying the scale of disasteras in the

OFasSa 2F GKS {20ASG 3I20SNYyYSydQa NBalLkRkyasS G2 GK
NEOSyidfe GKS WFHLIySasS 3I320SNYyYSydQa MNHBlimipyasS o2
earthquake and tsunam

Governments might, conceivably, be tempted to censor mainstream and social media in order to
downplay the effects of extreme weather events or climate chargjated natural disasters. On the

other hand, the tendency for covarp that exists in the ca&sof disasters stemming from a man

made source (such as a nuclear power plant) may not exist in the same way when the most
LINEEAYIGS GNRAIISNE F2NJ RA&LFI&AGSNE OFy NBIRAfE& o
SYIAYSSNAyYy3 2N iHitBedeviderike, foriekatn@eap of ¢ngdsaNcBnsorship in the
aftermath of the 2010 New Zealand earthquake or the many thousands of aftershocks that followed

and continue to this day; thougthere is significant evidence of a rdflack in democracy more

widely. As political scientist (and FDSD trustee) Bronwyn Hayward, a Christchurch resident, notes:

'daly

GLY NBIFfAGE LREAGAOIE aLISSR O02YSa |4 | adsSSL
to house people warmly and provide security as winter descendseudovhe drive for

efficiency is used to justify a governance response of command and control. A new
centralised planning authority (the Canterbury Earthquake Response Authority or CERA) was
created to replace local elected authorities. Rather than reamaigng our struggling council

by investing in staff and advisors to lift the capacity of elected representatives, democracy
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was supplanted by professionals. In the process institutional memory was eroded and pre
SEA&GAYT tAySa 2F 702YYdzyAOlF GA2Y RA&NHzLI SR DE

At the same time, it is helpful to make a distinction between temporary or short term authoritarian
measuresor technocratic governancie response to specific climate crisis events on the one hand,
and developments that might, over the longer term, efod WRSSLJ RSY2 ONJ 02 Q Y2 NXB

Qisis can bring out both the best and the worst in peopleften at the same time. When many of

9y It yRQa OAGASAE SNUzZIWISR Ayd2 @A2fSyO0S FyR f22¢
deeply moved by a spontaneswutbreak ofiot cleanup¥ 2 Yo f SAQT YSy |yR 62YSy
social media to take to the streets in the aftermath of the looting, armed with brushes and
household gloves to clean up the mess and express a collective sense of outrage and community
spirit.”®

Perhaps there is, after all, something archetypal and enduring about the idea of democracy itself?

When a group of 33 Chilean miners, who had been trapped underground for many weeks without
knowing whether they would survive, emerged from their ineaation after more than two months

in October 2010, their leader revealed that they had applied a system of democratic deuslimy

during their ordeald , 2 dz 2dzad KI @S (2 aLISI | (kR foleNaiziks I yR 06
Urzua:d 9 S NE GK 23 SR 2yd 2SS §gSNB oo YSyYAtthedamerc LI dz3
time, the opposite case has also been argued by George Kednan: {y2¢ 2F y2 S@AR
Wemocrac® or what we picture to ourselves under that word, is the natural state of mbst o

Yyl Ry RéE

In any eventjt seems fair to suggest that the longer democracies delay in taking decisive action to
mitigate the pressures, the less likely democracy will remain intact as pressures turn to crisis.

US political scientist R 2 S 6 S NI Zoutkn€iSnPap&tN reeire helpful in pointing to the
core of the possible range of relationships between democracy and climate chiasgel on the

kind of climate change impacts that might lie in the future and the speed at which those impacts
might unfold.

2 S90SN) RS@PSt21LJa FT2dzNJ KBLRUGKSGAOKE aOSyl NR2a ol afé
STFFSOGaAQ 00 i1 ai NER thifgh@iEhout speRifyigltre Ralie dfde affecis) andl

WA LISSR 2fAst ddslawy Fh&a® WY geyi@idsfasticlimate change with minor severity

of impacts, and slow climate change with minor severity of effects) are not analysed, on the basis

that without at least major or catastrophic change, the problems of climate change are not big or
importantenough to warrant a governance response.

) U

Assuming then that climate changetually has catastrophic or major effects, the features of the
F2dz2NJ A0Sy NA2az | a aSid 2Tahle2Ay 2 So0SNRAa F NIAOE ST |
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Table2: The interaction of climate changenal governance responses

Fast Climate Change (i.e. over the ne
to 20 years)

Slow Climate Change (i.e. over the ng
80 to 100 years)

Catastrophic
effects

Authoritative Coercive governance
responses

- Globally centralized planning and action
- Commandand control with heavy,
frequent coercion and heavy restrictions o
individual and local autonomy

- authoritarian philosopher kings (highly

Constrained Environmental Democracy
govemance responses

- Globally centralizedoordination

- Increased central national control

- Slow change makes possible education
and creation of new sustainability ethic

- Coercion and restrictions on individual

and local autonomy only if problem
worsens

- Privileged role to philosopher kings,
physical scientists and technocrats

- long time horizon and societal resilience
goal means authoritative leadership spre
across groups and areas of expertise

educated elites) in charge, along with
physical scientists and technocrats

Liberal Democracy

- Global role more limitd, focuses on
coordination and information

- National role diminishes; develops broad
framework and criteria for success

- Regions/communities make more choice
- Larger role for market
incentives/mechanisms for adjusting and
pricing risks

- Involves broadr crosssection of elites
and experts

Deliberative and Dispersed Democracy
-Global and national roles as cheerleader
and facilitators

- Regions, communities, and individuals
granted greater freedom of choice

- shared national/local governance
authority is key

- larger role for market
incentives/mechanisms for adjusting and
pricing risks

- Heavy focus on education, resilience, ar
creation of new sustainability ethic

- Collaborative capacity builders in high
demand

Major effects

SourceEdward Weber2008**

The assumedscenarios are necessarily thumbnail sketches. For example, the nature of possible
WOl GFAaGNRPLIKAOQ 2NJ WYl 22N FaadzySR STFFSoda Aa
considered in the latter half of the paper). That is a significant riderthe effects could themselves
incorporate a variety of social and economic impacts with a significant effect on the feasibility of
different governance responses particularly if climate effects gave rise to the prospect of
significant social unregtr collapse in the rule of law.

Y2

At the same time tiis entirely feasible that precautionary governance action could generate impacts

for governance responsesespectiveof the environmental effects of climate change. For example,

if fast climate changewith severe effects is credibly and authoritativgbyedicted and those

predictions generate public backing for meaningful action, climate change may tip political systems

in a variety of directions based on precautionary action. Arguably, such a &iift be taken in and

2F AdasStT G2 0S I WYF22ND SFFSOG 2F OftAYIGS OKIy
guide to governance responses, in other womised to befully factored in.
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ProfessorWebermakes 1 KS a4 dz33S a0 A 2y dai KR NA dzy RENY G QSSNOA PSS Q
aeaidsSvya 2F RSY2ONIGAO 3I2@0SNYyFyOS IINB tA1Ste (2
SY@ANRBYYSyY Il fédenoSati®@ Gddrnared) possibilities reapgead Ly GKS Wi A
RSY2ONJ O& & OSy k il thaor effdcts, Welierisugeists 46K A I Kt & S RdzOl G SR
YR GSOKYyAOFt SELISNIa | NBcatasirdphic naturerof dirhdielchatg®, o6 dzi
they will tend to be subjected to the preferences of citizens as expressed through elected

NB LINB & Sy But even @rSafithoditarian and coercive governance response could be associated

with a transition process that carried the support of an alarndethos¢ as happened, arguably, in

the wake of the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Centreeiiation to certain civil liberties in the

United States. Conceivably, a transition into and out of authoritarian governance modes might occur
through the exercise of democracy.

Weber suggests that governance responses in different scenarios will bealafior example in the

& dz3 3 S a { & dinfate &Hargd is gerceived as slow and catastrophic, logic dictates that the locus

2F J23SNY I yOS | dziK2NRG& NXBIj dza NBand justifies Agbyally T A O y i
centralized coordination. But SiieQa Sy SNH& &d0SyIFINA2a aKz2g Kz2g¢g |2
might itself supplant such an assumption, displacing the-teng investment of globally centralized
coordination with a retreat into resource nationalism.

9ljdz- f e Ay 2S0SNEAYSYA2 A IR AYENR O8FAE OSY | NA 2 X
potential for catastrophic effects in the lorigrm drives governance responses will depend in part

on the appetite of elected representatives and citizens to adopt the associated (long) time horizons

in their decisions, and the availability of economic resources to sustain the generation of expert
evidence over time.

JEAYEGS OKFy3asS FyR (KS w322RaQ 2F RSY20NI Od

Aside from crisis and societal breakdown and its possible effects on democracy, anotlygpantr

for purposes of considering the future evolution of democracy might be to consider the possible
AYLI OG 2F OftAYIFGS OKFy3aS 2y (K2asS GKAy3a GKIG
democracy; or in a stronger form, those things that are atersid prerequisitesor democracy.

If climate change affects the variables that are commonly associated with democracy (including for
example income equality and human development), what does that mean for the future of
democracy in the face of climate age?

Most starkly, Przeworslet al, argue thatd 2y OS | O2dzy iN® KIFI & I RSY2ONJ
SO2y2YAO RS@OSt2LIVSyd KFa || @GSNE adNRy3 SFFSO0I 2\
They also argue that democracies are more likely twiga when they reduce income inequality.

From this perspective, climate change could have a very significant impacaopogsibility, to the

extent that either: a) effective climate change mitigation or adaptation has the potential to impact
negatively on levels of economic development, or b) climate disasters could arrest economic
development (in the way, e.g. @i the Japanese earthquake arslihami did during 2011).

Another way to ground such an analysigighe various available definitions of dewracy; but this
approach is likely to take us full circle to consider once more the impact of climate change on the
forms of democracy around the world, and to consider how much erosion of democracy might be
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feasible before we identify what is left as sethingotherthan democracy. For example, democracy
is often definitionally associated with the ideas of respect for the rule of law; freedom of expression
and the media; protection of citizens from state interference, and so on.

We have already considatdn general terms, by means of proxies from other kinds of social crisis
such as terrorism or food crisis, the extent to which climate crisis might erode for example freedom
of expression or the protection of citizens from state interference. But whahntig the impact of
climate change on the socconomic settings that make democrgogssiblein all its varied forms;

or the circumstances that can loerrelatedwith relatively strong or weak democracy?

Hernandode Soto argues (contentiously) that deamacy is likely to be weak f G KS 02 y OS LJi
26YSNARKALI A& dzyOf SINJ Ay | a2 OA Bqlialy, e Nigdedis thatKk S £ S
G KSY KdzyI3SNJ LISNAAAGATZ RSY2ONI Oeandrdods Sdifar i thhRf & |
& dz3 3 S a[ijt has Kdeniestimated that a prerequisite for the success of democracy is per capita

GDP of at least $5008° Przeworskiet al go much further with a number only slightly higher,

I NH dzA yAbové 6000, detnocracies are impregnable and can be expedted foreves &

The impact of climate change on the concept of ownership is relatively uncertain, and relatively
uncritical, we might argue. But the implications of climate change for hunger are far more
significant; and the implications of climate clyggnfor economic growth and levels of GDP around
the world are also likely to be significant. Might climate change kegapitaGDP in some parts of

the world below USD $5000, thereby making democracy less likely to succeed?

It would be relatively easyo point to examples of circumstances where I@er capitaGDP is
associated with lack of democracy, but the assertion that there is a USD 5000 threshold appears
hard to back up empirically.

Clearly, climate change will have widinging environmental impdas. But does a decline in
environmental quality drag down democracy too? There is unsurprisingly little evidence that a
healthy environment is in any sense a prerequisite for democracy. But environmental degradation
and pollution has, in at least one majease, been a rallying cry foro-democracy activists.

Matthews and Mock point to the role of the environmental movement in the collapse of the Soviet

Union during 198®0. With appalling environmental abuses a feature of Communist regimes of the
SovietUnion and the Eastern blod, S8 Y GANRBYYSy i ¢l a | NrftfteAay3a ON
region, and stricter environmental legislation has been rapidly enacted under new demaocratic

3 2 @S NJ/ .\ESBviforieatal degradation through climate change mightinigikhis example alone,

become a rallying cry for greater democracy (possibly in the face of a rise in authoritarian measures

in the event that environmental crisis turns to social crisis). However, environmental protection, at
whatever level, needs to ba&inderstood as a feature of stable democracies, rather than an
incremental trend linked to democratisation. In fact, processes of transition from autocracy to
RSY2ONI 08 LINBaSyid SEGNBYSte @dz y Shby suffd waisk YSa ¥
damage Ky 2 OOdzZNNBR dzy°RSNJ I dzi2 ONF G A O NXzt Sé

Another suggestion that is often made is that the processeseafiocratizationexert a moderating
effect on income inequality. The evidence, however, is far from clear; with little empirical evidence
of any consistentlirectional links between democracy and human development, and democracy and
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income equality. David Keane concludést there is no evidence for any consistent correlation
between economic growthand democracy® Any climateinduced impacts on developmemtr on
economic growthwill not, therefore, generate predictable knock effects on democracy.

At the same time, even if it is not clearly correlated with democrammgme equalitycould be linked

to the capacityof democracies to effectiveljo deal with climate change through mitigation and
FRIFILIGEFGAZ2Y ® ¢KdzaZ F2NJ SEIl YLI S I The SpdikLevdRVhy Bqgtial A y & 2 y
Societies Almost Always Do Bettargues thatd 0 KS Y2 aid AYLRNIFyd 26adl
sustainability is consumem and the opposition to any policy which appears to be an obstacle to the
maximisation of personal incomes and consumption. A very important part of what fuels
consumption however is status competitignkeeping up with others, maintaining appearances,

having the right clothes, car, housing education etc, to compare favourably with others. All these
LINB&&adzNB&a | NB Ayl Sy & mdoménequality maaNdbe doSeNdonhettSdiodzl A (& ¢
the maintenance of the cultural pressures that are alsgflected in shortermism within
democracies, and in the bond between liberal democracy and economic liberalism.

Wilkinson and Pickett also link higher levels of income equality to higher levels of education and
physical and mental healtiPaper Fououtlined a nhumber of ways in which climate change could
have potentially significant adverse impacts on physical and mental health. We might find that
climate change amplifies some of the negative effects of income inequality in a toxic cocktail. But
income equality (or a process of narrowing inequalities) is not a generalisable outcome of
democracy.

Whether climate crisis triggers a widespread collapse in democracy or rather a global rise in
02ttt SOGABS | Ol A 2y ¢drii Rhat-combifagicBshesedc Ml ePendionla Nidlel
range of other factors. These will likely be as much cultural or spiritual as economic or political.

Whatwouldo S WA22RQ

One pathway to developing @esirablescenario for the future relationship between democracy and
climate change is to start with a list of qualitidsat might be associated with outcomes that are
both good for democracy and good for climate change mitigation and adaptatiodight of the
three (or four) key sets of problems in the relationship betweaksmocracy and climate change
highlighted above

WD22RQ RSY2O0NJ Oe

Drawing on Paper®neto Four, together with stories developed during an eventarganised by

the Foundation for Democracy and Sustainable Development, Salzburg Global Seminar and
Schumachr College in April 2018 a partial listof W1 8 1 B QWI2ANRQ RSY2ONI O0& FAd
of climate changemight include(but would not belimited to) the following:

- Less selinterest and a stronger sense of common interest: in civil societyairkets and in
politics

- Public policy processes, laws and institutions that are (regarded as) legitimate and fair

- A shift in emphasis from a focum the political space towards a much greater focus on
communication and democratic exchanigghe publicspace.
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- a2NB O22LISNIGA2Y |yR fSaa O2YLISUGAlGA2Y O0WRAL
communities, and organisatiorgswith such competition as remains to spur innovation and
creativity taking place on a level playing field and directed towards medtimgan and
societal needs

- Fairness: equity, as between people alive today, and as between those alive today and those
yet to be born

- Democratic decisiomaking grounded less in politically determined boundaries and more in
regions defined by the boundasgeof ecosystems

- A breakdown in unelected, unaccountable elites and the eradication of corruption

- Markets working in service to climate mitigation and adaptation (in the interest of
sustainable development and the lotgrm goal of sustainability), rathehan elevated to
the status of overarching goals of human endeavour

- Greater regard for the interests and needs of future generations of people

- wSaLlsSold F2NJ GKS 9FNIKQa LI I ySilNE o02dzyRINRASE

- Greater engagement and participatiomdéh less disengagement and alienation: at every
level, from the local to the global, so that everyone would feel themselves an agent of
change, not an unwilling servant of a political elite or of cliqgues, wherever they might be
found.

- Greater public attentin to quality of life and wellbeing rather than economic indicators of
wealth, growth, or even poverty

- A strong system of global governance for sustainable development, in which economic
growth and development are harnesstmiserveenvironmental and soal justice

- Leadership more closely tied to cultural spae®d leadership in the political sphere is
decoupled from the economic sphere.

- People have enough of everything to meet their needs as human beings.

So what would an ideal system of democracy ke in the here and now? And how might such
an ideal system of democracy be linked to global governankefionrexhaustive list of
characteristics might include the following

- It would be inclusivein a number of ways. In the first place, it would be capatie
supporting the active involvement of all enfranchised peap¥ehether directly or by means
of meaningful systems of representation. And it would be capable of providing enfranchised
people with the information needed to take account of the needs (apdetimes the
interests too) of those who were not enfranchised; both in time and in space.

- It would provide foraccountabilityof elected representatives on an ongoing basis.

- It would allowstrong leaders to emergdeaders with the space to inspire alie¢ in the
possibility of change based on the equality of all people

- It would instil in people the sense of belonging neededditow strong leaders without
losing a sensefdheir own importance in the ongoing democratic process

- It would betransparent

- It would be associated with high levelspatrticipatory decisiommaking

- It would allow more space fadeliberation¢ and would provide the means for people to
make time to engage in deliberative decisimaking over difficult policy choices; doing so in
ways that could match the pace of decisioraking to the rate at which decisions need to be
made and actions taken.
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- It would be longtermist, providing the information, resources and wisdom for elected
representatives to make decisions with regaodthe longterm.

- It would foster high levels of communityased participation and engagement

- It would provide for fair allocation of costs and benefits of action on climate change, from
the local and up through the national to the global level

- It would be asociated with a high degree dfust in the institutions and processes of
democracy and in elected representatives.

LA W3I22RQ RSY2ONI} 08 RAFTFSNBYOG F2N FRFLIGFGAZ2Y |
If these aresome of the possibl@ SY SNA O | yR a1 SidK2RQOR HIMEeONIS A& &
from the specific challenges of the relationship between democracysasthinable development
how might those characteristics differ between mitigation and adaptation?

At a general level, mch of the political emphasis in theimlate change agenda at global level until
recently lay with efforts tanitigate climate change. More recently, however, there has been greater
emphasis oradaptation

For all that some approaches to climate adaptation are both techneilagysive and exgnsive,

there is also considerable experimentation with approaches to adaptation that depend on
community engagement and on the existence of strong local networks: in other words, some of the
key characteristics of democracy applied at local level. Aftewaether national governments with
capacity to tackle climate change exist or not, people living closest to the impacts of climate change
will have to do their best to find ways to adapt.

Takirg work by researchers Yohe andl,Tthere is a good deal aforrelation between potential
WFSIFGdZNB&a 2F RSY2ONI Oédk RSY2ONI GAO &a20AFf 2NEHI Y.
the other. In turn, adaptive capacity is closely linkedr¢siienc& RSFAY SR Ay 2DLL 2
Fourth Assessmentreporsad U KS oAt AGe 2F | &a20A1Fft 2NJ SO2f 23A
retaining the same basic structure and ways of functioning, the capacity feorgalfisation, and
GKS OF LI OAGe (2 FTRFLWG YIGdaNYFfte G2 adiNBaa |yR OF

Box lhighlightsYoheandT2 t Q& RSUGSNX¥YA Yl yia Box 2llusRdteskneirgnh§e oD LI OA |
those adaptation approaches that are not dependent on central government regulation or high

levels of technological investment. In all of these approaches, strong social ketabcommunity

level provide a basis for a variety of adaptation strategies.

The 201611 World Resources ReporDecision Making in a Changing Climate: Adaptation
Challenges and Choiéés highlights five key elements in an architecture for significantly
strengthening the ability of national governments to make effective adaptation decisions: public
engagement, decisierelevant information, institutional design, tools for planning and
policymaking, and resources. The report notes thia® y 3+ 3 A y 3 es Odh Buildisappdrtifor
difficult adaptation choices as well as improve the quality of outcomes achieved. Public engagement
throughout the entire policy process often is necessary to ensure the effectiveness atetriong
viability of a policy or an acity. Civil society organizations can help facilitate this exchange between
A320SNYYSyid YR GKS Llzot A Odé
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Box1: Determinants of adaptive capacity

- The range of available technological options for adaptation

- The availability of resources and their distritmtiacross the population (in part an outcome bet
political system)

- The structure of critical institutions, the derivative allocation of decigitaking authority, and the
decision criteria that are employed

- The stock of human capital including educatsord personal security
- The stock of social capital including the definition of property rights
- GKS aeaidsSyQa | O0Saa (2 NARA]l ALINBFRAY3I LINEOS

- The ability of decisiomakers to manage information, the processes by which these deaisakers
determine which information is credible, and the credibility of the decisioakers themselves

- ¢KS Lzt A0Qa LISNOSABGSR GGNROodziAz2y 2F ((KS
manifestations

Source: ¥he andTol, 2001*

Box 2 Low-tech adaptaion responses to climate change

- Communities in Samoa in the South Pacific rely on informatmaonetary arrangements and soci
networks to cope with storm damage, along with livelihood diversification and financial remittg
through extended family netorks.

- Community organisation is an important factor in adaptive strategies to build resilience a
hillside communities in Bolivia.

- Foodsharing expectations and networks in Nunavut, Canada, allow community members acc
so-called country food atimes when conditions make it unavailable to some.

- Namibia has created communibased institutions and locdé¢vel monitoring tools to better suppor,
farmers living in communal areas prone to land degradation.

Sources: IPCC 2007, W&World ResourceReport 20162011*

Beyond general statements on the value of public engagement, however, indicators or determinants
of adaptivecapacity (to the extent that it might be possible to develop them) doahedrly relate to
notional indicators of effectivamitigation capacity. Mitigation capacity indicators, for example,
might include clear and/or uncontested science, veipeadpublic access to information (e.g. to
maximise the potentially beneficial power of climatensitive consumer choice), strong pubitl

for change (at least in democracies) and widespraadl accessiblalternative sources of energy.

Given the current low performance of most democracies across these potential determinants of
mitigation capacity,de facto mitigation capacity might &ltoo readily be associated with strong
governance and togplown leadership.
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In contrast, determinants cdidaptivecapacity developed in literature on climate change adaptation
are overall more readily related to democracy and/or features of good goveenforcsustainable
development.

It is clear too that there is no silver bullet when it comes to investment in the determinants of
adaptive capacity. Rather, adaptive capacity and its close relative resilience are products of a shifting
mix of societal climte change antibodies.

Authoritarian, centralisedtop-down climate change adaptation coulckrtainly happen Think
particularly aboutthe maintenance of critical infrastructurder example where there might be a
tendency for central government to drivedaptative measures such as flood risk management over
the wishes of local communities; as, for example, inekient thatcentral government identifies a
need to depopulate lowying coastal areas. But much would depend on the availability of financial
and technological resources and the capacity of national government (and its strength relative to
sub-national government) at the points in space and in time when significant climate impacts are felt
at community level.

Some of the tensions are exploredtire report of the UMilitary Advisory BoardNational Security

and the Threat of Climate Changks they note, e capacity for adaptation to climate change may

be high in highly industrialised European states, bt S& & & Rleveloged pldses B3hW)

Balkans, Moldova, and the Caucasus... In northern Europe, countries may build higher dikes, as they
have done in the past, but at a certain point that may not be sufficient, and much port and other
coastal infrastructure would have to be moved fultie A y £ | yRZ | ff 3INBI G SELISy&aS

Thepotential mismatch between what is needed of a democracy working for mitigation and what is
needed for a democracy working for communHitgised adaptation to climate change, is potentially a
key underlying theme for scenas on the future of democracy in the face of climate change.

WaAdGAIFGAZ2Y FANRGQ FYR WHERFLIGFGAZ2Y TFANRGQ F LILING
geographical spaces, might offer significant contrasts from a democracy perspettigiewith

dimate change already had A NER Ay (2 GKS 9FNIKQa aeaidisSvasz |
independently of mitigation actions.

It is an open question whether efforts to strengthen democracy in various ways abatidnal
levels (when democracy is undtood as a political systemyould deliver dividends in terms of
enhanced adaptive capacity, and if so, where and how.

It seems intuitively unlikely (though not impossible in the setting of a-tenm scenarios exercise)

that locatlevel resilience to shate change could be delivered through authoritarian government.

But history famously offers one example where governance responses to a crisis of resource scarcity

not only reflected the adoption of a long time horizqrwith responses spanning a period more

than one hundred yearg but were also implemented in an authoritarian governance setting in

which, nonetheless, the support and engagement of local communities was essential. The example
concerns forest depletion in prmdustrial Japarf® As analg i w2 Yly YNI yLANRAO 02
conjunction of topdown and bottoraup policies, and producer responses to the changing timber
marketplace, all set against a cultural background of respect for thebewlh of future generations,
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helped to ensure that ®F @ Qa WI LIy A& y20 GKS RSydzRSR fdzyl N
becomet*® We return to ths examplelater.

WD22RQ OfAYIFIGS 2dzid2YSa

{2 FIFINE 2dzNJ LINPLIZ &SR OKI NI OghirRiNaNysot deddcrady, Teultire, W32 2 R
and decisiormaking, rather than climate change outcomesliBate changds at least an area where
it is relatively easy to be confideaboutwhat is desirable:

- Df2o6ltf SgFN¥YAY3I Aa fAYAGSR G2 I -‘dustrallevelst @S NI 3
(an increase hat could itself mean large species loss, more severe storms, sea level rise,
floods and drought®), and the associated negative climatic, social and environmental
impacts of global warming are minimised.

- Overall concentrations afarbon dioxide stabilisat or below 350 parts per million. Global
CQ emissions would need to reduce by-B0% over 2000 levels by 2050, with emissions
peaking by 2015 at the latesin order to attain 356400ppm

The current widely accepted notional target of 450ppm of carbooxide would likely be
F3a20AF0SR 6AGK Iy | @SNFXY3IS uwux/ SFN¥YAYI 62NI RgA
as a morerealistically achievable goal; one that could conceivably bring a global average
GSYLISNI GdzZNB NAaS 2F oompared b prérfdBStriablgvls’2 ¥ G KS OSy i

Overall, @ idealset of climate change circumstanaegght be characterised as those associated
for the longterm, with the elimination of anthropogenic climate change. There are two ways in
which that might be achieved

- Through decisiomaking that results in global reduction of energy consumptioat
gives rise to greenhouse gas emissjadhsough changes in production and consumption
patterns

- Through decisiomaking that leads to the development of technologies thfectively
allow continued energy consumption, but eliminate the greenhouse gas emissions with
which it is associated.

The first kind of decisiemaking calls for major changes in the lifestyles of very large nuni{bers

majority even)of people livingAy GKS @g2NI RQa NAOKSald O2dzyiNASa
transformation of lifestyle choices linked to increased energy consumption within poorer countries,
including those with rapidly growing economies, such as that of China.

The second kind of deson-making calls for an overall policy environment that facilitates
technological innovation and the unimpeded transfer of the technologies that can mitigate
greenhouse gas emissions. This kind of decisiaking is appealing because it might effectively
neutralise the impact of climate change on democracystone extent; but the evidence that it
might transpire is currently far from convincing.

There is also the possibility (though it appears to be vanishingly slim) that only mmitie or
technologyinterventions might be required, because climate science, or the assumptions in which
associated scenarios are grounded, turn out to be deeply flawed. In that case, the future course of
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democracy will be influenced by climate change only to the extentttadiscovery of those flaws
has an impact on democracy.

Even an optimal system of democracy; one designed in such a way as to maximise the chances that
anthropogenic climate change is mitigated, or that people everywhere have the best chances to
adapt, may not lead to optimal policy decisions. There are choices to be made in areas where
science is uncertain; there is always the possibility that a known, but remote, risk in fact
materialises; there are unforeseeable twists and turns. There is no engigesut human error.

This very partiabxploration offeatures ofada 2 OA Sié& GKI 4 Aa WwW3I22R TFT2NJ RS
OKIFy3aS YAGAIFIGAZ2Y YR FTRFELWGIGAZ2YQ €SI@Sa | 3INBL
to develop at their own pace. Theie plenty ofspace leftfor playing, loving, learning, and enjoying

being aliveg but these activities are natentral to the stories in our scenarios

How longis ninety years?

How long is 40 years? How long is 90 years? How quickly could democraeypdfertned, to the
extent that there are mismatches between democracy and climate change?

In the fields of democracy and cultural transformation, 40 and 90 years appear to bepshiods of

time. On the one hand, thabbservationmakes the nuts and bdtof a scenarios development
exercise more feasible. If 100 years is a short time, it might be possible to come up with more
credible stories. On the other hand, the scenarios and possible impacts emerging from the climate
science would appear to demanddiaal and rapid change in political and (though it does not tackle
these directly) economic systems.

'd GKS alryYS GAYSE RSY2ON) O& FdzidzNA&aAdGa YAIKEG Kb O
very long: many of them fail to factor in natural resoe challenges, let alone climate change, other

than incidentally. If the scaland paceof change in the natural environmenand hence social
organisation are indeed set to bantense,we might be forced to accelerate our thinking on how,

and why, to natch our political systems to the new reality.

There are also some writers who take the pessimistic view; even to the extent, for example, that
they suggest thathange of certain kindg cultural transformation in particulag is simply not
possiblé® over anything other than a very long time horizon.

Whatever else, forty years (which will take us roughly to 2050) is a long time in terms of human
lifespans: half a Western lifetimend nearly two generationdNinety years; roughly the period left
before we hit 2100andthe end point for the scenarios in this projetis even longer. But whether
these areactuallylong periods of time is at very best debateable. And whether they are long enough
to allow democracy to adapt to possibly catastrophic climé@nge; to survive and thrive; is a moot
point, though one that we approach optimistically.

Even the idea that time runs consistently, in a straight lioean even arc, oms a precisely
RSGSNXAYER] QGAONRA&E |t TASfetRidg thatfank deciplifes &g RS+ @2
many human cultures would challenge.
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C.S Lewisor exampleis credited with having said that § KS FdzidzNBE A& &a2YSOKAY:
NBI OKSa d GKS NI GS 2F cn  YAyYdzi SButinThe GKIRofitheE ¢ K | { !
LongNoik { Gdzr NIi . N} YR SELX 2NBa ¢6KIFG Ad YAIKG G118
y26Qr a2 GKFG 6KFG | F7F SOhéitrickzhe siyds tiBranghavIotrgag 6 > A a
the last ten thousand years as if it kelast week, and the next ten thousand as if it were next

¢ S S Brand reminds readers of the difference betwedirosand chronos:ithe former the time

of opportunity and the propitious moment, and the latter eternal or ongoing time. For so long as

culture, markets and technology are shatS NY A a i X OKNR Y 2 & -irRretiedofiitedl I SaG Y
world. And Brand goes further, proposing six significant levels of pace and size in the working

A0 NHZOGdzNBE 2F | WNROodzA (G | y B sldwRHe loiddrsates GashOWatA £ A T |
commerce; infrastructure; governance; culture; and nature. Culture, he says, is where the Long Now
operates>®

In her book about timePip Pip’’ artist Jay Griffiths paints in words some of the multiple ways of

viewingi AYS I ONRPaa (GKS ¢g2NIRP® {KS KAIKEAIKGA Wg2YSy
Navajo. She argues that human concepts of time are inherently ideological; often tied to human

power rather than the power of nature; to straight lines rather tharleis or loops or joyous curves.

LG OSNIFAyfe asSSvya |G FTANRG ofdzaK GKIG GKSNB A3
within which democracy will need to adapt and evolve in order to rise to the challenges of climate
change (if we are to eape runaway climate change), and the paces at which democracy has
evolved over the last two thousand years.

One challenge, if democracy is to remain resilieanid to rise to andackle the implications of
climate changewhilst thriving andadaping, is © prove Stuart Brand wrong: to show that
democracy, as a system of governance, is capable both of agility and fleetness of foot, and of
leisurely contemplation. Tequipit to be so.

A series of underlying assumptions related to these temporal mismatclagsbm among the most
pernicious problems that stand in the way of meaningful change. If we are to take the idea of
climate change serioustlyif we are to behave in ways that apgecautionaryc we will need to take

action with the faith that it is worth @S N2 YAy 3 2dzNJ dzy RSNI @Ay 3 R2dzm i a
to match their actions and reactions to available timeframes.

At the same time, we may need to overcome our fear of Western, ordered, linear time. Members of

the public faced with information aha climate change and its impacts are often warned that there

is only a very short period of time within which to act, even though that sense of urgency is entirely

at odds with the way in which our political leaders appear to be tackling the issue. Paitinéhe

Uk aSR Wmnn Y2y UKAaQ AYAGAFGA@GS LIXlLe 2y GKFG TS
warns (to the sound of a ticking countdown currently &tréonths) thata 6 S K| @S mnn Y2y
save our climate. When the clock stops ticking, we coulsl 6 S8 2y R 2dzNJ Of AYI SQa
LRAY (G 2FPFy2 NBOdNYE ®

What then could be the triggers for time itself to loop into different forms; what are the accelerators

of time and the braking forces when it comes to the relationship between democracylanate

OKI y3aSK 2KIFG WINRIISNI SOSyiaQ ddddnib®acyStselito 2 ¥ & 2 (
transform quickly?

38



©Foundation for Democracy and Sustainable Development, Foundation for the Future, Halina Ward

One clear brake on time is potentially technological innovation, since technological innovation for
effective climate adaptation ah mitigation ould (particularly in its most radical forms as
technologyintensive geoengineering) buy more time in which to develop durable societal responses.
But technology can also accelerate timén the sense that it can reduce the time we have laft
which to act to deliver effective climate mitigation and adaptatiéior example, technology can
acceleratethe energy intensity of industrial productioor of other human processes, or the rate at
whichwe are abletodepl& (1 KS S| NI K@es y I (dzNF £ NBaz2

Crisis generally, like wars more specifically, can slow time down when it comes to social progress:
putting back the clockrekindling old animosities and tensions that years of social engineering,
development assistance or capaeliyilding soughto address. But crisis can also speed time up by
bringing people together in common cause: crisis can work to accelerate the rate at which social
innovation emerges; and the depth and strength of human bonds and social connections.

Here in the UK, onefdhe most commonly cited examples of this accelerating effect of crisis is the
WgHNIYS ALANRGQ GKIG Aa &aFrAR G2 KIS SYSNEHSR RdzN
even suggested that if we are to tackle an energy and climate crisis, we adlltoemove to the

SlidzA @I £ Sy i 2 if wHichdWigk NI SFRT220NIYad 2 F AYRAGARdzZ f 43X 2 NE
harnessed together YR RANB OG SR (1°2History I8 Ya¥ ev¥r, isdseléctivé: looting

was widespread in the bomtlamaged dies of the UK at the same time as other communities were
2NHFyAaAy3d (KSvyaSt@gSa Ayaz2z GKS 12YS CNByd GKFG
adversity. General Elections, with the consehParliament, were suspended until the closinggest

of the Second World Wain 1945% And a regime of rationing and price controls for foodstuffs and
household goodsvas implemented. Whilst itmight be considered successfoy many it is also

striking that over the period from September 1941 to Augl@42, the Ministry of Food successfully

obtained 26403 convictions under emergency legislation on ratioting.

Ore example that shows the potential for political lotgrmism to emerge out of natural resource
scarcity; as well as the links between goverranesponses to scarcity and shared cultural values;
comes from Japan. It is not an example of such action arising out of a demqdoadyre period in
guestion was préndustrial Japan of the seventeenth to nineteentbnturies But it shows the
potential for political elites to change their behaviour in the face of an overriding shared interest.
And it shows the possibility of a commitment to significant change being sustained over the long
term.

The example is described and analysed in a 2007 pap&obyan Krznaric for the 2007/8 Human
5SSt 2LIYSydi wSLERNI® YNIYINRO |ala oKe WHLIFY (2R
NA RRSY LIS I “AThe/aswer,hsay8, lliés ( doodland management.

In the face of massive devastation of forestssiatisfy demand for timber over theeventeenth to
eighteenthcentury, an autarky whose governance structure was rooted in a combination of military
dictatorship and some 250 subordinate barons with bureaucracies staffed by samurai, began to
develop respases to the problem of forest depletion. In practice, notes Krznaric, most woodland

was subject touse by both rulers and commoners. A combination of supply and dersiaied

controls based on administrative controls and legal sanctions were implementée ipetriod from

around 1630 to 1720. Butthé NB I f al gA2dzNJ 2F WI LI yQa F2NBada ¢
NEIAYS 2F FTFF2NBadlGA2y RdzNAYy3I GKS SAIKISSYydK
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Alongside widespread planting of new forests an& timergence of new forms of silviculture
knowledge, changes in landholding arrangements permitted leasing of land to villages or peasants,
who planted and nurtured trees.

Two hundred years later, by the midneteenth century longterm forest stability hd been

achieved. One factor aiding the recovery, suggests Krznaricovia®& S 3ANB I G O2y OSNY 7
0SAYy3 2F TFdzidzNB Fl YAfe& ISYSNIraGA2ya Ay OGNIRAGAZ2YVI
in addition tod G KS LINA y OA LI B IIFR KISNBRICALE SO (Ol 2ddayipNNEA T3 ¢Ft A
long-term vision of hereditary rule which facilitated afforestation policies that would reap benefits

only after decade&’ That longterm visiong or rather, its counterpart in cultural regard for fure

generations¢ was able to sustain a series of measures and supporting actions over some two
hundred years. In a democracy, one insight that this gives rise to concerns not only the role of
supportive cultural norms, but also the importance of politicesolve and courage. That in turn

links culturalvaluesto leadership

Couldsome of the job be done bpolicy, law and institutions?

If we are to equip democracy effectively to mitigate and adapt to climate change, remedies to
current ailments must st@ as much from cultural and social innovationves| asinstitutional or

legal fixes. Butglicy, legal and (formal) institutional innovations will be among the key shapers of
R S Y 2 O NéspbhsSsitdxlimate change.

Paper Foureviewed some of the letj and policybased responses that could potentially secure
mitigation of climate change.dficy, legal and institutional innovations are also part of the overall
climate adaptation toolkit.

Throughout the papers in this project, we have highlighted sofrti@barriersto such innovations
within democracies. For example, Rart Vof Paper Threeve argued that climate change demands
that, where it exists and if it is to remain, democracy needs to develop a capacity fotelomg
intergenerationallyregardng decisioamaking. In part, systems change on the scale that is required
needs to stem from cultural processes of transformatidetéiled further below). But as wéave
also suggested, systems change could in part be driven through constitutional refanstitutional
innovations, in the form for example of Commissioners for Future Generations.

Helpful contributions can also be made by lessréachingchanges for example, the UK has
brought longterm vision into everyday policy with innovations sah as the UK Office for Science
and Technology Foresight programme.

The relationship between those approaches to mitigating and adapting to climate change that are
grounded in legal or institutional change on the one hand, and those that rely insteadbptipon

cultural or social transformation, is partially symbiotic. The extent to which politicians feel able to

Wi SFRQ NI GKSNJ KIFy F2fft2¢ LlzoftAO 2LAYA2Y A& 1
to an extent it is also a determinantf ¢he state of a democracy (since it would be difficult for

elected representatives consistently to be significantly ahead of their electorates without

dzy RSNYAYyAy3 GKS O2NB LINBOSLI GKIG RSY2ON) O& A& \

If processes of cultutdransformation ran deep, we might find publics directly driving more radical
policy responses to climate change. And even if without such processes, we might find that
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investment in communication of available scientific evidence; or civic engagemerxtemal
events; might result ima stronger role for leadership by elected representativébe potential
impact of extraordinary leaders should certainly not be underestimaiéuer.

What, though, are the prospects for engineering processes of systérmsge and ultimately
potentially largescale changes in human behaviours on the back of shifts in laws and institutions?

There is plenty of evidence that institutions and laws shape human behaviour; but there is also
considerable evidence thatverall laws in democracies (where only those infringements of law that
are considered socially or morally the worst carry the risk of stargctioned physical or mental
violence) work best when they are grounded in strong-@xesting cultural values.

This is noto say that laws must always follow social values; rather thageneralthey work well

when laws are grounded in a strong social consensus. In a related theory of social change through

law, seOl f f SR WaYlI NI fFgaQ 2N Wan\of eXiltingvfyahdztidnal ar2 y Q 6 :
social incentivesg for example by incentivising innovation or prafitaximising behaviour in

businesses, or providing fiscal reward for desired behaviour change. And the idea that people can be

Yy dzZRISRQ Ayl WashegiRto sitdascidus ardaNdte motivations has also gained

ground recently in the UK and North Ametigath a rash of books and policy experiments.

At the same time, there are also many examples of lzacked by meaningful penaltigseing used

to quash competing values or social beliefs. The removal of capital punishment from the statute
books of many democracies despite widespread public support for the death penaitys one
example. In democracies, the core principlere$pect forthe rule of law, and the power of the
appeal to social cohesion that the rule of law provides, offer a mechanism for overruling competing
values or beliefs (at least for so long as the law in question can be democratically upheld or is
considered legitimate).

Many pele around the world are racish some form or anothet 2 NJ | (-3 NB tzBJd ,FNI Sy ( ¢
yet only a few (relatively speaking) would demand that laws against racial discrimination be
repealed. Over time, the maintenance of laws against racial digtion can serve to transform

cultural norms, to the point that racism becomes not only illdgal also(and in some senses more
importantly) socially unacceptable.

One important contributonA & ¢ 2 Y ¢ 8Wh$ Rdogie Obey 2hg LaWTyler argues tat

people obey the law not through fear of punishment, but if (and when) they believe that the law is
legitimate. This finding helps to explain why people obey laws that do not match their own
(personally held) values. And it also suggests that strengtigestemocracy, so as to strengthen the
esteem in which the legislative processes of representative democracy are held, can help to enhance
not only the legitimacy of law(s), but also the likelihood that they are obeyed.

Laws and public institutions are nguist tools for politicians: they are part of the fabric of
democracy. Far from simply being among the outputs of democratic process, they have the potential
to alter the character of democracy and the values that enfranchised people bring to their own
engagement. That is obviolysthe case, for example, ithe character of Upper Houses within
parliamentary democracies. But it is also an insight that can extend to other kinds of legal and
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institutional innovations that are explicitly designed to tackle s&n& RSY 2 ON} Oé Qa & K2 NI
addressing climate change.

| dzy 3 NB Q& WINBSY 2Y06dzRaYlyQ F2N) SEFYLXS o6GKS
Generations, discussed Paper Threpcreates space for a conversation that would not otherwise

happen. At the sdS (GAYSZ FT2NJ STFSOGAPSYySaaz (GKS [/ 2YYAa
connected to the outside world and to civil societg so as not to become a figaf.

It seems likely in any event that our conceptions of the relevance of future generationsavitye

as we become more aware of the impact of drivers such as climate change, population growth or
resource scarcity on the future of humankindnd in Ecuador, a new Constitution now admits
nature as a litigant as a result of a process of constituticer@dvation®

People versus technologgentred approaches to change

The case for investing themocratic innovationn order to deliver effective action to mitigate and
adapt to climate changeoald potentiallybe undermined by blind faith in markeés apanacea for
0KS ¢2NI RQa Of A Ythai Samedi&ith 31s8 SakeINBw diffiSutt o decouple liberal
democracy fronthe ideal of diberal economyAny assumptiorthat effective action to mitigate and
adapt to climate change will result frormarkets or markettransformation aloneor through
investment in technological innovatior(ost spectacularhygeoengineering)amounts to a huge
gamble.

Only when elected representatives feel free to prioritise policy priorities doahotactively suppar
economic growth is it likely that we will be able consistently to deliver consistent policy for climate
change mitigation and adaptation. In turn, that prioritisation is unlikely to happen without: a)
consistent and charismatic political leadership of #ind that can inspire commitment of hearts and
minds, or b) cultural transformation so that people actively consent to, and pursue, prioritisation of
policies that allow collective needs and wellbeing to be met, rather fhanpursuit of selfish self
interest.

A peoplecentred, socially transformative route to mitigating and adapting to climate change offers a
FIN 0SHAYNY WlMNRYE LISOG0 F2NJ OKI y3S -cantkedl gpprdach dhdra A y S a &
could further erode cultures of democratic decisimaking.

In principle, the idea of majority rule or even consensulsased governance when linked to the
seltinterest of individual voters can make it much more challenging for democracy to drive major
lifestyle change than for democracy to provideearabling environment for technological innovation

to thrive.

On the other hand, relying exclusively gchnologicalinnovation to come up with solutions to
climate change; both mitigation and adaptatioig is a high risk strategy; in part because thex@®

basis for deep confidence that a mix of technologies sufficient to forestall and combat climate
change will come on stream sufficiently quickBeating the right enabling environment for some
kinds of climatemitigating technological innovations aesponses to climate change maso
requirelargepublic injections of cash: subsidies. Subsidies can be politically difficult to maintain; not
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only when there is public scepticism about climate change, but also forstesgiped public coffers
in many (i not most) parts of the world.

Governments may be able to hide some types of implicit subsidy from their electorates (particularly
those subsidies that discount future environmental or social costs so that they are not counted in
the present, or that atlw uneconomic fossil fuel or nuclear sectors to thrive). But real cash
subsidies, once out in the open, require a measure of public support that is hard to maintain if there
is scepticism about the benefits that could ensuparticulaty if the resultsare not only distant in

time, but also in space.

These distinctions represent gross generalisations, but they seem nonetheless to speak to a
fundamental underlying issue: how much will (and car)the peopleas citizens and residents do to
tackle climate bange; versus how much came the peopleas market actors, employees and
technological innovators do to tackle climate change?

In the first setting, people are the primary movei@anocracyas a political systenconfronts a
direct challenge to innovate ahadapt to deliver the necessary shifts in lifestyles and associated
values. In the second setting, market actors and the mysterious forces with which they are
associated are the principal movers. Tigsion limits the role of democracgs a political sstemto

that of generatng the right policy signals and instruments to enable the market to deliver effective
mitigation.

If the current threats of severe climate change (exploredPaper Foyrwere to come to fruition,
societal innovation and resilienamuld prove a far more useful commodity than businesstred
policies for economic growthA peoplecentred, socially transformative route to climate change

FRILIGEGAZ2Y YR YAGAIIGA2Y 402§ 8y RAIIATRY KT YNE

technologycentred approach that could further erode cultures of democratic decigiaking.
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3. Towards scenarios

Overall analytical approach

The most conventional approach to developing scenatistories about the future; is to start by

going through a process in whicldrivers of possible changén the external environment are
identified and clustered according to their possible relevanca guestion that is to be considered

by the scenariosIn our case, that central question low might democracyand participatory
decisionmaking have evolved to cope with the challenges of climate change by the years 2050 and
2100?

Often, the drivers of possible changes in the external environmeate then clustered
conventionally by headings which (with someigtions) address the following domains:

Political (including g@opoliticaland global governanceonsiderations)

- Economic

Environmental

Social

Technological

One common approach is then to seek haghlight the critical uncertainties in each area (i.e. the
factors that make prediction difficult if not impossibie relation to the course of the particular
driver of changg and to highlight the extent to whicthose uncertainties might impact on the
central questiorfor the scenarios

There is one advantaga looking ahead to 2100 in that given a long enough time horizon, almost

any change, however radical, becomes potentially plausible; but it also means that few forces or
factors can be identified as predictable other than at the highest level of geraratisHowever,

we can be clearer about some processes than others: for example the shape of overall trajectories in

terms of urbanisation, global population growth and energy consumption is relatively clear to 2050.

Each of these has significant implicais for the impacts of climate change (and the political systems

through which human beings manage them). Equally, some of the processes associated with climate
change are already hastl A NBR Ay (2 GKS SINIKQa aeaisSvyaz o6SOlId
FOGABAGASE YR GKSANI AYLI OGa 2y GKS 9 NIKQa Of AY

Technology, population, and economic growth, are also considered as drivers of greenhouse gas
emissions in the scenarios (salled SRES scenaffdson which much of the work of the
Intergovernmental Py St 2y /[ f A(PCAF8urth AsdesgrleSt®aport is grounded. In the
O2yGSEG 2F GKS Lt/ / Q& 62N}l (KS&aS GKNBS WRNAJAY
designed to informgovernanceresponsedn the form, (particularly), of publipolicy responses.

However, current systems of social and political organisation are not identifiddwassof change

in the SRES scenarios. In other words, it is not possible to use the SRES scenarios and associated data

to isolate the impact of democty on emissions. Rather, the broad assumptions within SRES

scenariodn relation to technology, population and economic growth respectively can be considered
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Ay GSN¥Y&a 2F GKSANI AYLI OGa 2y WRSY2ONI O@Hed 2 NJ Of A
below).

One might propose weak links between some dimensions of the SRES scenarios and democracy by
usingd dzOK f AYAGSR SOARSYyOS | & SEA-&dnditians Br2eNdcti®eE I Y LI S
RS Y 2 Otldudh asGhe contested criterion of ative income equality. Or one might work with the

hypothesis that high emissions of greenhouse gases, or severe climate ifrgracéssociated with

LI2 2NJ WOt AYI GS NBI RAY Shefatkrizat yRSIY 230 NI-BR I OR K R SHESEVESAND
gvenRSY2ONJ O& G (GKS GAYS 6KSYy SYraairzyNBl RNYX&§5axl
when, often many decades later, climate impacts are fattonveniently, he drivers of greenhouse

gas emissions do ngenerate impact®n democracy at the samgace and over the same timescale.

A great deatlepends on the point in time at which the assessment is m@aled incidentally on the

time delay between policymaking or public decisioaking (and the practice of democracy) on one

hand, and climate impaston the other. Taking the raw emissions projections of the SRES scenarios

alone, the questionsd g KI & YA 3IKG KIF @S KIFLIISYSR (G2 RSY2ONI Oe
6KSaS SyYyraaarzya FyR ooremdnSaid AYLI Oda (2 KIS I NI

Table 3:Outline implications of IPCC Special Report: Emission Scenarios (SRES)doraty

SRES Scenario Family Indicative possible implications for
democracy

Al scenario family A1F1fossil fuel intensive In all cases, a key challenge is to

A marketbased, technologgriven | (BUT NB: with an assumptior] maintain the political will for

world of very rapid economic that supply meets demand) | sufficient investment in technologica

growth. development to mitigate against the

A1T: nonfossil fuel energy worst effects of imate change in this

A global ppulation that peaks at 8.7 resources high economic growth agenda.

billion around 2050 decreasing to Democracy evolves without

around 6.5 billion by 2100 and rapi¢ A1B baance across energy | discernable disruption as a result of

introduction of new and more resources severe climate change, save for in th

efficient technologies. remaining circumstances where
severe climate events demand

Underlying themes are convergenc immediate action. Thisould bea

among regions, capacity building, WOt AWYSdalisNI f Q RSY?2

and increased cultural and social where technology does the job of

interactions. demaocratic innovationbut onlyif

climate mitigation and adaptation
technologies do not themselves
throw up significant democracy

challenges
A2 Scenario Family The most challenging combination o
A very heterogeneous world circumstances for democracy to cop
characterised by high population with; with strong pressures both for
growth, slow economic lifestyle change in highly economical
development and slow technologicd developed countries as a principal
change. pathway to mitigation and adaptatior

(given the slow pace of technologica
Globalisation is weak, with econom change) and for interventionist, tep
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development primarily regionaly
oriented.

Population growth is high (15 billion
by 2100xa 6 SOl dza S 2 F
financial resources available to
address human welfare, child and
NB LIN2 RdzOG A @S KS't

down government interventions to
cope wih scarcity, migration and
public health challenges.

Some democracies slip towards
authoritarianism as a result of the
pressures of managing scarce
resources in a time of economically
constrained development.

Democratic innovation at the
grassroots castill be found, if only
for reasons of survival in light of
severely constrained public sector
delivery of services. Some
communities experiment with
bioregional democracy.

¢KS WKI@S y23aQ
first century are not lifted out of
poverty,and only the most elite
WKI @#SaQ LINE &LISND

Vested interests continue to hold

back the potential for democracy to
realise the potential of human beings
as equals.

Global governance systems falter as
states pursue approaches of
Wdzy Sy t A 3 Knflefst SR Q

B1 Scenario Family
¢tKS Ot2asSaid dz2 |
develdJY Sy (i ¥ dzii dzNB Q

High economic growth, though not
as rapid as A1

A convergent world with the same
population as Al (global population
peaks at 8.7 billion midentury
decreasing to around 6.51bdn in
2100)

Greater changes (than Al) towards
service and information economy

Introduction of clean and resouree

Economic growth and cultural
transformation combine to deliver
liberal democracy based on
cooperative values rather than highly
individualistic conpetition.

The case in favour of democracy cal
be clearly made, and a number of
authoritarian regimes fall and are
replaced by fledgling democracies.

Democratic innovation from the loca
to the global flourishes, with
increasing numbers of nations
expeimenting with institutional
means for representing nature and
future generations.
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efficient technologies and a

reduction in material intensity. Advocates of a world parliament gaif
ground. There is greater

The emphasis could be on experimentation with

education, equity and social welfareg nested/combined global governance

rather than on technological growth I LILINB F OKS&a Ay 6K

and on global solutions to economi RSY 2 ONJ Qritaly cads a2

social and environmental standards is combined with state

sustainability. centred intergovernmental
approaches.

B2 Scenario Family The challenge that democracy

Slower economic growth than B1 presents for effective climate action
recognised at a relatively early stage

A world in that is oriented towards but progress is hampered by the neg

environmental protection and socia to link public opinion to politica

equity. leadership.

A world in whicHocalsolutions b
economic, social and environmenta
sustainability are emphasised

A continuously increasing global
population but at a rate lower than
A2: the population reaches 10.4
billion in 2100

Less rapid and more diverse
technological change than in the B1
andAl scenario

Cultural pluralism and
environmental protection are
strong

As WorkingGroup Il of the IPCQ& C 2 dzNIi K | & is8fandtes, Soiarios &d 38lINdquired

G2 RSAONAROGS (G(KS FdzidzZNB S @2t dzirang@ng asgumption& &outs 2 NI R
how societies, governance, technolo§yO2 y 2 YA Sa gAf t RBANSSin2dthe BRAE® (KS
scenarios are rooted in an assumptionnafadditional climate mitigation policy measures, they are

largely divorced from the social, cultural and political dimensions of climate change mitigation
adaptation. Futhermore, as theSynthesisReport F 2 NJ 0 KS Lt/ / Qa C2 doeB K ! aa
projections of climate change and its impadt® S & 2 y R | are@ stminglyseeparicand model
dependent®®

For purposes of our scenarios, each of theethprincipal emissions drivers that were applied in the
SRES scenarigsaddressed belowHowever, we have not sought to correlate the facts and figures
used in these later sections of this paper with those (now in many cases superceded by later
projections) behind the SRES scenaridsaim is to explore a set of underlying drivers of change to

a sufficient extent to enable develoent of somereasonablycredible scenaridnased stories.
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The approach that we tak®e arrive at a framework for our scenasi as follows.

1. To list and describe significant drivers of change in a) democracy AND/OR b) climate
change

H® ¢2 NIyl GKS tS@St 2F dzy OSNIlIAyide Ay GKS 3.
based on researcharried out during the cowe of the projecteverything is uncertain for
2100

3. Tomake a general assessmefiitased on research carried out for the projeof) the
degree of uncertainty abouthe vectorsor cause and effect relationshigsy G KIF G RNA @€
impact on theinterfacebetweendemocracy and climate eimge

4. To indicatewhich drivers are mostly significant for democracy or for climate change
respectively (i.e. if a driver is mostly significant for democracy rather than climate change,
and only significant for climatehange becausdemocracyis significant for climate change,
that is highlighted).

In order to be included as a driver of change, each must be significant foeldtenshipbetween
democracy and climate change.

We are looking to identify specificallydbe areas where there is both a high level of uncertainty
a) thetrajectory of a driver of changeo 2050 andb) in relation to proximate factors (cause and
effect relationships); anat) where the uncertainties appear to relate directly to issues thet a
critically significant in understanding the relationship between democracy and climate change.

/| 2yaSljdsSyidtes S IINB f221Ay3 F2N) dKz2asS NBlLa ¢
transformation in greenhouse gas emissions/anthropogenic clirshngeand (allowing for some
FdadzYLJiA2ya Fo02dzi OFdzalf NBfFGA2yaKALIAOG RSY2ONJI (
uncertainty to the principal points of tension between democracy and climate chhaigidighted in

Section 2the better.

Thisprocess lies behin@iable 4below. Each driveof changes assessedi G SN & 2F WI ES&Q
of change,in order to account better for the fact thahe drivers arerelevantin a relationship
between two other things; namely democracy and climaehange
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Table 4:Thirty axes of change in theslationshipd S 6 SSy RSY2O0ONJ} O0& yR OftAYIGS OKIy3IS 66AGK SEIl YL &

Strong Fragmented Medium

Arrested Advancing High Medium Y Y Y
West East Low Low Y R Y
Centralised Devolved High Medium Y R Y
Global Localised High Medium Y R Y
WeKS YIFNWeKS OR(High Medium \ \ Y
adrasa (sic)

Trusted Not trusted High Low H R Y
Strong Weak High Medium Y R Y
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Strong Weak High Medium

Extensve and Often distrusted| Medium Medium
generally trusted

Consensual Majoritarian High Medium
(NB: not amenable
to generalisation
through highly

aggregated

scenarios)
Extensive Limited Medium Medium
Close links Limited links High High
Thriving Depressed High Low
High Low Medium Low
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Vested economic| In service to High
interests dictate | socal/policy

goals
Respectedind/or | Not respected | Low Low
valued and/or valued
Met Not met Medium Medium-low
Mostly/wholly Mostly/wholly | Medium Medium-low
renewable fossil fuels
Hidgh end of Low end of Medium Low
projections projections
Within projected | Outside Medium Low
ranges projected

ranges
Extensive Less extensive | Low Low
Widespread and | Localised and | High Medium
frequent infrequent
Individualistic/co | Community High High
mpetitive oriented/collab
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orative
Widespread Limited High Medium-high Y R H
Thriving Patchy High Medium Y R Y
High Low Medium Medium Y R Y
Extensive Limited High Medium Y Y Y
Extensive Limited High Medium-high Y R Y
Extensive Limited High Medium Y Maybe Maybe (in
part)
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How to make sense of such an exercise?

If all of the drivers of change in the external environment and their associated responses have
implications for one another; how can we make sense bothhote interrelationships,and of their
implications for yet another set of relationships: those between democracy and climate change?

2S KI@S FRILIISR (KS ffck RBur Ydle ssehdfids Xuestion corRern® tid @ S N&
relationship betweerdemocracyand climate changd(i.e. we areconsidering, in part, the relationship

between the drivers and a politicalysten). Equally, we consider participatory decisioraking insofar

as it relates to, or impacts odemocracy as a political systemather than in its own righand inall the

sacial settings in which it takes plad&’e therefore highlight those political drivers of change that act on
democracy as a politicaystemor on climate change. For these purposes, we assume a causal
relationship between society, technology, economy, emwnent and geopolitical drivers otie one

hand, and thepolitical systenon the other.

We considerW Ot A YIF S OKIFy3ISQ a | RAaAGAYyOl WAYLI Olk NBaL
OKIFy3aS FyR WRSY2ONI Oeé-mdkiggRnpacis atiNS G 1L RIgi fXaieddiR\ie@ A a A 2 v
of climate impacts can be found FPaper Fouand we do not repeat it in any detail here, though our

scenarios draw heavily on that analysis. However, we incorporatenabrief review of the range of
possibleresponseso climate change in this paper, because these are closely related both to our axes of
change, and to the interaction between democracy and climate change.

The net result is that our scenarios reflect consideration of the impact of the drivers of change o
climate changeithe impact of the drivers of change amemocracy;and thenthrough the stories
themselvesthe implications ofclimate changefor democracy and participatory decisiomaking and
the typesof responses that might emerge different settirgs.

LY KAIKEAIKGAYI LI2aarof S Wheddigwing ¥ dzy OSNIF Ay (e Qs ¢

- Areas where aggregatye (high) level of uncertainty as to trajectory or proximate factors (cause
and effect relationships) is helpful tetter understanding the relabnship between demeracy
and climate change.

- ANBlFa ¢gKSNB Wdzy OSNIiFAydeQ &aLSlF{1a 020K G2 LINE(
emissions/anthropogenic climate changend (allowing for some assumptions about causal
relationships where we have not idéfied clear relationships) democracy. The greater the
NBf SOFyOS 2F WKAIKQ tS@Sta 2F dzyOSNIlFAyde G2
relationship between democracy and climate change the befer. these purposes, we have
focused on thee points of tension:

o shorttermism (linked to lack of regard for future generations);

o0 the tension between the ideals of liberal democracy and those of economic liberalism;
and
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o the challenges associated with democratic decisitaking in areas associatedth high
levels of scientific uncertainty.

In Section 2we also highlighted the challenge sfalein the relationship between democracy

and climate change (i.e. the challenge of identifying the level at which to pursue action, from the

global to the l@al). As we indicated there, this ispaoblem that is inherent to sustainable
development, and impacted by governance (whether it is democratic rganee or not) and

S R2 y20 UGUKSNBT2NB AyOfdzRS Al & | Y2e¢f6df GKS LI
OKIFy3aSQ (2 LINRPOGARS WIESE 2F dzy OSNIFAyGeQ

CKS F2tf2gAy3 INBla 2F WKAIKQ dzy OSNIlFAydGe KIF @S ¢
approach on account of their failure to speak sufficiently generically to our thvegal WRS Y2 ONJ Oé
corOSNYaQ Ay NBflLlGAz2zy G2 OfAYFGS OKFy3S RIFELIGFGAZ2Y

a) Trust in elected representatives

b) Belief in value of public participation

OWF WX¥AaGQ OAQAE a20ASde
d) Locusof state (democratic) decisiemaking

e) Style of democratic politics

f) Participatory decisiomaking/engagement in society

Wlobal governandéasalsobeen rejected because it speaks too indirectly to the practice of democracy
at the level ofstates (i.e. national and subnational decisiomaking). Similarly\democratissionOhas

been rejected because when understood as part of the external environmempiistingdemocracies it
speaks too little to the problems associated with democracy practice in relation to climate adaptation
and mitigation at national and subnationavels.

Wrmed conflicQwould certainly be a driver of change in the relationship between democracy and

Ot AYIFIGS OKIy3aSs odzi A& LISNKIFLA o06Sad dzyRSNBRG22R |
alternatively as aroutcomeof climate change ratr than a general driver of change across the key
challenges of democracy and climate char$fatural/made disasteGhave been rejected on the same

basis.

Btyle of state governan€has been rejected because it speaks principally to a single probléhe in
relationship between democracy and climate change (the relationship between liberal democracy and
the liberal economy)

The elationship between organised religion and the state has been rejected because its implications for
WRSY2ONI O | B QO0k VI (sbeRGAIGYhset obvalues and speak insufficiently
Ot S NI & (2 WRSY20ONI 02 FyR OfAYLGS OKIy3sQ OKFtf Sy
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The global economgnd economic growth argotentially a major driver of change in thelagonship
between democracy and climate chang&ut more relevants the kind of economy and its ability a) to
deliver goods and services to tackle climate change andyanable humans to live withiplanetary
boundaries Thetble of businesGhas be@ rejected for similar reasons.

Wechnology innovation for the practice of democr@eyls to speak sufficiently directly to the climate
NBfIFGSR |aLlS0ia 2F (GKS NBflliA2yaKALl 0SG46SSy RSY?2
innovatior(ls insuffciently directly connected to the core challenges at the heart of the democracy and

climate change relationship.

This exercis¢hereforef S+ @Sa (62 | NBI § eaghfof whighinadie Qotedig] @SPeBKI A y G &
generically to the core problems at éhheart of the relationship between democracy and climate
change®®

A. Technological innovation for climate mitigation and adaptatiofirom low tech: technology
is not working for climate adaptation and/or mitigation tagh tech:technologyis doing a lotof
the work of climate adaptation and mitigatipn

B. Valuesover time (from Here and nowR people care about immediate family, friends and
neighbours, toW ¥ | NJ | ypBRople daiR &t all others, even those distant in space and
time)

It is worth notng thati KS W@ todsSmpt®2 VB A S WG t dzS arhislis/Hecauss K| GA 2
behaviour change malye the resultof a wide range of drivers or causal factors aside fvaioes.

There isalsoan important underlying assumption B. @ove; namely tha the values associated with
behaviours and lifestyles are themselves reflectedwever imperfectly within political systems that
reflect a commitment to democracy. That ia emperfect assumption for it is not inconceivable that
highly communitarian vaks could exist within a system of authoritarian government. However,
because the central focus for our scenariogdésnocracynot authoritarianism we consider this an
assumption worthadoptingc flaws and all.

Ths assumption isalsoa departure fromth@ S a2 OSy I NA2a GKI G OKz22asS waz2o;
32 @S NY $ yiedSand yi axis respectivéyand which implicitly assumehereby that systems of

governance might not reflect social valuetere ourstarting assumptionis that social values are badly

reflected in the political system of governand&/e believe that thiss an appropriate point from which

to begin an investigation into the impact of climate change on democracy as a political system.
a2NB2O3SNE GKS al0lt$S 27FQ (HiSaiathg scenaidy @ndsshd tode GSNY | y
W dzOK2NRGEFNRFYAAYQ (G2 WRSEAOSNIGAGPS RSY2ONI 02 Q 6+
capture the scale and level of governance; from autonomous national decisiemaking to
interdependent struatires where power is moved or shared, from the local to the global.

One mightadd to this lisir2 0 KSNJ WF Il dzf 6t AySQ Ay GKS NBfFGA2YyaKAL]
which potentiallyspeakgo all three of the core problemis that relationshig namely public willingness
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to base public policy on climate science. However, this driver of change is not associated with a high
degree of uncertaintyand impact in relation to our core question. In any event, recent experiasfce

YOt AYIGS &aobra®r atYly (&K 230 6SSy WLzt A0 gAff AyAyS
a OA Sy Odusswithyr&uesbeingat a higher level of generality).

Existing SRES climate scenarios developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change provide
reasonablycomplex pictures/rangs of stories about the futureThey account for technology changes

over time (though not in terms of their relevance to democradd\it they do not take account of
possible shifts in politics or in the values or behavioural dimessidrtlimate change.

LT OSKIZA2dzN& allRR2RY NI CERENEIS2PSR Wol O1 6 NRAQ Ay
effective action for climate change mitigation and adaptation),might find ourselves in theanges of

the Intergovernmental Panaebn Climate Chang8RES scenarits 2050 and 21000ur approaches to

coping with climate change woulthen be determined bythe range of toolswhich haveevolvedas a

result of action obther thingsg including climate changeon democracy.

If behavioursshifted (partly, but not only, as a result of shifts in human values)mate change
uncertainties would shift tooSuch shifts mighbe under way by 2050, baire unlikely to have achieved
transformational change by then given the time lag between eigsand impacts.

If technological transformation allowed societies to cdyster with climate adaptation and mitigation,

odzi @I fdzSa RARYQlZ ¢S O2dA R 02y OSA@lote aidaff Y|
greenhouse gas emissions trajectwiand impacts, though arguabgmissions and impacts would

reduce becaus®f the relatively high degree of certainty thabmeactions will be taken to mitigate

climate change

At the same time, narratives for the scenarios need to recognisedhangeson the Wi SOKY 21If R &

may encompass shifts in worldviewn other words, theform of technological innovation is itself
susceptible to influence by values, but technological innovation in the abstract is not wholly dependent

on the form that societal ocultural values take. Indeethe mismatch between forms of technological

innovation or its applicationsand the dominant values of the day can itself become a source of tension.

For examplea Natural England Compendium of Scenarios congraisKk S YR2VIRRAS 1 Q 2F G SOKYyY
fix with a new mindset of operource innovationand shows that there is thpotential for democracy

innovation and technological innovatido cause both tomerge’® The early signals of these changes

can be found in thinking alolzi WY-QRBZNBOA Y IQ YR (GKS WgA PRRYhréeF ONR g |

Applyingour choseraxes of uncertaintyherefore results in four scenarios to 2050.
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Figure2 Democracy and climate change scenarioS2@60

For purposes ofreatingscerarios, we considea basic two by two matrix with itx andy axes This

approach issimply thestart of the necessary process of analy$aper Fourcontains the bulk of the

WOt AYI GS A YLI Oilhavedraimy2lyt &la2h ar yiTK2 NiY 4(Sksifle oWddifcurraft G S A YL
analysis.

Beyond these considerations, we are also struck by the potential relevance of The Ethnographic Futures
Framework, developed by Bowman and LUrfihey cluster changeby impactsrather than according to
the different driversof change

The Ethnographic Futures Framewodffers a categorisation of change across five spheres of
interaction: how wedefine ourselves (which is closely related to values and beliefs) howelage to
others and our environment; how weonnectto others and our environment; how wereate new
goods services and knowledge within our environment, and how e@emsumegoods, services and
knowledgeg and dispose of it within our environment.

This approach is usefuor us because it focuss on the impactsof change in human relations, rather
than the conventional focus odriversof change.Since our concern idemocracy and participatory
decisionmaking,an equivalent focus might lead to an approaualbre tailored to the characteristics of
democracy such as

- How werepresentourselves
- How, where, when and for what reasons participate
- How we hold leaderaccountablgand towhom).
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