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Why International Treaties Have Failed: the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Paris Agreement


Introduction
This assignment aims to analyse the failure of the international treaties, the three main concerns that prevented the implementation of the Paris Agreement on climate change, and whether it is still needed. This is in context with the COP26 in Glasgow, and there has been limited success reported in implementing global contracts to identify the primary contributors to climate change found in the Paris Agreement. 
Discussion
Analysis of the failure behind the international treatiesThe COP26 agreement aims to bring parties together to increase action towards the goals of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Paris Agreement on climate change. The most important global climate contract to date is the Paris Agreement that entails all countries to pledge regarding reducing emissions (Nieto et al., 2018, p.69). This way, the governments set aims that are referred to nationally determined contributions, with the aims of preventing the international average temperature from increasing 2°C (3.6°F) above preindustrial levels and following efforts to maintain it below 1.5°C (2.7°F). The agreement also targets to achieve international net-zero emissions in which the number of greenhouse gases emitted equals the number eliminated from the environment. Delbeke & Vis (2020, p. 248) is also called being carbon neutral or climate neutral. The COP25 of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change had five major aims, which included:


· To integrate indigenous rights, human rights, and gender elements into all climate actions.
· To hold developed countries to account for climate actions they must take before the Paris Agreement implementation.
· To make a roadmap for long-term finance from developed to developing countries.
· To find money to deal with the damage and loss being caused by the climate change.
· To restart the international carbon market.
(Maizland, 2021)
Therefore, it approved the gender action plan but could not agree on the indigenous rights in particular and human rights overall, and failed in the other objectives. The COP25 was moved to Madrid from Santiago because of the unrest in Chile. By the end of the session, Chile’s environment minister expressed her disappointment that the UN climate agreement never failed in Copenhagen since 2009. This indicates that the Paris Agreement for adapting to climate and controlling carbon emissions effects would be considered for implementation from 2020 (Gupta, 2019). However, the assumption was that it would be held back due to the financial crisis. The developing countries’ promises relied on the money from industrialised nations, which were not arranged. 
Further, this caused the carbon market to not start as the European Union and 195 governments gathered in Madrid and did not agree on its claims. The delegates from both developing and developed nations started accusing emerging economies like India and China of dodgy projects by counting the credits twice (Gupta, 2019). Others blamed the European Union for blocking implementation to protect its inner carbon market. The American delegation in Madrid vetoed the contract that the UN method to handle damage and loss was managed by the nations ratifying the Paris Agreement and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (Gupta, 2019).
From this, it can be analysed that America desired this method to be under the Paris Agreement as it would not have to offer any funds on this score once it left the contract. This was considered a crime against humanity. The failure of the international treaties in the past placed much pressure on the UN system, particularly the UK, because it will host the COP26 this year in November. With countries’ promises that fell short of the objectives to hold average international temperature, the COP2 should have focused on the promises that could be raised. It can be analysed that it will have to handle the unfinished goals on the damage and loss method, carbon markets, and long term finance and pre-2020 action (Afionis, 2017).
Through this, it can be further analysed that the developed countries are mainly accountable for the destruction of climate change by removing huge greenhouse gas emissions, but the developing countries suffer the outcomes more extremely. When the flooding and droughts take place and sea-level rise in the developed countries, their governments possess resources to identify them as quickly as possible. In contrast, in developing countries, those impacts lead to refugee mitigations, mass suffering, and devastation that lasts for decades and is irreversible (Spring, 2019, p. 480).
Provided the record of the nations like America that blocked implementation, the observers and diplomats suggested that the UK must resolve the issue immediately, going from one capital to another as it happened in France before the Paris agreement, so that there was a preliminary summit before thousands of delegates meeting to confront one another, leading to zero success. The failure of Chile was partially accountable for the existing consequence of being in the negative. The government of Spain mended concerns when COP25 moved to Madrid and promoted the civil society protests in the city and the place, which was delayed (Gupta, 2019).


It can also be analysed that fighting climate change entailed actions from every level of government, such as local, subnational, and national, as well as from the civil society and private industry (Veldhuizen et al., 2020, p.100). It entailed hard aims and a roadmap for quick transformation in every industry of the country. This would have happened only if a different strategy was adopted. For instance, creating many regional and sectoral forums to lead transformation. This could have been done by international trade treaties to accomplish real transformation in industries such as cement and steel, agricultural, transport, and energy sectors. To support nations to implement these international treaties, regional forums could be developed to facilitate technology transfer and construct capacity (Veldhuizen et al., 2020, p.100).
Another example can be that climate change is a foremost concern and must not be given to the countries only. Thus, a government-plus strategy with fixed actions from the private sector would have worked. With this respect, many would debate that the Paris Agreement involved the private sector, but it is important to understand that the involvement is voluntary. So to push the private sector, it would have been significant to make climate change a trustful responsibility of the organisations and hold them responsible for climate pollution. 
The main concerns that prevented the implementation of the global agreement on climate change
Power undercut of the fossil fuel industry
Previously, the global agreement failed, and one of the concerns that prevented its implementation was the power undercut of the fossil fuel industry. This was due to the failure of recognising that fossil fuel burning must halt and clean energy must be used. This failure was caused worldwide, but there was a way to change this power structure. 
Most researchers believed that the mass mobilisations for more than half a decade have been effective in the power undercut of the fossil fuel industry. For instance, this positively affected 400,000 individuals walking on the New York streets and hundreds of thousands in over twenty cities that performed a World Climate March (Hopke, 2017). This has considered mass mobilisations to make leaders take part in the Paris Agreement and has also protested against making them align with the guidelines of the summit and recognise problems that it overlooked. Greenspace, the Grassroots Global Justice Alliance, Friends of the Earth, and 350.org are the organisations that have helped to lead these mass mobilisations. It was needed to track the finances and support the organisations. In 2016, 350.org planned higher mass mobilisations. The divestment movement was revamped to challenge the fossil fuel industry’s power in America and worldwide (Bigger & Carton, 2020, p. 646).
Human rights not reflected in COP decisions
According to Caritas (2021). the human rights of venerable individuals are continuously violated by the impact of climate change. The foreword of the global agreement reconfirmed a series of guidelines covering the rights of native individuals. Intergenerational, transition and food security were also covered. The final decisions did not reflect these important rights and the governments argued about such key guidelines (Boyle, 2018).
Nonetheless, the invitation for governments and participation of the public to regard traditional knowledge and native and local communities in the creation of climate plans was the initial step towards inclusive climate projects. Addressing native individual’s property rights was one of the most effective ways to safeguard carbon sinks and remove the effects of climate change (Ekardt et al., 2018, p.281). 


On funding, it was welcomed that the conclusion recalls the demands to increase the flow of assets by developed countries, such as adapting finance. The assets available were still not enough to support the attempts of the developing countries or even to support their adaptation plans. The global agreements failed because they did not clarify how the climate fund goal after 2025 will be agreed upon. The denial to cover any reference to damage and loss was the last conclusion was a major step back (Caritas, 2021).
False solutions and dirty energy
	The global agreement consisted of false solutions like carbon markets. Many large international investors still adhered to false solutions like carbon capture, clean coal, mega-dams, and fracked gas (Odendahl, 2016). For instance, when an individual cannot cure his/her alcoholism by switching to light beer, climate change cannot be switched to the lesser carbon fossil fuel. This is because carbon markets enable polluters to pollute, carbon capture and clean coal are the fairy tales, and mega-dams gave major methane emissions worse than burning coal, and fracked gas includes huge methane emissions and carbon output. This indicates that funding and supporting broad-scale implementation lie at the community level related to energy-efficient, wind energy, and solar energy. Thus, organisations must exert efforts to offer a solar revolution (Odendahl, 2016).
Is the global agreement still necessary?
As per the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change Secretariat (2016), the international emissions will continue to rise through 2030, making it improbable to balance focuses of greenhouse gases. So to balance the focuses, emissions should decline to zero. This analysis assumes that countries will align with their promises, but the question remains. 


As most aims are for 2025 or 2030, it can take around ten years. It is unknown if Paris has accomplished anything the counterfactual cannot be observed, i.e. what countries would have done if the Paris Agreement did not exist. The primary difference of Paris in opposition to the past attempts is that it develops a process for keeping track of the previous promises, creating a method for reviewing and assessing, and generating verified reports of the actual emissions (Höhne et al., 2017, p.16). Even though there will never be a counterfactual, a lab can be constructed by placing people in a similar situation that the countries go through when abiding by the climate change regulations. Barrett and Dannenberg (2016, p. 339) explain the outcomes of such an experience that the Paris Agreement can have a very modest impact on attitude. The review and assessment, along with the prediction of the experiment, can lead countries to raise individual promises indirectly, and the group aim for contributions directly, but it may not raise the key contributions. This is that the summit has more chances to change what delegates claim than their actions. 
With these considerations, the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change Secretariat (2016) assumes that emissions can rise continuously even if they abide by their promises. This is an added fact that the Paris Agreement cannot importantly substitute the past events that led greenhouse gas emissions to rise each year since the global climate negotiations initially took place. Given this, I think that the global agreement is not necessary as promises made by counties are insufficient and cannot be implemented quickly to restrict the international temperature rise to 1.5°C or even 2°C. According to a Germany-based non-profits Climate Analytics and New Climate Institute tracker, the existing policies may lead to a 2.9°C rise by 2100. Thus, if the countries keep up with their promises under the Paris Agreement, it will still lead to a 2.6°C rise. Bhushan (2019) states that the Paris Agreement is not sufficient because it was identified as insufficient during negotiation. I think that this was the initial step, and the expectations were low. 
Thus countries would return with higher aims to the reduction of emissions. The climate club can be developed that can penalise countries that do not join or achieve their responsibilities, which is a concept introduced by William Nordhaus, an economist at Yale University. New treaties can be proposed that apply to sectors to complement the Paris Agreement or to certain emissions (Maizland, 2021). The new treaties can include summits created for other sectors and gases, such as the International Maritime Organization (IMO), which can guide all global shipping to have liquefied natural, which is hydrogen. Similarly, another summit can be developed in partnership with the International Aluminium Institute to replace the guidance carbon code for making aluminium with a static code that can decrease the carbon emissions importantly and remove the Perfluorocarbons (PFC) emissions, which is another possible greenhouse gas. (The Harvard University Climate Change Solutions Fund, 2016).
Conclusion
Several organisations, companies, and cities are creating strategies to decrease emissions, taking note of the call of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change to become climate neutral by 2030. In America, over 600 local governments have created climate change plans that target reducing emissions, regardless of the federal government’s withdrawal from the Paris Agreement. All the while, investors are investing more into funds for creating a friendly climate. At the start of 2020, Black Rock, the world’s leading asset controller, introduced avoidance spending in organisations showing severe climate risks. The leading organisations such as Starbucks and Amazon have committed to maintaining carbon neutrality. 


Some organisations have taken a step ahead to claim that they will become carbon negative by eliminating it from the environment, but researchers have blamed some of those organisations of greenwashing, i.e. showing that they are conscious of climate while continuing their risky practices. Even though these moves are significant for increasing awareness and decreasing carbon emissions, it is not correlated to countries worldwide creating a firm climate policy.
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