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[One of the messages to Balqis]

The recent shrinking of the Climate Change window poses difficult logical and ethical problems for us all.
Privately, I think we must all agree that the chances of avoiding triggering the many feedbacks are low. Put another way, we’re already stuffed. The reason for this is that the sheer momentum of growth and development everywhere is unstoppable. It will take so long to get the message through, get it accepted, debated, planned and executed that the baton will long since have been passed to the natural systems, and human emissions will be neither here nor there. Under these circumstances, what should ethical citizens do? What should responsible governments do?

It’s fairly obvious that while there’s the slightest hope we should continue to press for an effective global mitigation strategy (the ‘Apollo-Gaia Programme’). But in the terms we have been discussing it—power up and power down—that seems unlikely to deliver in time. We should still press for it, but it makes no sense for any single country to go it alone as if everyone else were on board. Governments should put their efforts into trying to forge the crucial agreements, with a certain amount of cosmetic and no-regrets action to set the tone. At the same time they should immediately start to make detailed plans for an emergency crash-transition if and when a global agreement is reached. It will be like a war situation and will entail a suspension of the customary rules of modern life. The plans should be carefully explained and the implications spelled out so they can be debated and we can all get used the idea of a kind of parallel universe that might never be entered.
Meanwhile, the best hope seems to me to be some kind of mass-sequestration measures that will buy us enough time to get things sorted. I don’t know what these are. Trees are effective but too slow. In this respect it seems that Richard Branson’s £25M prize is on the right track. It should be matched everywhere by other entrepreneurs and governments, and a serious chunk of the global research effort should be switched in that direction as soon as possible. These would be the ultimate technical fixes and might well have nasty side-effects. They would make most greenies wince. But personally I can’t see any other way to open the window a bit more. Every extra decade will help. 
So this is what I think governments ought to do:

a) Press as hard as possible for international agreements. Show willing by initiating unilateral policies with low economic and political costs.
b) Promote research in emergency-mitigation measures (such as mass sequestration) both domestically (academic and entrepreneurial) and through vigorous support of international initiatives. 
b) Prepare emergency plans for a national crash mitigation programme. 2 years planning for a 25 year transition that remains in abeyance until there is a satisfactory international agreement.
c) Carry out ‘no-regrets’ policies that make sense in either pathway, improving efficiency, RE, energy infrastructure, housing, transport etc. This would also help with transition to post-oil era if the peak oil thesis is borne out.
d) Prepare plans for adaptation under various scenarios. Emergency only, and should not be executed until all hope of mitigation is lost. Once we have switched to this track we will have given up on mitigation. It could well happen after 2012 if there is no effective post-Kyoto agreement, or at the very latest 2020 when we will all know whether the thing is slipping out of our control. 
This ‘adaptation world’ will be unseemly. It will be like some of the apocalyptic runs of the Limits to Growth model.  It will be as well to have strategic alliances, and for the UK that is obviously Europe. Europe could probably manage on its own in a very hot world if it could repel boarders.  Meanwhile there would probably some kind of ‘triage’ to divide the world into 

· areas which can make it on their own
· areas that can be effectively helped

· areas which will be left to sink or swim, perhaps literally.

The task would be to work out what bits of ‘civilisation’ will be saved.
And I’ve said nothing about biodiversity. What are the consequences of profound and irreversible changes in that quarter? 
