
T
he Paris Agreement requires the 196 Parties to the UN Climate Convention to 
limit temperature increases to 2° or 1.5°C below preindustrial levels. In official 
negotiating channels, States studiously avoid the key question of differentiating be-
tween agricultural models according to their impact on climate change and their abil-
ity to provide food sovereignty to people. At the same time, voluntary initiatives, es-

pecially in the private sector, are expanding and may well become incorporated in countries’ 
future public policies.

Although 94% of countries mention agriculture in their strategies for combating cli-
mate change, the Paris Agreement fails to mention the word “agriculture” even once. 
You have to read between the lines to understand what is really at stake. It is really the highly 
political subject of agriculture that hides behind the use of the expression “carbon sink”. It is 
true that the soil plays an important role in sequestering CO2 (carbon dioxide), turning it into 
a genuine “carbon sink”, like forests. Yet that is not soil’s only role, particularly if farming land 
that is central to food sovereignty is involved. Unfortunately its use (employing the expression 
“land use”) in combating climate change represents a huge opportunity currently for those 
promoting misguided solutions and serves as an excuse for public inaction.

In searching for a balance between emissions and absorption by greenhouse gas sinks, 
the Paris Agreement enshrined the principle of compensation in dealing with the cli-
mate crisis. This notion does not mean that emissions actually have to decrease but that 
emissions and absorption can cancel each other out. This approach has already begun with 
forests through the highly controversial REDD+ mechanism and, to an increasing degree, is 
now targeting farming land, the new carbon Eldorado. We must remember that unlike avoided 
emissions, natural carbon sequestration is reversible and has a limited lifetime. So rather than 
attempting to reduce greenhouse gas emissions drastically, agriculture is becoming a unit of 
accounting permitting emissions to continue or even increase. Consequently, though roundly 
condemned by civil society and social movements, various initiatives have arisen around cli-
mate discussions that appear to many to be misguided solutions. This is the case with climate-
smart agriculture and its global alliance (GACSA) which, in the absence of clear criteria, does a 
balancing act between promoting agroecology and the use of GM seeds and their herbicides. 
Moreover, 60% of GACSA’s private sector members are companies in the pesticide and agri-
cultural input sector. This alliance and its concept are nothing more than an empty shell that 
agro-industrial multinationals can hide in to continue the industrialization of agriculture, to 
the detriment of smallholders. Similarly the 4 per 1000 initiative fails to make clear choices 
in promoting transition in farming systems. Its scattergun approach to the problem fails to 



take account of considerations beyond carbon sequestration such as the use of herbicides 
for example. Unless there is a real re-examination of agro-industrial models that are highly 
dependent on chemical inputs and based on exports, such initiatives have absolutely no place 
in the list of solutions.

Quite apart from the question of the agricultural model there is also the danger of pres-
sure on land and the financialization of natural resources. Therefore by putting a value, 
through compensation, on farming land as a tool in combating climate change, you increase 
the pressure on it. So the small scale farmers who were already the first victims of climate 
change become doubly threatened. If we are to encourage investment in agriculture to se-
quester more carbon, especially from private sources, much greater expanses of land will be 
needed with an increased risk of land grabbing. This danger would be multiplied if the race 
for land were accompanied by mechanisms linked to carbon finance. Numerous studies on 
similar mechanisms developed for forests (like REDD+) have already demonstrated the dan-
gers of an approach that pays scant consideration to protecting human rights. This approach 
to combating climate change opens the door ever wider to endangering small scale farmers’ 
rights and their acquired knowledge, food sovereignty and ecosystem integrity.

Our organisations deprecate this rush towards compensation 
to tackle the climate crisis. Only immediate, drastic reduction 
of greenhouse gases will prevent a dramatic increase in the im-
pact of this crisis even though it will still only limit it. Farm-
ing land cannot become an accounting tool for managing the 
climate crisis. It is fundamental to around a billion people in 
the world who are working towards food sovereignty, an inal-
ienable right of people who have already been harmed enough. 
We support the continued existence of agriculture suited to 
meeting the agricultural challenges already magnified by the 
climate crisis. Such farming methods, based on peasant agro-
ecology which, in addition to a store of good practice, imply so-
cially- and ecologically-based farming rooted in its home terri-
tory and a rejection of the financialization of Nature.
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350.org

Abibiman Foundation-Tema (Ghana)

Action Aid-France

Action Contre la Faim (France)

AEFJN (Africa Europe Faith & Justice Network)

Alternatives-Canada

Alternatives Durables pour le Développement

(Cameroun)

Ara (Allemagne)

Asia Pacific Forum on Women, Law and Deve-
lopment (APWLD)

Asia Pacific Network for Food Sovereignty 

Asian Peoples’ Movement on Debt and Deve-
lopment

Attac-France

Biofuelwatch (Grande-Bretagne/Etats-Unis)

Broederlijk Delen (Belgique)

CADTM-Belgique

CCFD - Terre Solidaire (France)

CEC (Center for Environmental Concerns - 
Inde)

Centre de Recherches et d’Appui pour les 
Alternatives de Développement - Océan Indien 
(CRAAD-OI)

CIDSE

CISV Onlus (Italie)

Civic Response Ghana

CNCD-11.11.11 (Belgique)

COAG (Coordinadora de Organizaciones de 
Agricultores y Ganaderos - Espagne)

Community Alliance for Global Justice (Etats-
Unis)

CONAVIGUA (Guatemala)

Confédération paysanne (France)

Corporate Europe Observatory (CEO)

Développement et Paix - Caritas Canada

Ecologistas en Accion (Espagne)

EcoNexus

ECVC (European Coordination Via Campesina)

Fairwatch (Italie)

FERN

Finance & Trade Watch (Hongrie)

FNH (Fondation Nicolas Hulot pour la Nature 
et l’Homme - France) 

FNSA (Fédération Nationale du Secteur Agri-
cole - Maroc)

FOCSIV (Federazione Organismi Cristiani Servi-
zio Internazionale Volontario - Italie)

Focus on the Global South Asia

Food Sovereignty Ghana

FUGEA (Belgique)

Global Forest Coalition

Grassroots Global Justice (Etats-Unis)

Inades-Formation (Côte d’Ivoire)

La Via Campesina

Leave it in the Ground Initiative (LINGO)

Les Amis de la Terre (France)

Maison de l’Enfant et de la Femme Pygmées 
(République Centrafricaine)

Misereor (Allemagne)

Mouvement d’action paysanne (Belgique)

NordBruk (Suède)

North South Initiative (Malaisie)

Oxfam-France

Oxfam-Solidarity (Belgique)

Philippine Movement for Climate Justice

Sindicato Labrego Galego (Espagne)

Society for International Development (SID)

Solidaires (France)

SONIA for a Just New World (Italie)

Sri-Lanka Nature’s Group (SLNG)

Tamil Nadu Land Rights Federation (TNLRF - 
Inde)

The Corner House (Grande-Bretagne)

Transnational Institute (Pays-Bas)

Trocaire (Irlande)

Ts’unel Bej - Sembrando Camino (Mexique) 

Un million de femmes rurales (Tunisie)

USC Canada

WECF France

World Rainforest Movement 

Yayasan Madani Berkelanjutan (Indonésie)


