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ANALYSIS OF THE SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM
IMPACTS OF THE CORONAVIRUS CRISIS ON
INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE POLICY

KORONAVIRUS KRiZINiN ULUSLARARASI iKLiM
POLITIKASI UZERINDEKI KISA VE UZUN VADELI
ETKIiLERININ ANALIZi

Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC" & Manuel Andreas KNOLL"™
ABSTRACT

The coronavirus pandemic has caused far-reaching
precautionary measures around the world. Governments’
attempts to get the coronavirus under control have led to the
negligence of other important policy areas. Climate policy in
particular has been significantly influenced and lost
importance on the political agendas of states after the
outbreak. Over time, the coronavirus will either disappear or
lose its initial impact due to medical measures. Two years
after the outbreak of the coronavirus, this paper aims to
analyse and evaluate the short-term and long-term impacts of
the coronavirus crisis on international climate policy. It is
important to analyse how it has shaped international climate
policy and what lessons can be learned for dealing with
climate change. The analysis is based on the principles and
regular functioning of the International Climate Change
Regime.
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0z

Koronaviriis pandemisi nedeniyle tiim diinyada ¢ok sayida
genis capli onlemler alinmistir. Hiikiimetlerin koronaviriisii
kontrol altina alma girisimleri diger o6nemli politika
alanlarinin ihmal edilmesine neden olmustur. Ozellikle iklim
politikas1 bu siirecte devletlerin siyasi giindemlerinde 6nemini
kaybetmistir. Zaman icinde koronaviriis tibbi Onlemler
nedeniyle ya yok olacak ya da bastaki etkisini kaybedecektir.
Bu makalede, koronaviriisiin ortaya c¢ikmasindan iki yil
sonra, koronaviriis krizinin uluslararasi iklim politikasina
kisa ve uzun vadeli etkileri analiz edilerek
degerlendirilmektedir. Bu baglamda pandeminin uluslararasi
iklim politikasini nasil sekillendirdigini ve iklim degisikligi ile
miicadelede hangi derslerin alinabilecegini analiz etmek
onemlidir. Analiz, Uluslararas1 iklim Degisikligi Rejimi’nin
ilkelerine ve diizenli isleyisi temel alinarak
gerceklestirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iklim Degisikligi, Uluslararas1 iklim
Politikasi, COVID-19, Korona Viriis Krizi, Tehdit Algisi.

INTRODUCTION

Starting to spread in Wuhan, China, at the end of 2019, the COVID-19
pandemic has had wide-ranging effects worldwide. The highly contagious virus
can cause serious damage to human health, even leading to death. Over 508
million cases have been registered worldwide, including more than 6.2 million
deaths (John Hopkins University, 2022). Within a short time, governments have
taken a variety of measures and have adopted several restrictions that have a
profound impact on all areas of life. The urgency of addressing the global
pandemic made it the focus of the political agenda. The new threat perception of
states has pushed other important political issues, including the fight against
climate change, into the background. However, while international climate
policy became less important especially at the beginning of the coronavirus
crisis, it can currently be stated that the work of the international climate regime
1s becoming more and more possible.
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Two years after the outbreak of the coronavirus crisis, it still seems to have
an effect on climate policy. This leads to the research question of this paper:
What significance does the coronavirus crisis have for international climate policy? This
paper will analyse the short- and long-term effects of the coronavirus on climate
policy in order to answer this question. It will work out the differences of the
effects for climate policy caused immediately after the outbreak of the
coronavirus and governments’ first reactions to the new crisis during the first
waves until the beginning of 2021 and the time afterwards the so-called long-
term effects.

This article is based on a comparative approach. The regular work and
functioning of international climate policy before the pandemic will be compared
with the situation after its outbreak. Two phases after the outbreak of the
pandemic will be examined. The time frame immediately after the outbreak and
the first coronavirus waves until the beginning of 2021 represent the first phase,
whereas the time afterwards encompasses the second phase. By considering and
analysing two time frames, this comparative approach makes it possible to
determine the differences in impacts of the pandemic and the associated
measures on international climate policy. Thus, conclusions can be drawn about
short-term and long-term impacts. The principles and the (regular) functioning of
the international climate regime will serve as a basis for analysing the effects of
the coronavirus crisis on international climate policy. The effects of the
coronavirus crisis will be determined by the deviations from the valid principles
or the functioning of international climate policy.

In order to answer this research question, the impact of the measures
associated with fighting the coronavirus due to the new threat perception of
states on climate will be worked out. Afterwards, the short-term effects and then
the long-term effects of the coronavirus crisis on international climate policy will
be analysed. This article concludes by assessing the differences between the
short-term and long-term effects of the coronavirus crisis in a concluding
discussion and evaluating the results with regard to future international climate
policy.

1. POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF THE CORONAVIRUS ON
CLIMATE

Although the coronavirus causes serious damage to people and their social
life, the measures associated with combating the coronavirus have a proven
positive impact on the environment and climate change. Lockdowns, restricted
transport and air traffic, home office and the closing of national borders have led
to a significant decrease in global emissions. Based on these alterations, a 6.4%
decrease in global emissions in 2020 compared to 2019 was observed (Tollefson,
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2021). With the measures taken against the coronavirus, a decrease in CO2
emissions was determined that has not occurred for at least 60 years (Le Quéré et
al., 2020). Since man-made emissions can cause irreversible damage to the
environment and are one of the main causes of climate change, the reduction of
the yearly emissions had a positive effect on the environment and the climate.
Due to the emission reductions, improved water quality and air quality is
determined in many areas around the world. Moreover, reduced traffic and noise
allowed species to get back to their natural environment (Khan et al., 2021: 526).

Even though measures to mitigate the coronavirus pandemic have given
the environment a break, it needs to be emphasized that these measures are
temporary and might quickly return to the earlier situation after the pandemic
(Forster et al., 2020). According to experts, the decrease in emissions due to the
measures taken to combat the pandemic have a very little impact on the global
CO2 concentration in the atmosphere (Liu et al., 2020). Despite the decrease in
global emissions due to various restrictions in 2020, “this dip only translates to a
0.01°C reduction of global warming by 2050” (United Nations Environmental
Programme, 2020). Since CO2 and other greenhouse gases rest in the
atmosphere up to hundreds of years, the decrease in 2020 due to the pandemic is
too small to have an impact. Moreover, the pandemic had severe consequences
for the global economy (Barbier, 2020). It is “the worst recession since the Great
Depression, and far worse than the Global Financial Crisis” (Gopinath, 2020).
The International Monetary Fund estimated a 3.3% decrease in the global
economy for the year 2020 in its World Economic Outlook in October 2020
(International Monetary Fund, 2021: 7). This estimation was 1.1 percentage
points lower than estimated due to “higher-than-expected growth outturns in the
second half of 2020 for most regions” (International Monetary Fund 2021: 7,
10). In its Global Energy Review, the International Energy Agency reports that
CO2 emissions already started to increase in 2020 (International Energy Agency
2021). To compensate for the damage, even higher greenhouse gas emissions are
possible in the future.

Furthermore, the COVID-19 pandemic has a range of serious negative
impacts on the climate. Before COVID-19 there was a shift towards sustainable
lifestyle that means the reduction of the usage of natural resources, which
includes using reusable products and doing less damage to the environment. Due
to the coronavirus this lifestyle had to be given up to a certain extent. As a
safeguard against the coronavirus pandemic, a new lifestyle has been established
that is considered more hygienic and safer and makes sustainable living more
difficult (Fuentes et al., 2020). This new attitude includes, inter alia, the use of
one-way products, increased packaging of food, increased usage of plastic, the
increased number of online orders, the avoidance of public transport and the use
of private vehicles instead (Silva et al., 2021).
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Although, it has been found that the virus stays on cardboard boxes or
copper surfaces (24h) much shorter than on plastic (72h), because of the framing
that the use of plastic is useful to protect against the virus, more plastic is used
(Brock, 2020; Makki et al., 2021). Especially in 2020, increased plastic
production and usage were noticed. The reason for this is the fast and
inexpensive production of plastic in contrast to more environmentally friendly
recycled alternatives, which are more cost-intensive and time-consuming in
production (Brock, 2020; Gorrasi et al., 2021). The amount of plastic produced
and used is so high that the demand for recycled materials has decreased
significantly (Brock, 2020). At the same time, households have produced too
much waste, so that the recycling companies cannot cope with the situation
(Brock, 2020).

The lower global demand for oil during the coronavirus crisis led to a
temporary drop in oil prices. This can lead to greater use of oil in the future. As
an example, people might prefer to use fossil fuel driven cars to electric vehicles
because of their affordability (Helm, 2020). Another problem associated with the
coronavirus is the increased amount of waste that is harmful to the environment.
Disruptions in food production due to lockdowns (e.g. lack of workers) led to
high levels of food waste (Bajzelj, 2020). Such waste is responsible for an
important part of greenhouse gas emissions and is therefore harmful to the
climate (Bajzelj, 2020).

The production, use and often inadequately disposal of vast quantities of
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE), that is disinfectant wipes, gloves and
masks, pose particularly great danger to the climate (Ammendolia et al., 2021).
These products, often made of plastic, have been produced much more globally
since the disease first spread (Ammendolia et al., 2021). Although they were
originally intended for medical purposes and law prescribes only some of them,
all individuals use them since they are easily available. The one-time usage of
these products poses the biggest problem for the environment. Due to the
inappropriate disposal of large quantities of PPEs the environment (esp. oceans)
gets increasingly polluted (Saadat et al., 2020). Products (such as gloves) that do
not protect against the coronavirus are also used. Here, it is important to make
clear that regular hand washing is more effective against an infection (Saadat et
al., 2020). Cities use large amounts of disinfectants to fight the virus, which
poses a high risk to ecosystems and biodiversity (Silva et al., 2021; Zhang et al.,
2020).

Table 1 summarizes the above-mentioned positive and negative impacts of
the coronavirus on the climate. It clearly illustrates that the coronavirus has
more negative than positive impacts on the climate. A closer look at the positive
impacts reveals that they are more short-lived than the negative impacts. While
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the positive impacts will only exist during the application of the COVID-19
restrictions, negative impacts, e.g. increased greenhouse gas emissions due to
economic recovery, can also exist in the longer term.

Table.1: Impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Climate

Positive Impacts Negative Impacts

- Decrease of global greenhouse gas | - Positive impacts on climate are temporary
emissions - Compensation of the economic damages

- Improvement of water and air quality may lead to more greenhouse gas

- Break for the environment emissions

- Reduction of traffic and related noises | - Sustainable lifestyle needed to be given up

to a certain extent
- Increased use of one-way products
- Increased use of plastic (PPE, packaging)
- Use of disinfectants poses a risk to
ecosystems

2. INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY

The foundation of international climate change policy goes back to the
very first international conference on environment hold in Stockholm in 1972
(United Nations, 1972). Publications on the seriousness of the environmental
damage have drawn further international attention to the problem (Carson,
1962; Meadows et al., 1972). In subsequent years, states have increasingly dealt
with the issue of environmental protection and climate change policy. After the
scientific confirmation of the existence of climate change in the first IPCC in
1990 report, the international community has established an international regime
to combat climate change that poses a serious threat to all countries worldwide
(IPCC, 1992). The framework for this was laid in 1992 with the adoption of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Since
1995, the international community met annually at the so-called Conference of
the Parties (COP), in order to discuss the current situation of the climate change
problem, possible solution approaches and goals achieved so far (Bodansky,
2005). The Kyoto Protocol (1997) intended to reduce the reduction of
greenhouse gases in the period 2008-2012 by at least 5.2% compared to the
emissions in 1990 (United Nations, 1997). The 2015 Paris Agreement is
currently the central document of the International Climate Change Regime with
the aim of limiting global warming to 2°C. The Paris Agreement calls on the
countries to make their own contributions, the so-called Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs), for the year 2030 (or 2050) (United Nations, 2015).
International climate policy consists of two components: mitigation and
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adaptation. Mitigation means reducing emissions and other climate-damaging
factors in order to protect the climate. Adaptation is about how people, their
social environment and further areas can adapt to the consequences of climate
change (Daschkeit, 2012).

3. THE ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACTS OF THE CORONAVIRUS CRISIS
ON INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY

The impacts of the measures taken to combat the coronavirus on
international climate policy cannot be denied. However, owing to the extent and
duration of both crises, these effects did not always remain the same. Although
both crises can have far-reaching consequences worldwide, the impacts of
climate change are more complex and can also be more serious. The fact that
pandemics are just one of several consequences of climate change underlines this
statement. While pandemics can be taken under control through right medical
precautions (vaccination, treatments, etc.) and they therefore last for several
years, climate change extends to the entire upcoming century and beyond, with
increasingly serious consequences.

It can be stated that the effects on international climate policy are not the
same today as they were at the beginning of the outbreak of the pandemic.
Therefore, it is important to examine what impacts the coronavirus crisis and
related preventive measures have on international climate policy and how these
impacts vary over time. International climate policy that was initially hardly
practicable is currently possible again, albeit under different conditions.

Short-Term Impacts of the Coronavirus Crisis on International Climate
Change Policy

After the outbreak of the coronavirus pandemic, countries around the
world tried to fight the life-threatening virus. This has pushed all other problems
and policy areas into the background. The pandemic has been regarded as a
more urgent threat by states that needs to be addressed since the coronavirus will
leave severe permanent damage. Climate change was also seen as a less pressing
problem to solve “because the time scale for climate change stretches to years
and decades, making these changes may appear less urgent than the ones
required for a global pandemic” (Jordan and Palmer, 2020: 1).

According to the representative of the Copenhagen School, Barry Buzan,
security 1s not limited to military security and encompasses many more areas
(political, economic, societal, environmental security) (Buzan, 1991; Buzan et
al., 1998). With the expansion of the concept of security, various threats are
perceived. “Threat perception is the decisive intervening variable between action
and reaction in international crisis” (Cohen, 1978: 93). For this reason, states
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must first perceive a threat to mobilize their defensive resources (Cohen, 1978).
At the beginning of the coronavirus crisis, climate change was perceived less of a
threat for states than the coronavirus and its side effects. This situation is well
represented by the Giddens’ Paradox, which goes back to the sociologist
Anthony Giddens. The Giddens’ Paradox states that politics is not addressing
climate change because there are other problems to be solved and “since the
dangers posed by global warming aren’t tangible, immediate or visible in the
course of day-to-day life” (Giddens, 2009: 2) there won’t be sufficient actions to
prevent them. It will be waited until the dangers are visible and then it will be too
late to do anything about them (Giddens, 2009: 2).

Since the International Climate Regime began its work, it was the first time
that the annual Conference of the Parties (COP26), which is important for the
functioning of the regime, had to be postponed. The pandemic kept states from
exchanging their climate policy content and discussing future goals and projects
at the international level. Because of the circumstances caused by the pandemic,
other climate related conferences (e.g. World Oceans Summit) have also been
cancelled, making climate policy considerably more difficult (Worland, 2020).

In order to achieve a successful international climate policy, it is important
that countries adhere to the obligations set out in the global climate agreements.
The United Nations have evaluated the impact of the coronavirus on their 17
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). For ‘Climate Action’, they predicted
that the effects of the pandemic would result in a “reduced commitment to
climate action” (United Nations, 2020b: 12). The measures have a positive
impact on the environment due to the decrease in emissions but these effects are
“short-lived” (United Nations, 2020b: 11) and won’t be sufficient to achieve the
goals of the Paris Agreement.

Overall, the coronavirus crisis also has a negative impact on the two
components of climate policy. When considering the component mitigation, it
can be said that the coronavirus crisis makes climate protection and the
prevention of climate change more difficult. Since PPEs are produced in large
quantities, are often inappropriately disposed of and are hardly degradable, but
are at the same time essential to protect people against the coronavirus,
mitigation gets more difficult. The same applies to the increased consumption of
plastic due to the virus. The sustainable lifestyle, which is central to
environmental protection, was no longer possible as before COVID-19 due to the
increased usage of single-use products and plastic.

Since forests act as carbon sinks and can thus remove emissions from the
atmosphere, they are an essential part of mitigation (Canadell and Raupach,
2008). Therefore, afforestation and the protection of existing forests are
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important for states as part of their climate policy. Since governments have
focused on combating the pandemic and were therefore no longer concentrating
on forests like before, more illegal deforestation and actions that are harmful to
the environment have been established (Troéng et al., 2020). Due to
deforestation, important sinks for greenhouse gas emissions disappear. If the
deforestation occurs by burning forests, additional CO2 emissions will be
produced through the fires (Sengupta, 2019).

One of the main causes for the production of greenhouse gases is the high
energy consumption worldwide. Therefore, increasing energy efficiency and the
use of renewable energy sources are central to climate protection. However, the
current crisis is likely to make it more difficult to invest in renewable energy
sources. The International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) estimates that
$5.7 trillion are needed to be invested annually by 2030 to achieve a global
transition to renewable energies (IRENA, 2022). Since the precautions against
the coronavirus have led to immense economic disadvantages, it is even more
difficult to provide the necessary budget for the transition to renewable energies.
Instead, cheaper energy alternatives (oil, coal, etc.) might be used. In the short-
term, due to the economic crisis following the pandemic financial resources for
climate protection decreased. The policy areas that are much more urgently in
need of financial resources are being given priority. At this point adaptation has
also been more difficult. The lack of financial resources is hindering the
implementation of adaptation projects that are essential for a successful climate
policy.

Some measures against the spread of the pandemic, accompanied by
changes in people’s behaviour, have proven to be positive for the climate. This
shows that certain changes in behaviour and norms can reduce greenhouse gas
emissions (Fuentes et al., 2020). For this reason, the coronavirus crisis could
offer an incentive for rethinking; some measures that have proven to be positive
for the climate could be continued to uphold. An example of this is the use of the
Internet for meetings, because it replaces long business travel and thus saves
emissions.

Long-Term Impacts of the Coronavirus Crisis on International Climate
Change Policy

It is important to examine which impacts the coronavirus crisis is still
having on climate policy, to what extent the coronavirus crisis has shaped
international climate policy and what long-term impacts it might cause. The
coronavirus crisis will lose its 1nitial strong impact because it will be contained
more and more by medical measures and people worldwide are adjusting to live
with the virus. The decline in its impact on international climate policy can
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already be seen. The international climate conferences are now possible again
and climate change is once again appearing as an important topic on the political
agendas of states.

Even if the influence of the coronavirus crisis on international climate
policy seems to be decreasing currently, there is still an impact. For example, the
annual meeting of the Conference of the Parties was hold in Glasgow in 2021,
but it took place under very strict precautions and various restrictions. Even the
pre-meetings, which serve to prepare for the Conference of the Parties’
Conference, could only take place online and were therefore not satisfactory
(The Guardian, 2021). Due to dissatisfactory preparations and the postponement
of the conference, a lot of catching up is needed (The Guardian, 2021).
Participation in the conference was only possible for vaccinated delegates and for
delegates from red list countries only after quarantine (The Guardian, 2021).

Since the outbreak of the virus the number of infections rose more sharply
for certain time periods in the form of waves. Currently, the emergence of the so-
called variants (delta, omicron, delmicron, etc.) makes it difficult to contain the
virus, since vaccines developed to date are not effective enough against all
variants of the virus. At the beginning of 2022 record numbers of infections were
recorded in many countries around the world. These figures indicate no end to
the pandemic in the foreseeable future.

The restrictions to combat the virus today vary regarding their scope to
those restrictions at the beginning of the outbreak of the coronavirus. Far-
reaching restrictions (flight restrictions, lockdowns, etc.) that have proven to be
positive for the climate no longer apply. In other words, the measures and
restrictions consistent with climate mitigation no longer exist. On the other
hand, PPEs, disinfectants, packaging, etc. that are harmful for the climate and
are difficult to degrade, continue to be used in large quantities to protect against
the virus. This is not only harmful for the climate but also stands in direct
contrast to climate mitigation. As long as the coronavirus is infectious the usage
of protection products that cause huge amounts of waste will be continued.
Moreover, in many countries PCR tests are foreseen to get access to school,
work or other life situations, e.g. social activities. Every day millions of PCR
tests are done all over the world (Our World in Data, 2022). Apart from the
registered PCR tests, a large number of the so-called rapid tests are done on
regular bases. The equipment for these tests produces a large amount of waste.
As already mentioned above, the inappropriate disposal of the used products
(PPEs, etc.) 1s problematic.

The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic and its long-term effects
demonstrate the interconnectedness of various areas such as the health sector,
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environment and economy. Especially economy was hit hard by the measures
taken to combat the coronavirus. The way states are planning to recover from
the economic crisis in turn has wide-ranging impacts on climate policy and
climate change in general (Obergassel et al., 2021). Already in 2020, the United
Nations stressed the importance of a green recovery because it would be able to
“cut up to 25 per cent off the emissions we would expect to see in 2030 based on
policies in place before COVID-19” (United Nations Environmental
Programme, 2020). Another noteworthy point is that “such a green recovery
would put emissions within the range that gives a 66 per cent chance of holding
temperatures to below 2°C, but would still be insufficient to achieve the 1.5°C
goal” (United Nations Environmental Programme, 2020). The United Nations
therefore evaluates the current situation as an opportunity to develop a new
greener economy and more sustainability and calls on the states to cooperate
internationally in these areas. United Nations Secretary General Antonio
Guterres called for building back better from the economic crisis and proposed
“six climate-related actions to shape the recovery” (Guterres, 2020; United
Nations, 2020a).

States are currently trying to (re)build their economies. There are different
ways of economic recovery. A distinction can be made from fossil-fuelled
recovery to green approaches that will have a significant impact on future
emissions (Forster et al., 2020). At this point, the coronavirus crisis can be seen
as a chance that, through a disruption in the whole system, makes profound
changes possible (e.g., green economic rebuilding) (Markard and Rosenbloom,
2020). Thus “the way in which the world emerges from this crisis will have
consequences for tackling climate change” (Andrijevic and Rogelj, 2020). The
European Union already demonstrated its determination in the fight against
climate change in 2019 with the European Green Deal (EDG), in which it
pursues the goal of climate neutrality by 2050 (European Commission). “The
[coronavirus] crisis has tended to strengthen and reinforce the EGD, which itself
may be a potentially transformational critical juncture of EU climate policy”
(Dupont et al.,, 1096). The European Union’s handling of the pandemic
demonstrates how a climate-friendly reconstruction of the economy is possible.

The OECD Green Recovery Database entails recovery spending of 44
OECD countries and partner economies for the post-pandemic period (OECD,
2021). According to the database, OECD countries are spending 677 billion
USD for recovery measures that have a positive impact on the environment and
the climate and although this amount is much more than previous spending, it
only represents 21% of the total (3200 billion USD) spending on recovery
measures (OECD, 2021). The rest of the investments are mixed/negative (10%)
or not having a direct impact (69%), but it is questionable if they are not harmful
for the environment (OECD, 2021). Although, a noteworthy part of the funds is
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invested in green investments, the major part of investments is spent in
conventional economic rebuilding, which in turn is not in line with climate
mitigation.

The shift of the overall proportion of recovery spending towards greener
spending would need to be significantly larger to meet the Paris Agreement
targets. Galanakis et al. describe how to deal with challenges in a post-pandemic
period and how to recover through a climate-friendly reorientation through
bioeconomy by taking into account various areas such as bioenergy, ecosystem
services, culture, fashion, etc. (Galanakis et al., 2022). It is important to lay a
climate-friendly foundation in the rebuilding, because this will have a major
impact on the success of future climate policy. While OECD countries are
mostly free to decide what way of recovery they are going to choose, less
developed countries and developing countries mostly lack the financial
resources, the necessary know-how, technology and much more to achieve a
green economic recovery. Mostly, these countries are also confronted with other
problems that need to be solved beforehand. The additional burdens that
occurred because of the pandemic make it even more difficult for these countries
to focus on combating climate change. At the last COP26 in Glasgow, the
international community decided to support developing countries more through
aids. Further decisions on support measures to aid developing countries will be
necessary at the next Conference of the Parties in Egypt (COP27) and also in the
future in order to reduce the negative impact of the pandemic on climate policy.

As already mentioned, the coronavirus has led to significant changes in
behaviour and consumption at the micro-level, most of which have a negative
impact on the climate. Since people display these climate-harming patterns of
behaviour (e.g., increasing usage of plastic, driving by car than using public
transport) primarily to protect themselves against the coronavirus, they will most
likely not change until the pandemic 1s tackled. Even in the post-pandemic
period, people worldwide could stick to these behavioural patterns and it could
be quite difficult to change them. Micro-level behaviour and especially
consumption behaviour is very important in terms of climate mitigation because
“around two-thirds of global emissions are linked to private households, when
using consumption-based accounting” (United Nations Environmental
Programme, 2020).

Changes in behaviour concerning the problem of climate change are quite
difficult. According to Elke U. Weber the reason for this is “because our focus,
evolutionarily, is on the here and now, and in the here and now reside the costs
of action, not the benefits. The benefits lie in the future” (Weber, 2015: 566).
Nevertheless, the outbreak of the coronavirus pandemic has shown that drastic
changes in behaviour are possible worldwide in a relatively short time when
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threat is directly perceived. Even though the current IPCC report (IPCC, 2022)
stresses that there are limits of adaptation and the international community
perceives climate change as a huge risk that needs global action, especially on
the micro-level, this consciousness is still missing. In order to promote action
against climate change in the long-term, especially at the individual level, the
existence of the risk should be made clear by evoking “visceral reactions towards
the risk of global warming, perhaps by simulations of its concrete future
consequences for people’s home or other regions they visit or value” (Weber,
2006: 103). Meijers et al. describe “three key drivers for climate change action
[on the individual level]: changing perceptions of governmental policy and
perceptions of threat to close others and priming participative efficacy beliefs”
(Meijers et al., 2021) in their article that deals with learning from the pandemic
to fight climate change.

The media play a decisive role in forming public opinion and shaping the
risk perception on certain topics and thus indirectly influence future human
behaviour practices. Before the outbreak of the coronavirus, climate-related
content (national disasters worldwide, wildfires, Fridays for Future Movement)
were part of media reports. The outbreak of the coronavirus made up a large part
of the media coverage whereas media coverage on climate change decreased
(Stoddart et al., 2021: 13). A survey on Canadian newspapers noted media
coverage of climate change related to the coronavirus for the first time in early
2020 (Stoddart et al., 2021: 9). Two different framings could be examined: On
the one hand, the necessity of a green recovery is stressed (‘prognostic’) and on
the other hand, the two crises “should be interpreted as parallel crises with
potentially similar causes — in terms of unsustainable human intervention in the
natural world — and impacts” (‘diagnostic’) (Stoddart et al., 2021: 10). A media
coverage that covers climate change, gives information on its potential dangers
and illustrates the importance of climate change action could be helpful in the
future to establish a more climate-friendly attitude at the micro-level and enable
better climate policy.

Another important aspect that arose from the outbreak of the coronavirus
is worth mentioning. Following the worldwide spread of the coronavirus
pandemic, numerous scientific papers on coronavirus and climate change have
been published. These scientific articles have different areas of focus of
tremendous importance. Papers dealing with the similarities and differences
between both crises clarify their character and enable a better assessment of their
relationships (Fuentes et al., 2020; iba Giirsoy, 2021; Kumar and Ayedee, 2021;
Markard and Rosenbloom, 2020; van der Ven and Sun, 2021; Vinke et al.,
2020). A further important focus of investigation are scientific articles on the
lessons that can be learned from the coronavirus crisis for tackling the problem of
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climate change (Engstrom et al., 2020; Klenert et al., 2020; Manzanedo and
Manning, 2020). A series of works describe ways of a new beginning/recovery
after the pandemic and demonstrate that this is possible, especially in the area of
economy, in a climate friendly way (Allan et al., 2020; Andrijevic and Rogelj,
2020; Barbier, 2020; Bogojevi¢, 2020; Forster et al., 2020). This scientific
literature has a special importance not only because a previously unexplored new
area has been investigated, but also because it represents a very important
scientific basis for policymakers. These publications contain different policy
approaches and include important recommendations for action for a successful
international climate policy in the 21% century.

Through the examination of the long-term impacts of the pandemic on
international climate change policy in addition to the short-term impacts, this
article not only compares different impacts of the crisis within two different time
frames, but also analyses the transformation in the original impact of the
coronavirus. The research results of this analysis can thus complement the
existing literature and provide useful content for international climate change
policy.

With no doubt, over time the coronavirus will either completely disappear,
be mitigated or people will learn to live with the virus. In contrast, however,
climate change is still present and is long-lasting. There are many ways to view
the coronavirus crisis as an opportunity and learn lessons from it, how to react
better to climate change as a global crisis, see it as a chance for a green economic
restart and learn from the mistakes of insufficient preparedness for crises of this
magnitude. Furthermore, this can lead to reflections on a better prevention and
adaptation to climate change. The knowledge gained from the coronavirus crisis
for dealing with climate change might also be helpful for a successful future
climate policy.

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL
CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY

The COVID-19 Pandemic has had a significant impact on many areas.
This article analysed the importance and impact of the coronavirus crisis on
international climate policy. A differentiation has been made between the short-
term impacts that encompass the time frame immediately after the outbreak and
the first coronavirus waves until the beginning of 2021 and the long-term impacts
that capture the time afterwards. The measures taken to combat the coronavirus
have contributed to lower global greenhouse gas emissions, which in turn have a
positive impact on the climate and are in accordance with the international
climate policy objectives.
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In the short-term, restrictions lowered worldwide emissions for a limited
period of time but the coronavirus crisis has made international climate policy
more difficult in many ways. 2020 should have been an important year for
international climate policy, but the focus had shifted to the current pandemic
and related crisis. Mitigation in particular was no longer adequately possible due
to the new, more environmentally harmful behaviour of individuals, among
other things. A new framing is needed, e.g. to overcome the distrust of reusable
products, so that climate protection is better possible again (Makki et al., 2021).

In the long-term, the decline in the coronavirus crisis impact could already
be observed. International climate conferences are now taking place again but
under different conditions and influenced by the pandemic. Although the
coronavirus seems to have lost its initially strong impact, its indirect impacts are
still present and will be observable in the future once it has been tackled. There
are currently numerous efforts to make a new green start in the economy.
However, the proportion of investments in green reconstruction compared to
conventional ones is much lower. The long-term (indirect) impacts of the
coronavirus crisis on international climate policy are a matter of interpretation of
the problem. The way how future climate policy will be affected depends on how
the international community, governments, economy and the media deal with
the coronavirus crisis and what lessons they learn and what conclusions they
draw from it. This in turn has a formative effect on the micro-level. All of this in
turn will be important for the success in the two components of climate policy,
mitigation and adaptation.

The pandemic has shown that the world is unprepared for global crises of
this magnitude (Vinke et al., 2020). Better preparedness and early action by
governments could have kept the scale of the crisis smaller. For the climate
change problem, it will be too late to react from the policy of urgency. Therefore,
it is important to take action in the two components of climate policy in the
present even before the far too noticeable consequences occur. The fact that
pandemics are just one of many negative consequences of climate change
demonstrates the seriousness of the problem.

Limitations of this work are the partly vague statements about the long-
term impacts of the coronavirus crisis on international climate policy. Future
research, especially in the post-pandemic period, can examine possible impacts
and draw safer conclusions. In addition, it would be interesting to see which
path the international community and governments have chosen and to evaluate
its meaning for international climate policy.

In this paper, it has been demonstrated that the COVID-19 Pandemic has
had a significant influence on international climate policy in the short-term as
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well as (a more indirect influence) in the long-term. However, the actors of the
international community, governments, economy and also the media will
determine if this impact will be a more positive or negative one in the long-term.
Although the coronavirus crisis and climate change are two global crises, they
differ in terms of their duration and extent. It is certain that the coronavirus crisis
will disappear or its magnitude will decrease over time. Climate change, on the
other hand, is a crisis that will continue to affect people’s lives worldwide for
decades with increasing impact. The outbreak of the coronavirus could therefore
be regarded as an opportunity to learn lessons for dealing with climate change
and invest in a successful future climate policy.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allan, Jennifer, Charles Donovan, Paul Ekins, Ajay Gambhir, Cameron
Hepburn, David Reay, Nick Robins, Emily Shuckburgh and Dimitri Zenghelis
(2020), “A Net-zero Emissions Economic Recovery from COVID-19”, COP26
Universities Network Briefing.

Ammendolia, Justine, Jacquelyn Saturno, Amy L. Brooks, Shoshanah Jacobs
and Jenna R. Jambeck (2021), “An Emerging Source of Plastic Pollution:
Environmental Presence of Plastic Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) Debris
Related to COVID-19 In a Metropolitan City”, Environmental Pollution, 269
(116160): 1-10.

Andrijevic, Marina and Joeri Rogelj (2020), “How the Global Coronavirus
Stimulus Could Put Paris Agreement on Track”, Carbon Brief,
https://www.carbonbrief.org/ guest-post-how-the-global-coronavirus-stimulus-
could-put-paris-agreement-on-track (12.01.2022).

Bajzelj, Bojana (2020), “Coronavirus Food Waste Comes with Huge Carbon
Footprint”, Carbon Brief, https://www.carbonbrief.org/guest-post-coronavirus-
food-waste-comes-with-huge-carbon-footprint (11.01.2022).

Barbier, Edward B. (2020), “Greening the Post-Pandemic Recovery in the G20”,
Environmental and Resource Economics, 76: 685-703.

Bodansky, Daniel (2005), “The International Climate Change Regime”,
Perspectives on Climate Change: Science, Economics, Politics, Ethics, Advances
in the Economics of Environmental Resources, 5: 147-180.

Bogojevi¢, Sanja (2020), “COVID-19, Climate Change Action and the Road to
Green Recovery”, Journal of Environmental Law, 32: 355-359.

304



Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC & Manuel Andreas KNOLL Alternatif Politika, 2022, 14 (2): 289-310
https://doi.org/10.53376/ap.2022.10

Brock, Joe (2020), “The Plastic Pandemic. COVID-19 Trashed the Recycling
Dream (A Reuters Special Report)”, Reuters,

https://www.reuters.com/investigates/special-report/health-coronavirus-
plastic-recycling/ (14.01.2022).

Buzan, Barry (1991), “New Patterns of Global Security in the Twenty-First
Century”, International Affairs, 67 (3): 431-451.

Buzan, Barry, Ole Waver and Jaap de Wilde (1998), Security: A New
Framework for Analysis (Boulder, London: Lynne Rienner Publishers).

Canadell, Josep G. and Michael R. Raupach (2008), “Managing Forests for
Climate Change Mitigation”, Science, 320 (5882): 1456-1457.

Carson, Rachel (1962), Silent Spring (Crest Book).

Cohen, Raymond (1978), “Threat Perception in International Crisis”, Political
Science Quarterly, 93 (1): 93-107.

Daschkeit, Achim (2012), “Anpassung an den nicht mehr vermeidbaren
Klimawandel — aktuelle Entwicklungen eines jungen Politikfeldes”, Journal for
Comparative Government and European Policy, 10 (3): 410-421.

Dupont, Claire, Sebastian Oberthiir and Ingmar von Homeyer (2020), “The
COVID-19 Crisis: A Critical Juncture for EU Climate Policy Development?”,
Journal of European Integration, 42 (8): 1095-1110.

Engstrom, Gustav, Johan Gars, Niko Jaakkola, Therese Lindahl, Daniel Spiro
and Arthur A. van Benthem (2020), “What Policies Address Both the
Coronavirus Crisis and the Climate Crisis?”’, Environmental and Resource
Economics, 76: 789-810.

European Commission, “2050 Long-term Strategy”,
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/strategies/2050_en (21.02.2022).

Forster, Piers M., Harriet 1. Forster, Mat J. Evans, Matthew J. Gidden, Chris D.
Jones, Christoph A. Keller, Robin D. Lamboll, Corinne Le Quéré, Joeri Rogelj,
Deborah Rosen, Carl-Friedrich Schleussner, Thomas B. Richardson,
Christopher J. Smith and Steven T. Turnock (2020), “Current and Future Global
Climate Impacts Resulting from COVID-19”, Nature Climate Change, 10: 913-
919.

Fuentes, Rolando, Marzio Galeotti, Alessandro Lanza and Baltasar Manzano
(2020), “COVID-19 and Climate Change: A Tale of Two Global Problems”,
Sustainability, 12 (8560): 1-14.

305


https://doi.org/10.53376/ap.2022.10

Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC & Manuel Andreas KNOLL

Galanakis, Charis M., Gianluca Brunori, David Chiaramonti, Robert Matthews,
Calliope Panoutsou and Uwe R. Fritsche (2022), “Bioeconomy and Green
Recovery in a Post-COVID-19 Era”, Science of the Total Environment, 888
(152180): 1-8.

Giddens, Anthony (2009), The Politics of Climate Change (Cambridge: Polity
Press).

Gopinath, Gita (2020), “The Great Lockdown: Worst Economic Downturn
Since the Great Depression”, https://blogs.imf.org/2020/04/14/the-great-
lockdown-worst-economic-downturn-since-the-great-depression/ (19.02.2022).

Gorrasi, Giuliana, Andrea Sorrentino and Eric Lichtfouse (2021), “Back to
Plastic Pollution in Covid Times”, Environmental Chemistry Letters, 19: 1-4.

Guterres, Antonio (2020), “Secretary-General’s Message. UN Chief on
International Mother Earth Day, 22 April 2020“ United Nations,
https://www.un.org/en/observances/earth-day/message (17.01.2022).

Helm, Dieter (2020), “The Environmental Impacts of the Coronavirus”,
Environmental and Resource Economics, 76: 21-38.

International Energy Agency (2021), “Global Energy Review: CO2 Emissions in
20207, International Energy Agency, Paris,
https://www.iea.org/articles/global-energy-review-co2-emissions-in-2020
(21.04.2022).

International Monetary Fund (2021), World Economic Outlook: Managing
Divergent Recoveries, 2021 April (Washington, DC).

IPCC (1992), Climate Change: The IPCC 1990 and 1992 Assessments (Canada).

IPCC (2022), “Summary for Policymakers”, Portner, Hans Otto, Debra C.
Roberts, Melinda Tignor, Elvira S. Poloczanska, Katja Mintenbeck, Andrés
Alegria, Marlies Craig, Stefanie Langsdorf, Sina Loschke, Vincent Moller,
Andrew Okem and Bard Rama (Eds.), Climate Change 2022: Impacts,
Adaptation and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Sixth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(Cambridge University Press (In Press)).

IRENA (2022), “Energy Transition Holds Key to Tackle Global Energy and
Climate Crisis”, International Renewable Energy Agency, Press Release,
29.03.2022, https://irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2022/Mar/Energy-
Transition-Holds-Key-to-Tackle-Global-Energy-and-Climate-Crisis (23.04.2022).

306



Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC & Manuel Andreas KNOLL Alternatif Politika, 2022, 14 (2): 289-310
https://doi.org/10.53376/ap.2022.10

Iba Giirsoy, Sezin (2021), “Krizler Cagi: COVID-19 Salgmi ve iklim Krizi“,
Alternatif Politika, 13 (3): 656-679.

John Hopkins University (2022), “COVID-19 Dashboard by the Center for
Systems Science and Engineering (CSSE) at John Hopkins University (JHU)”,

https://gisanddata.maps.arcgis.com/apps/opsdashboard/index.html#/bda7594
740fd40299423467b48e9ecf6 (23.04.2022).

Jordan, Chloe J. and Abraham A. Palmer (2020), “Coronavirus: Virtual
Meetings: A Critical Step to Address Climate Change”, Science Advances, 6: 1-
2.

Khan, Ibrahim, Dawood Shah and Sayed Suliman Shah (2021), “COVID-19
Pandemic and Its Positive Impacts on Environment: An Updated Review”,
International Journal of Environmental Science and Technology, 18: 521-530.

Klenert, David, Franziska Funke, Linus Mattauch and Brian O’Callaghan
(2020), “Five Lessons from COVID-19 for Advancing Climate Change
Mitigation”, Environmental and Resource Economics, 76: 751-778.

Kumar, Anuj and Nishu Ayedee (2021), “An Interconnection Between COVID-
19 and Climate Change Problem”, Journal of Statistics and Management
Systems, 24 (2): 281-300.

Le Quéré, Corinne, Robert B. Jackson, Matthew W. Jones, Adam J. P. Smith,
Sam Abernethy, Robbie M. Andrew, Anthony J. De-Gol, David R. Willis, Yuli
Shan, Josep G. Canadell, Pierre Friedlingstein, Felix Creutzig and Glen P.
Peters (2020), “Temporary Reduction in Daily Global CO2 Emissions During
the COVID-19 Forced Confinement”, Nature Climate Change, 10 (7): 647-653.

Liu, Zhu, Philippe Ciais, Zhu Deng, Ruixue Lei, Steven J. Davis, Sha Feng, Bo
Zheng, Duo Cui, Xinyu Dou, Pan He, Biging Zhu, Chenxi Lu, Piyu Ke,
Taochun Sun, Yuan Wang, Xu Yue, Yilong Wang, Yadong Lei, Hao Zhou,
Zhaonan Cai, Yuhui Wu, Runtao Guo, Tingxuan Han, Jinjun Xue, Olivier
Boucher, Eulalie Boucher, Frederic Chevallier, Yimin Wei, Haiwang Zhong,
Chongqing Kang, Ning Zhang, Bin Chen, Fengming Xi, Frangois Marie, Qiang
Zhang, Dabo Guan, Peng Gong, Daniel M. Kammen, Kebin He and Hans
Joachim Schellnhuber (2020), “Near-Real-Time Date Captured Record Decline
in Global CcO2 Emissions Due to COVID-197,
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2004.13614.pdf (13.12.2021).

Makki, Fadi, Anna Lamb and Rouba Moukaddem (2021), “Plastics and the
Coronavirus Pandemic: A Behavioral Science Perspective”, Mind & Society, 20:
209-213.

307


https://doi.org/10.53376/ap.2022.10

Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC & Manuel Andreas KNOLL

Manzanedo, Rubén D. and Peter Manning (2020), “COVID-19: Lessons for the
Climate Change Emergency”, Science of the Total Environment, 742 (140563):
1-4.

Markard, Jochen and Daniel Rosenbloom (2020), “A Tale of Two Crises:
COVID-19 and Climate”, Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy, 16 (1): 53-
60.

Meadows, Donella H., Dennis L. Meadows, Jergen Randers and William W.
Behrens (1972), The Limits to Growth: A Report to the Club of Rome’s Project
on the Predicament of Mankind (Universe Books: New Y ork).

Meigjers, Maryn H. C., Christin Scholz, Ragnheidur Torfadottir, Anke
Wonneberger and Marko Markov (2021), “Learning From the COVID-19
Pandemic to Combat Climate Change: Comparing Drivers of Individual Action
in Global Crises”, Journal of Environmental Studies and Sciences (Online
Publication).

Obergassel, Wolfgang, Lukas Hermwille and Sebastian Oberthir (2021),
“Harnessing International Climate Governance to Drive a Sustainable Recovery
From the COVID-19 Pandemic”, Climate Policy, 21 (10): 1298-1306.

OECD (2021), “Focus on Green Recovery”, OECD,
https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/en/themes/green-recovery (19.01.2022).

Our World In Data (2022), “Daily COVID-19 Tests”, Our World in Data,
Oxford Martin School, University of Oxford, Global Change Data Lab,
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/full-list-covid-19-tests-per-day (17.01.2022).

Saadat, Saeida, Deepak Rawtani and Chaudhery Mustansar Hussain (2020),
“Environmental Perspective of COVID-19“, Science of the Total Environment,
728 (138870): 1-6.

Sengupta, Somini (2019), “Restoring Forests Could Help Put a Brake on Global
Warming, Study Finds”, The New York Times, 5.07.2019,
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/05/climate/trees-forests-climate-
change.html (18.02.2021).

Silva, Ana L. Patricio, Joana C. Prata, Tony R. Walker, Armando C. Duarte,
Wei Ouyang, Damia Barcelo and Teresa Rocha-Santos (2021), “Increased
Plastic Pollution Due to COVID-19 Pandemic: Challenges and
Recommendations”, Chemical Engineering Journal, 405 (126683): 1-9.

Stoddart, Mark C. J., Howard Ramos, Karen Foster and Tuomas Yla-Anttila
(2021), “Competing Crises? Media Coverage and Framing of Climate Change
During the COVID-19 Pandemic”, Environmental Communication: 1-17.

308



Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC & Manuel Andreas KNOLL Alternatif Politika, 2022, 14 (2): 289-310
https://doi.org/10.53376/ap.2022.10

The Guardian (2021), “Covid Restrictions Could Hinder COP26 Delegates and
Observers. The  Secret Negotiator”, The  Guardian, 9.10.2021,

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/oct/09/covid-restrictions-
could-hinder-cop26-delegates-and-observers (12.01.2022).

Tollefson, Jeff (2021), “Covid Curbed Carbon Emissions in 2020 - But not by
Much”, Nature, 15.01.2021, https://nature.com/articles/d41586-021-00090-3
(18.04.2022).

Troéng, Sebastian, Edward B. Barbier and Carlos Manuel Rodriguez Echandi
(2020), “The COVID-19 Pandemic Is Not a Break for Nature - Let’s Make Sure
There Is One After the Crisis”, World Economic Forum,
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/05/covid-19-coronavirus-pandemic-
nature-environment-green-stimulus-biodiversity/ (21.12.2021).

United Nations (1972), Report of the United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment (Stockholm Conference).

United Nations (1997), Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (Kyoto: United Nations).

United Nations (2015), Adoption of the Paris Agreement, 21* Conference of the
Parties (Paris: United Nations).

United Nations (2020a), “Climate Change and COVID-19: UN Urges Nations
to 'Recover Better’”, https://www.un.org/en/un-coronavirus-communications-
team/un-urges-countries-%E2%80%98build-back-better%E2%80%99
(17.01.2022).

United Nations (2020b), Shared Responsibility, Global Solidarity: Responding
to the Socio-Economic Impacts of COVID-19.

United Nations Environmental Programme (2020), “Green Pandemic Recovery
Essential to Close Climate Action Gap-UN Report®,
https://www.unep.org/news-and-stories/press-release/green-pandemic-
recovery-essential-close-climate-action-gap-un-report (17.12.2021).

Van der Ven, Hamish and Yixian Sun (2021), “Varieties of Crises: Comparing
the Politics of COVID-19 and Climate Change”, Global Environmental Politics,
21 (1): 13-22.

Vinke, Kira, Sabine Gabrysch, Emanuela Paoletti, Johan Rockstrém and Hans
Joachim Schellnhuber (2020), “Corona and the Climate: A Comparison of Two
Emergencies”, Global Sustainability, 3 (e25): 1-7.

309


https://doi.org/10.53376/ap.2022.10

Zehra Askinsena ILKILIC & Manuel Andreas KNOLL

Weber, Elke U. (2006), “Experience-based and Description-based Perceptions of
Long-term Risk: Why Global Warming Does Not Scare Us (Yet)”, Climatic
Change, 77: 103-120.

Weber, Elke U. (2015), “Climate Change Demands Behavioral Change: What
Are the Challenges?”, Social Research, 82 (3): 561-581.

Worland, Justin (2020), “How Coronavirus Could Set Back the Fight Against
Climate Change”, https://time.com/5795150/coronavirus-climate-change/
(03.12.2021).

Zhang, Hong, Wenzhong Tang, Yushun Chen and Wei Yin (2020),
“Disinfection Threatens Aquatic Ecosystems”, Science, 368 (6487): 146-147.

310



