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Marjan	Minnesma	
	

	
	
Marjan	 Minnesma	 studied	 business	 administration,	 philosophy	 and	 law.	 She	
worked	 for	 the	 Dutch	 government	 in	 Central	 Europe	 on	 energy	 efficiency	 and	
renewable	 energy	 projects	 from	 Albania	 to	 Estonia.	 She	 has	 been	 campaigns	
director	 for	 Greenpeace	 Netherlands	 and	 worked	 for	 ten	 years	 at	 different	
universities.	 Together	 with	 her	 co-director	 prof	 Rotmans	 at	 the	 Institute	 for	
Transitions	 (Drift)	 at	 the	 Erasmus	University	 she	 founded	Urgenda,	 as	 an	 action	
organization	 for	 innovation	 and	 sustainability	 to	 make	 the	 required	 transitions	
happen.	Urgenda	mainly	worked	on	solutions,	from	organizing	the	first	collective	
buying	 initiative	 for	 solar	 panels	 (citizens	 buying	 50.000	 panels	 at	 once)	 to	 the	
introduction	 in	 the	 Netherlands	 of	 the	 first	 electric	 car	 produced	 in	 series.	
However,	 as	more	 speed	was	 necessary,	 she	 brought	 the	 government	 to	 court	
together	with	almost	900	citizens	to	demand	more	action	and	won.	
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Lecture	Marjan	Minnesma	
	

	
	
	

Dutch	policy	continues	to	promote	unsustainable	energy	options	despite	
commitments	made	in	the	December	2015	Paris	Agreement	on	climate	change		
	
In	 the	 Paris	 Agreement	 of	 December	 2015,	 the	 Netherlands	 and	 194	 other	
participating	 countries	 agreed	 to	 reduce	 their	 carbon	 emissions	 “as	 soon	 as	
possible”,	to	keep	global	warming	“to	well	below	2°	C”,	and	“to	pursue	efforts	to	
limit	 the	 temperature	 increase	 to	 1,5°	 C”.	 For	 the	 sixth	Dick	 de	 Zeeuw	 Lecture,	
Marjan	 Minnesma	 argued	 that	 the	 Dutch	 government	 is	 failing	 to	 take	 the	
measures	 that	 would	 effectively	 implement	 the	 commitments	 made	 in	 Paris.	
Reducing	carbon	emissions,	she	claims,	 is	not	 ‘rocket-science’.	The	knowledge	 is	
available,	the	technologies	are	operational.	But	with	alternative	energy	options	still	
on	the	shelf,	Dutch	carbon	emissions	are	still	growing.		
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The	key	points	of	the	Paris	climate	agreement:	
	

	
	
Minnesma	presented	actual	examples	of	policy	choices	that	keep	the	Netherland	
on	 the	unsustainable	 track	and	highlighted	some	of	 the	more	sustainable	policy	
alternatives.		
	
To	achieve	results,	choices	must	be	made	and	we	need	to	see	that	this	is	urgent.	Is	
it	possible	 to	 succeed	and	 reach	100%	sustainable	energy	by	2030?	Technically,	
financially,	people/work	force:	Yes,	it	is	possible,	if	we	want	it!	Will	it	be	easy?	No,	
of	course	not.		
Possible	solutions	are:	

• all	houses	energy	neutral;	
• bike,	public	transport,	EV’s;	
• agriculture	and	food;	
• new	economy-transitions.	

It	is	up	to	the	politicians	to	make	these	choices,	we	have	to	hope	that	they	
understand	the	urgency	and	look	further	than	four	years	ahead.	
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At	the	end	of	the	lecture	Minnesma	wonders:	what	would	Dick	do?	

	
Reading	some	of	 the	articles	of	Dick	de	Zeeuw,	 it	 is	clear	 that	he	hoped	for	 less	
military	 expenditure	 in	 favor	 of	more	 funds	 for	 sustainable	 development	 goals.	
Those	goals	are	currently	more	widely	accepted	accepted	than	ever	before.	It	is	no	
longer	a	country	thing,	 it	 is	much	broader,	 it	 is	starting	to	become	a	movement,	
supported	by	big	global	companies.	Climate	change	is	about	water,	food,	and	social	
justice,	so	in	the	end	it	should	be	a	big	social	movement	that	is	needed	to	bring	
about	the	change.	That	seems	to	be	much	in	line	whit	what	De	Zeeuw	also	realized.	
De	Zeeuw	also	 said	 “Don’t	believe	 those	 in	power	 too	easily”,	 and	according	 to	
Minnesma	that	certainly	holds	true	for	the	current	Dutch	government.	They	were	
so	happy	last	week	announcing	that	they	were	doing	great.	But,	they	are	not	doing	
great	and	surely	not	doing	enough.	Minnesma	believes	that	De	Zeeuw	would	agree	
with	her	that	they	are	not	talking	the	truth.	Dick	was	a	system	thinker	and	that	is	
the	perspective	that	is	currently	needed,	a	holistic	systems	perspective.	One	should	
not	 look	 at	 too	 small	 solutions	 because	 you	might	 end	 up	with	 a	 new	problem	
somewhere	else.	De	Zeeuw	would	probably	appreciate	the	work	that	Urgenda	is	
doing.	One	of	the	things	he	was	saying	was	that	you	should	make	people	aware	
that	they	need	to	contribute	to	society	themselves.	Don’t	wait	for	the	government,	
don’t	wait	 for	anybody	else,	but	start	with	your	own	house,	eat	 less	meat,	start	
with	your	own	car	and	so	on.	If	everybody	does	their	part,	together	we	can	make	
the	change,	nobody	can	do	it	alone.	De	Zeeuw	saw	men	as	a	bridge	to	a	sustainable	
future	and	not	as	a	goal.		
	
We	have	15	years	to	achieve	that	 future,	and	Minnesma	hopes	she	 inspired	the	
public	today.		
The	full	Power	Point	Presentation	is	available	online	(www.dickdezeeuw.nl).		
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Discussion	with	Marjan	Minnesma	–	October	20,	2016	
		
Q:	A	very	good	afternoon	to	everybody,	it	was	a	source	of	honour	listening	to	you	
because	you	are	known	as	one	of	the	leading	players	in	the	field,	you	are	creating	
hopes,	winning	our	hearts	and	empowering	us,	and	certainly	will	be	able	to	change	
the	hearts	and	minds	of	policy	workers	as	well	if	you	continue	your	good	works.	But	
perhaps	you	can	tell	us	more	about	the	Himalaya	region	where	ice	and	glaciers	are	
melting	down.	We	are	expecting	to	face	a	drought	in	that	area,	just	like	in	Africa	
and	 many	 other	 areas.	 Himalaya	 is	 the	 source	 of	 water	 for	 the	 majority	 of	
inhabitants	living	in	that	region.	So,	can	you	tell	us	about	the	facts	and	impacts	in	
that	region	and	if	there	is	any	coordination	between	your	organization	and	others	
which	are	dealing	with	the	troubles	in	that	region?		
My	second	question	is	a	simple	one	about	the	Netherlands:	would	it	be	possible	to	
motivate	the	parliamentary	legislators?	Because	there	are	just	a	few	who	speak	out	
about	the	climate	change	aggressively,	whereas	the	majority	is	being	silent	on	this	
issue.	Overall,	they	seem	not	to	be	ready	to	support	your	or	any	other	initiatives	in	
the	very	near	future.	
		
A:	I	think,	partly,	a	lot	of	politicians	do	not	really	know	how	urgent	it	is.	They	do	
know	something	about	climate	change,	but	if	I	could	get	them	in	a	room	for	one	
full	hour	to	have	a	detailed	discussion,	 I	would	hope	that	that	would	open	their	
minds.	I	occasionally	meet	politicians,	but	it	is	clear	that	they	have	no	clue,	not	even	
on	 the	 difference	 between	 1.5	 and	 2	 degrees	 of	 temperature	 rise.	 Secondly,	
politicians	think	only	 four	years	ahead	and	are	concerned	with	being	re-elected.	
Looking	at	the	polls,	they	then	follow	what	the	public	mind	thinks	is	important	to	
have	on	the	political	agenda.	I	believe	a	real	leader	would	put	it	on	the	agenda,	but	
it	 is	 actually	 constantly	 put	 on	 everybody’s	 ‘reserve	 agenda’.	 It	 is	 therefore	 our	
common	duty	now	to	get	the	topic	out	from	the	reserve	bench	and	list	it	high	on	
the	discussion	list.	The	public	needs	to	make	sure	that	this	becomes	a	topic	for	the	
politicians	to	listen	to.	My	organization	thinks	about	how	to	get	well-structured	in	
making	this	a	topic,	but	at	the	same	time	it	is	important	for	political	party	members	
to	push	this	as	far	as	possible	on	the	agendas	of	the	respective	political	parties.	
Then,	about	the	Himalaya	region:	that	 is	one	of	the	regions	that	will	suffer	 I	am	
afraid,	because	there	are	a	lot	of	parts	where	the	water	sources	are	drying	out	more	
and	more.	We	 can	 set	 up	 projects	 to	 keep	 the	water	 flow	 available	 as	 long	 as	
possible,	but	still	 I	need	to	emphasize	that	the	huger	issue	is	the	climate	change	
that	is	taking	place,	and	that	it	is	our	joint	worldwide	responsibility	to	stay	below	
the	1.5	degrees.	If	we	would	move	to	2	or	3	degrees,	then	there	definitely	will	be	
no	more	water	at	a	certain	point.	So,	I	cannot	be	too	optimistic	about	that.	There	
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are	ways	to	keep	the	water	available	in	the	short	run,	but	the	only	thing	that	can	
help	against	the	region	drying	out,	is	to	stop	the	climate	change	from	developing	
any	further	–	which	will	depend	on	our	joint	effort	in	tackling	it.	For	a	lot	of	people	
it	is	also	a	problem	manifesting	itself	very	far	away,	but	at	a	certain	point	in	time,	
it	will	catch	up	on	us	too.	Therefore,	our	task	is	to	depict	climate	issues	all	over	the	
world	in	pictures,	art,	movies	etc.	so	that	it	becomes	visible	to	the	people	in	this	
area	who	do	not	yet	have	had	to	deal	with	climate	change	in	their	daily	lives.	
		
Q:	You	won	the	court	case	in	the	first	round.	Could	you	say	something	about	the	
reactions	 you	 got	 from	 policy-makers?	 And,	 what	 do	 you	 think	 will	 happen	
politically	in	this	country	when	you	lose	the	appeal?	
		
A:	Well,	there	were	different	reactions	from	different	parties,	but	 in	general	the	
reaction	was	that	so	long	we	were	in	court	that	they	would	start	implementing	new	
policies	to	be	able	to	achieve	the	goals	for	2020.	There	is	a	change	taking	place	due	
to	the	court	case,	though	there	are	always	people	trying	to	delay	these	processes	
by	arguing	how	well	we	are	doing	already.	But	for	now,	we	will	remain	in	court	for	
another	year	and	a	half,	and	whoever	loses	the	second	round,	will	appeal	to	the	
highest	court,	which	means	we	will	be	in	court	for	at	 least	another	two	to	three	
years.	By	then	we	will	already	be	very	close	to	2020	and	the	government	would	
have	had	to	have	implemented	many	things.		
Furthermore,	the	fact	that	we	are	discussing	the	closing	of	the	three	new	coal-fired	
power	plants	is	influenced	by	this	court	case.	However,	these	changes	are	still	not	
enough	to	me:	we	wanted	to	have	a	reduction	of	40%	by	2020,	which	we	were	not	
granted,	but	which	we	will	try	to	gain	in	the	next	verdict.	
		
Q:	 Last	 year	 I	 prepared	 a	 paper	 with	 a	 student	 on	 Dutch	 renewable	 energy	
achievements	and	policies,	and	one	of	the	things	I	found	was	the	statement	from	
the	Ministry	of	Economic	Affairs,	which	is	in	charge	of	developing	new	renewable	
energy	 policies,	 which	 says:	 ‘hasty	 deployment	 of	 renewable	 energy	 leads	 to	
unnecessarily	high	social	costs’.		I	would	like	you	to	comment	on	what	kind	of	actors	
are	behind	their	making	such	a	statement,	because	the	complex	policies	that	they	
have	created	seem	to	be	designed	to	fail	any	purpose.	I	was	wondering	if	you	could	
shed	some	light	on	what	is	going	on	there.	
And	related	to	that,	who	are	the	particular	parties	and	politicians	who	are	more	
resistant	to	this	kind	of	transition,	and	who	are	the	parties	and	politicians	who	are	
more	aligned	with	such	ideas?	
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A:	From	an	outsider	perspective,	I	would	say	that	these	cost	statistics	are	plugged	
into	some	win-lose	models,	but	are	no	realistic	calculation	from	what	the	world	will	
look	like	in	the	future.	I	have	been	working	with	some	housing	companies	in	the	
north	of	the	Netherlands,	who	have	said	to	make	all	their	houses	energy-neutral	
by	 2030,	 and	 that	 they	 would	make	 sure	 that	 rent	 and	 energy	 cost	 would	 not	
exceed	500,-		EUR	a	month.	That	would	be	a	plus	for	the	people	with	the	lowest	
incomes	 in	the	Netherlands.	These	things,	however,	are	never	considered	 in	the	
outdated	 models	 used	 by	 the	 conventional	 statistic	 bureaus.	 Therefore,	 their	
forecasts	 are	much	more	 negative.	 If,	 for	 example,	 we	would	 like	 to	make	 our	
houses	energy-neutral,	and	we	would	have	pension	funds	to	provide	us	with	the	
necessary	investment(s),	and	we	would	be	able	to	pay	it	off	with	a	constant	rate	
within	fifteen	years,	you	would	have	much	less	costs	afterwards,	which	means	life	
would	get	 cheaper.	But	 the	models	used	by	 the	governmental	 agencies	 are	not	
programmed	to	make	these	kinds	of	calculations.	That	is	why	the	outcomes	from	
the	formal	institutions	differ	quite	a	lot	from	what	I	believe	life	will	look	like	if	we	
tackle	the	climate	issues	correctly.	
Concerning	 the	second	question,	 I	 think	 the	main	political	problem	 is	 the	divide	
between	the	left	and	right.	The	left	wants	to	do	something	about	climate	change,	
whereas	 the	 right	 does	 not.	 And	 that	 is	 the	 biggest	 mistake	 that	 faces	 our	
contemporary	society,	for	it	does	not	matter	if	our	children	are	from	left-	or	right-
wing	parents,	we	will	face	major	climate	issues	in	20	to	30	years’	time.	So,	the	VVD	
and	 the	 PVV	 are	 not	much	 concerned	with	 climate	 change,	whereas	 the	 PvdD,	
GroenLinks	 and	 some	 other	 parties	 actively	 seek	 policy	 changes.	 I	 am	 mostly	
surprised	with	the	Christian	party	CDA,	which	you	would	think	would	have	some	
concern	 about	 how	we	 deal	with	 our	 environment,	 but	 they	 have	mostly	 been	
standing	alongside	the	PVV	and	VVD	in	major	climate	issues	votes	in	the	past	few	
years.	In	my	eyes,	it	is	shocking	how	much	they	lack	to	defend	policies	towards	a	
more	sustainable	planet.	The	pope	should	slap	them.	
		
Q:	 I	 am	 surprised	 that	 you	 say	 these	 things	 about	 the	 RIVM,	 because	 it	 is	 an	
independent	organization	which	is	supposed	to	be	scientifically	objective.	How	can	
they	then	 just	publish	a	report	that	would	seem	so	manipulated?	 If	 that	 is	 really	
true,	then	politically	the	best	thing	for	you	would	be	to	take	that	up.	
A	second	thing,	I	have	also	for	a	long	time	been	advocating	for	the	use	of	pasture	
lands,	because	 there	are	 four	 times	more	pasture	 lands	 than	arable	 lands	 in	 the	
world.	But	what	will	you	do	with	those	lands	if	you	are	not	allowed	to	keep	cattle	
on	it?	Do	you	have	any	ideas	on	what	to	do	with	those	lands	and	how	to	reward	
them?	 There	 are	 possibilities	 for	 harvesting	 carbon	 for	 bio-based	 economies?	
Anyhow,	its	economic	value	should	not	completely	diminish.	
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A:	This	 report	 that	 came	out	 last	week	was	a	 combined	 report	of	 two	different	
institutes,	ECN	and	PBL,	and	there	is	actually	a	column	now	on	the	ECN-website,	
wherein	one	of	 the	scientists	 is	explaining	what	 they	have	been	doing,	and	why	
they	conclude	that	we	did	not	make	any	progress.	They	are	very	clear	about	things	
not	 going	 right,	 whereas	 the	 Dutch	 government	 spins	 it	 into	 ‘we	 are	 doing	
great’.		The	discrepancy	between	the	two	different	positions	is	a	complicated	one,	
but	was	not	reported	on	in	the	media.	So,	I	definitely	do	not	want	to	discredit	RIVM	
and	PBL	here,	since	we	rely	on	their	body	of	knowledge	 in	our	court	case.	 I	am,	
therefore,	not	saying	that	their	results	are	nonsense,	but	what	I	am	saying	is	that	
their	results	are	interpreted	by	the	government	in	an	incorrect	way.	The	task	of	the	
journalist	is	to	bring	that	to	the	light	–	that	in	a	relative	sense	we	might	do	a	little	
better,	but	in	an	absolute	sense	not	at	all.	
Concerning	the	grass	lands,	I	think	you	could	use	grass	for	many	different	purposes,	
one	of	which	is	the	production	of	protein,	i.e.	food.	We	do	not	need	cattle	for	that.	
The	 protein	 leftovers	 we	 can	 use	 for	 the	 so-called	 bio-based	 economies.	 The	
possibilities	need	to	be	worked	out	per	region	though,	because	this	all	depends	on	
the	particular	soil	and	what	grows	best	on	it.	I	do	believe	that	in	the	future	we	will	
need	our	region	for	the	production	of	food	and	the	harvesting	of	crops	we	never	
used	to	produce	and	harvest	here	before,	for	in	other	parts	of	the	world	the	heat	
and	related	drought	will	cause	serious	issues.	Other	pasture	areas	will	be	needed	
for	bio-based	economies	and	protein.	But	there	are	definitely	a	lot	of	opportunities	
and	chances	that	can	be	developed	in	changing	our	agriculture.	
		
Q:	 I	am	Wim	van	Eekelen	and	I	am	from	the	VVD	and	I	do	not	like	be	associated	
with	the	PVV.	Apart	from	that	I	admired	your	speech,	it	is	thought-provoking	and	I	
agree	with	you,	particularly	on	your	 systemic	approach.	You	have	 to	 look	at	 the	
possible	pluses,	but	 still	many	people	wonder	what	will	happen	 to	 the	economic	
growth	in	certain	areas	when	the	world	keeps	getting	warmer	and	drier?	Are	there	
no	 measures	 which	 could	 be	 taken	 to	 reduce	 these	 problems?	 I	 recognize	 the	
enormous	 problems,	 but	 think	 that	 all	 of	 us	 should	 try	 to	 generate	 a	 combined	
approach	in	creating	new	policies	that	also	help	us	reduce	old	problems.		
Finally,	 many	 people,	 especially	 from	 my	 generation,	 in	 the	 Netherlands	 are	
sceptical	 about	 climate	 change.	 I	 still	 remember	 my	 grandparents	 showing	 me	
pictures	of	the	Alps	depicting	much	more	snow	and	ice	than	there	is	today.	It	was	
long	 before	 climate	 change	 really	 came	 up	 that	 these	 problems	 became	 visible.	
Some	people	contend	that	we	had	ice	ages	in	history	that	passed;	why	were	those	
ages	manifested?	I	think	all	these	aspects	need	attention.	So,	I	wish	you	success.	
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A:	I	do	want	to	react,	because	yes,	the	temperatures	have	been	going	up	and	down	
throughout	the	ages:	we	have	had	an	ice	age	every	hundred	thousand	years,	but	
we	are	now	way	out	of	range,	which	I	depicted	in	my	figures	already.	My	first	choice	
of	study	was	a	bachelor	in	business	administration	and	I	finished	an	MBA	in	London,	
so	 I	 look	 at	 this	 from	 a	 business	 perspective,	 and	 in	 that	 sense,	 I	 have	 nothing	
against	the	VVD.	I	am	now	actually	writing	a	new	book	on	the	industry	of	the	future,	
and	I	do	believe	in	a	new	economic	system	that	gives	us	certain	types	of	growth.	
So,	 I	 think	your	and	mine	thoughts	are	 in	 line	with	each	other,	also	because	the	
many	solutions	you	just	mentioned	are	described	in	our	first	book.	But	there	are	
also	 solutions	 that	 are	 certainly	not	 sustainable,	 and	 therefore	we	 should	make	
strict	choices.	 In	previous	time	periods,	we	have	often	concentrated	on	creating	
short-term	solutions	only,	and	we	did	not	take	into	account	their	negative	effects	
on	the	larger	system.	Last	week	I	held	a	speech	in	presence	of	the	VNO-NCW	front	
man	Mr.	De	Boer;	he	also	has	a	NL	Next	Level	Report,	and	I	am	going	to	sit	with	him	
next	week	to	see	how	mine	and	his	report	can	be	combined	into	one	in	promotion	
of	 a	 sustainable	 future.	 I	 would	 believe	 that	 the	 many	 people	 working	 in	 the	
business	sector	also	want	a	sustainable	world	for	their	children,	but	which	means	
that	certain	methods	will	have	to	be	put	to	a	stop,	for	we	cannot	keep	eating	the	
cake	and	have	it	too.	In	short,	I	have	nothing	against	the	business	sector,	but	I	do	
believe	that	many	people	working	in	that	sector	have	the	tendency	to	believe	that	
the	contemporary	climate	issues	will	be	resolved	by	some	kind	of	miracle.	But	the	
only	 thing	 that	 can	 help,	 is	 working	 actively	 against	 it	 by	 investing	 in	 the	 right	
approaches.	
Concerning	the	CO2,	I	think	it	would	be	possible	to	store	CO2	under	the	ground	if	
we	would	need	it	for	certain	industries,	but	this	will	cost	money.	So,	the	question	
is	if	this	would	be	an	affordable	measure	to	take.	Anyway,	we	should	not	capture	
the	CO2	of	coal-fired	power	plants	and	keep	that	under	the	ground,	because	we	
really	do	need	to	move	to	a	more	sustainable	energy	system.	I	am	quite	nuanced	
in	considering	solutions,	but	I	always	look	at	what	would	be	the	best	thing	to	do	for	
my	children.	
		
Q:	You	gave	some	positive	optimistic	examples	of	changing	attitudes	in	the	private	
business	 sector.	 I	was	 struck	 by	 the	 fact	 that	 you	were,	 in	 particular,	 optimistic	
about	the	attitude	of	the	big	finance.	So,	if	companies	would	not	be	interested	in	
changing	their	investment	strategy,	they	would,	as	you	said,	perhaps	be	forced	by	
investors?	
		
A:	Yes,	that	is	already	happening.	For	example,	I	went	to	a	big	pension	fund	five	
years	ago	to	talk	about	divestment	–	which	was	a	very	new	concept	at	the	time.	
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They	were	 then	 laughing,	 saying	 that	 they	 are	 in	 dialogue	with	 Shell.	Now,	 just	
before	 this	 summer,	 I	 was	 a	 giving	 a	 speech	 to	 a	 pension	 fund	 umbrella	
organization,	with	25	different	pension	 funds	 in	 the	 room.	Half	of	 them	already	
agreed	with	me,	 whereas	 the	 other	 half	 was	 debating	my	 concerns.	 Last	 week	
though,	 this	 umbrella	 organization	 sent	 out	 a	 letter	 to	 all	 companies	 in	 the	
Netherlands	 with	 the	 question	 to	 explain	 their	 business	 strategies	 in	 tackling	
climate	change,	and	the	chances	of	them	staying	 in	their	businesses	considering	
the	Paris	Agreement.	This	is	a	very	new	phenomenon,	to	demand	from	companies	
to	explain	how	they	are	dealing	with	the	Paris	Agreement.	It	is	a	major	difference	
in	the	mind-set	from	five	years	ago.	
		
Q:	A	small	comment	to	what	you	just	said	about	the	pension	funds:	PGGM	is	saying	
that	 they	will	 be	making	 these	 investments	 on	 two	 conditions.	One	 is	 that	 they	
eventually	 want	 government	 support	 and	 guarantees	 for	 all	 these	 huge	
investments;	and	the	second	that	they	want	a	higher	price	on	CO2,	otherwise	it	will	
be	too	risky	for	them	to	make	the	investments.	So,	my	question	earlier	would	have	
been	what	is	your	view	on	the	most	decisive	policy	measures	to	be	taken	to	fully	
achieve	the	goals	that	have	been	set	up	for	2030?	
		
A:	I	think	that	you	and	I	agree	that	a	price	on	CO2	should	be	created.	But	the	thing	
is	 that	our	government	 thinks	 that	 they	cannot	 take	 this	decision	on	 their	own,	
although	there	are	many	regions	in	the	world	where	CO2	is	priced	on	a	regional	
level.	There	is	a	large	lobby	going	on,	as	you	know,	in	the	world	to	get	a	pricing	on	
CO2,	and	putting	that	into	effect	would	really	make	a	huge	difference.	But,	in	the	
meantime,	I	would	say,	let	us	not	wait	for	that	time	to	come.	In	the	example	of	the	
housing	 companies	 investing	 in	 making	 houses	 100	 per	 cent	 energy	 neutral,	
pension	funds	could	get	2%	on	interest	a	year,	and	would	get	their	investment	back	
in	15	years’	time,	while	also	doing	something	good	for	the	Netherlands.	Therefore,	
I	do	not	agree	that	 the	pricing	of	CO2	 is	 the	only	way	to	create	sustainable	and	
profitable	projects,	for	there	are	clearly	many	other	possibilities	and	opportunities	
to	make	money	from.	
		
Q:	I	am	a	youth	worker	and	currently	also	an	intern	at	VNG	International,	and	I	was	
wondering	if	you	and	your	organization	also	have	a	focus	to	bring	more	awareness	
among	 the	 youth,	 because	 they	are	not	 really	 present	here.	 I	 know	 it	 is	 difficult	
because	it	does	not	really	seem	to	be	a	cool	thing	for	children	and	young	people	to	
really	get	involved	with	these	topics.	In	their	eyes,	it	is	also	often	seen	as	a	social	
issue	rather	than	a	climate	one.	I	know	it	is	really	hard	to	change	their	mind-set	on	
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this;	I	tried	it	through	youth	trainings,	but	with	little	results.	So,	I	was	wondering,	
do	you,	and	if	so,	how	do	you	engage	local	governments	and	the	youth?	
		
A:	We	support	a	lot	of	youth	movements;	deal	quite	a	lot	with	students	and	young	
people	working	in	the	food	sector;	we	also	always	have	interns	in	our	organization;	
and	I	give	a	lot	of	lectures	to	students	and	teenagers.		
The	 thing	 is	 that	 sometimes	 people	 who	 give	 related	 speeches	 tell	 the	 young	
people	that	it	is	in	their	hands	to	make	the	future	changes,	which	I	do	not	believe	
is	right.	For	by	the	time	you,	the	young	people,	get	into	power,	it	will	be	too	late.	
Therefore,	the	younger	generation	should	push	the	older	generation	and	current	
politicians	 to	 invest	 in	 the	necessary	changes,	and	 raise	 their	voices	 fiercely,	 for	
they	are	destroying	your	future.	The	time	of	pursuing	further	dialogue	is	in	my	eyes	
over.	We	had	enough	time	to	discuss	these	things	and	now	the	time	has	come	to	
get	 something	about	 it	done.	 In	 that	 sense,	we	are	always	happy	 to	help	youth	
groups	that	are	involved	with	these	issues	in	whatever	manner	possible.		
On	 the	 other	 side	 of	 the	 generational	 spectrum,	 we	 have	 also	 started	 a	 new	
movement	 called	 ‘grandparents	 for	 climate’	 in	 the	 Netherlands.	 It	 is	 a	 group	
consisting	of	many	former	politicians	from	all	different	political	colours,	which	has	
to	do	with	the	point	I	made	earlier:	tackling	climate	change	should	not	be	a	matter	
of	left	and	right,	but	of	all	generations	working	for	the	common	good.	
		
Q:	Thank	you	for	your	interesting	talk.	I	will	maybe	be	asking	quite	a	controversial	
question:	there	is	great	research	being	done	by	biologists	and	ecologists,	but	what	
really	 scares	 me	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 they	 lack	 funding.	 For	 example,	 I	 went	 to	 an	
incredible	discussion	about	viruses	in	oceans	and	other	life	forms,	but	there	is	just	
one	 ship	 in	 the	Netherlands	 that	does	 this	 kind	of	 research,	and	 their	 funding	 is	
being	 cut.	 I	was	wondering	 in	what	way	 does	Urgenda	 also	 help	 these	 kinds	 of	
organizations	in	these	kinds	of	efforts?	So,	next	to	the	new	business	strategies	and	
corporate	efforts	for	renewable	energy	sources	etc.	how	do	or	can	you	help	these	
other	efforts	into	increasing	biodiversity,	helping	with	agroecology	etc.?		
		
A:	 I	 fully	 agree	with	 you	 that	we	 should	do	much	more.	 In	my	 lectures,	 I	 often	
indeed	focus	on	biodiversity,	raw	materials	and	climate	change,	but	then	again,	our	
organization	 consists	 of	max	 15	 people	 –	which	 is	 on	 purpose.	 If	we	 grow	 into	
having	several	more	colleagues,	 I	eventually	push	that	down	again	to	15.	That	 is	
why	 we	 have	 to	 make	 choices	 in	 the	 issues	 we	 focus	 on.	 If	 there	 are	 certain	
concortia	applying	for	EU	funds	etc.,	and	they	need	NGO	support,	I	am	willing	to	
sign	everything,	but	I	do	not	have	the	time	or	capacity	to	take	on	another	serious	
project.		
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Q:	I	would	like	to	ask	a	question	about	cities,	because	it	seems	to	me	that	they	are	
more	and	more	becoming	the	agents	of	change,	when	it	comes	to	resilience	and	
adaptation,	instead	of	national	governments?	
		
A:	Yes,	I	see	that	on	a	local	and	regional	level	there	is	much	more	ambition.	I	work	
a	lot	with	local	governments,	not	necessarily	on	the	resilience	or	adaptation	side,	
because	I	do	not	believe	that	that	is	the	most	important	thing	to	focus	on	right	now.	
But	the	tendency	seems	to	be	that	local	governments	are	much	more	ambitious	in	
tackling	 these	 issues	 than	 the	 Dutch	 government.	 Worldwide	 also,	 there	 is	 a	
tendency	of	mayors,	for	example,	who	are	pushing	these	issues	from	underneath	
on	 the	 national	 agendas.	 In	 that	 sense	 we	 need	 all	 citizens,	 companies,	
corporations	etc.	to	help	push	the	national	governments	more	fiercely	and	more	
urgently	 into	 taking	 the	 right	 steps	 against	 climate	 change.	 But	 indeed,	 local	
governments	 are	 for	 now	 much	 more	 concerned	 with	 these	 issues	 than	 the	
national	governments	are.		
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