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AFFIRMATIVE CONSTRUCTIVE 
   

“We have a single mission: to protect and hand on the planet to the next generation.” 

- Francois Hollande, former President of France (2012-2017)  



Introduction: 

Between 2030 and 2050, 250,000 people will die each year due to climate change’s 

disastrous consequences (WHO). Already, rising sea levels have consumed eight islands in the 

Pacific and created more extreme natural disasters (Forbes). With spiking global temperatures 

and melting ice caps, the onset of a new era of unprecedented climate change is imminent. 

Climate change presents a crossroad for civilization, a crux in society: can countries find 

the solution for this problem, or will our world disintegrate before our very eyes? In spite of 

pledge and promise, the climate change inaction of current non-binding accords is leading to a 3 

degrees Celsius rise in temperatures within the next decade (The Independent). As the effects of 

climate change will only intensify due to melting permafrost and drying rainforests, ramping up 

current climate change mitigation efforts is imperative to ensure that society does not pass the 2 

degrees Celsius rise tipping point for irreversible climate cataclysm (The Nation). BEMs offer a 

remedy to the current anemic progress of non-binding climate accords. Due to their ability to 

encourage participation and mobilize emission reductions, binding enforcement mechanisms 

(BEMs) are undoubtedly society’s best and only chance of stopping climate change and saving 

future generations from the devastating fate of the status quo.  

Thus, we are proud to affirm.  



Definitions: 

The affirmative offers the following definitions to clarify this debate: 

1. Based on historical international agreements, binding enforcement mechanisms can be 

“both positive and negative,” including trade provisions, monetary incentives, sanctions, 

and other means of inducing or incentivizing compliance (Ouellet).  

2. The affirmative also notes that, according to the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency, greenhouse gases are gases that “trap heat in the atmosphere,” including carbon 

dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases such as chlorofluorocarbons and 

perfluorocarbons (EPA).  

Framework: 

The affirmative argument is framed around the necessity of improving the status quo; the 

severity of Earth’s present environmental state calls for a compelling model for future climate 

accords. Current agreements, in particular, the Paris Climate Agreement, reflect the sheer 

inefficacy of a non-binding climate change framework. Evidently, the Paris Climate Agreement 

has accomplished little; the United States has abandoned the bloc with no repercussions, and 

current projections of the Paris Agreement portend an insufficient decrease in Earth’s global 

temperature rise.  

Thus, the affirmative will demonstrate that future policies with BEMs will spur elevated 

levels of state climate action that supersede the current non-binding model. Meanwhile, the 

negative must defend a deteriorating status quo, where there is no chance for mitigating the 

disastrous impacts of climate change. 



Inducing Participation 

With the recent US exit from the Paris Climate Agreement, Robinson Meyer of The 

Atlantic finds that even non-binding climate accords have proved unable to maintain the 

participation of important greenhouse gas emitters (Meyer). Moreover, even nations who have 

signed onto current non-binding agreements are failing to meet their commitments; Brad Plumer 

and Nadja Popovich of The New York Times report in tandem that in spite of the paper promises 

made in the Paris Agreement, “no major industrialized country is currently on track to fulfill its 

pledge” (Plumer and Popovich). Even in a “best-case scenario,” where every country obliged by 

its pledges, the Paris Climate Agreement would fall behind its climate action goals by “11 to 13.5 

billion tons [of carbon dioxide], or more than twice the United States’ 2016 carbon footprint,” 

triggering climate change catastrophe (Plumer and Popovich). Clearly, non-binding agreements 

are “not doing nearly enough to save hundreds of millions of people from a miserable future,” 

according to Erik Solheim, head of the United Nations Environment Program (Plumer and 

Popovich).  

Fortunately, climate accords with binding enforcement mechanisms would prompt 

meaningful participation for the following crucial reasons:  

Enabling Developing Nations to Reduce Emissions 

Without the efforts of developing nations, which the Center for Global Development 

finds constitute “63 percent of current carbon emissions,” meaningful climate action is 

impossible. However, the primary obstacle deterring emission reductions in developing nations is 



that “governments don’t have much to spare” for the green energy projects required to facilitate a 

transition away from harmful fossil fuels (The Daily Conversation). The Paris Climate 

Agreement attempts to solve this by “mobiliz[ing] $100 billion a year by 2020 for climate 

finance” (Goldenberg) in developing nations to bolster their clean energy infrastructure, but it is 

failing due to inadequate contributions of as little as “$11 billion” a year (Johnston). With current 

promises undelivered, developing nations are deprived of a “lifeline for vulnerable people that 

are on the frontline of coping with climate change” (Johnston). 

Yet accords with binding enforcement mechanisms are the solution, as Ian Rae of The 

Conversation finds that they can mandate “incremental funding for developing countries to help 

them meet their compliance targets” (Rae). Such required subsidization efforts are historically 

effective; Rae furthers that, with the help of binding financial assistance during the Montreal 

protocol, which aimed to reduce the amount of ozone-deteriorating greenhouse gases in the 

atmosphere, “all 142 developing countries were able to meet the 100% phase-out mark for CFCs, 

halons, and other ozone-depleting substances” (Rae). A policy buttressed by BEMs compels 

industrialized nations to contribute funds towards the emission cuts of developing nations. The 

most potent approach towards involving developing nations, which are crucial for emission 

reduction, in current climate action is through transforming their empty promises into binding 

commitments with BEM-containing accords.   

Incentivizing Developed Nations to Participate  

 The impact of a climate accord is contingent on the full participation of developed 

nations. The United States, the world’s largest economy, accounted for 15.99% of global 



emissions in 2016 (Statista). Additionally, developed nations contribute the funds required to 

subsidize emission cuts in developing nations and also exert an influential force on other 

countries (Goldenberg). Problematically, Johannes Friedrich, senior associate at the World 

Resources Institute, writes that climate accords lacking BEMs have failed to create meaningful 

progress; instead, they have enabled greenhouse gas emissions to “rise 4.3 and 1.4 percent” in 

China and the United States, the world’s “top two global emitters,” respectively (Friedrich). 

Current efforts are failing to curb greenhouse gas emissions, even in the nations that should be 

leading climate change mitigation efforts. 

Nonetheless, binding enforcement mechanisms will induce nations to comply while 

simultaneously incentivizing new nations to join. Every nation’s decision with regards to an 

agreement hinges on the opportunity cost of non-participation and whether that outweighs the 

costs of supporting a policy. Binding enforcement mechanisms have the potential to alleviate this 

major obstacle, ensuring that the costs of avoiding accords’ ratification exceed the costs of 

ratifying BEM-reliant climate policies through the use of border tax adjustments (BTAs). 

Through the use of “import fees levied by carbon-taxing countries on goods manufactured in 

non-carbon-taxing countries,” BTAs compatible with the World Trade Organization “eliminat[e] 

the competitive advantage” of climate inaction, instead pushing nations to implement carbon tax 

systems that further reduce global emissions to sustainable levels (Carbon Tax Center). 

According to Astoria Ross of the Arizona Journal of Environmental Law and Policy, BTAs 

would “incite a virtuous decarbonization feedback” where accrued tax revenues offset losses, 

enabling cost-effective emissions progress. Employing the full range of binding enforcement 



mechanisms can create unprecedented progress through the use of policies to incentivize 

compliance. 

Making Climate Change Agreements More Long-Lasting 

After states enter agreements lacking BEMs, withdrawing from such accords is in no way 

disadvantageous should their participation become unfeasible. While the U.S. may “anger many 

of the almost 200 nations” in the Paris Agreement with their decision, the leaders in the Accord 

have no method to coerce the U.S. to stay (Morello and Wagner). When such important nations 

withdraw from accords due to their ‘lack of teeth,’ other nations in an accord experience a ‘ripple 

effect.’ Brad Plumer of The New York Times explains, furthering that “countries may feel less 

pressure to step up their own plans to curb greenhouse gases” after seeing other nations lower 

their ambitions (Plumer). Future nations will discover that it is easy to withdraw from such 

agreements that lack a set of mechanisms to incentivize their continued participation.  

Fortunately, accords containing BEMs are able to induce long-term compliance. With 

negative binding enforcement mechanisms, Daniel Bodansky, a law professor at Arizona State 

University, asserts that the “application of sanctions to induce compliance” will substitute mere 

suggestions to punish violating nations such as the United States (Bodansky). In fact, the 

Montreal Protocol, the most successful climate accord to date, empirically reflects the 

effectiveness of BEMs, as it is the “the first treaty to achieve universal ratification by all 

countries in the world” (U.S. Department of State). Through its use of “trade sanctions against 

non-signatory countries” and “sanctions against countries not complying with the protocol,” the 

Montreal Protocol was able to commit developing nations to the climate action they promised 

(European Commission). Rae of The Conversation continues that participation by just a few 



climate change leaders causes “all countries to sign up or risk not having access to” the 

comparative benefits of climate action under a BEM-containing model. Ultimately, the sanctions 

enabled by BEM-containing accords enhance the implementation of soft power by making real 

climate action more beneficial and long-term than the inaction of the status quo.  

Overcoming Domestic Policy Barriers 

 Beyond making compliance less costly, binding enforcement mechanisms empower 

nations to pass domestic policies in order to address their climate goals. In the past, “significant 

domestic obstacles” have hindered emitting nations from fulfilling their emissions promises 

(New York University). However, Emily O’Brien and Richard Gowan of the New York 

University Center on International Cooperation assert that because “[s]tates often take steps at 

the domestic level that prefigure what they are willing to agree multilaterally,” BEMs can drive 

policy change that makes climate change solutions more feasible (O’Brien and Gowan). 

Consequently, Daniel Bodansky furthers that BEM-containing, “legally binding agreements tend 

to have greater effects on domestic politics than political agreements“ such as the Paris Climate 

Agreement (Bodansky). Overall, accords containing BEMs are able to better mold domestic 

policy in nations currently struggling to actualize their commitments, mobilizing a greater degree 

of climate action.  

During the beginning stages of the Montreal Protocol, U.S. companies culpable of CFC 

production such as DuPont resisted domestic limitations on CFC production. However, 

companies viewed the Montreal Protocol as a source of “economic and regulatory incentive” to 



limit CFC production (Morrisette). The fact that a binding “international agreement regarding 

CFCs would be adopted” compelled companies such as DuPont to relinquish their production of 

CFCs and search for safer alternatives (Morrisette). Even if states fail to ratify a BEM-containing 

policy, the binding nature of the agreement compels domestic actors within the state to modify 

their actions on an elevated level. The impact of this potential advantage is remarkable; currently, 

“1,000 of the world’s biggest publicly listed companies account for about 12% of greenhouse gas 

emissions” (Turner). Current corporation policies regarding climate change are insufficient at 

best. The Guardian notes that while many companies are recognizing the effects of climate 

change, “they are not following through with concrete actions” and the “corporate response to 

climate change is ‘plateauing’” (Confino). A policy with binding enforcement mechanisms will 

tap into the latent emissions-reducing power that these factors offer to the global effort through 

bolstered domestic politics and economic incentives.   

The Efficacy of the Montreal Protocol 

 In the face of devastating and irreversible climate change, the Montreal Protocol 

exemplifies binding enforcement mechanisms’ potential to save humanity by truly mitigating 

climate change. The Montreal Protocol, which is hailed as “the world’s most successful 

environmental agreement,” effectively reduced global emissions of greenhouse gases such as 

manmade chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and halon, which are found 

in common items such as refrigerants and aerosols (The Conversation). In fact, Kate Lunau of 

Motherboard finds that its binding enforcement mechanisms materialized in unprecedented 

success; as a result of the Montreal Protocol, “nearly 100 climate pollutants have been phased 



out, by nearly 100 percent” (Lunau). The Montreal Protocol continues to pave the way for 

climate mitigation even today, with recently implemented amendments committing to further 

“reduce worldwide greenhouse gas emissions from HFCs” (Mahendru). Moreover, its ability to 

buttress climate action in developing nations with funding, encourage participation with trade 

provisions, and bind nations to phase-out commitments––all a result of binding enforcement 

mechanisms––has averted crisis through creating emission reductions equivalent to “135 billion 

tons of carbon dioxide” (United Nations), which has reduced global warming by “2.5 degrees 

Celsius” already (National Geographic). Empirically, binding enforcement mechanisms have not 

only enabled decades of active involvement among greenhouse gas emitters, but they have also 

materialized in tangible emission reduction that offers the planet hope in the midst of the 

unfulfilled promises in other accords. Such effectiveness illustrates BEMs’ ability to spark the 

climate action needed in order to save the planet, which will always supersede the ‘gentlemen’s 

agreement’ of non-binding accords such as the Paris Agreement.  

Conclusion 

The non-binding climate accords of the status quo are utterly failing to alleviate the 

extreme natural disasters, melting ice caps, and vanishing islands that have resulted from climate 

change, instead only encouraging countries to promise little while actually achieving even less. 

The Montreal Protocol stands alone not only in its implementation of a full range of binding 

enforcement mechanisms, but also in its unprecedented progress in reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions, which offers humanity hope in the fight to mitigate climate change. Through their 

ability to induce active participation, binding enforcement mechanisms are the only chance of 



solvency for the ever growing threat of climate change. Furthermore, BEMs’ abilities to mandate 

subsidization of developing nations’ mitigation efforts, utilize trade provisions and border tax 

adjustments to deter withdrawal while ensuring that climate accords endure, and overcome 

domestic challenges empower BEM-containing accords to curb global emissions in a deciding 

effort to save the planet. Although the trajectory of current climate inaction by non-binding 

accords is not and will never be enough, the Montreal Protocol demonstrates that the adoption of 

binding enforcement mechanisms is the only chance of mobilizing the global community to 

finally take climate action and fulfill its pledges in order to preserve humanity. Moreover, taking 

a stand now is just the beginning: progress begets progress, and if the world decides to send the 

message that the climate is worth fighting for, we will only see more, improved programs in the 

future. 

For these reasons, the Affirmative Team stands steadfastly resolved that international 

climate accords for greenhouse gas emissions should adopt binding enforcement mechanisms. 
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Introduction 

 We completely agree with our opponents that climate change is caused by greenhouse 

gases generated by human activity and, if unchecked, will wreak devastating harm.  

  

Definitions 

Our opponents cite Ouellet, who defines “enforcement mechanisms” to include both 

positive and negative incentives. However, the resolution refers to “binding enforcement 

mechanisms,” not “enforcement mechanisms.” Positive incentives are not binding measures. In 

order to compel a nation to act, there must be some form of punitive measure, or at the very least 

a harm that would materialize if they do not abide by the agreement. Consider the following 

analogy: if the government offers tax credits to any citizen who purchases an iPhone, citizens are 

in no way bound to purchase iPhones. There might be an added incentive to, but it is not binding 

precisely because there is no repercussion for buying an Android. That’s why Daniel Bodansky 

of Arizona State University, an author cited by the affirmative, finds that when it comes in 

international climate agreements “enforcement typically involves the application of sanctions to 

induce compliance. (Bodansky)” Prefer this definition, which is more specifically tailored to the 

resolution’s wording.  

Framework 

 We agree that the negative is defending the status quo— a world in which all 

international climate accords are non-binding. However, the affirmative asserts without any basis 

that binding enforcement mechanisms represent the “only chance of stopping climate change.” 



Alarmist rhetoric is not meaningfully substantiated framework. Though the threat of climate 

change is serious and immediate, we should not go around changing all sorts of policy that exist 

in the status quo because of a supposed try-or-die scenario. Rather, we must take a deliberate, 

rational, calculated approach, weighing each policy decision against its alternatives and 

ultimately choosing the option that wins in a cost-benefit analysis. Therefore, if we show that 

non-binding accords have, on net, a greater effect on climate change reduction, then the negative 

should win the round.  

Contention One: Harms of Binding Enforcement Mechanisms 

Sub-Point A: Precluding developed countries from participating 

The largest problem of binding enforcement mechanisms is that they trade off with 

countries’ willingness to enter into accords in the first place. They are reliably self-defeating. 

This is true for two reasons. First, most countries do not want to enter into an agreement that will 

result in their own punishment. According to Corr of Forbes, major emitters refuse binding 

agreements because they know they will have to pay a significant cost (Corr 2016). He finds that 

the United States, Russia, Canada, and Japan regularly reject binding enforcements (Corr 2016). 

This is exemplified by the notorious failure of the Kyoto Protocol. The Council on Foreign 

Relations finds that negotiations began to fall apart over the “refusals of India, China, and the 

United States to unequivocally accept legally binding emissions targets” (Council on Foreign 

Relations 2013).  

Secondly, binding enforcement mechanisms are often viewed as infringements upon 

national sovereignty. Isaac Sorkin finds that because it impedes on a country’s ability to shape 



their own policy, “nations around the world, particularly the U.S. and much of the developing 

world, have feared Kyoto-style [binding] obligations.” He furthers that the “U.S., China, India 

and Brazil also have refused to sacrifice their ability to control their economic destinies to a 

global energy regime. (Sorkin 2009)”  

Euractiv finds that “If the US and China are not prepared to deliver legally-binding 

commitments, half of the Earth's emissions will not be covered by a legal agreement. (Euractiv 

2012)” Thus, having developed nations join climate accords is crucial. 

Sub-Point B: Precluding developing countries from participating 

Corr finds that developing countries have “systematically resisted international 

enforcement mechanisms. (Corr 2016)” Alice Favero explains that this is because developing 

countries prioritize short-term industrialization over long-term sustainability efforts, since the 

costs of poverty and hunger are both acute and debilitating (Favero 2010). She furthers that 

developing countries also feel that because developed countries are historically responsible for 

the majority of carbon emissions, they have an ethical obligation to spearhead the lion’s share of 

sustainability efforts. This is especially problematic, since Favero finds that developing nations 

will be the largest carbon emitters in the coming decades because their economies will grow the 

fastest (Favero 2010). 

After analyzing all international accords from recent decades, Fergus Green concludes 

that “stronger bindingness in climate agreements [has] a strongly depressive effect on the 

ambition of key emitters. (Green 2014)” This is in sharp contrast to non-binding international 



climate accords, which generally receive far greater international support and compliance 

because they provide little to no cost for countries to join. Green finds that in contrast to the 

breakdowns of binding agreements, the non-binding Copenhagen Accord of 2009 “attracted wide 

participation, with many states — those accounting for 80 percent of global greenhouse gas 

emissions—willing to make nationally-determined, pledges. (Green 2014)”  

Contention Two: Benefits of non-binding mechanisms 

 Non-binding climate accords can make meaningful strides toward reductions in carbon 

pollution. Many of these gains do not happen directly from the accords themselves, but rather, 

these accords indirectly promote sustainability and reduce climate change. This is true for four 

reasons.  

First, through increasing public support and awareness of climate change policy. This 

happens in two ways. One, the passage and debate of international climate accords pushes 

climate change into the national discourse. The result is a) greater awareness of climate change 

as a potential problem and b) greater willingness to support action against it. For instance, after 

the Paris Climate Agreement in 2015, the amount of people in Massachusetts who believed that 

climate change was happening jumped from 57% to 69% (Gellerman 2017). Fiona Harvey also 

finds that the global reaction to the Paris Climate Agreement was “overwhelmingly 

positive” (Harvey 2015). Two, Daniel Klein finds that non-binding international climate accords 

can push “for the integration of climate change education into national curricula, as well as the 

strengthening of all efforts to increase public participation and raise awareness for climate action. 

(Klein 2017)” Increasing both public awareness and support for climate change is crucial, as 



Barry Rabe finds empirically that “public opinion is a key element in developing an appropriate 

policy response. (Rabe 2012)” 

Second, through the collecting of accurate data. Alden Meyer finds that international 

agreements like the Copenhagen Accord include provisions that track the progress of major 

carbon emitting countries like China (Meyer 2009). The Council on Foreign Relations furthers 

that the non-binding Paris Climate Agreement mandated “transparency measures and a process 

for regularly and publicly reviewing each country’s progress. (Council on Foreign Relations 

2015)” This is critical, as not only do binding mechanisms preclude the compliance of major 

emitters, but they incentivize countries to exaggerate their data on carbon reductions so they can 

meet targets and not face punitive measures. Non-binding contracts, on the other hand, provide 

no such incentive. These accurate data are crucial, as the World Bank explains that it is “vital that 

such [climate policy] decisions are based on the best available evidence,” since the scale and 

impact of such decisions mean that no unwarranted assumptions can be made (World Bank 

2011).  

Third, through financing sustainable development in emerging economies. As was 

discussed, developing countries are categorically opposed to meaningfully restricting energy 

usage, since industrialization is needed in the immediate term to reduce poverty. Indeed, a 

necessary step for sustainable development is to generate capital so that communities can adapt 

to changing environments and generate energy cleanly. This is exactly what non-binding 

international accords do. According to Climate Focus, the Paris Climate Agreement involved the 

channeling of finance into helping developing countries mitigate and adapt to climate change 

through the UN’s Green Peace Fund (Climate Focus 2016). Henry Fountain notes that this 



money has helped with the development of irrigation systems in northeastern India, a 

hydropower plant in the Solomon Island to eliminate diesel generators, and the restoration and 

protection of Ugandan wetlands that are used by subsistence farmers (Fountain 2017). 

Fourth, by increasing flexibility. Brad Plumer of Vox explains that binding climate 

accords take a top-down approach where some supranational organization sets guidelines that 

member nations must follow. These goals ignore realities on the ground. Allowing nations to 

submit their own goals not only allow them to “tailor their climate efforts to their own individual 

circumstances. For example, China could focus on measures that curtailed air pollution in cities. 

India could focus on bringing solar power to villages that don't have electricity,” it also “enables 

countries to make more ambitious plans, [since] they don't have to stick with the absolute bare 

minimum for fear of failing and being sanctioned” (Plumer).   

Responses to the Affirmative 

On The Montreal Protocol  

The only empirical example my opponents cite of an international climate accords with 

binding enforcement mechanisms is the Montreal Protocol. Attributing the success of this accord 

to its supposed punitive measures is incredibly problematic.  

This agreement simply was not binding. Nina Bafundo of American University explains 

that if a country had difficulty reducing its CFC output, the only action that was taken was “non-

punitive. (Bafundo 2006)” Since positive incentives do not qualify as a “binding enforcement 



mechanism”, as explained in our framework, the Montreal Protocol does not support the 

effectiveness of binding measures.  

In fact, there are two structural reasons that the Montreal Protocol worked so well that 

have nothing to do with its enforcement mechanisms. First, according to The Economist, “the 

costs of implementing the protocol were relatively low,” that is, a reduction in the usage of 

CFCs. Meanwhile, the benefits from complying—such as the avoidance of skin cancer and 

cataracts—were huge. (Economist 2003)” Because each country had an individual incentive to 

reduce CFC usage, the benefits outweighed the costs, and binding mechanisms were not needed. 

Second, according to Ian Rae of the University of Melbourne, at the time of the Montreal 

Protocol, “CFCs were old technology and well out of patent. Transitioning to newer, reasonably 

priced formulations with lower- or no-ozone depleting potential benefited the environment and 

industry. (Rae 2012)” Again, the proximate cause of international action was not punitive 

measures against countries that did not comply, but rather, the financial incentives of companies 

and countries were coincidentally aligned with this agreement. The most pressing climate 

accords that are now needed— those against man-made climate change— do not enjoy such 

favorable conditions. The economic cost of reducing fossil fuel output, which remains the 

cheapest form of energy, is far greater than reducing CFC output, which is easily replaceable.  

Ultimately, the only example the affirmative cites is a) not actually binding and b) 

successful not because of any sort of enforcement mechanism, but simply because there were 

favorable external factors at the time of the agreement that were conducive to international 

action. But even so, the agreed framework in this round is that reducing climate change is of the 

utmost importance. Crucially, the Montreal Protocol has nothing to do with climate change, it 



pertains only to ozone depletion, which the Union of Concerned Scientists finds has no effect on 

global warming (Union of Concerned Scientists). This means that in their entire case, the 

affirmative does not provide even one example of an accord to fight climate change that used 

binding enforcement mechanisms, let alone a successful one. This is damning to their argument, 

since they therefore have no empirical evidence of the effectiveness of binding enforcement 

mechanisms. Conversely, we provide the far more relevant example of the Kyoto Protocol—an 

agreement with actual punitive enforcement measures—to show that binding mechanisms 

reliably preclude countries from complying.  

Sanctions are Ineffective 

 The entirety of the affirmative solvency relies upon the efficacy of economic sanctions. 

Yet, besides the incredibly problematic example of the Montreal Protocol, the affirmative does 

not provide a single empirical example on how effective economic sanctions are. Crucially, 

according to Professor Robert Pape of the University of Chicago, economic sanctions have failed 

as a tool for policy change in recent history for two reasons.  

 First, he finds that “pervasive nationalism often makes states and societies willing to 

endure considerable punishment rather than abandon what are seen as the interests of the nation, 

making even weak or disorganized states unwilling to bend to the demands of foreigners.” And 

second, even when there is public backlash against the government’s inaction in the face of 

sanctions, the ruling elite can always “protect themselves and their supporters by shifting the 

economic burden of sanctions onto opponents or disenfranchised groups.” This is why Pape 



concludes in an analysis of 115 cases of economic sanctions that only 5 percent reach their 

intended policy goal (Pape).  

 This evidence is damning to the affirmative case, since it shows that the totality of their 

arguments rely on an economic instrument that historically has been hopelessly incapable of 

actually coercing governments toward policy change.  

Creating funds for developing countries 

The affirmative is doing the wrong analysis in their argument about raising funds for 

developing countries. They say that Paris Climate Accord has generated $11 billion a year for 

developing countries to transition away from fossil fuels, but argue that this is a bad thing, since 

it does not meet the initial $100 billion commitment. However, the comparison that needs to be 

drawn is not between the initial commitment and the actual commitment in non-binding accords, 

but the actual commitment in non-binding accords and the actual commitment in binding 

accords.  

In reality, binding climate accords preclude en masse the participation of countries that 

would contribute to a green climate fund. This is why the one example they give of a climate 

fund in an accord with “binding” enforcement mechanisms— the Montreal Protocol— wasn’t 

actually binding. It is preferable to have many countries comply with an accord and donate some 

money ($11 billion in the instance of Paris, a substantial sum) to a climate fund for developing 

countries than to have only a few countries— likely small, environmentally friendly ones in 

Scandinavia and Latin America—donate to their full extent.  



Compelling developed countries to participate 

 The affirmative argues that border tax adjustments (BTAs) will be put into place and 

offset the national costs of environmental reform. However, they do absolutely no analysis on the 

probability of the implementation of such an enforcement mechanism. In reality, this will not 

occur for two important reasons.  

 First, there is no precedent for this sort of accord. Of every accord that has attempted to 

adopt binding enforcement mechanisms, not a single one has used BTAs. This is a purely 

academic idea restricted to the blackboards of university classrooms, which is why all of the 

evidence on this point is theoretical.  

 The second reason this will never happen is that this will spark costly trade-wars. 

Consider the following example. If Australia, who has joined the climate accord, decides to tax 

the goods from Indonesia, who has not joined, then Indonesian workers, who are suffering from 

the Australian tariffs, will push the Indonesian president to retaliate in kind by taxing Australian 

goods. No one country can afford to anger a substantial amount of their trading partners, 

especially in a globalized world. 

Creating long-lasting accords 

 The affirmative claims that binding enforcement mechanisms will discourage countries 

from exiting a climate accord once they have signed onto it. This, however, doesn’t matter, if so 

few countries are willing to participate in a climate accord in the first place. We argue that it is 

preferable to have lots of buy-in from many nations— like we have seen in the Copenhagen 

Accord and the Paris Agreement— with a greater number of countries that exit the accord, than 



to have only a handful of countries stay in the accord into the long run. Moreover, the countries 

who are willing to join a climate accord with binding enforcement mechanisms are likely to be 

those countries that are committed to the cause of fighting climate change in general, and 

therefore are the least likely to want to pull out of the accord under any condition. 

Influencing Domestic Policy 

 Citing the work of Daniel Bodansky, the affirmative claims that legally binding climate 

accords do more to influence domestic policy. The explanation for why this might be the case, 

according to Bodansky, is because such agreements help “to mobilize and empower domestic 

advocates.” Importantly, this mechanism for building domestic support for climate action will 

happen far more if there are more countries participating in a non-binding accord. Our Gellerman 

and Klein evidence indicates that the Paris Agreement had an important effect on public opinion, 

even in the United States, which ultimately pulled out of the agreement. The affirmative does not 

provide any analysis for why making an agreement binding makes citizens more likely to 

become mobilized. Having more countries joining an accord will cause greater public support for 

policy change, even if that accord is less stringent.  

Weighing 

 In the world of the negative, many countries participate in agreements without sanctions, 

whereas in the affirmative world, very few countries participate in agreements with relatively 

strong sanctions. The former far outweighs the latter for two reasons. The first is the risk of 

Carbon leakage. The European Commission explains that “[if] businesses transfer production to 



other countries with laxer emission constraints,” “[there could be] an increase in their total 

emissions” (European Commission). Therefore, only having a few countries act won’t do much 

to decrease overall global emissions. Second, the countries that are likely to stick with a hardcore 

environmentalist regimen do not represent a significant enough portion of the world’s Carbon 

emissions. It is far more important for major emitters like China and India, as well as developing 

nations in Africa and Asia, to act, than a small sect of countries in Europe and Latin America.   
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Introduction 

 Although deficiently understood by the negative, historical climate accords and binding 

enforcement mechanisms’ (BEMs’) ability to induce participation demonstrate that BEMs are the 

only adequate solution to the catastrophe current inaction will create. Thus, we maintain that 

BEM adoption will finally actualize current non-binding accords’ empty pledges.  



Framework 

The affirmative rhetoric is unfortunately far from ‘alarmist;’ the current ‘try-or-die’ 

scenario is the harsh reality current unfulfilled promises have facilitated. The negative concedes 

that “unchecked [climate change] will wreak devastating harm,” but neglects that despite 

existing non-binding pledges and promises, temperatures will rise by more than 3 °C over the 

next decade, taking millions of lives (Griffin 1). Furthermore, BEMs are both the only chance of 

solvency and the rational solution. Hari of The Nation, who remains unresponded, finds that 

surpassing the 2 °C temperature rise threshold pushes humanity past the “point of no return” (2); 

permafrost melts and rainforests dry, unstoppably “releasing all the carbon they store into the air, 

and causing more warming,” extinguishing any chance of “go[ing] back to the climate in which 

civilization evolved” (Hari 2).  

The negative’s claim that the affirmative framework lacks basis is a continuation of the 

same failing policy and rhetoric that has led society to this point. Ultimately, failure to act 

immediately only ensures climate catastrophe, and the affirmative contends this is not solvency.  



In Response to the Negative Case 

On BEMs’ Harms 

The negative’s first contention cites nations’ unwillingness to reduce emissions under 

BEMs but ignores BEMs’ entire purpose: incentivizing compliance among nations already 

reluctant to act. For instance, non-binding accords have enabled greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions in the US and China––two emitters the negative claims BEMs deter––to “rise 4.3 and 

1.4 percent” (Friedrich 1). The Copenhagen Accord further highlights this; although the negative 

boasts its record participation, they are unable to cite any meaningful progress. In fact, Global 

Research states “the few climate-related agreements [. . .] made were of zero substance” (Cooke 

1; emphasis added). Similarly, the negative falsely paints the Kyoto Protocol as a BEM-

containing accord; Chang of Columbia University finds that the Kyoto Protocol’s flawed 

compliance mechanism and failure to ratify amendments adding BEMs give it “no binding legal 

status,” further demonstrating non-BEM accords’ inability to reduce emissions (2). Because 

countries always resist progress without enticement, BEMs are needed to make emission 

reduction favorable to current inaction. As for developing nations, BEMs incentivize 

participation through trade provisions and funds buttressing sustainable development. 

Consequently, any degree of meaningful participation outweighs current, futile promises.  

On non-BEM Accords’ Benefits 

Beyond their empirical inefficacy, non-BEM accords fail to influence public discourse. 

The negative’s sole evidence is one state, Massachusetts, where polls examined general 



progression of climate change acceptance from 2011 to 2017, rather than before and after the 

Paris agreement (Gellerman 1). In contrast, Pew Research finds that, nationwide since 2006, only 

“modest fluctuations in public beliefs about climate change” occurred (3). Even so, the negative 

neither establishes non-BEM accords’ connection to increased domestic motivation nor explains 

BEMs’ comparative disadvantage.  

Moreover, non-BEM accords do not reduce incentive to lie for reputational benefit. The 

affirmative’s Johnston evidence finds the dispiriting ‘achievements’ of the non-binding Paris 

Agreement instead resulted from “dubious accounting techniques” (1). Furthermore, Carbon 

Brief explains that “four major datasets to study global temperature” determine climate change 

statistics, rather than national statements (Pidcock 1); the use of real meteorology dismisses 

falsified commitments’ effect on projections.  

Finally, negative assertions about the significance of policy flexibility neglect how BEM-

containing accords limit mitigation. China and India can plan policy how they want, but 

affirmation ensures they actually enact those policies and reduce emissions. Thus, ‘ambitious’ 

but unactualized plans mean little, making BEMs the only means for reversing the status quo’s 

hopeless trajectory.  

Ultimately, even if the negative argument’s rhetoric is appealing, they lose the round by 

failing to quantify what overall change non-BEM accords have resulted in. We contend that this 

is because non-BEM accords are overwhelmingly failed solutions. 



In Defense of the Affirmative Case 

Definitions 

 The negative fails to properly differentiate BEMs from enforcement mechanisms. In fact, 

their cellular device analogy never considers that repercussions for purchasing iPhones, such as 

sales tax, would also not bind consumers to purchases. Instead, Ouellet states that both positive 

and negative BEMs define accords’ ability to bind actors to commitments, which is why their 

Bodansky evidence’s very next line concludes that “[i]f an instrument is created through a 

recognised lawmaking process, then it is legally binding, whether or not there are any specific 

sanctions for violations” (5; emphasis added). Thus, the resolution’s scope includes both positive 

and negative BEMs.  

On the Montreal Protocol  

 The first contested aspect of the Montreal Protocol is whether it employs BEMs. The 

negative correctly states that only “non-punitive” measures were taken, but baselessly assert this 

makes the accord lack BEMs. Lunau of Vice writes that “the Montreal Protocol actually includes 

trade sanctions—it can punish nations that don't abide by its terms” (2). Furthermore, Rae, who 

both sides cite, corroborates that BEMs’ harsh repercussions caused nations to avoid punishment, 

impelling “all 142 developing countries [. . .] to meet the 100% phase-out mark” in the Montreal 

Protocol (1). Thus, lack of need to use accords’ sanctions illustrates BEMs’ ability to incentivize 

meaningful compliance.  



Next, the negative attempts to explain accords’ success with alternate causes. However, 

they first fail to recognize that countries should have an incentive to comply with modern 

accords since the current trajectory will inflict irreversible harm, yet progress still requires 

climate accords to incentivize action. Furthermore, oversimplifying the Protocol’s targets to 

CFCs and ozone-depleting substances is erroneous; Mahendru indicates they also included 

nearly 100 other chemicals, especially hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and 

hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) (2). Crucially, HFCs and HCFCs––which Plumer of Vox 

finds “replace[d] the CFCs,” rectifying the negative’s response about CFC alternatives (1)––are 

devastating GHGs, since Think Global Green finds their global warming potentials are “3,830 

times more potent than CO2” (1). Fortunately, Plumer continues that BEMs within the Protocol’s 

amendments are currently eliminating such alternative GHGs (1). As a result, the World 

Meteorological Organization concludes the Montreal Protocol enables “10 gigatonnes of avoided 

CO2-equivalent emissions per year,” reducing global warming by 2.5 °C in addition to 

countering ozone depletion (16; National Geographic 1). While the UCS may find no correlation 

between ozone holes and global warming, that fails to interact with global warming’s irrefutable 

connection to other Montreal-targeted GHGs (2).  

On the Efficacy of Sanctions 

 The sole response to sanction use, which constitutes only part of affirmative solvency, is 

“perverse nationalism” rendering them useless. This response makes sense in political and 

military contexts––the “115 cases” Pape investigates––but lacks relevance to climate accords 

(94). In fact, climate accords do not require nations “bend[ing] to the demands of foreigners” like 



Pape’s examined countries (93); instead, they unite nations to save themselves from climate 

change disaster––the same exact expectation as non-binding climate accords, which the negative 

wholeheartedly supports. 

On Funding Developing Nations 

 The negative’s statements about developing nations prioritizing their economies over 

sustainability efforts is precisely why current non-binding accords, which are falling short of 

funding promises by 89 billion, fail to induce action (Johnston 1). The only way to prompt green 

policy is through satisfying developing nations’ economic goals, which BEMs do by mobilizing 

contributions. Consequently, the full range of BEMs utilized in the Montreal Protocol rallied 

funds that empowered “all 142 developing countries [. . .] to meet the 100% phase-out 

mark” (Rae 1). Incentivizing hesitant nations to finally actualize commitments to developing 

nations supersedes non-binding accords’ hollow pledges.   

On Compelling Developed Nations to Participate 

 The negative first argues that border-tax adjustments (BTAs) are “theoretical.” However, 

Hoerner of the Center for a Sustainable Economy studies US implementation of BTAs to phase-

out ozone-depleting substances in the 1990s and finds that, without BTAs, “domestic industry 

would have been rapidly extinguished by foreign imports” (18). However, BTAs “address[ed] the 

issue of competitiveness while maintaining the environmental incentive,” enabling feasible 

accomplishment of environmental goals (Hoerner 18). Almost every innovative policy starts on 



the “blackboards of university classrooms,” and applying these empirically effective policies to 

current climate accords would induce participation.  

Subsequently, the negative claims BTAs would incite trade wars; however, countries 

facing BTAs will simply not resort to blind economic retaliation. The way their example would 

actually work is forcing Indonesia to weigh international relations blunders, shockwaves of 

political instability, and retaliation’s economic harms against two crucial benefits: accruing tax 

revenue from taxing exports of nations who have yet to join, which remains unresponded, and 

avoiding taxes on their own exports (Carbon Tax Center 1). Between a harmful and beneficial 

option, nations will undoubtedly comply to avoid BTAs, which is why the unresponded Ross 

evidence concludes that BTAs “incite a virtuous decarbonization feedback” cycle, enabling a 

chain-reaction of tangible emission reduction (1). 

Influencing Domestic Policy 

 The negative’s response cites Bodansky, but fails to address his explicit statement that 

“binding agreements tend to have greater effects on domestic politics than political 

agreements” (7; emphasis added). This is because of O’Brien and Gowan’s unresponded 

justification: nations “prefigure what they are willing to agree multilaterally,” ensuring BEMs 

incentivize domestic action (7). Since the Gellerman and Klein evidence neither endure scrutiny 

nor interact with the affirmative’s argument, BEMs have the greatest influence on domestic 

policy, and thus emission reduction. 



Conclusion 

In the negative’s world, many nations continue the status quo’s meaningless ‘progress,’ 

aimlessly observing temperatures skyrocket despite emitters’ empty pledges. With the US’ exit 

from non-binding agreements and the fact that “no major industrialized country is currently on 

track to fulfill its [Paris] pledge,” non-BEM policies permit anemic growth to continue (Plumer 

and Popovich 1). At this point, it is too late for the negative to mention hail-mary evidence to 

save the round. They have consistently lacked a macro-analysis of non-BEM accords' progress: 

zero quantitative evidence shows the status quo’s efforts are mitigating climate change. However, 

affirmation offers a promising solution to participation, the negative’s primary objection to 

BEMs, through border-tax adjustments, trade provisions, and positive incentives such as 

mandating developing nations’ funding––all of which would revitalize both small and large 

emitters’ efforts, precluding the effects of carbon leakage, which current accords also fail to 

address. This approach remains humanity’s only chance of preventing a greater than 2 °C 

temperature rise––something the negative world will surpass––when irreversible cataclysm 

becomes unpreventable. The hugely successful Montreal Protocol further illustrates that such 

progress is still possible; BEM-containing accords impel nations to comply and finally take 

climate action, preserving humanity.  

Thus, we proudly affirm.  
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Negative Rebuttal 
 

Team 1 



Overview 

 Our opponents’ framework establishes an absurdly high standard for both teams: they 

cannot even win under their own framework as they provide no evidence that a binding 

agreement will prevent Earth from breaching the 2 Celsius brightline. Therefore, we propose that 

the judges analyze the round using a cost-benefit analysis: whether binding or non-binding 

agreements do more to stop greenhouse gas emissions. Humanity’s failure to stop temperatures 

from rising by more than 2 degrees represents the failures of many many policies on an 

international and domestic level. To frame this debate as whether a binding or non-binding 

climate accord will fulfill that role is misleading.  

Framework 

 Positive incentives are not binding. At most, they are opportunity costs. The wealthy get 

tax deductions for charitable donations, which means they’re giving up benefits if they don’t 

donate money to charities. But this does not mean that the wealthy are bound to donate to 

charities. Instead, prefer Bodansky from constructive, who explains that enforcement entails the 

application of sanctions. 

Participation 

The affirmative never responds to the arguments we provided in constructive as to why 

very few nations will sign onto such a binding agreement, and that if a non-binding agreement 

adopted BEMs, most countries would back out.  



First, large nations are not willing to agree to something that results in their economy’s 

downfall. Furthermore, such agreements undermine national sovereignty, and will be opposed by 

citizens. That is why Sorkin finds that: “U.S., China, India and Brazil have refused to sacrifice 

their ability to control their economic destinies to a global energy regime” (Sorkin 2009). Corr of 

Forbes furthers that the United States, Russia, Canada, and Japan regularly reject binding 

enforcements (Corr 2016). Their only response is that the Kyoto Protocol’s enforcement 

mechanisms weren’t binding enough to be considered topical. This strengthens our point: if 

countries were unwilling to join a partially binding accord, then they certainly will not join a 

fully binding accord. Secondly, Corr finds that developing countries have “systematically 

resisted international enforcement mechanisms,” (Corr 2016) since they prioritize short-term 

economic growth. Green concludes that “stronger bindingness in climate agreements [has] a 

strongly depressive effect on the ambition of key emitters. (Green 2014)” In contrast, Green 

finds that the non-binding Copenhagen Accord “attracted participation accounting for 80 percent 

of global greenhouse gas emissions” (Green 2014). 

 The fact that countries don’t join binding agreements is damning for the affirmative. Our 

opponents argue that BTAs will force non-participants to join. However, if very few countries 

join the agreement in the first place, they will lack the leverage to compel other countries. A 

small group of countries cannot cause enough economic damage to China, India, and America 

for them to sign onto such an agreement. All of my opponents’ solvency assumes the fact that 

enough countries will sign on initially for the bloc to be powerful enough to either incentivize or 

coerce stragglers to comply. But they never prove that that will happen— a crucial mistake.  



The Inefficacy of Sanctions 

 Giving the affirmative argument credence and assuming BTAs are enforced still doesn’t 

mean BEMs are sound. Robert Pape study finds in an analysis of 115 cases of economic 

sanctions that only 5 percent reach their intended policy goal (Pape).  

The affirmative first responds that this paper has no relevance to climate accords, 

however, the study looks to political disputes, which is exactly what we are discussing. Second, 

the affirmative claims that sanctions would not be seen as damaging to countries’ sovereignty, 

but rather would “unite” them. This is an optimistic delusion. Multilateral sanctions are 

perceived as such— an economic retaliation.  

The affirmative never addresses the internal logic of Pape’s analysis. First, Pape finds that 

due to governments are nationalistic and will endure “considerable punishment rather than 

abandon what are seen as the interests of the nation.” Second, even if economic sanctions do 

cause significant hurt, political elites will always “protect themselves … by shifting the 

economic burden of sanctions onto opponents or disenfranchised groups.”  

This analysis is critical, as it shows that the sorts of solvency mechanisms the affirmative 

is advancing have no empirical backing. It is not worth risking the large scale participation of 

countries like China and India in climate accords to use an enforcement mechanism that works 

five percent of the time.  

On Montreal 

 Our opponents do not show either that the Montreal Protocol included binding 

enforcement mechanisms, or that the treaty itself was responsible for the decline in CFC usage.  



 The affirmative relies on their Vice evidence to show that Montreal theoretically included 

punitive measures. Our Bafundo analysis is far more relevant, as it shows that the only action 

that the Protocol actually ever considered was “non-punitive.” The theoretical risk of sanctions 

does not make an agreement binding if it was written into the agreement that non-punitive 

measures are solely considered. their Rae evidence corroborates that Montreal’s compliance 

procedure was “designed from the outset as a non-punitive.” 

The affirmative grossly misrepresents Rae by claiming that he says Montreal’s “harsh 

repercussions caused nations to avoid punishment.” In reality, Rae writes that “it is telling that all 

142 developing countries were able to meet the 100% phase-out mark.” This is far from 

attributing the phase-out of CFCs to Montreal as the affirmative claims— it merely insinuates a 

connection, and concludes that the measures were non-punitive.  

In fact, Montreal had little to do with the CFC phase-out. The Economist notes that “the 

costs of implementing the protocol were relatively low [while] the benefits from complying—

such as the avoidance of skin cancer —were huge.” This is unlike GHGs, which are essential for 

global energy. The affirmative responds by claiming that Montreal is working to reduce CFC 

alternatives, but this is not empirical analysis. This provision was passed less than two years ago, 

and the affirmative has no evidence on its efficacy (Vidal). The affirmative attempts to claim 

solvency with their WMO evidence, but it simply concludes that if CFCs were not eliminated 

temperatures would be 2.5°C higher. It does not attribute the cause of such a decline to Montreal.  

The Benefits of Non-binding Agreements  

Non-binding agreements provide two crucial indirect benefits: 



 First, non-binding accords allow for flexibility in domestic policy. Plumer finds that 

binding accords take a one-size-fits-all approach, which discourages countries from addressing 

their own environmental needs. Plumer notes that countries like China could have to expend 

limited political capital to help the environment on suboptimal projects to fulfil a requirement 

instead of reducing urban air pollution. The affirmative responds by saying that countries will not 

take unilateral action, but this is simply false. China and India, for example, are positioned to 

meet the Paris requirements (Reuters Staff), meaning that international intervention could only 

derail this progress.  

 Second, they have absolutely no response to our Climate Focus and Fountain evidence 

which show that non-binding accords generate substantial sums of money for the green 

development of low-income countries. Their own evidence indicates that $11 billion was raised 

in the non-binding Paris Agreement, which has been used on projects like the development of 

irrigation systems in India and hydropower plants in the Solomon Islands. This is comparatively 

more money than their world, since large countries— those that contribute the most to such 

funds— would be deterred from entering into binding agreements.  

Ultimately, since developing countries are going to be the largest emitters of GHGs in the 

near future, ensuring that they have the resources necessary to develop in a sustainable way is 

essential. It is clear that non-binding accords empirically generate billions of dollars to finance 

this development, which is the key place to sign your ballot for the negative.  



Conclusion  

 A world where very few countries participate in agreements with relatively strong 

sanctions is far worse than a world with no sanctions but heavy participation, since the former 

leads to carbon leakage.  

If participation is uneven, Carbon intensive industries can skirt environmental regulations 

by relocating to countries not part of the agreement. Empirically this has happened. The Kyoto 

Protocol’s unevenness in regulation, according to Rahel Aichele, led to carbon leakage that 

undermined the Protocol’s efficacy (Aichele). My opponents respond by saying that BTAs solve, 

but BTAs will be ineffective if only a small group of countries enact them.  

 Ultimately, BEMs lack the empirical efficacy necessary for them to outweigh the large-

scale participation and indirect benefits of non-binding accords.  

Please negate.  
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