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When we hear about the climate change crisis, it’s natural most of us 
wants to engage in fighting it and helping our planet survive. We hear 
about how choosing a vegan diet, avoiding airplanes and using more 
sustainable means of transport, recycling, buying clothes at second-hand 
shops and using reusable bags when going shopping cuts our carbon 
footprint and thus we are more eco-friendly and “doing our part” for the 
planet. All that is a golden initiative, but… 

What many don’t see, is that by focusing on the question: “What am I 
doing to stop the climate crisis?”, we fall into the trap of focusing our 
attention and energy on looking for individual solutions to a problem 
which requires collective and systemic responses.  
Many mainstream media outlets are telling us how to contribute to fighting 
global warming by changing your lifestyle. They talk about how much 
impact you have by simply avoiding meat and dairy products. For 
example, researchers at the University of Oxford say that going vegan 
could reduce an individual’s carbon footprint by up to 73 per cent. That is 
a very promising perspective and shows the way to reducing our negative 
impact on planet earth, however, what mainstream coverage of the subject 
often ignores, is the fact that those individual-level actions play an 
incredibly small part in the whole context of the distribution of emissions.  
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Individual decisions and choosing a more eco-friendly lifestyle are 
definitely a good way to help fight the global warming, although such 
actions are just a drop in the bucket of the whole complex problem of 
greenhouse gas emissions. People who stop using plastic straws and avoid 
eating buying food in plastic packages are doing a good deed, however it’s 
also a choice not many can make. As researchers suggest, lowering your 
own ecological footprint can be done by, for example, buying better 
quality food from so called eco-farmers. Organic products are healthier for 
people and the planet, however, in reality, eco-conscious individual 
consumption does not exert any pressure on how agriculture and the food 
industry operate on a global, continental or national state.  

The ecology of organic food therefore also serves as an effective, ethical 
camouflage of dual quality food for different classes of people: eco for the 
rich, and chemo for the poor. Naturally, the poor become irresponsible 
consumers in this system, because they buy from cheap, non-ecological 
giants and thus support them. So unless you’re wealthy, a reduction in 
individual consumption and a restrictive organic self-discipline can at most 
bring relieve to the conscience, but it won’t in any measurable way stop 
the climate crisis.  

 Of course, we will have to profoundly change our way of life, but right 
now we shouldn’t put all of our focus on our individual consumption 
choices, because it won’t lead to the political changes needed. Moreover, it 
will shift the blame from the 
richest beneficiaries of the system, 
and companies that are actually 
t h e m o s t r e s p o n s i b l e f o r 
contr ibut ing to the g lobal  
warming. That’s why the potential 
for change and resolving the 
climate crisis doesn’t lay in a 
more restrictive lifestyle.  

The statistics show that just 100 companies are responsible for more than 
71% of global emissions. The Carbon Majors Report “pinpoints how a 
relatively small set of fossil fuel producers may hold the key to systemic 
change on carbon emissions,” says Pedro Faria, technical director at 
environmental non-profit CDP. Two biggest fossil fuel companies - China 
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Coal and Saudi Aramco – are alone responsible 
for about 20% of global greenhouse gas 
emissions. In our todays world, fossil fuels 
account for about 84% of the global primary 
energy consumption – coal 27%, natural gas 24% 
and crude oil 33% (data for 2019). Coal is the 
least efficient energy source, because the total 
efficiency of it’s usable energy is just 29% of it’s 
original value, moreover it is most polluting. On 
the other hand oil is a very efficient energy 

source. Out of a barrel of crude oil you get to ride 280 miles by car, 40 
miles by a truck, additionally you can produce one quart of motor oil, one 
gallon of tar and 540 toothbrushes. That is a lot. But the average carbon 
dioxide coefficient of such a barrel of oil is 430,80kg CO2. And the global 
oil production per day is about 88.4 million barrels in 2020. To compare, a 
flight from London to New York generates about 493kg of CO2 per 
passenger. Looking at those numbers, it’s easier to see, that the impact we 
have by just focusing on our individual consumerist choices, is almost 
unmeasurable.  

Some scientist have conducted an experiment comparing the emissions of 
people who care about the climate and those who do not, and their carbon 
footprint did not differ in any significant way. So the satisfaction of going 
for a more sustainable vegan cheese over that tasty parmesan may be 
deceiving and short-lived. Given the data of how we emit greenhouse 
gasses, who produces them and in what quantity, restricting those sectors 
of our economy or state policies should be our main objective.  

First of all, if we want to act on climate change, we need to raise 
awareness and educate, we can do that by organising campaigns, protests, 
making thematical art. What makes many scientists and climate change 
specialists understandably mad, is when interviewers ask them whether 
they recycle their waste or what is it that they actually do for the climate 
on a daily basis, as if educating and spreading awareness wasn’t of any 
significance. It’s that way of thinking we should to change. In order to 
make some measurable changes we need to take actions beyond our daily 
choices we make as consumers. And education on this complex issue is 
badly needed.  
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 Secondly, it is important to understand that capitalism by it’s very nature 
is harmful to the environment. Economic activity, as it is today, is based on 
the extraction and combustion of fossil fuels, deforestation of rainforests 
and industrial livestock farming – all of which increase greenhouse gas 
emissions and therefore accelerate climate change. The global scale of our 
climate crisis is mostly caused by the ever-growing scale of the world 
capitalist economy. The more our economy grows, the more basic 
biogeochemical cycles of the planet are affected. That is caused by the 
nature and logic of capitalism, understood as a targeted accumulation of 
capital. In this economic system, there is only room for growth, otherwise 
an economic crisis is unavoidable. That’s why this system must constantly 
generate accumulation. This, in turn, boosts the global ecological crises. In 
capitalism, the growth comes from the value created by the continuous 
exploitation of the natural resources that the people receive from the 
environment for free. In such a pursuit of profit, knowing that earth’s 
natural resources are limited, capitalism inevitably leads to planetary 
destructions.  

That is why we need harder to achieve profound systemic and economical 
changes. If we don’t regulate and change our economic system, the 
exploitation of our planet will continue and thus the global Armageddon 
will come closer each day. We should pressure politicians to impose 
restrictions and obligations on companies that use unsustainable natural 
resources and we should demand a change of energy sources to renewable 
ones.  

The climate change is a complex problem that obliges us to act together. 
Instead of focusing our whole energy on things of small importance, we 
should engage more in structural changes. Only by taking responsible 
parties accountable and causing systemic and social changes we can 
actually expect to see some tangible results and hope to see our planet 
survive the climate catastrophe. 



  




