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Developing countries call for historical responsibility as basis for Copenhagen Outcome

Bonn, 5 June (Matthew Stilwell & Lim Li Lin) – Developing countries have emphasized the importance of historical responsibility as the basis of a fair and effective outcome at the December 2009 Copenhagen Climate Change Conference. 

At a Technical Briefing convened as a special session of the Ad-Hoc Working Group on Long Term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) on 4 June 2009, international experts and Parties discussed historical responsibility as a guide to future action to address climate change.

The Technical Briefing was intended to inform the work of the AWG-LCA, which is negotiating an agreed outcome to ensure the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention. Climate change talks are being held in Bonn from 1-12 June 2009. 

Presenters on behalf of Bolivia, Brazil, China and India noted that the developed countries have a historical responsibility for their disproportionate role in causing climate change and its adverse effects. 

Some emphasized that the effects of climate change are falling heavily on developing countries, which have done little to cause climate change, but must now develop under its adverse impacts. 

Others noted that the historical emissions of developed countries, as well as their continuing high per-capita emissions, are crowding out the atmospheric or carbon space needed by developing countries for their development. 
Some presenters argued that the developed countries therefore owe a “debt” to developing countries that should be honored as the basis of a successful outcome in Copenhagen. 

A number of presenters called for negative emissions and/or emission allocations by Annex I countries, compensation for climate related harm and forgone atmospheric space, as well as financing and technology to enable adaptation and mitigation in developing countries, as key components of an integrated “package” to be agreed under the AWG-LCA in Copenhagen. 

Professor Henry Shue, of Cornell University, suggested that continuing nations have continuing responsibilities. The product of emissions by earlier generations also benefits later generations. He illustrated the idea of historical responsibility with an example: If his father had left him a suit, but had not paid for it, then he had an obligation to pay the tailor or to return the suit. If he did neither, this would suggest he owed the tailor a debt. 

Greater knowledge implies greater responsibility. If a person harms another intentionally, then they bear great responsibility. If they lack knowledge, however, they still bear responsibility, but do not deserve punishment, he said. 

We have known about climate change for some time now. Even before we were quite sure – as we are now – we knew the risks were great. Professor Shue, in response to questions, said that the during the last eight years the United States has been “flagrantly reckless and [shown] utter disregard” of these climate risks.

Shue noted universal human rights, dignity and respect, stating this does not necessarily require equal emissions. A key consideration, rather, is who needs the free emissions, and who should pay. Those who have had free emissions should not have more for free; those who have not had them should have them for free.

Mr. Martin Khor, Director of the South Centre, an intergovernmental organization of developing countries, commenced by noting that all people have a right to fair allocation of atmospheric space and development space.

In achieving these goals there can be a difference between what countries are assigned to do (its responsibility or obligation) and what they actually do (actual emission reductions), and that they can compensate for the difference by, for example, placing money in a climate fund. 

He noted that science and equity tell us that by 2050 we must limit GHG concentrations to 450ppm or even 350ppm, and cut emissions by 50% or 85% or more. The question is how to assign the tasks fairly between Annex I and non-Annex I countries to reflect common but differentiated responsibilities, including historical responsibility and the need for development.

Mr. Khor examined two approaches to showing the implications of a global emission cut and historical responsibility. The first examines a cut by Annex I Parties of a certain amount, with the remaining effort under a global goal assigned to non-Annex I countries as an implicit “residual” cut (the “residual cut” approach).

For the scenario of a 50% global cut in 2050 (38Gt to 19.3Gt), an 80% cut by Annex I countries from 1990 levels (18.3Gt to 3.6Gt) would imply a 20% actual cut by non-Annex I countries (20Gt to 15.7Gt) or a 60% cut per-capita (due to population increases, based on UN population estimates).

If developed countries were to make deeper cuts in 2050 – for example, by 100% of 1990 levels – then developing countries would still be required to make a 52% cut per capita. 

Developed countries would need to reduce their emissions by 213% by 2050, for developing countries to maintain their current per capita emission level (i.e. a 0% cut per capita by 2050). Developed countries would, in other words, need to cut to 0% and create sinks to absorb GHG equivalent to another 113% of their 1990 emissions.

To both developed and developing countries this may seem impossible. For developing countries it may seem impossible to achieve development while maintaining their current, low per-capita level of emissions (often below 2 tonnes per capita (“tpc”)). For developed countries it may seem impossible to go beyond carbon neutral to address their historical emissions. 

As a guide to future action, Khor stated that we should consider “negative emissions” as a concept for assigning tasks. We can assign the task to developed countries of cutting more than 100% of their emissions. For example, in the third scenario, we can assign them the task of a 213% cut (from 18.2Gt to minus 20.5Gt), which they can achieve through: 1) net creation of sinks; or 2) requests to other Parties to assist it fulfill its tasks; or 3) other approaches. 

For example, Annex I countries could cut from 18.2Gt to zero, and compensate others to undertake a 20.5Gt cut on behalf of the Annex I countries. The UNFCCC can to agree methods by which by non-Annex I countries can support Annex I countries in achieving these obligations (e.g. emission reductions using a fund mechanism). 

Underlying this approach is the idea that there can be a difference between the task assigned and the task actually done, with financing and technology helping to close the gap.

In addition to the “residual cut” approach, Khor proposed a second approach to addressing climate change, which involves establishing a global carbon budget, based on the best available science, and then allocating fair shares of this budget or carbon space to Annex I and non-Annex I countries (the “carbon budget approach”). 

Current proposals in the negotiations for medium-term goals (e.g. cuts from 1990 levels by 2020) lead to an imbalanced assignment of the carbon budget between Annex I and non-Annex I countries. Some developed countries, for example, have called for Annex I countries to reduce emissions by 30% from 1990 levels by 2020, and for developing countries to reduce emissions from baseline by 15 to 30%. (Others propose even lower Annex I cuts). 

Under this proposal those wealthy countries currently emitting at around 20tpc would continue emitting at around 14tpc (i.e. a 30% cut), while those poor countries currently emitting at less than 2tpc would limit their emissions to around 2.6tpc (i.e. a 30% deviation from baseline), and even less if population growth is considered. 

Proposals for an Annex I Party cut of 40% by 2020 are little better. Those Annex I countries emitting at 20tpc would be entitled to continue emitting at 12tpc, while those developing countries emitting at 2tpc would be required to limit emission to around 2.8tpc, and even less if population growth is considered. 

Proposals such as these allow developed countries to continue polluting at much higher than sustainable levels, allocate a disproportionate share of the remaining carbon budget to the developed countries, and limit developing countries’ access to the fair share required for their development.

As the basis of determining the tasks of Annex I and non-Annex I countries, we require a fairer approach to carbon budgeting, suggested Khor. 

Science tells us that the world has a limited budget of around 600GtC (or less) of carbon emissions to budget between 1800 and 2050 (equivalent to around 2200GtC of CO2). 

Given population ratio between Annex I and non-Annex I countries, the equitable share for Annex I countries is 125GtC of the total 600. Non-Annex I should be allocated around 475GtC in an equitable system. 

Annex I countries, however, have already consumed 240GtC between 1800 and 2008, which is 115GtC above its fair share of 125GtC. And, given the scenario of a 50% global cut and an 85% Annex I cut by 2050, they will consume another 85GtC between 2009 and 2050. Thus, the total Annex I consumption is 325GtC in all from 1800 to 2050. Since its fair share is 125Gt, there is a carbon debt of 200GtC.

On the other hand, if carbon space were allocated fairly, developing countries would have a share of 475GtC between 1800 and 2050. However, the situation till now, plus the scenarios proposed by Annex I for now to 2050, would mean that developing countries in actual fact only emit 275GtC. They are thus under-consuming by 200GtC (equivalent to the debt). 

If the scenario proposed by some Annex I countries is to be agreed (i.e. a 50% global cut plus an 85% Annex I cut by 2050), then Annex I countries should compensate developing countries the equivalent of 200GtC (carbon, not CO2). If Annex I countries were to undertake greater emission cuts between now and 2020, and between 2020 and 2050, then their carbon debt would be less.

As a guide to future action based on fair carbon budgeting, we can calculate the carbon debt of Annex I countries overall, and of each country, as the basis of a discussion of how to address this debt. 

Some part of the carbon debt could, for example, provide a source of financing for the Convention financial mechanism. A first step could involve assessing the total need of developing countries for mitigation and adaptation, including their technology and capacity needs. As a second step, developed countries could contribute to the fund as a percentage of their GNP. 

Khor asked whether per capita equality is a goal? Per capita emissions are relevant, but we need to go beyond simple “contraction and convergence”. Per capita emissions have a different relationship to levels of development in different countries, depending on their levels of financial, technological and human capacity. 

We can envisage an Annex I country living with 1tpc emissions by 2050 while ensuring per capita incomes of, say, $50,000. At the same time, a developing country with 1tpc emissions may be stuck with $500 or $1000 per capita income, unless it undergoes a technology revolution.

Annex I countries have the advantage of past growth based on abundant use of carbon, leading to grater infrastructure, technology, human and social capacity. They can turn their economies around and achieve low-carbon economies and growth. Developing countries, by contrast, no longer have access to the low-cost carbon resources on which to base their development.

When allocating emissions on a per-capita basis, we therefore need to apply a “multiplier” (denoting different levels of technology, infrastructure and capacity) to adjust for per capita emissions in future discussions. We should conceptualize and aim for negative per capita emissions in Annex I countries in order to enable more carbon space and development space for developing countries.

In this respect, the importance of providing finance, technology and capacity in adequate volumes and through appropriate structures to developing countries cannot be overstated. This is the key to a fair deal in Copenhagen and beyond. It is key to enabling developing countries to contribute to a climate friendly world. Annex I countries should undertake deep cuts in terms of negative emissions.

A global goal is part of the overall package, which must ensure that equity and historical responsibility are explicitly addressed, and with carbon budgeting and fair sharing of atmospheric space built into the deal. A global goal is a component, but not the component, and cannot be addressed in isolation – all the parts of the jigsaw must fit together.
Translating the scientific facts into a political deal that incorporates all of these elements is the main challenge for Copenhagen and beyond. 

A representative from MATCH Project – Modelling and Assessment of Contributions to Climate Change – explained the process and the rationale of the project that looked at the contributions of regions, nations or sectors to man-made climate change. The project studied the cause-effect chain, historical emissions from forestry, and different regions’ and countries’ contributions to temperature increase. 

She explained that according to the methodology that was developed by the project, using models and data sets constrained by current knowledge, there are uncertainties about the contribution of human activities to climate change, and about individual countries’ contribution to climate change.

Ambassador Angelica Navarro of Bolivia presented the concept of climate debt as the basis of a fair and effective solution to climate change. Referring to the Bolivian proposal, she called for a principle-based approach that builds on the best available science, on commonly held principles of fairness, and on the provisions and principles of the Convention. 

The concept of climate debt is simple. It suggests that those who are principally responsible for causing climate change should compensate those who are not, but who suffer its worst impacts. Where these obligations remain unmet then the failure can reasonably be characterized as a debt to be honored, she said. 

Ambassador Navarro noted the growing impacts and costs of climate change for Bolivia, including the retreat of glaciers, flood impacts, growing drought and risks to the wellbeing of the Uru Chipaya Indigenous Peoples, a 2500-year culture. Economic costs are rising, with a significant proportion of GDP lost each year. Climate change exacerbates the El Nino/La Nina climate phenomenon with losses of 4 to 17% of GDP depending on the year.
Bolivians are suffering from climate effects they did not cause. Bolivia produces less than 0.5% of all greenhouse gases, yet they suffer large and growing losses. Impacts afflict not just Bolivia, but millions around the world – in small island states, LDCs, landlocked countries as well as vulnerable communities in larger countries such as Brazil, China and India. 

These impacts are the direct result of current atmospheric GHG concentrations, which have been caused predominantly by emissions from developed countries, she said. Developed countries should accept their historical responsibility and compensate developing countries for the effects of their emissions. A failure to honor these obligations is an “adaptation debt” owed by the developed countries to the developing countries. 

As well as causing adaptation impacts, excessive emissions by the rich industrialized world are denying developing countries access to a common atmospheric space that should be shared fairly among all peoples.

With less than 20% of the population, developed countries have emitted almost three quarters of all GHGs. These historical emissions far exceed their fair share, and deny space to developing countries, which must now develop under the two-fold burden not suffered by developed countries – of mitigating and adapting to climate change. 

Excessive use of atmospheric space by developed countries, denying it to developing countries and imposing new barriers and costs to development, constitutes an “emission debt”, she said. 

Rather than repaying their emission debt, developed countries seek to increase it. Taking their 1990 emission levels as the starting point, 20% of the population seeks to appropriate around 40% of the remaining atmospheric space. 

Senior economists, such as Nicholas Stern, have suggested that the global carbon budget is worth in the order of $1.2 trillion annually. By securing more than their fair share, the North is in effect securing a subsidy from the South in the order of $200 billion – while writing off the whole of its historical responsibility. 

The excessive historical and proposed future use of atmospheric space by Annex I countries (“emissions debt”) and the rising costs of adapting to climate change for developing countries (“adaptation debt”) together reflect historical responsibility – a “climate debt” which should be honored by the developed countries. This climate debt, in turn, forms part of a larger ecological, social and economic debt faced by the developing countries, said Navarro.

Bolivia sees honoring of climate debt as the basis of a science-based, fair and effective solution to climate change. “We cannot imagine a world in which those who caused climate change continue to pollute at unfair and unsustainable levels, while the poor are locked into low and decreasing per-capita shares”, she said. 

“This is not only ecologically unsustainable; it is politically unsustainable. There is no politician in the South who can tell voters they have agreed to allow wealthy countries to continue polluting, while requiring their constituencies to live within the remaining atmospheric space.

“Of course, technology can improve efficiency and reduce emissions. But we will not and cannot give up our rightful claim to a fair share of atmospheric space on the promise that, at some future stage, technology will arrive,” she said.

To address climate change, Navarro called for a mobilization larger than any in history: A Marshall Plan for the Earth. The plan must mobilize finance and technology on scales never seen before. It must get technology onto the ground in every country to reduce emissions while raising people’s quality of life. 

To make space for developing countries, developed countries must cut their emissions very deeply. They must also accept they have used their fair share of atmospheric space, requiring allocations or assigned amounts that are negative – a fact increasingly recognized by leading figures.

Assigned amounts that reflect the full measure of their historical and current responsibilities provides the basis for the major finance and technology transfers required in practice to address adaptation and mitigation in developing countries while enabling development.

Navarro closed by saying that developing countries have no intention of giving up their rightful claim to a shared global resource. Nor are they willing to risk the stability of the Earth’s climate. A viable, fair and effective solution must therefore be found.
“Developing countries will work with their partners to live well within the Earth’s remaining atmospheric space, while following a path different from that followed by the North. We will walk together towards a future that protects Mother Earth – Pachamama – and the well being of all peoples”, she said.

Dr. Jose Migues of Brazil noted the role of Brazil in developing the concept of historical responsibility, including through their original proposal of over 12 years ago.

Climate change is caused by the emission of GHGs, which remain in the atmosphere for a long time, leading to atmospheric GHG concentrations, and to temperature increase, he said. Like other presenters, he emphasized that developed countries are responsible for the vast majority of emissions leading to current atmospheric concentrations, and must accept their historical responsibility for these emissions. 

Focusing on emissions of CO2 from energy, cement and bunker fuels sectors in 2005, he noted that Brazil’s current emissions are less than those of the UK in 1888. Indeed, the cumulative emissions of the G20 countries (Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, EU, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, Turkey, UK, and US) divided into Annex I and non-Annex I countries over time remain vastly different.

Developed countries are largely responsible both for current warming, and for considerable future committed warming. IPCC data demonstrates that by 2005 atmospheric concentrations of CO2 had risen to 395 parts per million, leading to a 0.7 degrees C average temperature increase. Annex I countries cannot therefore seek to avoid responsibility for their emissions before 1990. The polluter pays principle calls on developed countries to accept their responsibility. 

IPCC data also suggests that merely maintaining concentrations at 2000 levels would result in a temperature increase of around 1.5?C by 2100. Given their historical emissions, Annex I Parties would be 90% responsible for this temperature increase, even if there were no additional emissions. 

Professor Teng Fei of China presented China’s perspective on historical responsibility, which calls for a fair allocation or budgeting of emissions over time on a per-person basis, or “cumulative per capita emissions”. 

He confirmed that the largest share of historical and current global emissions of GHGs has originated in developed countries. Cumulative CO2 emissions from 1850 to 2005 show that non-Annex I countries have contributed around 25%, while Annex I countries have contributed around 75%.

According to Teng, the development path of industrialized countries shows that a certain level of per capita and cumulative per capita energy and resource consumption is needed to achieve industrialization, urbanization and modernization. A certain level is still needed for developing countries to achieve sustainable development.

Even if developing countries pursue their social and economic development objectives, their cumulative per capita emissions will remain far lower than those of developed countries. Given a limited carbon budget, the later a country develops, the less emissions space there is available to it.
Cumulative per capita emissions can be used as an indicator of equity. The common atmospheric resource should be shared equally by all, but developed countries have exceeded their fair share. As such, the atmospheric or emission space of developing countries has been excessively occupied.

Indeed, the gap between Annex I and non-Annex I countries in cumulative per capita emissions is enlarging instead of diminishing. In 1990 the difference was 591tpc. By 2005 it had grown to 717tpc.

Developing countries must now achieve sustainable development with a limited carbon space, yet this space is continually being (over) occupied by developed countries. It is the duty of the international community to avoid increasing inequity, he said. 

To do this, developed countries should undertake deep cuts in their emissions to make space for developing countries, and they should compensate for their excessive historical emissions. 

He explained three scenarios: if Annex I countries cut 25% by 2020 and 80% by 2050, then the remaining atmospheric space for developing countries would limit their cumulative emissions to less than 150tpc (i.e. less than 30% of that consumed by the developed countries).

If developed countries cut by 40% by 2020 and 95% by 2050, then the remaining space for developing countries is only around 40% of that consumed by developed countries, which is still far from equitable.

He explained that the space required for equal per capita cumulative emissions has already been exhausted by developed countries. As such only negative emissions by developed countries can lead to real equity. Teng said that developed countries should thus also compensate for their historic responsibilities.

Distributive justice requires that they cut their emissions deeply, reflecting their excessive occupation of atmospheric space. They should also provide technology, finance and capacity building to cover the cost of mitigation, as compensation for their excessive occupation of atmospheric space. 

Corrective justice, in turn, requires compensation for adaptation. This would cover the costs to developing countries, who are the victims of the adverse effects of climate change, which has been caused primarily by developed countries, he said. 

Justice in climate change has been neglected, he said, and the agreed outcome must enhance action to address this and to improve climate justice. 

Dr. Prodipto Ghosh of India noted that the Convention requires “Parties to protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the developed Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects thereof”. 

There is a need to operationalize the Convention’s mandate through a sound, quantifiable and comprehensive conception of differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities. These should be integrated into a measure that can be used to calculate different countries’ contributions.

Such an approach must be both scientifically and ethically sound. The scientific dimension must relate to the causes of climate change – i.e. the accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere over harmless levels, acknowledging that some GHG emissions may not have adverse effects. 

The scientific basis also requires all Parties’ GHG emissions resulting in net GHG concentrations to be taken into account, with responsibility accruing for emissions above a certain “harmless level”, based on both scientific and political considerations in accordance with the Convention (Article 2). 
The ethical dimension focuses on the purpose of assigning responsibility to undo harm and prevent damage to innocent people. Agreeing with Professor Shue, he said the absence of knowledge about the effect of emissions, and the absence of intent to injure, are not factors relevant to assigning responsibility.
 Responsibility, in this sense, is not to be construed as moral responsibility in the punitive sense – in which knowledge of cause and effect, and intent to injure, are relevant. Differentiated responsibility rather relates closely to “polluter pays”. 

On the basis of science and equity, “differentiated responsibilities” may be defined as “the respective GHG emissions by each Party since the time that GHG concentrations began to increase above “natural” levels, less the Party’s share of global sinks assigned on an equal per-capita basis”, he said.

(He noted that sinks should be assigned on an equal per-capita basis otherwise differentiated responsibilities relate to the absolute rather then the net amount of accumulated emissions). 

Based on this definition, the responsibility of different Parties can be quantified for the period 1850 (i.e. when GHG concentrations began to increase above “natural” levels due to industrialization) through 2010.

The contribution of each country during this period would be evaluated on the basis of their aggregate emissions above 2tpc/year, noting that 2tpc is a level proposed by several Annex I Parties for stabilization of GHG in the atmosphere (i.e. a “harmless” level).

Based on this methodology, the respective differentiated responsibilities of Annex I and non-Annex I countries can be evaluated. Annex I countries, individually and in aggregate, have positive responsibilities (in other words, they have over-used environmental space). Non-Annex I countries, individually and in aggregate, have negative responsibilities (in other words, they have provided environmental space).
Dr. Gosh noted that, through low use of environmental space, India and China have each provided more than the entire environmental space used by the United States. Together, they have provided more than the entire environmental space used by Annex I countries in total, and then some. 

Based on these findings, the Annex I countries should take on assigned amounts that reflect their differentiated responsibility. If the objective is to arrive at a global average of 2tpc in 2050 (as proposed by some Annex I countries) the challenge is to identify appropriate assignments for individual countries, reflecting their responsibilities. 

Arriving at conclusions similar to those put forward by the other presenters (albeit through a different methodology) Dr. Gosh suggested that Annex I countries should take on assigned amounts that are negative, reflecting their historical over-use of environmental space. The United States would be assigned an amount of minus 85% of its 1990 levels (i.e. it would reduce emissions to zero and cut a further 85% of 1990 levels). 

The assigned amounts of Japan, Germany and the United Kingdom, respectively, would be minus 13.3%, 96% and 146%. Based on science and ethics, as reflected in a methodology for quantifying differentiated responsibilities, Annex I Parties in 2050 would take on an assigned amount of at least negative 8GtCO2, he said.

During the discussion, Australia said that its national position was based on considerations of historical responsibly and capability. In Australia’s experience, no single metric such as per-capita emissions could describe countries’ responsibilities and capabilities. Developing countries represent an increasing share of emissions. In considering the level of emissions, what matters is what matters to the atmosphere. It noted that data limitations limited use of historical emissions. It asked how the concept of historical responsibility could be applied into the future, for 2030 and 2050?
Pakistan noted that it was clear from most of the presentations, that in the absence of finance and technology, developing countries will not be able grow their way out of poverty, as there is no more surplus atmospheric space. As such, developed countries must shrink their emissions to the amount required by developing countries for their growth. It is not fair to crucify millions of people on the cross of mitigation, it said. 

Pakistan said that the global goal (in the shared vision of the Bali Action Plan) will put developing countries in a poverty trap if restricted to emission reductions only. Our shared vision must reflect determination to move people out from the poverty trap that may arise because of the mitigation imperative, it said. We need to quantify a long-term global goal in terms of technology and finance. The assigned amount could be negative, with an offsetting mechanism, and this needs some consideration, it said. 

The Philippines emphasized that there should be necessary changes in lifestyles in consumption and production, and that is already agreed in the Convention. Historical emissions have caused this problem, and the adverse effects will be felt for many years to come. These emissions give rise to benefits to the present generations in developed countries. What developing countries are asking for is for is the transfer of resources and technologies, it said. 

Paraguay said that the science used to establish the climate debt is quite reliable, and nearly indisputable. So what to do with the political implications of this scientific reality? How should we proceed if Annex I countries accept their historical responsibilities? How should the associated resources be applied?

Questions and comments were also addressed by representatives of Algeria, the European Union and the United States. 

In response to questions, Ambassador Navarro said that Bolivia would like to limit temperature increase to below 1.5?C, and even that is not enough. She said that there should be a recognition and quantification of historical responsibility in the negotiating process. This could be done through a calculation of the total atmospheric space, and allocating it to all countries on a fair basis. Then, emission reductions by all countries can be determined. For the emissions debt, deep emission reductions must be undertaken by developed countries so people in developing countries can live better. For the adaptation debt, developed countries should transfer finance and technology to developing countries. This is the solution for a fair, science-based and workable outcome for Copenhagen, she said.

In response to questions, Mr. Khor commenced by quoting Nicholas Stern’s book, The Global Deal:

“If the allocations of rights to emit in any given year took greater account both of history and of equity in stocks rather than flows, then rich countries would have rights to emit which were lower than 2 tonnes per capita (possibly even negative). The negotiations of such rights involve substantial financial allocations: at $40 per tonne CO2e a total world allocation of rights of, say, 30Gt (roughly the required flows in 2030) would be worth $1.2 trillion per annum”.

He said that from 1800 to 2008, Annex I countries have emitted 240GtC, when their fair share is 81GtC. Their carbon debt is therefore currently 159 GtC. Multiplied by 3.67 (for the CO2 figure) this would amount to around 600Gt of CO2. Assuming a price of $40 per tonne, this would yield $24 trillion. This money could be put into a multilateral fund under the Convention.

He said that if developed countries can only reduce their emissions to zero in 2050 (and cannot do negative emissions), they will owe a carbon debt of around 20GtC per annum, implying funding of $800 billion per year which is 2% of the developed countries’ GNP. This is not much at all to save the world, he concluded.

              9

