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Preface

There is little doubt that climate change will lead to unprecedented changes in the 
natural environment, which will in turn affect the way we live, with potentially 
dramatic consequences on our health, energy sources and food production 
systems.

There is also increasing recognition that these impacts are being felt 
disproportionately by poor people who already live under precarious conditions. 
Climate change, with its many facets, further exacerbates existing inequalities 
faced by these vulnerable groups. It threatens to undermine the realization of 
fundamental rights for many people and to reverse progress made towards the 
achievement of the internationally agreed development goals, including the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). It is a global justice concern that those 
who suffer most from climate change have done the least to cause it.

The concept of climate justice acknowledges that because the world’s richest 
countries have contributed most to the problem, they have a greater obligation 
to take action and to do so more quickly. However, many fear that whatever 
international agreement is reached between governments, it will compound the 
already unjust burden on the poor and vulnerable. A rapidly growing number of 
social movements and civil society organizations across the world are mobilizing 
around this climate justice agenda. Citizens from both the South and the North 
are drawn to this concept, in part, because many are already experiencing the 
impacts of climate change and they worry about the fate of their families, homes 
and livelihoods. 

It is the role of NGLS to ensure that these voices and perspectives are brought to 
the table. These voices can help lead to more innovative forms of collaboration to 
address daunting global challenges. Our experience suggests that the solutions 
to the problems that we face as a planet will only succeed if they have both broad 
input and broad ownership from all stakeholders.  

Climate Justice for a Changing Planet: A Primer for Policy Makers and NGOs 
examines how to move towards a climate justice agenda and to ensure that equity 
is at the core of any solution to climate change. It compiles the latest research and 
analysis made by several international organizations and by the aforementioned 
civil society movement, highlighting in particular the need for climate change to 
be addressed simultaneously with the furthering of the international development 
agenda, achieving poverty reduction goals and respecting international human 
rights norms. It clearly demonstrates that climate justice is not only an ethical 
imperative, but also an economic and social one.

Elisa Peter
Acting Coordinator

United Nations Non-Governmental Liaison Service (NGLS)
November 2009

PrefacePreface
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“Adaptation is becoming a euphemism for social injustice on a 
global scale. While the citizens of the rich world are protected from 
harm, the poor, the vulnerable and the hungry are exposed to the 
harsh reality of climate change in their everyday lives. Put bluntly, 
the world’s poor are being harmed through a problem that is not of 
their making. The footprint of the Malawian farmer or the Haitian 
slum dweller barely registers in the Earth’s atmosphere.” 

— Archbishop Desmond Tutu
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Introduction
Equity and Justice

Climate change may be the most signifi cant challenge the world faces today. It 
will affect everyone, regardless of geographical location or socioeconomic status. 
It may determine the way we produce food, our access to water, our health, where 
we live, and the diversity of plant and animal species. No other current concern 
can claim the scale of climate change – and the scope of the potential catastrophe 
if the world fails to act in time.

Climate change was originally perceived as mainly a scientifi c or environmental 
issue. While it does have a scientifi c basis and involves all aspects of the 
environment, it has emerged through the economic and political systems that 
govern the world today. These same systems are now charged with sorting out 
the threats from climate change. However, actions to date have fallen short, while 
global temperatures climb and the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that cause 
climate change continue to grow.

As a phenomenon that affects the whole world, climate change clearly warrants 
a comprehensive global response. While this has been the intent of international 
negotiations held on the subject, starting with the 1992 UN Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), and continuing through the annual meetings of 
the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the convention, there has been an ongoing 
tendency to focus on some issues and interests, but not others.
 
One of the most fundamental gaps involves the equity dimensions of climate 
change. Climate change at its heart reveals the still stark divides in resources, 
development paths and emissions contributions between rich and poor nations, 
and rich and poor people within those nations. Almost all aspects of climate 
change can be traced along these lines: who has caused it, who can cope with 
it and how, who will survive and even benefi t, and who will be hardest hit by its 
consequences. 

Because of its magnitude, climate change shines a strong light on longstanding 
inadequacies in the way the world operates, politically and economically. The 
UNFCCC noted the inequities that have resulted and committed nations to 
reducing them. But since then, many disparities have deepened or gone unresolved. 
Contested international negotiations have produced partial solutions, not all of 
which have been fully implemented. Still missing is the crucial acknowledgement 
that no solution will work without equity at its core. A path of development and 
low emissions is possible for everyone – if extreme imbalances in development 
are evened out. 

“Human beings are at the centre of concerns for sustainable development.”

—1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development
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Equity is foremost a matter of justice and human rights, recognizing that 
groups that have benefited most from high levels of emissions in the course of 
their development are now called upon to ensure that other groups have equal 
opportunities to develop, within a framework of mutual efforts to slow the pace 
of climate change. The fact that some of the people with the lowest levels of 
emissions and development will suffer some of the most severe consequences of 
climate change must also be rectified.

Equity also fosters effectiveness and efficiency. Given a common goal – a livable 
planet – it ensures that resources, including financial and technical ones, go 
where they are needed most, not just where they are likely to produce profits. 
Efficiency comes from making the most appropriate choices now for the world 
as a whole, rather than delaying them until the consequences are more severe, 
expensive and difficult to fix.

Given the history of climate change negotiations to date, a position of equity is 
also pragmatic, because it will be the only way to strike a meaningful political 
consensus that will be viewed as fair and result in sustained action by most 
countries. 

In recent years, the notion of “climate justice” has emerged as a way of 
encapsulating the equity aspects of climate change. Climate justice builds 
on a platform of equitable development, human rights and political voice. It 
is an agenda that seeks to redress global warming by reducing disparities in 
development and power that drive climate change and continued injustice. This 
implies transformative changes and the need to look beyond national boundaries 
to what is good for the world as a whole.

Climate Justice for a Changing Planet: A Primer for Policy Makers and NGOs 
considers how to move towards a climate justice agenda. It is designed for people 
engaged in climate change policy-making, whether through governments or 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) as well as others interested in better 
understanding the current discourse. Chapter 1 explores international discussions 
on climate change through an equity lens, and takes a critical look at attempts to 
mitigate emissions. Chapter 2 examines four major gaps in equity – development 
disparities, vulnerable groups, global governance and finance – that must be 
central topics for climate justice policy advocacy. Chapter 3 introduces possible 
policy directions.

The booklet is premised on the notion that political will strong enough to forge 
a meaningful international consensus on tackling climate change can emerge 
– and transform both the content of decisions and how they are made. By 
definition, this process must uphold the basic principles, universally endorsed, of 
human rights to sustainable development, security and the shared resources of a 
common planet. The alternative: a patchwork response and worsening inequities 
in a steadily warming world.
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Chapter 1
We’ve Come a Short Way

Climate change began in the rapid development spurred by the Industrial 
Revolution in the 19th century, although its effects are being felt today. In just 
under 20 years, the international community has formally recognized that 
climate change is taking place. It has agreed that greenhouse gas emissions must 
be mitigated and adaptation strategies put in place to shelter people from climate 
threats. Commitments to share technology and resources have been made. 

But emissions continue to grow on an unsustainable scale. Most countries 
remain unequipped to cope with the rising incidence of extreme weather events 
and environmental shifts that directly impact development. Why has so little 
progress occurred? 

One or two degrees – or fi ve

One or two degrees Celsius (C) in the coming 40 years. It doesn’t sound like 
much, on fi rst glance. But that scenario – on the optimistic end of current 
predictions – would be much more than the 0.74 degree C rise in average global 
temperatures that has occurred over the last 100 years.2 Two degrees represents 
a 14 percent increase in the global average. The average was around 14 degrees 
C in the 1970s, but had already reached 14.6 degrees C in the fi rst eight years of 
the 21st century.3

In nature, greenhouse gases make up only about 1 percent of the earth’s atmosphere, 
where they act like the glass roof of a greenhouse and trap heat. Adding more of 
them means trapping more heat, so global temperatures rise. Since the Industrial 
Revolution, the natural levels of greenhouse gases have been supplemented by 
emissions of carbon dioxide from the burning of fossil fuels such as coal, oil and 
natural gas, by methane and nitrous oxide from farming and deforestation and by 
several long-lived gases from industrial production. Preindustrial levels of carbon 
dioxide, the most prevalent greenhouse gas, were at 278 parts per million (ppm), a 
fi gure that is now at 380 ppm.4

Once greenhouse gases are aloft, they remain in the atmosphere for a very long time, 
during which there is cumulative damage through higher temperatures. This means 
that once the process begins, some impacts become inevitable. Immediate action, 
such as steep cuts in emissions, will not have an immediate effect, but could mean 
that temperature increases eventually will not be so severe. Climate change has to be 
understood as a process that began in the past, is gathering steam today and could 
have irreversible implications for generations into the future. 

“A 10-year delay in taking abatement action would make it virtually impossible to 
keep global warming below 2 degrees Celsius.”

— McKinsey & Company1
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The Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC), the leading 
international scientific body on climate 
change, says that emissions must peak 
by 2015 – or the world will not avoid 
the worst impacts of climate change.5 

It calculates that maintaining average 
global temperatures between 2 degrees 
C and 2.4 degrees over preindustrial 
levels will require global emissions cuts 
between 50 percent and 85 percent over 
2000 levels by 2050.6  

The Stern Review on the Economics 
of Climate Change, a ground-breaking 
study produced for the British 
Government in 2006, made predictions 
based on the world continuing on a 
path of “business as usual,” meaning 
emissions remain high in today’s 
industrialized countries and accelerate 
in fast-growing developing countries. It 
estimated that temperatures would rise 
by at least 2 to 3 degrees C within the 
next 50 years, with a 50 percent chance 
of warming by more than 5 degrees C 
in the first half of the next century.7 By 
comparison, the last 5 degree shift in 
global temperatures occurred between 
the Ice Age – and now.8

The environmental impacts of climate 
change with a 0.74 degree C increase 
are already obvious. More and more 
extreme weather events are striking 

around the world. Sea levels have risen by 10 to 20 centimetres. Rain patterns are 
shifting and glaciers are melting.9
 
Since all human beings are dependent on the earth’s resources, these impacts extract 
a direct economic and development cost in lives, livelihoods, health, food security 
and so on. The Stern Review estimated that the costs of extreme weather alone could 
reach 0.5 to 1 percent of world gross domestic product (GDP) per year by the middle 
of the century10 (see Box 1 for a regional example). 

The review also predicted that if greenhouse gas emissions continue unchecked, 
climate change will reduce global per capita consumption between 5 percent and 
20 percent. Calculations at the higher end of the range factor in impacts on the 
environment and health, and the disproportionate share of the climate change 
burden on poor regions of the world. By contrast, stabilizing emissions to maintain 
a temperature increase around 2 degrees C would require around 1 percent of GDP 
annually until 2050.11 

In other words, the cost of emissions reductions is far less than the cost of doing 
nothing.
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Box 1: In Asia, Mounting Losses

The Asia-Pacifi c region, with its vast land masses, long stretches of coast lines and 
half the world’s population, may be most affected by climate change. Over the last 
decade, four countries – Bangladesh, India, the Philippines and Viet Nam – have 
lost an estimated US $20 billion from natural hazards that may only grow more se-
vere in a warming world.

Based on modeling, the Asian Development Bank estimates that the economies of 
Indonesia, the Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam could lose 6.7 percent of GDP 
per year by 2100, more than twice the global average, if no mitigation or adaptation 
actions are taken. The calculation factors in non-market impacts, mainly related 
to health and ecosystems, and catastrophic risks. Early action to cushion impacts 
could reduce damages to 1.9 percent of GDP and cost as little as 0.2 percent, on 
an annual basis.

— Source: Asian Development Bank 2009a and 2009b.

A brief history of negotiations, as the climate changes

“Our foot is stuck on the accelerator and we are heading towards an abyss.”

— UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon12

Steps to negotiate international consensus on addressing climate change began 
in 1992, when governments attending the UN Conference on Environment and 
Development (UNCED) signed three landmark conventions: the UNFCCC, the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), and the UN Convention to Combat 
Desertifi cation (UNCCD). 

The UNFCCC established a broad set of commitments for elaboration over 
time and created the COP as a governance mechanism to annually review 
implementation. The convention states that the threats of climate change should 
be reduced through the control of greenhouse gases, on the basis of equity 
and common but differentiated responsibilities and capabilities. The greatest 
responsibility for fi ghting climate change is assigned to industrialized countries, 
referred to collectively as the Annex 1 countries, since they have historically 
been the source of most greenhouse gas emissions. The convention also calls 
on developing countries to limit emissions, but in accordance with the right to 
sustainable development, and with the recognition that having the resources 
to take climate change measures depends on achieving some level of economic 
development. A precautionary principle stipulates that States Parties should 
pursue measures to anticipate and prevent damages from climate change, even if 
full scientifi c certainty has not been established. 
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The Kyoto Protocol was negotiated under the UNFCCC as a legally binding 
international agreement to reduce emissions, entering into force in 2005 with 
emissions reduction targets for 37 industrialized and transition countries, and 
the European Community. They are known as the Annex B countries,13 and meet 
at the same times as the COP.14 For the period from 2008 to 2012, their targets 
for emissions cuts are an average of 5 percent below 1990 levels. 

The protocol highlights three market-based options for reducing emissions: 
emissions trading, the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) and joint 
implementation (JI). 

Emissions trading – sometimes called carbon trading – allows countries that 
have emissions under their targets to sell this excess capacity to those that are 
over their targets. The International Transaction Log (ITL), administered under 
the UNFCCC, tracks and verifi es transactions. 

The CDM permits a country with emission reduction targets to implement an 
emission-reduction project in a developing country and earn “offset” credits that 
can be applied to the Kyoto targets – the idea being that lower emissions in the 
developing country will balance higher emissions in the industrialized country. 

Joint implementation is the same arrangement, but entails countries with targets 
investing in reductions in other industrialized countries, namely, countries with 
economies in transition.  

How are industrialized countries faring on reductions so far? Overall, among 
those that signed the UNFCCC, there has been a decline of 4.7 percent from 
1990 to 2006. Within this aggregate fi gure, however, there has been a 37 percent 
decrease on the part of countries with economies in transition due to economic 
decline. Emissions in other industrialized countries have actually climbed by 9.9 
percent.15 The United States, historically the largest global emitter, did not sign 
the Kyoto Protocol. Canada, which is a signatory, is emitting at 25 percent above 
1990 levels, even though its target is 6 percent below.16 

Global emissions, accounting for both developed and developing countries, are 
now growing at 3.5 percent a year, compared to 0.9 percent in the 1990s.17 The UN 
Development Programme’s 2007/2008 Human Development Report estimated 
that if all the world’s people were to generate greenhouse gases at the same rate 
as some industrial countries, nine planets would be required to maintain an 
environment fi t for human habitation. If current emission rates continue, the 
carbon budget – a set amount of acceptable emissions worldwide – for the entire 
21st century will be used up by 2032 – assuming that the objective is to avoid 
dangerous climate change scenarios.18

“If we agree to 2 degrees Centigrade limit to temperature increase, the Philippines…
would lose more than a third of our territory. We are fi ghting for our survival.”

— Bernarditas Muller, Philippines, 
Coordinator for technology and fi nance for the G-77 and China19
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Rich world, poor world 

“The idea of freezing the current level of global inequality over the next half 
century or more (as the world goes about trying to solve the climate problem) is 
economically, politically and ethically unacceptable.”

— United Nations20

Emissions on a scale signifi cant enough to alter the earth’s atmosphere are a 
byproduct of a development model based on rapid industrialization, production 
and consumption. Through new modes of development and the widespread 
adoption of low-carbon technology, this link could be broken, but that has yet to 
take place. As a result, emission rates today offer a clear picture of how inequitable 
development has been – and continues to be. In Sri Lanka, which ranks at 102 
out of 179 countries on the UNDP Human Development Index (HDI),21 annual 
per capita carbon dioxide emissions from energy consumption are 0.6 metric 
tons each year. In the United States and Canada, the equivalent fi gure is around 
19 metric tons.22 The carbon footprint of the average person in Burundi, one of 
the poorest countries in the world, is about the same, annually, as a television left 
on standby mode.23

Since 1950, Annex 1 countries have contributed up to three-quarters of the increase 
in emissions, despite accounting for only 21 percent of the world’s population.24 
The World Bank suggested in 2002 that a single multinational corporation, 
Shell, has contributed more greenhouse gas emissions through burning gas as 
part of oil extraction in Nigeria than all other sources of greenhouse gases in sub-
Saharan Africa combined.25

Today, a handful of developing countries have started emitting on the level of 
industrialized countries, although in per capita terms, not in overall national 
emissions, and not with the historical record of industrialized nations. Countries 
such as Malaysia and the Republic of Korea, which are not bound by Kyoto targets 
because they are not Annex B countries, have reached European emissions levels. 
Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates now occupy the top four 
ranks in per capita emissions – Qatar’s rate has quadrupled since 1990 and is 
three times that of the United States.26 

China now produces the largest amount of overall national emissions, topping the 
United States. But this fi gure must be qualifi ed by the fact that China’s population 
is four times as large as that of the United States, making its per capita emissions 
rate roughly 75 percent less.27 Together, all developing countries now account 
for around half of total global emissions, which is still far below what would be 
an equitable share based on population sizes. The 100 least-emitting countries, 
which include the 48 States classifi ed as least developed, produce only about 3 
percent of the global total.28 

One unjust irony of climate change is that even though developing countries 
have historically contributed less to emissions and most continue to have a small 
carbon footprint, as a group they will suffer earliest and most from harmful shifts 
in the environment. 
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The poorest in particular are heavily dependent on agriculture for food and 
incomes; it is the economic sector most sensitive to climate change, including 
through water stress. And they have fewer resources, in finance, technology and 
existing infrastructure, to adapt to what lies ahead. Some studies estimate that 
for every 1 degree C rise in average global temperatures, annual average growth 
in poor countries could drop by 2 to 3 percent, with an associated cost in human 
development and basic survival.29

Already, it is estimated that fallout from climate change kills 300,000 people a 
year, including through the spread of disease and malnutrition, and seriously 
affects another 325 million. Four billion people are vulnerable in some fashion; 
500 million are at extreme risk. Developing countries have 98 percent of affected 
people and 99 percent of all deaths from weather disasters. They bear 90 percent 
of the total economic losses.30

Stalled debates
Despite the obvious disparities in the causes and impacts of climate change – 
and the moral imperative to reduce disparities reflected in international human 
rights agreements since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights – stark 
divisions between rich and poor countries have consistently marked international 
climate change negotiations. They have mostly run aground on the question 
of who should take the first step: wealthier countries, in dramatically cutting 
their emissions and changing their consumption and production patterns, or 
developing countries, in restricting emissions at the expense of development to 
pull people out of poverty. Agreements that have been struck, like Kyoto, have 
been stymied by the lack of progress on emissions in rich countries, and the failure 
to live up to commitments to provide new resources and low-cost technology to 
developing countries to manage the impacts of climate change and move towards 
low-emissions development.

In fractious talks, some industrialized countries have maintained they will 
not commit to emissions targets unless emerging developing economies do 
too. Some representatives of developing countries have declared that the only 
emissions limits they will accept are those that are identical to the ones industrial 
countries already enjoy. Given the pace of climate change already in motion, the 
implications of either position could be catastrophic. 
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Box 2: Taking a Debt Perspective

Some analysts and a growing number of developing countries have developed the 
notion of climate debt. This suggests that rich countries have a two-fold debt to poor 
countries. The fi rst part is an emissions debt, in that rich countries have taken up an 
inequitable amount of carbon “space” that is now no longer available to poor coun-
tries. The second part is an adaptation debt related to the costs of managing climate 
change. Basic fairness implies that developing countries should not be expected to 
pay for problems they have not caused.

The South Centre has calculated some numbers on climate debt. The world has 
only 600 billion tons of carbon emissions from 1880 to 2050, assuming 2050 emis-
sions are 50 percent below the 1990 level. Based on population, the equitable share 
of Annex 1 countries is 125 billion tons. By 2008, they had already consumed 240 
billion tons and are expected to go through another 85 billion tons from 2009 to 
2050. The total Annex 1 consumption is thus 325 billion tons, leaving a carbon debt 
of 200 billion tons. 

This means that developing countries only have 275 billion tons, rather than their 
equitable share of 475 billion tons. To pay back their debt, Annex 1 countries would 
have to both cut emissions by 100 percent and offer compensation to developing 
countries, such as through contributions to adaptation. 

— Source: Khor 2009a.

The months leading up to the 2009 negotiations on climate change in Copenhagen, 
intended to build on the Kyoto commitments, offered further evidence of the 
diffi culty of compromise. In its declaration “Responsible Leadership for a 
Sustainable Future,” the Group of Eight (G-8) major industrial countries agreed 
that their emissions should be cut by 80 percent by 2050, but suggested that 
baselines should vary.31 Developing countries countered that the 1990 baselines 
in the Kyoto Protocol should be maintained and not manipulated to allow meager 
reductions, since baselines after that point tend to be higher. They also called for 
aiming to cap global temperature increases at no more than 1.5 degrees C, rather 
than the 2 degrees C stipulated by the G-8. Sea level rises beyond 1.5 degrees C 
may already be enough to swamp parts or all of the territory of low-lying and 
island States.

G-8 countries reiterated the expectation that emerging economies will cut their 
emissions, without acknowledging the vastly different starting points between 
the two groups (see Boxes 2 above and 3 below). Many developing countries 
could still multiply their emissions by fi ve, six or more times and not reach even 
half the level of a high-emitting Annex B country.
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Box 3: Proposals for Cuts 

In the months before the 2009 Copenhagen negotiations, industrialized countries 
put a diverse array of emissions proposals on the table. All were below the propos-
als of developing countries, various groups of which suggested a range of 40-plus 
percent cuts below 1990 levels by 2020 for industrialized countries. The IPCC has 
suggested mid-term mitigation targets for industrialized countries should be in the 
range of 25 percent to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2020.

Australia: 25 percent below 2000 levels by 2020 if the world agrees to stabilize 
carbon dioxide emissions at 450 ppm or lower. Otherwise, 5 percent below 2000 
by 2020, up to 15 percent if major developing countries substantially restrain emis-
sions and advanced economies take on similar commitments.

Canada: 20 percent below 2006 levels by 2020, and 60 percent to 70 percent by 
2050.

European Union: 20 percent below 1990 by 2020. Up to 30 percent if other indus-
trialized countries make comparable commitments and advanced developing coun-
tries contribute according to their responsibilities and capabilities.

Japan: 25 percent below 1990 by 2020, conditioned on a global agreement.

New Zealand: 10 percent to 20 percent below 1990 levels by 2020, conditioned on 
a comprehensive global agreement. 

United States: The draft American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009 calls for 
1 percent to 4 percent below 1990 levels by 2020, including 2 billion tons of carbon 
offsets.

— Sources: Jhamtani 2009a; Black 2009b; UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon 2009.

Industrialized countries have also held fi rm on issues related to intellectual 
property rights (IPRs), which might affect technology transfers to developing 
countries (see Box 4). While tight IPR restrictions are often justifi ed as needed 
to maintain incentives to innovate, a large amount of money is at stake. In 
the next two decades, expenditures on global energy systems alone, including 
on low-carbon technology, will need to double to US $20 trillion to make 
them economically viable.32 Industrialized countries already dominate the 
environmental technology market, with a share of 79.9 percent. Only a few 
developing countries, such as Brazil, China and Mexico, produce signifi cant 
amounts of clean energy technology.33 
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Box 4: Should IPRs Be Off the Table? Should Trade Tariffs Be On?

“The cost of inaction – or inadequate actions – is unacceptable.”

— Todd Stern, US Special Envoy for Climate Change

By its own estimates, the costs of climate change will be signifi cant in the United 
States. A report for the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the US House of 
Representatives anticipates that water stress in parts of the country will continue to 
worsen, with the southwestern part of the country at risk of becoming a dustbowl. 
Threats to coral reefs could jeopardize US $30 billion in the fi shery and tourism 
industries. In 2008, severe fl ooding in the Midwest wiped out 2 percent of the nation’s 
corn crop, with losses topping US $10 billion.

Developments like these provide a clear rationale for taking urgent steps to slow 
climate change, including by ensuring most countries have access to appropriate 
technology as part of a global effort. Instead, like other industrialized countries with 
a large percentage of technology patents, the United States has called for taking the 
issue of intellectual property rights (IPRs) off the table in discussions on technology 
transfer. Developing countries would like rules on IPRs to be loosened so that there 
is wider access to technology, as a global public good in curbing climate change. 
The United States maintains that protections should be strictly upheld to encourage 
continued innovation.

The United States Congress has drafted and/or passed several recent laws or 
amendments that link US participation in global climate change agreements and 
associated funding to compliance with existing provisions for intellectual property 
rights, including those under the World Trade Organization’s (WTO) Agreement on 
Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS). 

In June 2009, the House of Representatives passed an amendment to the 1978 
American Clean Energy and Security Act. The amendment, while recognizing 
that developing countries lack suffi cient technology and resources and relevant 
commitments under the UNFCCC, defi nes investments in clean technology as a way 
to open new markets for US companies. It links the weakening of IPRs to competitive 
risks for US companies and limits on job creation. Conditions for multilateral and 
bilateral assistance would include existing commitments to mitigate emissions and 
adequate protection of intellectual property rights within the recipient country.

The Foreign Operations and Related Programs Appropriations Act, passed by the 
House of Representatives, makes US $300 million available to the Clean Technology 
Fund and the Strategic Climate Fund of the World Bank, but only upon certifi cation 
of the protection of IPRs. Somewhat in opposition to these steps have been recent 
statements by US Energy Secretary Steven Chu, who has urged the sharing of “all 
intellectual property as much as possible.”
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(Box 4 continued)

Other forms of protectionism in the United States are at work in trade legislation, 
with draft statutes proposing that exporters from emerging economies buy emissions 
allowances for goods they bring into the United States. Domestic fi rms that have to 
pay for emissions allowances can thus maintain their competitiveness. 

Developing countries have called this move illegal under WTO rules. They have 
resisted calls from industrialized countries to keep the issue under the WTO, 
however, insisting that it must be linked to climate change negotiations.

Also at stake is how the chain of global trade adds to emissions in developing 
countries through the production of goods for export. Exports now account for one-
third of China’s total economic output; exports to the United States alone represent 6 
percent of output. Net exports accounted for 23 percent of China’s carbon emissions 
in 2004. 

— Sources: Shashikant 2009; US House of Representatives, Committee on Energy and 
Commerce 2009; Sanderson 2009; WWF 2009; Worldwatch Institute 2009; Bradsher 2009.
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Who has the right?
The backdrop to climate change talks is who has the right to develop, since many 
of the activities that produce greenhouse gases, such as energy supplies, relate 
directly to economic output, at least under current confi gurations. Developing 
countries who are trying to “catch up” have said explicitly that they need to 
continue emitting to develop, like rich countries have in the past, or have access 
to massively scaled up resources and low-carbon technologies. 

Industrialized countries are concerned about holding on to the development they 
already have. In cutting emissions too fast, they might crimp their economies. 
For example, the Government of New Zealand has indicated, based on its own 
modeling, that it “will continue to meet any future international obligation 
primarily by purchasing international emission units rather than by domestic 
emissions reductions. This occurs because domestic abatement opportunities 
are limited and costly, and are often associated with output contractions.”34 

The problem with the global dimensions of climate change is that the habitual 
negotiating position of defending national interests and maintaining business-
as-usual economic models – which often ends in making nominal concessions 
– is no longer sustainable, nor fair (see Box 5 for one alternative). 

Who has the right?
The backdrop to climate change talks is who has the right to develop, since many 
of the activities that produce greenhouse gases, such as energy supplies, relate 

Box 5: A Framework for Greenhouse Development Rights

The Stern Review recognized that there is no real alternative to convergence on 
roughly equal per capita emissions at low levels, worldwide. But getting to that point 
has been a matter of diverging points of view.

Several approaches could be tried. One is to say that every person should have 
the same emissions allowance, meaning that populous countries would have a 
greater overall allowance. Another idea is that all countries should reduce by the 
same percentages. Alternatively, those who pollute the most should pay for climate-
related economic burdens – a principle affi rmed in the 1992 Rio Declaration on 
Environment and Development and Agenda 21. Costs could also be borne by 
countries most able to afford them.

Recently, the groups EcoEquity and the Stockholm Environment Institute have 
developed the Greenhouse Development Rights Framework, which seeks to share 
climate change burdens in ways that are fair, while shielding people in poverty. 

A Responsibility and Capacity Indicator would defi ne each country’s cumulative 
contribution to climate change, and their ability to address it without sacrifi cing 
people’s basic needs. It would adjust for a development threshold of per capita 
income less than US $7,500; emissions corresponding to consumption below that 
would not count in the responsibility calculation. The fi nal formulation could then be 
used to set emissions targets. 

— Source: Worldwatch Institute 2009.
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Emissions mitigation: trading in the future?

“Creating carbon markets and establishing a predictable carbon price will be 
part of the policy mix, but they do not address the development dimension of 
the challenge.”

— United Nations35

The Stern Review famously referred to climate change as “the greatest and 
widest-ranging market failure ever seen.”36 Yet Kyoto settled on three market 
mechanisms – emissions trading, the CDM and joint implementation – in order 
to address it. So far, these have been the most prominent global emissions 
mitigation efforts. 

Emissions trading makes carbon dioxide into a marketable commodity. In doing 
so, it establishes a pattern of supply and demand, and a carbon price. Under 
the most common scenario, the cap and trade system, emissions allowances are 
assigned to sectors or industries under a cap that shrinks over time. Emitters who 
exceed their allowances then have the option to purchase additional credits from 
those who have not. An alternative is to purchase offsets to make up for going 
over an allowance – such as through investing in CDM projects in developing 
countries. Under the Kyoto Protocol, countries can also trade “removal units” 
on the basis of land-use changes and forestry activities that act as “sinks” by 
absorbing carbon emissions.

By building on existing market structures, emissions trading is intended to bring 
a wide-ranging group of governments and private sector enterprises on board 
the emissions reduction agenda. The idea is that market incentives will stir 
moves towards reducing emissions, such as through the adoption of low-carbon 
technology, cuts in excess consumption or new manufacturing patterns. Trading 
allows countries and industries fl exibility in where they make emissions cuts, 
decisions that can be linked to considerations in the larger economy or business 
environment.

In 2006 and 2007, emissions trading under greenhouse gas caps was part of 
reducing an estimated 1.5 billion tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions, just 
under 2 percent of total emissions.37 The overall carbon market, which includes 
“voluntary” markets not linked to the Kyoto Protocol, doubled in 2008, reaching 
US $126 billion. Of this, transactions by the EU’s Emissions Trading Scheme 
(ETS) accounted for around US $92 billion. About US $6.8 billion fl owed into 
projects conducted under the CDM and joint implementation systems. Much of 
the rest, just over US $26 billion, went into the secondary CDM market, which 
involves spot, futures and options transactions that do not result in emissions 
reductions.38 

While some fi nancial analysts predict that emissions trading will boom into 
a trillion-dollar market in the coming decade or so,39 emissions trading has 
been criticized for its ineffectiveness, volatility and potential to exacerbate 
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inequities. The ETS, for example, which involves 10,000 factories and utilities 
in 30 countries,40 has mostly distributed emissions allowances free of charge. 
Governments can “exempt” infl uential industries from emissions cuts by allotting 
them extra allowances. Companies can build the value of these allowances into 
prices – for electricity, for example – and earn windfall profi ts. 

Despite plans for an auctioning system that would assign a cost for some 
allowances by 2010, European leaders have agreed to give free emission permits 
at least until 2020 to high-emitting industries, including cement, chemicals and 
steel. Companies asked for exemptions on the basis of the global recession and 
foreign competition; a high percentage of European manufacturers will qualify 
for the free permits.41 

On the carbon market, speculators already do the majority of carbon trading 
– about two-thirds of carbon investment funds by volume serve capital gains 
purposes, rather than helping companies comply with carbon caps.42 Through 
practices such as short-selling, speculation induces price volatility, which 
is already built into the nature of the emissions market itself, since supply is 
controlled by caps but not demand. When demand declines and prices fall too 
low, businesses have less incentive to cut emissions or make longer-term low-
carbon investments.

“The (Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership) has emphasized carbon fi nance 
as a remedy for fl aring, but the use of project-level carbon fi nance is a mere 
bandage for policy ailments that require a more fundamental cure.”

— World Bank Independent Evaluation Group 43

So far, there has been little impetus to regulate carbon trading, including shoddy 
carbon offset credits that qualify as “subprime carbon” and carbon derivatives 
– forecasted to surpass the credit derivatives markets that helped trigger the 
recent global fi nancial meltdown. Some market observers are already calling for 
stringent regulation that puts a heavy burden of proof on traders to show both 
the market effi ciency and social utility of carbon-based fi nancial products with 
risks that are diffi cult to assess.44 

Problems with offsets
The continued reliance of industrialized countries on offsets is another concern. 
This system essentially depends on poor countries subsidizing the reductions 
that rich countries should be taking. The EU15 countries,45 for instance, have 
achieved emissions reductions of 2.7 percent to date, towards a commitment 
of 8 percent by 2012 based on 1990 levels. The European Environment Agency 
expects reductions to rise to 3.6 percent by 2010.46 But almost all will come from 
external offsets in developing countries, and creative accounting in the EU for 
reforestation and forest management.47 After the G-8 agreed in 2009 to support 
a goal of industrialized countries cutting greenhouse gases by 80 percent by 2050, 
one estimate found that the United Kingdom will most likely comply by buying 
up 50 percent of the reduction from abroad. Emissions in the United Kingdom 
will only decline by 40 percent.48 
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In the United States, Greenpeace has predicted that weak targets in draft 
legislation on climate change will be “further undermined by 2 billion tons per 
year of allowable offsets. That number is so large that the amount of available 
offsets will exceed the actual pollution reductions required under the cap until at 
least 2026 – meaning it will be more than a decade before polluters would have 
to make real cuts in their emissions,” even though the bill commits the US to an 
83 percent reduction by 2050.49

Other problems with offsets, whether done under the CDM or elsewhere, come 
from variable certifi cation and measurement standards. One recent study of 
CDM projects found that three-quarters of dams receiving credits did not meet 
the CDM standard of being additional – in other words, they received credits 
even though they had been built and were already operating.50

Some offset projects have had unintended consequences, as in cases of displacing 
indigenous peoples and introducing invasive species of trees. They can have 
perverse incentives, such as encouraging pollution so that it can be offset (see 
Box 6). Industrialized countries tend to pursue the cheapest, easiest offsets, 
potentially leaving more expensive ones for future reduction commitments 
developing countries may need to make. 

Box 6: Burning Up Offset Credits

Oil companies in Nigeria fl are or burn off 40 percent of the natural gas they fi nd 
during oil extraction. The Agip Oil Company plans to build electricity plants to use the 
gas, in which it can claim 1.5 million offset credits a year. The only problem: fl aring is 
illegal in Nigeria. Oilwatch’s Michael Karikpo describes the scenario as being “like a 
criminal demanding money to stop committing crimes.”

— Source: Mukerjee 2009.

Offsets through the CDM land primarily in one country: China, with 84 percent of 
the confi rmed project-based CDM transactions in 2008. It was followed by India 
and Brazil, with 4 percent and 3 percent shares, respectively. While new countries 
entered the CDM pipeline in 2008, including some in sub-Saharan Africa such as 
Senegal and Tanzania, most of the least-developed countries (LDCs) have been 
overlooked, even as they have the most limited public funding capabilities and 
access to foreign direct investment (FDI).51 

At the December 2007 COP-13 meeting held in Bali, a new offset mechanism 
was put on the table – Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest 
Degradation (REDD). Since deforestation contributes to about 20 percent of 
greenhouse gas emissions in any given year52 countries would be able to earn 
carbon credits to trade on international markets by refraining from cutting down 
trees. Beyond mitigating climate change, the scheme could transfer resources 
from industrialized to developing countries that could be used for sustainable 
development and to protect biodiversity. Opponents of REDD and offsets fear 
that this will provide another opportunity for shifting away from major reductions 
in industrialized countries. 
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Trying taxation 
One alternative to emissions trading and offsetting is a carbon tax. Proponents 
argue that it is a more transparent mechanism, imposing a direct cost on carbon 
usage that cannot be whittled away through trading allowances or offsets. To 
avoid penalizing people with fewer resources, taxes can be recycled as tax relief, 
such as for energy usage in households under a certain income level. 

A concern with carbon taxation is that it is not tied directly to quantifiable 
emissions cuts, like cap and trade. Tax rates can be adjusted in line with reduction 
objectives, however. Overall, this approach can be more politically palatable as 
well, appealing to governments otherwise unwilling to adopt emissions caps 
because the funds collected can add up to a steady flow of revenue. This can 
be used to fund infrastructure and development investments. Sweden adopted 
a national tax on carbon emissions in 1990. Since then, it has seen an 8 percent 
decline in emissions while GDP has risen by 48 percent53 (see Box 7 on a variety 
of other national “green” initiatives). 
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Box 7: National Green Initiatives Gather Momentum

Despite the limited progress on international commitments to halting climate change, 
some countries are forging ahead with their own “green” targets and plans. For 
example:

China adopted a goal of reducing energy required for each unit of GDP by 20 percent 
from 2006-2010. Emissions growth has already slowed to almost half the economic 
growth rate over the last two decades; China now has higher fuel effi ciency standards 
for automobiles than the United States. Its recent economic stimulus package had 
green elements on a scale that “dwarfed” those of similar efforts, according to Yvo 
de Boer, Executive Secretary of the UNFCCC. There are early indications that some 
emissions targets may be part of the next fi ve-year plan, starting in 2011. By 2020, 
President Hu Jintao has vowed to cut carbon dioxide emissions per unit of GDP by 
a “notable margin” from the 2005 level, and increase the share of non-fossil fuels in 
primary energy consumption to around 15 percent. Up to US $462 billion has already 
been committed to scaling up renewable energy by 2020. 

Costa Rica intends to be climate neutral by 2021. In 1996, it began taxing fossil fuels; 
3.5 percent of the money goes towards the National Forestry Financing Fund. In 
2007, Costa Rica planted more than 5 million trees, attaining the highest per capita 
tree-planting rate in the world. It has adopted a goal of increasing renewable energy 
generation to over 90 percent and promoted the use of energy-saving appliances.

Ecuador’s President, Rafael Correa, has proposed leaving the oil under Yasuni 
National Park untapped, meaning about 20 percent of Ecuador’s supplies would 
remain in the ground. The value of the oil is currently US $5.7 billion, about 10 
percent of national GDP. But abating the combined emissions from burning the oil 
and deforesting the park to extract it would require up to US $3.7 billion, based on 
an abatement cost of US $20 per ton. Opportunity costs might come from the loss of 
the park’s incredibly rich natural resources. What cannot be priced: human lives and 
culture. The park is home to the 20,000 members of the indigenous Waorini tribe.

Norway recently announced that is would shorten the timeframe for its goal of 
becoming carbon neutral, from 2050 to 2030. It aims to reduce emissions 30 percent 
below 1990 by 2020, with two-thirds from domestic reductions. Kyoto Protocol 
commitments may be exceeded by 5 million tons. Norway is participating in offsetting 
and REDD, while embracing a vigorous national energy effi ciency and savings policy. 
Carbon capture and storage technologies are being applied to offshore oil fi elds.

— Sources: People’s Daily Online 2007; Pierson and Tankersley 2009; Buckley and 
Graham-Harrison 2009; UNDP 2008; de Boer 2009; Chandler et al. 2002; Moncel 2009; 

Gallagher 2009; UNEP 2008; Hu Jintao 2009.
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Price: the bottom line
For both emissions trading and carbon taxation, the bottom line is the price of 
carbon in countries that have exceeded an equitable allowance of atmospheric 
space. When it becomes expensive to emit, people and businesses will look for 
ways to compensate. Both cap and trade and carbon taxation can increase the 
price of carbon, but taxes may do so in a more consistent manner. In either 
case, the price of carbon must fully refl ect the economic and social costs – or 
“externalities” – of releasing it into the atmosphere, including in restricting 
development options for poor countries. Economic and social costs are already 
high and, according to a growing body of evidence, increasing. 

Adapting to the inevitable

Climate change negotiations have focused so far primarily on emissions reductions 
as a response to a warming climate. But adaptation, where people fi gure out how 
to live with inevitable climate changes, is equally critical. The recent record of 
UN appeals for humanitarian aid underscores the need: in 2008, 9 out of 11 
appeals involved climate-related disasters.55 Adapting to climate change involves 
a variety of activities, such as improving water supplies, strengthening disaster 
preparedness and adopting new agricultural techniques.

All countries will have to develop adaptation strategies at some point, but 
countries with more wealth and knowledge will be far better equipped to do so. 
Looked at just as a matter of money, the UK is already spending US $1.2 billion 
annually on fl ood defences. The Dutch are investing in homes that can fl oat on 
water and the Swiss in snow-making machines. Venice, a single city, will spend 
US $3.8 billion over fi ve years to protect itself against rising sea levels.56 

These fi gures are many times more than global sums promised so far for 
adaptation in developing countries – about US $279 million.57 They are beyond 
the reach of most developing countries, many of which struggle with persistent 
gaps in information, infrastructure and social protection that undercut even 
basic adaptation efforts. In a blunt way, they indicate the depth of development 
disparities that, as climate change progresses, will further reinforce existing 
patterns of marginalization. Some people will manage to cope with climate 
challenges, while others fall further behind. 

“Adaptation is becoming a euphemism for social injustice on a global scale. While 
the citizens of the rich world are protected from harm, the poor, the vulnerable and 
the hungry are exposed to the harsh reality of climate change in their everyday 
lives. Put bluntly, the world’s poor are being harmed through a problem that is not 
of their making. The footprint of the Malawian farmer or the Haitian slum dweller 
barely registers in the Earth’s atmosphere.” 

— Archbishop Desmond Tutu54 
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As much as mitigation, adaptation is an issue of development and equity, but not 
just because people who know and earn more have more adaptation resources and 
options. There is also the question of who should pay to adapt to the fallout from 
historical and current emissions: those who have produced them, or those who are 
sharing the consequences? An economic efficiency angle exists as well. According 
to the UNFCCC, every US $1 invested in anticipatory costs can save up to US $7 in 
future relief.58 And the less that is done now on mitigation, the more that will be 
required to adapt later on. 

The low profile of adaptation in international negotiations and limited political 
momentum around it may have several explanations. One is that adaptation can 
involve a more complex set of policy choices spanning all aspects of development, 
from jobs to healthcare to food. It does not lend itself easily to a market mechanism 
such as emissions trading. It requires large public investments in actions that may 
be critical to public welfare, but will not be attractive to for-profit private sector 
investment. Another reason is that industrialized countries already have the capacities 
to equip themselves for adaptation – although only if climate change remains within 
reasonable bounds. Extending greater resource flows to developing countries would 
require stronger acknowledgement of the “adaptation debt” produced by their 
emissions, and its moral and ethical dimensions. 

For the most part, adaptation continues to be viewed primarily as something that 
will occur to manage the impacts of climate change. A more far-reaching perspective 
also considers adaptation in terms of factors that have produced climate change, 
such as wasteful consumption and production patterns in industrialized countries 
and in the wealthier echelons of developing countries.

Low-carbon technology will go some way towards emissions reduction. But current 
patterns of production, consumption and waste all contribute to greenhouse gases 
on a scale that is clearly unsustainable and unjustifiable. In England, producing a 
single kilogramme of food requires 10 kilogrammes of waste, for instance. A one-
ton car comes from 70 tons of materials.59 Every five minutes, the United States 
goes through 15 million sheets of paper and two million plastic beverage bottles.60 
Some analysts have begun suggesting that a consumption-based approach be used 
in negotiating emissions reductions.61

In a sense, both mitigation and adaptation need to be points where development and 
climate change intersect. A new type of development could be one that avoids the 
pitfalls that have characterized the past and led the world to the brink of disaster. If 
current efforts simply build on existing development patterns and the inequities that 
accompany them, they will not be swift or deep or fair enough. 
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What’s Missing? Mind the Gaps

“The Maldives and many other Small Island Developing States do not have the 
luxury (of) hesitation and inaction. Nor can we afford to pick and chose where 
and when this important issue needs to be addressed. For us, it is not solely a 
development issue, it is also a moral issue, an ethical issue, a political issue, a 
legal issue, a human rights issue as well as a grave security issue…. Addressing 
the injustices of climate change is…the moral and ethical responsibility of the 
entire international community. It is time that we put people back in the heart of 
the climate change debate. We believe a comprehensive rights based approach 
to sustainable and just development, anchored in the concept of common but 
differentiated responsibility, is now an imperative.” 

—Ahmed Khaleel, Permanent Representative of the Maldives to the United Nations62

Climate change has grown in prominence as a global concern since the adoption 
of the UNFCCC in 1992. But the piecemeal international responses so far 
constitute a kind of tinkering around the edges, while the roots of the problem 
lie undisturbed. Not enough has been done to qualify these efforts as equitable 
or effective. 

A climate justice agenda requires closing gaps in four sets of issues that have 
appeared in negotiations but should be at the centre. These comprise development 
disparities; vulnerable groups; governance; and resources. All involve substantial 
shifts in current political dynamics and economic equations. But if unaddressed, 
they will continue to perpetuate inequities and introduce ineffi ciencies that will 
stall meaningful progress. 

Disparities in development

“The only way to make tangible progress is to approach the climate challenge as 
a development challenge.”
 

—United Nations63 

Development is the starting point for discussing climate change – for all 
countries. This immediately directs attention to the ways that development 
can help or obstruct progress to reduce global warming. A holistic defi nition of 
development encompasses activities that produce emissions, such as generating 
electricity and cutting down forests, and the elements essential for human well-
being and adaptation to climate change, such as food security and livelihoods. It 
must be premised on a notion of balance, where people can both thrive and draw 
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responsibly on natural resources. Equity is implied, since resources are finite and 
must be shared. Justice comes from recognizing that people who are poor have 
the right to pursue opportunities to seek well-being – just as wealthier people 
have already done – rather than being further penalized by poverty.

Politically, making development the reference point for climate change is 
complicated because it requires industrialized countries to recognize that climate 
change has come mostly from their own development, and to face the reality that 
they may no longer be able to sustain what they have achieved simply by holding 
on to existing practices, whether in manufacturing, consumption patterns or in 
demanding more than a fair share of atmospheric space.

For developing countries, there is no valid argument for sacrificing development 
to emissions control as long as industrialized countries are unwilling to make 
significant cuts themselves, and carry out large-scale transfers of resources and 
technology. Regardless of actions taken by industrialized countries, developing 
countries face fallout across the full range of development issues that many are 
already struggling to resolve, and the imperative of developing fast enough to 
cope with new challenges. The poorest countries are not at a level of development 
where they will be able to keep up or adapt in even the most nominal ways without 
significant investments from external sources.

Climate change effectively multiplies other stresses on development that 
developing countries already have more of, such as high rates of population growth, 
poor health, lack of water and sanitation, vulnerable employment and political 
instability. Many of these stem from inequities that undercut development and 
capacities to improve it. Three common results are deterioration in the pace and 
quality of development; migration as people are forced to move; and insecurity 
as people cornered by a lack of options struggle for basic subsistence. One study 
has predicted that climate change may exacerbate risks of violent conflict in 46 
countries with 2.7 billion people.64 

Fallout from climate change is already strongly evident in the following areas, 
with impacts expected to grow if concerted and timely actions are not taken.

Food security and agriculture
In the area of food security and agriculture, an estimated 1.02 billion people 
globally are suffering from malnutrition due to problems in the production and 
distribution of food, worsened by the impacts of the world economic crisis as well 
as climate change.65 Through water stress and temperature increases, climate 
change will reduce the output of staple crops. Even if food is available, people 
may not have access to it due to other impacts from climate change, such as 
diminished livelihoods due to the destruction of natural resources and general 
economic instability. The number of malnourished people may rise by 600 
million more.66

In the supply of food, subsistence farmers will be most vulnerable to climate shifts, 
as they have the fewest resources to adapt to them. Extending mass industrialized 
agriculture, which has broadened access to food in some parts of the world, will 
be complicated if current production patterns continue. Agriculture has made 
substantial contribution to greenhouse gases, comprising 14 percent.67
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Water
Water is one of world’s most basic and increasingly contested resources. It is 
critical to agriculture, health and sanitation, manufacturing, power generation 
and daily household use – and a major element in climate change. Current usage 
of freshwater exceeds a sustainable level by some 25 percent,68 but over a billion 
people still lack access to safe drinking water. Freshwater supplies may decline 
due to climate shifts by as much as 20 to 30 percent in some regions.69 By 2025, 
1.8 billion people may be living in areas experiencing water scarcity.70 

Other water impacts on development will come from floods and droughts, and 
higher sea levels absorbing land for human habitation. People who are already 
poor will have few defenses against these changes, since managing them generally 
requires large investments in infrastructure. The acidification of sea water – 
anticipated on a scale not seen for tens of millions of years, if current emissions 
trends continue – will alter sea resources, depriving coastal people of food and 
livelihoods. 

Health
Poorer quality of water and air and higher temperatures will combine to threaten 
health through increased diarrheal, infectious and cardiovascular diseases.71 
Existing poor health, often linked to poverty, makes people less equipped to 
survive physical stresses. Malaria cases are already about 250 million per year.72 
As many as 400 million more people may be at risk of the disease due to climate 
change, including in regions where it had been eradicated.73 Up to 80 percent 
of malaria deaths already occur in sub-Saharan Africa,74 where health systems 
have been severely weakened by conflict, macroeconomic policy choices that 
have undercut domestic social spending, and HIV and AIDS.

Energy
Development depends on energy, which partly explains the strong resistance 
to emissions controls. Energy fuels modern economies and has a direct impact 
on human development, productivity, health, education, communication and 
transport. No country has substantially reduced poverty without a large increase 
in energy use and/or more efficient energy sources.75 

People who lack modern energy sources – an estimated 2 billion worldwide76 
– resort to fuels such as wood and dung, which harms health, turns basic tasks 
such as cooking into time-consuming activities, and contributes to deforestation 
and desertification. It further traps people in cycles of poverty and increases 
their vulnerability to climate change. It also contributes to greenhouse gas 
emissions.77 The World Bank estimates the human welfare benefits of access 
to electricity are up to US $1 per kilowatt-hour, while corresponding carbon 
damages would be only a few cents per kilowatt-hour. Providing basic electricity 
to all currently unconnected households, globally, would add only one-third of 
a percent of overall greenhouse gas emissions, less with renewable and efficient 
energy measures.78

Fossil fuel subsidies are one aspect of energy provision that require closer 
examination, since they have been criticized as primarily benefiting wealthier 
population segments and maintaining high emissions rates. The 20 largest 
economies outside the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
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(OECD) currently provide annual subsidies of over US $300 billion.79 National 
spending on this is many times higher, in some cases, than spending on health 
care or other critical development priorities. Investments in new forms of energy 
and green jobs are among the opportunities that may be missed. 

Some groups face more threats

Billions of people are vulnerable to climate change because of the conditions 
imposed by poverty. Additional threats come when poverty intersects with other 
parameters of exclusion, such as gender, ethnicity, age, health status, caste or 
geographical location. Excluded groups are often pushed into marginal lands or 
neighbourhoods in cities. They have limited access to a wide range of resources, 
from housing to water to livelihoods. 

Women
Gender discrimination, as one of the most widespread inequities, is embedded 
in social, economic and political systems around the world. This leaves women 
with less access to resources, a less powerful political voice and more limited 
capacities to claim their rights. 

These persistent constraints can be seen at work in natural disasters, where 
women die at higher rates than men. Those in poor households gather most of 
the household water and fuel – two natural resources most likely to be affected 
by climate change. In rural areas, they tend to depend more than men on 
agriculture for food and income. They are already more prone to malnutrition, in 
part because of childbearing and more limited access to health care than men.

Analyzing the dimensions of climate change from a gender perspective requires 
looking at the mostly socially defined differences between men and women. 
Women may have greater needs for energy services due to household work, for 
example. If a poor country embarks on a low-carbon development path without 
a corresponding extension of affordable modern household energy sources, they 
would bear the brunt of the burden.80

Where resource and technology transfers are involved in combating climate 
change – as under the CDM – current patterns of discriminatory access suggest 
women will receive few of the benefits. Women are extensively involved in 
managing forest resources in some areas and make substantial contributions to 
agriculture, for example. But they hardly factor into existing policies, programmes 
and budgetary allocations for either sector. This exclusion has held true for the 
UNFCCC negotiations. It has only been in the run-up to the 2009 negotiations 
in Copenhagen that several States Parties have begun concertedly advocating for 
the inclusion of gender equality provisions.81

Children
Children have also rarely featured in climate change debates, even though they 
will inherit a future irrevocably marked by climate change, and they comprise 
a large segment of the current population. A third of the world’s population is 
under 18, with 85 percent in developing countries.82 
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Children will suffer more health consequences from warming temperatures 
because of their physical, cognitive and physiological immaturity. The current 
main killers of children – malaria, diarrhoea and undernutrition – are highly 
sensitive to climate.83 Around 80 percent of malaria deaths already occur among 
children under fi ve.84 

Children also have a higher mortality rate from weather-related disasters than 
adults. They are at risk of being orphaned or separated from their families, and 
suffering abuse or traffi cking. While children need protection from threats like 
these, they can also be seen as agents of change, reached through schools to learn 
new attitudes and behaviours that will be crucial to reducing and adapting to 
global warming.

Indigenous peoples
One set of groups that depends heavily on natural resources threatened by climate 
change is indigenous peoples. Amid dwindling natural resources, some have 
experienced human rights violations, displacements and confl icts, and death. 

Carbon sink and renewable energy projects, for example, have appropriated 
indigenous lands. This experience has sparked concerns about the REDD 
initiative. By increasing the value of indigenous lands through monetizing it on 
the international markets, REDD could work to the disadvantage of indigenous 
peoples. Many do not carry formal land titles and have limited economic and 
political power. Dispossession or reduced access to traditional natural resources 
could be among the possible outcomes, making existing inequalities worse. 

Some governments have pushed for the inclusion of indigenous peoples’ rights 
in the UNFCCC discussions. As a whole, indigenous peoples have a documented 
legacy of creative and effective local responses to climate change, and a valuable 
body of traditional knowledge gleaned from living closely with the natural 
environment. 

“We have not raised a single franc for that area and already 10 villages have 
disappeared. That is some 10,000 people who have had to go make a living 
elsewhere farther inland.”

— Ibila Djibril, head of climate change in Benin’s Ministry of Environment, on the 
results of coastal erosion in the Grand Popo region. Benin has found funds for 

reinforcing coastal areas east of Cotonou – US $70 million.85

Migrants
People who are vulnerable to climate change and lack the resources to adapt will 
use multiple coping strategies. One of the most obvious will be migration, either 
permanently or temporarily, and within or across countries. Natural disasters, 
zones no longer fi t for human habitation and environmental degradation may drive 
many more people to migrate, on top of those who will be refugees and internally 
displaced. While there are no defi nitive projections, hundreds of millions of people 
may be affected. 
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Economic drivers that fuel migration will likely become more acute if livelihoods 
tied to natural resources are lost or threatened by climate change, although the 
poorest people will be the least likely to have even this choice. Population densities 
may increase in areas that become destinations for people seeking habitable 
places to live and work, adding pressures on remaining natural resources and 
land use, and social and political systems. 

Meaningful participation

Climate justice principles need to be refl ected in development choices and 
strategies, but should also guide participation in making choices, implementing 
them and accounting for them. Decision-making dominated by a few issues or 
groups has proven inequitable and inadequate.

In climate change talks, while consensus is the aim, national interests – at times 
linked to commercial or trade concerns – overridingly continue to drive the 
scope of international negotiations, despite the fact that the future may depend 
on a much stronger notion of the common welfare. Industrialized country 

“In the case of the…‘contents of the atmosphere,’ it is hard to think of an 
argument as to why rich people should have more of this shared resource than 
poor people. They are not exchanging their labor for somebody else’s and they 
are not consuming the proceeds of their own land, or some natural resource that 
lies beneath it.”

— Nicholas Stern86

governments have kept the focus on emissions and mitigation, even though 
adaptation is more important now in many developing countries. “Meaningful 
participation” has come to refer to the willingness of developing countries to 
commit to an emissions reduction regime. It does not encapsulate whether or 
not the process of participating in climate talks is meaningful to developing 
countries, and refl ects their priorities and inputs, much less those of civil society 
and other groups not sitting at the negotiating table.87

The UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol both call for “cooperation” among governments, 
but so far the structures enacted to carry this out have been contested. The 
Global Environment Facility (GEF), for instance, funds initiatives in developing 
countries in line with the UNFCCC as the convention’s designated fi nancial 
mechanism. But it has a separate board and strong institutional links to the 
World Bank, which is still the GEF’s trustee. Questions have been raised about 
equitable access to GEF funds for some smaller and poorer countries.88 

The International Monetary Fund (IMF), as the other arm of the Bretton Woods 
institutions (BWIs), has helped prop up the economic and fi nancial systems that 
have produced climate change. In 2009, the G-20 agreed to channel US $750 
billion out of a US $1.1 trillion global rescue package into the fund. Governance 
reforms have been promised to expand voting rights, given that the top 20 
countries still have nearly 70 percent of the votes and the remaining 166 have 
under 30 percent.89 
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Questioning of the quality of international decision-making around climate 
change, especially in light of continued reliance on economic models that have 
fueled it, is now coming from multiple sources. Nicholas Stern has said that an 
effective response to climate change must involve international understanding 
and collaboration based on methods that are effective, efficient and equitable. 
He suggests a framework in which individual countries assess their own 
responsibilities and targets with reference to progress made in the rest of the 
world.90 The United Nations has put forward an argument that shifting to a low-
emissions, high-growth development pathway requires a governance structure 
that can “pursue a much more focused and coherent agenda, prevents dominance 
by donor countries and provides for participatory decision-making on financial 
contributions and disbursements.”91

An increasingly vocal climate justice movement has mobilized civil society 
groups, extending political activism beyond environmental organizations to those 
focusing on development and human rights. Indigenous peoples associations, for 
example, have demanded a voice in the forums making decisions about climate 
change, including international negotiations. They have also filed court cases in 
national, regional and international courts, drawing attention to the threats they 
face. 

The lack of accountability for the emissions targets in the Kyoto Protocol is 
an ongoing deficit in governance related to climate change, although these are 
binding under international law. Fulfilling commitments to adaptation resources 
has also fallen below what has been promised. These shortfalls have deepened the 
distrust of many governments participating in climate change talks, weakening 
the COP as an instrument for global cooperation. 

Some governance concerns relate to the private sector, which both contributes to 
and must play a major role in curbing global warming through the creation and 
use of greener, cleaner technology. To date, high-emitting industries have been 
skillful in convincing governments to loosen restrictions on emissions, although 
some are also seeking new business opportunities in mitigation and clean energy. 
Less clear is how private sector decision-making corresponds with the global 
movement to respond to climate change, or with development and human rights 
priorities that do not lend themselves to short-term profits (see Box 8).

Coordinated governance is important within each country, entailing collaboration 
across branches of government, and the public and private sectors. Equity 
concerns are as critical here as they are on the global stage, given the widening 
social disparities at work within some developing and industrialized countries. 
Bolivia is an example of a country that has put a framework in place to deal with 
climate change – through its constitution, which makes commitments to the 
right to development and non-discrimination, including in reference to the use 
and protection of natural resources. 
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Box 8: People Excluded from Choice, Not Consequence

A case of carbon offsetting in India illustrates what happens when decision-making 
excludes the people it affects. The fi elds around a giant chemical factory in the 
Indian state of Gujarat used to grow cotton for local villagers. Now they barely 
grow anything. Water from local wells smells acrid and kills the plants it should be 
nourishing. Children are born with deformities. 

The factory makes refrigerant gasses for air-conditioners and fridges. Four years 
ago, it received an investment from a company in the United Kingdom interested 
in purchasing carbon offsets for its own emissions. The UK company provided new 
technology to stem greenhouse gas emissions, as verifi ed by auditors paid by the 
factory. But dangerous contaminants not defi ned as emissions began seeping into 
nearby land and water. Some of the investment money was used for a second 
factory to produce Tefl on and caustic soda, both are processes that generate 
substantial pollution. Soon after installing the technology, the factory sold the 
carbon credits it had earned on the international market and tripled its earnings.

The Chief Minister of Gujarat describes carbon offsetting as a good business 
opportunity. “It’s a typical Western capitalist system, cash- and profi t-based. In 
the East we think differently; caring for nature and the environment is something 
that comes naturally to us. But of course we’ll take the carbon credits money if it is 
offered to us. Why wouldn’t we?”

No one has consulted the villagers in this process, most of whom are poor and 
prone to discrimination as members of low-caste or untouchable groups. Illnesses 
are growing rapidly from drinking from the polluted wells, but there are no other 
sources of water. The Gujarat High Court has confi rmed poisonous levels of 
fl uoride in the water and evidence that toxic wastes are not being disposed of 
properly. Its call for compensation has gone unanswered. When villagers marched 
on the factory to express their frustration, 84 people were arrested.

The British company insists it is only responsible for the technology it provided 
under the terms of a single project. The Indian company claims the fl uoride comes 
from “natural deposits.” So in the end, everyone benefi ts except the villagers. Only 
they – and the earth – suffer the consequences.

— Source: Ghouri 2009.
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Who should pay?

There is no doubt: large quantities of resources will be required to combat climate 
change. Climate justice requires deliberate attention to how resources can be 
directed to reduce development disparities. Realistically, poorer countries are not 
able to fi nance existing development priorities, much less the new investments 
required by climate change. The recent fi nancial crisis shows that where there is 
a will and a sense of threatened national interests, funds can be raised. Massive 
public funding, amounting to US $18 trillion or almost 30 percent of gross world 
product, has gone into recapitalizing banks, nationalizing fi nancial institutions 
and guaranteeing fi nancial assets. Fiscal stimulus plans, by April 2009, amounted 
to about US $2.7 trillion.93

No one knows exactly how much climate change will cost. Some fi gures mainly 
consider infrastructure and technology requirements for mitigation and 
adaptation, without factoring in potentially much greater development costs from 
poorer health, food insecurity and so on. There is growing agreement that most 
of the current fi gures are too low and will need to be raised over time, especially 
as consensus has grown that total carbon emissions will need to stop at lower 
thresholds – 450 ppm or below – to avoid crossing the 2 degree C mark. 

Nicholas Stern has raised his estimate for the costs to cut emissions from an initial 
1 percent of global GDP by 2050 to 2 percent, and warns that the actual cost may 
be substantially more.94 The IPCC has predicted that costs to stabilize emissions 
at 445 ppm would be 3 percent of global GDP between 2012 and 2030.95 

These economy-wide studies diverge from “bottom-up” estimates that look at 
the mitigation potential of a range of technologies in different countries. The 
UNFCCC estimates that an additional US $200 billion to US $210 billion will 
be needed annually for mitigation by 2030 to return emissions to current levels, 
along with US $432 billion annually invested in the power sector and US $148 
billion in renewable and low-carbon energy, and carbon dioxide capture and 
storage (see Box 10 on fi nancing technology).96 A McKinsey & Company study 
has suggested that upfront investment in mitigation measures could climb from 
US $780 billion in 2020 to US $1.2 trillion in 2030.97

Estimates on costs for adaptation vary widely. The World Bank has calculated 
the price for climate-proofi ng development assistance and foreign and domestic 
investments at between US $9 billion and US $41 billion annually from 2010 
to 2015, with costs after that jumping to US $80 billion to cover a variety of 
impacts.98 Oxfam has proposed a fi gure of about US $50 billion a year, based on 
a survey of 13 national adaptation plans, while UNDP has suggested it will top US 
$86 billion a year by 2015.99 

“Rich countries are showing great reluctance to face up to the reality of what 
rationing carbon means for levels of growth and prosperity in their countries. It 
is going to be a fundamental change…. What we are beginning to witness is a 
whole new set of rules for economics, based on rationing resources.”

— John Prescott, Rapporteur for the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe92 
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A 2009 study by the International Institute for Environment and Development 
and Grantham Institute for Climate Change claimed that current adaptation cost 
predictions are much smaller than they should be, in part because they do not 
account for low levels of current investment in development that make some 
countries more vulnerable to climate change than others. Without full funding 
for development, funding for adaptation will remain insufficient.100

For overall climate change-related transfers from industrialized to developed 
countries, the G77/China has put forward a calculation of up to 1 percent of the 
annual gross national product of Annex 1 countries.101 Members of the African 
Union have stipulated that Africa alone will need US $67 billion to US $200 
billion annually in compensation for what will likely be severe constraints on 
already low levels of development.102

A record of inadequacy
Regardless of the figure chosen for the costs of climate change, patterns of 
financing so far have not proven adequate in their amount or distribution. The 
estimated US $20 trillion to be spent between 2004 and 2030 to meet global energy 
demands could be critical to “decarbonizing” economic growth, for example.103 
In the OECD countries, however, both public and private expenditures on 
energy-related research, development and deployment have declined in recent 
years. Public flows have dropped to US $8 billion from about US $12 billion two 
decades ago, while private funds have fallen to US $4.5 billion compared with US 
$8 billion a decade ago.104 

At the World Bank, the largest decline in lending for infrastructure projects since 
the mid-1990s has occurred in the electricity sector, on the expectation that the 
private sector would take up the slack. The trend at the Bank reversed in 2002, 
but new commitments have not yet reached the level of the mid-1990s.105

Public climate change financing pledged to developing countries through 
multilateral and bilateral channels is about US $21 billion106 – about two-thirds 
of the amount that OECD countries spend on energy production subsidies.107 
The bulk of climate change funds flow through bilateral channels and the World 
Bank.108 

Only US $279 million has been explicitly committed to multilateral adaptation 
projects over the next several years – resources for mitigation generally dwarf 
those for adaptation, even though the latter is a priority in low-emitting poorer 
countries. The Oxford Institute for Energy Studies calculated that from 2000 
to 2006, an estimated US $600 million was offered by OECD countries for 
assistance with adaptation, but mostly for disaster risk reduction. This was only 
1/34th of the US $11 billion spent in that period on climate projects, most of 
which went towards mitigation measures in a few countries.109 

In mobilizing public resources for climate change, the history of official 
development assistance (ODA) is not encouraging. Very few countries have 
reached the longstanding international commitment of giving 0.7 percent of 
GNP. In some cases, disbursement of funds lags behind. Aid delivery continues to 
focus on the strategic priorities of donor countries rather than developing country 
requirements. In 2004, only 40 percent of the US $3.4 billion in emergency 
humanitarian funds requested by the UN was delivered, much of it too late to 
avert human development setbacks.110
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Underfunded Funds
A series of funds to support developing countries has been set up under the 
auspices of the GEF, including the Special Climate Change Fund, the Least 
Developed Country Fund and the Strategic Priority on Adaptation. Just over US 
$157 million has been spent by all three so far, on 98 projects with an average 
cost of US $1.6 million.111 As an indication of the potential costs of adaptation 
and the possible inadequacy of these expenditures, one recent study found that 
adaptation of a single watershed in China would be US $1 billion a year.112 

The Least Developed Country Fund encourages eligible States to create national 
action plans for adaptation based on urgent needs. As of May 2009, 40 countries 
had submitted plans, with a total cost of US $1.63 billion,113 but the fund has only 
disbursed about US $48 million.114 

The UNFCCC calls on industrialized countries to provide new and additional 
resources for climate change measures, including for adaptation costs in 
particularly vulnerable countries. They should take all practical steps to 
promote, facilitate and fi nance the transfer of or access to environmentally sound 
technologies.

“All studies agree that current international fi nancing mechanisms are of 
inadequate size compared to the requirements to combat climate change.”

— G-20 Climate Finance Experts Group115

Developing countries have specifi ed that climate change fi nancing needs to 
substantially increase to qualify as “additional,” and should not be counted 
under existing ODA commitments. Some donor countries have maintained that 
resources for adaptation, in particular, are diffi cult to distinguish from ordinary 
ODA support for health, education, etc. Developing countries also want fi nancing 
decisions to be agreed upon and made under the relatively democratic UNFCCC 
COP. Industrialized countries have preferred to channel resources bilaterally 
or through the World Bank. The Bank’s Climate Investment Funds have been 
stocked with US $6.2 billion,116 with an additional US $900 billion for its carbon 
partnership and forest carbon partnership facilities. These fi gures compare 
with US $2.7 billion for the GEF over the past 17 years,117 and the much smaller 
amounts in the GEF funds for climate change adaptation.118  

The Climate Investment Funds count contributions as ODA, and their defi nition 
of clean energy has been disputed, since it includes “clean” coal and large 
hydropower plants considered less clean than wind, solar and thermal systems. 
The World Bank continues to fi nance extractive and “dirty” energy industries 
under agreements with developing country governments. In fi scal 2007-2008 
alone, it increased spending on oil, coal and gas by 94 percent over the previous 
year, while spending on renewable energies increased only 13 percent.119
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Some NGOs have also questioned the wisdom of sending resources through World 
Bank loans that incur fi nancial debts, when industrialized countries are already 
in an atmospheric debt to developing countries for their disproportionate use of 
atmospheric carbon capacity.

A market role?
Another potential source of climate fi nancing is the private sector – its investments 
constitute up to 86 percent of all global investment and fi nancial fl ows.120 Some 
investment is already happening through the CDM and joint implementation 
projects. The Adaptation Fund, created after the Kyoto Protocol came into force 
and designed to be fi nanced through a levy on CDM projects, could generate 
between US $80 million and US $300 million a year by 2012 depending on 
trading volume and price.121 The Adaptation Fund completed the fi rst two sales 
of certifi ed emissions reductions in mid-2009, totaling US $18.4 million.122 

Questions about the ability of the CDM to produce fi nance for low-carbon 
development hover around the small sums involved so far, and the fact that 
a large segment of CDM funds are still going into carbon-intensive industries 
and fossil fuel projects.123 Proponents argue that the CDM and other offsetting 
mechanisms need a major expansion to produce larger transfers, but this would 
not address the existing problems with proving that projects are additional and 
make a verifi able contribution to emissions reductions.

In the wake of the recent global fi nancial crisis, there is a great deal of skepticism 
about the role of markets in supplying fi nancing. Energy investments, for 
example, require large upfront spending and a long timeframe, and involve 
uncertain returns – all features that can make them unlikely to attract suffi cient 
private sector resources. Adaptation costs are more likely to be perceived as 
public investments requiring levels of ongoing support that generally come from 
the public sector. 

“When the CDM was introduced 10 years ago, there was much expectation from 
the developing countries that it would provide the necessary up-front fi nancial 
and technical support for new sustainable development projects that would 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Today…it is mostly functioning to provide 
additional cash fl ow to projects that are already able to move forward with its [sic] 
own fi nancing.”

— Asian Development Bank senior offi cial in 2008124 
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Box 9: Linking Finance and Technology

One critical role for climate change fi nance is investing in new technology. Low-
carbon technology is increasingly available and will become more so. It will be an 
essential part of the large emissions cuts in industrialized countries. For developing 
countries, there may be opportunities to benefi t both development and the climate 
by using cleaner technology to plug gaps in existing infrastructure such as energy 
systems, in the way that cell phone networks have leapt ahead of landline phones 
in some places.

However, low-carbon technologies typically remain more expensive than traditional 
carbon-intensive technologies. Patents and research and development capacities 
are highly concentrated in industrialized countries. Poorer developing countries 
face continued barriers to access, including limited resources and capacities to 
obtain and use technology, and pursue innovations. For many at this point in time, 
technology for adaptation and basic development is far more critical than tech-
niques for emissions mitigation. 

The UNFCCC has generated fi gures on the costs of technology needed by devel-
oping countries, predicting this should be between US $6 billion and US $41 billion 
annually for deploying technologies, with another US $176 billion to US $464 billion 
annually for diffusion and commercial transfer. It estimates that between US $10 
billion and US $100 billion annually should be applied to research and develop-
ment, but only in industrialized countries – a notion criticized for ignoring needs and 
potentials in developing countries.

— Sources: South Centre 2009; UNFCCC 2008.

A menu of options
Looking forward, and driven by increased pressure in international negotiations, 
a number of fi nancing proposals have come from different countries and groups 
(see Boxes 10 and 11). General options include the auctioning of emissions 
allowances, an international assessment system beyond ODA, levies on 
international aviation and shipping, an international fi nancial transaction tax, 
and the shifting of fossil fuel subsidies in industrialized countries into climate 
change fi nancing in developing nations.
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Box 10: Proposals for Financing

Some of the proposals for climate change fi nancing include:

Mexico has suggested the creation of the Comprehensive World Climate Change 
Fund for mitigation, adaptation and technology transfer. All countries would 
contribute; withdrawals would be determined based on current emissions, population 
and GDP. The fund would aim to spend US $10 billion a year. All countries would 
have an equal voice in its governance. 

Switzerland has sketched a funding scheme based on a global carbon tax of US $2 
per ton of carbon dioxide emitted. Countries emitting less than 1.5 tons per person 
per year would be exempt. Out of estimated annual revenues of US $48.5 billion, 
US $18.4 billion would be for a Multilateral Adaptation Fund, with countries paying 
in based on their level of national income. 

Norway has suggested auctioning international permits for emissions and 
distributing the revenues to developing countries. 

The Commonwealth Secretariat has raised the issue of multilateral debt swaps to 
combat climate change. These could generate US $90 billion, with an additional 
US $40 billion from bilateral relief. 

— Sources: Worldwatch Institute 2009; Development Finance International 2009.

Whether resources for climate change are public or private, they need to be 
treated as investments in the global public good of stabilizing climate change. 
From a climate justice perspective, equitable distribution of resources takes on 
board the historical reasons why some people and countries are further behind 
than others, and the benefi ts of closing the gaps – for development, human rights 
and a habitable world.

Box 11: Applying a Formula of Responsibility and Capability

The Greenhouse Development Rights Framework could be used to apportion 
mitigation and adaptation costs based on its responsibility and capability indicator. 
This encapsulates each country’s historical contribution to climate change and 
the ability of those above a minimum development threshold to address it without 
sacrifi cing people’s basic needs. 

The responsibility and capability formulation could be applied to multiple fi nancing 
mechanisms, including to create, operate and monitor them. Using the indicator 
to establish a US $250 billion per year global climate change fund, for example, 
would mean the US’s share would currently be US $82.7 billion, the EU15’s US 
$57.4 billion, and China’s US $13.75 billion. The indicator would adjust over time to 
capture shifts in responsibility and capability.

— Source: Pendleton, Andrew and Simon Retallack 2009.
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“Climate change is already undermining the realization of a broad range of 
fundamental rights for many people – the right to health and even life, rights to 
food, water, shelter and property, rights associated with livelihood and culture 
are all affected. Our challenge is to build accountability for human rights into 
future efforts to address climate change. By doing so, we will better understand 
who is most at risk and how we should act to protect them.”

— Mary Robinson, October 2009

A climate justice agenda is founded on the principle of equity, across all aspects 
of climate change, but beyond that point it must be a living agenda. The elements 
will likely shift over time to fulfi ll the needs and priorities of different peoples 
and nations, as they defi ne them, and to protect the environmental resources on 
which we all depend. 

It is beyond the scope of this booklet to offer a set of comprehensive 
recommendations for a climate justice agenda. Presented here are some 
starting points to begin reframing current climate change debates, as part of a 
broader process of people claiming their rights to sustainable development and 
participation in decisions that affect their lives.

Make justice the starting point. This is the only approach that is 
comprehensive enough to tackle climate change, foster sustainable economies, 
and be politically acceptable to the majority of countries. Climate change talks 
have been contentious and consensus diffi cult, but the push to strike agreement 
at all costs carries the risk that decisions made to reduce inequities will be 
postponed, while climate change threats continue to grow. There can be no grand 
global bargain without justice at its core.

Build on existing development and human rights agreements. Both 
adaptation and mitigation activities should be carried out under the well-
established development and human rights frameworks affi rmed by decades 
of national and international policies and actions. Climate change cannot 
be reversed at the expense of poverty eradication or by thwarting the right to 
development. The continued tendency to view climate change and development 
as parallel rather than intertwined issues will hinder progress on both fronts. 

Step up action—urgently—to slow climate change. As a whole, the 
world has the knowledge, resources and technology to counter climate change. 
It articulated a common political vision in the UNFCCC. Given the escalating 
pace of global warming, it now has to act with far greater urgency to realize 
these commitments. Change is possible even if it requires major economic and 
political rearrangements around the core principles of equity and sustainable 
development. 
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Aim high—adopt the most ambitious targets. Climate change predictions 
have consistently proven to be underestimated. Using the most pessimistic 
calculations recognizes that some countries and peoples face lower thresholds 
for threats than others. By aiming for the most ambitious targets, there is 
a greater likelihood that sufficient steps will be taken in time. Given the risks 
for small islands and low-lying territories as discussed in Chapter 1, the world 
should take a precautionary approach and aim to keep temperature changes to a 
maximum of 1.5 degrees C. The 1990 baseline for emissions cuts must apply to all 
industrialized countries – it is unjust to allow extra years to be added to a history 
of overconsumption of atmospheric space. Overall greenhouse gas emissions 
should be reduced and kept at a ceiling of 350 ppm, and the trajectory of global 
emissions must shift downward no later than 2015.

Move adaptation to the foreground. Adaptation efforts need to move 
promptly to the foreground of international and national support for 
development and climate change, even as mitigation efforts are dramatically 
scaled up. Contributions to adaptation financing by industrialized countries 
should be linked to the depth of their own mitigation efforts, the ability to pay 
and historic emissions. In developing countries, national development plans, 
backed by national and international financing, should integrate adaptation and 
“climate proofing” across all relevant sectors. They should focus on strengthening 
resilience among vulnerable groups, such as through social protection schemes 
and targeted investments in public services and infrastructure. All of these steps 
should be taken urgently, given that the costs of adaptation rise when actions are 
delayed.

Transform the systems and institutions that have created climate 
change. Tinkering around the edges describes much of the response to climate 
change so far. This falls short of what is needed. As the world stalls, only 
some people continue to reap rewards from current political and economic 
configurations. Billions more do not. Governance and development models 
should be built around notions of justice and equity, with the objective of 
working for the planet and people as a whole, and evening out imbalances that 
are not sustainable. It is not enough to talk about low-carbon pathways through 
technology, for example, without also rethinking current models of production, 
global trade and consumption patterns. 

Reduce exclusion in global decision-making. Climate change talks and 
actions have featured a few voices and priorities, and neglected many others. 
The small island developing States (SIDS), least developed countries (LDCs) 
and indigenous peoples face particular threats that are not being adequately 
addressed, in addition to the injustice of being low emitters struggling to cope 
with severe impacts on development and even territorial integrity. The notion of 
developing countries being at the table should be refined to emphasize that this 
must include those who do not have a powerful role in the global economy. 

All major climate change decisions should take place within the UN system, as 
the most democratic international forum, including those related to the use of 
adaptation and mitigation funds, and the setting of targets. At the same time, new 
accountability mechanisms need to be developed to ensure that these decisions 
accord with the fulfillment of the broadest spectrum of human and sustainable 
development needs. 
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Call on both industrialized and developing countries to set climate 
and development targets. Both climate change and development have to 
be viewed from a global framework under which appropriate, equitable and 
sustainable balances can be struck. Targets should be part of national planning 
and set in agreement with informed citizens about the kind of world people want 
to share. They should reflect the notions of historical responsibility and common 
but differentiated responsibilities, as well as variations in development contexts. 
The Greenhouse Development Rights framework, which integrates responsibility 
and capability indicators, is one model that could be applied to defining emissions 
targets. 

Industrialized countries could take the lead and demonstrate what can be achieved 
by adopting and implementing targets of a 45 percent decline in emissions over 
1990 levels by 2020. Developing countries, particularly those with fast-growing 
economies, may need to adopt targets by 2020 or before, but they should not 
be required to accept binding targets until industrialized countries demonstrate 
how lower carbon growth can work, commit to equitable and inclusive global 
institutions and frameworks, and provide sufficient financial and technological 
support in accordance with national development plans. 

Agree on a convergence in per capita emissions. This should be set at an 
annual 2 tons of carbon dioxide and equivalent greenhouse gases per person by 
2050, with minimal scope for deviation. Current mitigation and development 
plans and targets should be framed with this average in mind. 

Back a public investment approach to climate change. Key decisions 
should be made by the public sector in accordance with public interests, and 
deliberately linked to objectives such as reducing emissions while ensuring 
equitable access to energy services required for development. An appropriate 
public policy framework could, for example, build links between the adoption of 
green technology, the expansion of energy services, and the generation of new 
opportunities for decent jobs. In industrialized countries, for the near term, other 
public policy priorities should include allocating responsibilities for emissions 
between producers and consumers, and setting a price on carbon through 
taxation or regulations on market minimums.

The private sector can play a role in addressing climate change, but the market 
should operate in service to development, not the other way around. An under-
supervised market should not be viewed as a reliable source of actions or financial 
flows on the scale required to stop climate change. Even a growing chorus of 
private sector firms, based on the recent global crisis, has called for putting 
effective policy and regulation of markets at the heart of the response to global 
warming. Market imperfections will otherwise continue to hinder mitigation 
options, such as those to achieve greater energy efficiency. A high bar should be 
in place to ensure, rather than assume, that markets are making contributions to 
reducing climate change and fostering sustainable development. 

Challenge market-based cap and trade, and offset programmes. These 
have contributed little to emissions reductions. There is a lack of conclusive 
evidence on whether the problem is the models being used or current 
approaches to implementation. To be warranted, both systems need to make 
clearly demonstrable contributions to lower emissions and climate justice – 
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such as through significant transfers of resources to adaptation for vulnerable 
groups. Both should be rigorously monitored for whether or not they are 
perpetuating inequities, as when industrialized countries mostly pursue offsets 
to reach emissions targets instead of significantly reducing their own emissions. 
Development costs caused by carbon, such as impacts on health and food security, 
should be factored into the market price of carbon regardless of where in the 
world they originate. 

Free up finance. The sums for halting climate change are large but feasible. 
There should be an immediate scaling up of investments to slow the pace of 
change and avoid more substantial future costs. Since the sums calculated by 
international organizations have been low and subject to revision, other figures 
should be considered as potential reference points, such as the US $24 trillion 
for climate debt proposed by NGOs (see Box 12). The magnitude of actions in 
developing countries should be determined by the predictability, speed and scale 
of international financial support.

Transfers to developing countries should be consistent with the priorities they 
identify, such as those in national adaptation and development plans. They should 
be unfettered by conditionalities and additional to the existing ODA commitment 
of 0.7 percent of GNP. They should not be sent through international debt 
mechanisms that impose additional penalties, particularly on poor countries 
with limited responsibility for climate change. All countries should have access to 
finance, but priority countries should be those facing the greatest vulnerabilities 
from climate change. The Greenhouse Development Rights Framework could 
be applied to designating funding amounts from industrialized countries and 
transferring funds to developing countries. Each industrialized country should 
have a national plan in place spelling out how it will achieve existing commitments 
to ODA and additional commitments to financing for climate change.

Regardless of its source, financing should be tied directly to new opportunities 
for development that is equitable and sustainable. It should not reinforce existing 
failed systems, on the finance or climate side, or entrench the privileges of some 
groups over others. Carbon intensive energy subsidies should be phased out 
entirely in industrialized countries and justified in developing countries in terms 
of providing measurable development benefits to poor and marginalized peoples. 
Financing for land-use programmes such as forest conservation and grasslands 
restoration should be linked to the development rights of people who are poor or 
use the land as part of indigenous traditions. 

Take climate change technology out of the for-profit-only box. Everyone 
wins if temperatures stop rising. But a for-profit orientation and restrictive policies 
related to technology, such as those governing trade and intellectual property 
rights, continue to benefit a few people rather than sustainable development at 
large. While monetary incentives are important drivers of innovation, the incentive 
of a habitable world needs to be predominant. There is a long history of targeted 
public financial support for technology so that it can evolve, and be diffused and 
priced at levels allowing widespread adoption. In the near term, diffusing existing 
technologies for mitigation in industrialized countries will require a minimum 
carbon price underpinned by stable institutions and regulations, energy efficiency 
standards, public procurement and benchmarking. 
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For developing countries, technology transfers need to encompass priority 
adaptation needs. They should also be connected to opportunities to adopt green 
technologies that support equitable development, decent jobs and a low-carbon 
path, in view of future mitigation. Overall, the role of technology in developing 
countries needs to be understood as something that requires large-scale transfers 
from industrialized countries and less restrictive intellectual property rights, but 
must also move towards the rapid expansion of domestic capacities. Technology 
and fi nance policies should include investments in domestic research and 
development, the promotion of local technologies, and the cultivation of relevant 
educational skills. 

Engage the general public in debate about the signifi cance and urgency 
of climate change. Concerted advocacy should explain to the general public, 
in non-technical ways, what is happening and what is at stake for them, their 
societies and the world. The phenomenon of climate change transcends political 
orientations and group identities, but some voices are heard more than others. 
Do the points of view represented in climate change negotiations refl ect those 
of people at large? If not, how can public perspectives be articulated? Targeted 
advocacy should mobilize civil society groups, parliamentarians, local offi cials 
and other groups who may be working on development and rights issues affected 
by climate change, but without a concerted focus on climate justice. At all levels 
of decision-making, Principle 10 of the 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment 
and Development should be applied. It states that environmental issues are best 
handled with the participation of all concerned citizens.

Box 12: NGOs Propose Measures for Justice

A Platform for Climate Justice, a consortium of people’s movements in Asia, has 
highlighted solving climate change and injustice through the transformation of glob-
al economic, political and socio-cultural systems. It urges the broad recognition 
of climate debt, along with reparations to redress it, estimating a fi gure of US $24 
trillion from the climate debt incurred between 1800 and 2008. Emissions should 
be stabilized at 350 ppm by 2020 and temperature rises kept within 1.5 degrees C. 
Northern countries must make most of the cuts, although Southern governments 
should adopt clear national targets for promoting renewable energy and shifting 
to low-carbon technology. The group opposes trade agreements that undermine 
measures to solve the crisis, and maintains that strict regulations are needed for 
transnational corporations. 

— Source: A Platform for Climate Justice of Asian Movements, Organizations and 
Networks 2009.
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List of Annex I Countries
The extent to which developing country Parties will effectively implement their commitments 
under the Convention will depend on the effective implementation by developed country Parties 
of their commitments under the Convention related to fi nancial resources and transfer of 
technology and will take fully into account that economic and social development and poverty 
eradication are the fi rst and overriding priorities of the developing country Parties. 

— The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
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List of Kyoto Protocol Countries
As of October 2009, 184 States have signed and ratified the Kyoto Protocol 
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Adaptation: adjusting human, socio-economic and environmental policies and practices 
in order to protect the world’s people from the harmful effects of climate change; or to 
take advantage of climate change opportunities.  

Adaptation Fund: a fund that has been created by the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol to 
fi nance adaptation projects and programmes in developing countries that have ratifi ed 
the Kyoto Protocol. Financing of the Fund will partly be made available through the Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM) and through other sources. 

Annex countries: groups of nations with different commitments and obligations with 
regard to international climate agreements. Annex 1 countries include industrial countries, 
including Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) members 
and the European Union, and countries with economies in transition. These countries 
agreed to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. Annex 
2 countries are industrial countries that have a special obligation to support developing 
countries in their efforts to reduce emissions by providing them with technology and 
fi nancial resources. Non-Annex 1 countries include countries that are most threatened by 
climate change and Annex B countries are those nations that have agreed upon emission 
reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol. 

Atmospheric debt: one of the “climate debts” that developed countries have towards 
developing countries as they, on their development paths, have consumed more than a 
just share of the Earth’s atmospheric space. 

Auctioning of emission allowances: a mechanism that will assign a cost to emissions 
allowances/permits. 

Baseline: a level or concentration in a certain year against which succeeding greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emission levels and concentrations are measured. 

Carbon budget: a set amount of tolerable/acceptable emissions worldwide within a 
certain time frame. In the present debate on climate change, the carbon budget is set at 
1,600 gross tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2eq) for the period 1990-2050.

Cap and Trade: an emissions trading system, whereby emissions allowances are 
assigned to sectors or industries under a set limit (cap) that shrinks over time. Emitters 
who exceed their allowances then have the option to purchase additional credits from 
those who have not. An alternative is to purchase offsets to make up for going over an 
allowance.

Carbon capture and storage: a process to collect and subsequently store (often 
underground) the carbon dioxide that is released during industrial processes and energy 
production, so that it does not directly end up in the atmosphere.

Carbon credit: a “credit” that a country or company can gain when it remains under a 
set amount of emission allowances (e.g. under a cap and trade scheme or under the Kyoto 
Protocol), and which can be traded with countries or companies exceeding their emission 
allowances. 

Carbon debt: see climate debt.

Carbon dioxide (CO2): is an incombustible gas formed as a result of human activities, 
in particular through the burning of fossil fuels. 
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Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2eq): a measurement unit to indicate to what extent 
a greenhouse gas contributes to global warming – its global warming potential (GWP) – 
and to weigh the climate effects of all greenhouse gases against each other. Using carbon 
dioxide as a reference gas, CO2eq is calculated by multiplying the quantity of a greenhouse 
gas by its GWP. 

Carbon emissions: the carbon dioxide or carbon dioxide equivalents released in the 
atmosphere, mainly as a result of human activities and production. 

Carbon market: a carbon trading system through which countries or companies buy or 
sell units of greenhouse-gas emissions, measured in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2eq), 
to meet their national caps on emissions, either under the Kyoto Protocol or under other 
agreements.

Carbon sinks: places like forests and oceans that – through natural processes – absorb 
more greenhouse gases than they release into the atmosphere. 

Carbon storage: see carbon capture and storage. 

Carbon space: the amount of space left in the atmosphere to absorb carbon dioxide 
without causing further global warming. 

Carbon tax: a tax on carbon dioxide emissions, initiated to set a price on pollution 
through greenhouse gas emissions and to generate resources that can be used for further 
adaptation and mitigation efforts.  

Carbon trading: see emissions trading.

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM): a mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol, 
which stimulates Annex B countries to invest in projects that remove or reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions in developing countries, and for which Annex B countries obtain certified 
emissions reductions (CERs) which they can use to compensate for their own emissions 
and to meet their own emission reduction targets. 

Certified emissions reductions (CERs): a Kyoto Protocol unit, issued for emission 
reductions under the Clean Development Mechanism and that equals 1 metric ton of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2eq).  

Conference of the Parties (COP): the main body of the UNFCCC, comprising the 
nations that have ratified the Convention. On a yearly basis, it promotes and reviews 
progress in the implementation of the Convention.  

Climate debt: the concept suggesting that rich countries have a two-fold debt towards 
poor countries, including an emission and adaptation debt, as rich countries have taken 
up a disproportionate amount of carbon “space,” and as such have contributed most to 
climate change; something poor countries should not be expected to bare the costs off. 

Climate Investment Funds (CIF): an interim measure in the lead up to a new 
international climate change agreement – jointly developed by the Multilateral 
Development Banks (MDBs), developed and developing countries, civil society, the private 
sector and other stakeholders – in order to increase financial resources and human skills 
for developing countries to address climate change.  

Climate proofing: a term used for identifying and ensuring that potential climate 
change risks to a development project or to other assets are reduced to acceptable levels. 

Emission allowances: the total amount of greenhouse gases that a company or country 
are allowed to emit within a certain time frame.
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Emission reduction unit (ERU): a Kyoto Protocol unit, issued for emissions 
reductions under Joint Implementation and that equals 1 metric ton of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (CO2eq). 

Emissions trading: one of the three Kyoto mechanisms that, on the basis of specific 
eligibility requirements, allows an Annex B country that is not fully using its emission 
allowances to sell “spare” Kyoto Protocol units to another Annex B country that is 
exceeding its allowances. More generally, emission trading stands for the transfer of 
emission allowances or carbon credits across international borders or between companies 
enrolled in a cap-and-trade scheme.

Emissions Trading System (ETS): the world’s largest emissions trading system, 
which allows companies and countries of the European Union to freely trade emission 
allowances across the European Union.

EU15 Countries: includes the following European Union Member States: Austria, 
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom, Greece and Spain.

Global Environment Facility (GEF): a global partnership that has been established to 
deal with global environmental challenges and to provide grants for national initiatives that 
aim to address environmental issues related to biodiversity, climate change, international 
waters, land degradation, the ozone layer, and persistent organic pollutants. The GEF 
manages the financial mechanisms under the UNFCCC, such as the Least Developed 
Countries Fund (LDCF) and the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF).

Global warming: a continuing increase in the average temperature of the Earth's lower 
layer atmosphere.

Global warming potential (GWP): a relative measure to weigh how much a given 
mass of greenhouse gas contributes to global warming in comparison to the same mass of 
carbon dioxide (which has a GWP of 1).  

Greenhouse gases (GHGs): atmospheric gases which are responsible for global 
warming and consequently climate change as they absorb infrared radiation in the 
Earth’s atmosphere – creating the greenhouse effect. Greenhouse gases include among 
others carbon dioxide, water vapour, methane, ozone, nitrous oxide, chlorofluorocarbons, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. 

Group of 8 (G-8): a group of eight industrialized countries (France, Germany, Italy, 
United States, Japan, Canada, Russia and Great-Britain) that meets at least once a year 
to foster consensus on global issues, including climate change. 

Group of 20 (G-20): established in 1999, the G-20 consists of twenty finance ministers 
and central bank governors of 19 countries and the European Union. The group is 
mandated to foster discussions on key global economic issues among industrialized and 
developing countries.

Group of 77 (G-77): established in June 1964 and comprised of 130 developing countries 
(seventy-seven at its creation), it is the largest intergovernmental organization in the 
United Nations that articulates, promotes and negotiates collective economic interests.  

Historical responsibility: the notion that developed countries have been the source 
of most greenhouse gas emissions during more than 150 years of industrial activity and 
consequently contributed most to climate change. Therefore, industrialized countries 
are, from a historical point of view, responsible for today’s climate change challenges and 
need to take the lead in climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC): established in 1988 by 
UNEP and WMO, the IPCC operates as an objective and neutral source of information 
and advisory body for governments as it explains the scientific underpinnings of climate 
change through its periodic assessments reports.

International Transaction Log (ITL): an electronic accounting system that allows 
the UNFCCC Secretariat, through national registries, to keep track of the issuing, transfer 
and cancellation of emission allowances or carbon credits of countries that have signed 
the Kyoto Protocol.  

International financial transaction tax: a tax that would be levied on every financial 
transaction that is crossing borders, including transactions related to derivatives and 
currencies.

Joint implementation (JI): one of the three mechanisms under the Kyoto Protocol, 
established to support Annex B countries to meet their binding greenhouse gas emissions 
targets without necessarily reducing domestic emissions. JI allows an Annex B country 
to earn emission reduction units (ERUs) by initiating emission reduction or removal 
projects in another Annex B country.

Kyoto Protocol: an international binding agreement, entered into force in February 
2005, which sets greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets averaging 5 percent against 
1990 levels for 37 industrialized countries and the European community for 2008-2012. 

Kyoto Protocol unit: a measurement unit under the Kyoto Protocol that equals 1 
metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalents (Co2eq) in emission reductions. Examples are 
the Certified Emission Reductions (CERs) and the Emission Reduction Unit (ERU).

Land-use, Land-use Change and Forestry (LULUCF): a greenhouse gas inventory 
sector that includes greenhouse gas emissions reductions and removals from the 
atmosphere as a result of changes in land use and forestry activities.

Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF): a fund managed by the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) to support the 48 least developed countries (LDCs) in their adaptation 
strategies to climate change, in particular to prepare and implement their National 
Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) under the Convention. 

Low-carbon development: implementing economic development strategies that 
result in no or only small amounts of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Mitigation: strategies to reduce or remove greenhouse gas emissions from the 
atmosphere, amongst others by maintaining carbon sinks and switching towards more 
green energy technologies.

Multilateral debt swaps: a mechanism to cancel multilateral debt in highly indebted 
countries with grants, and as such create opportunities for developing countries to invest 
the money that they are no longer using to repay their debts in direct actions to address 
climate change.

National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPA): documents that are 
prepared by Least Developed Countries (LDCs) in order to identify their most urgent and 
immediate actions to adapt to climate change. 

Parts per million (ppm): a ratio-based indicator to measure the concentration of 
greenhouse gases, in particular carbon dioxide, in the atmosphere.

Removal Units (RMU): a Kyoto Protocol unit, issued under LULUCF activities that 
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remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and that equals 1 metric ton of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (CO2eq). 

Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD): an 
approach to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from deforestation and forest degradation 
by providing fi nancial incentives to countries that are willing and able to maintain and 
protect their forests.   

Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF): a fund managed by the Global Environment 
Facility and established to support the implementation of long-term adaptation strategies, 
policies and measures as well as technology transfer and capacity building in order to 
increase the fl exibility of countries’ economic sectors to adapt to the impacts of climate 
change. 

Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA): a former pilot project by the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF) of US$ 50 million to support developing countries in 
addressing local adaptation needs, and in particular to develop and implement concrete 
adaptation projects in line with the GEF areas of work. 

UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC): recognizing the 
industrial and human induced negative effects on the environment and the need to 
stabilize future greenhouse gas emissions, this Convention entered into force in March 
1994. Ratifi ed by 192 countries, the Convention aims to provide an overall framework for 
intergovernmental cooperation on climate change; including gathering and sharing of 
information on greenhouse gas emissions; national mitigation and adaptation strategies 
and best practices; and support for developing countries. 

This glossary aims to clarify the main terminology used in this publication. It draws 
from glossaries and other resources available online, including:

Carbontrading.com. 2002. “Glossary of keywords.” 
[www.carbontrading.com/ct/glossary.htm]

Global Environment Facility. 2007. [www.gefweb.org]

G8 Information Centre. 2005. “What is the G8?” 
[www.g8.utoronto.ca/what_is_g8.html]

Group of Twenty (G-20). n.d. “What is the G-20.” 
[www.g20.org/about_what_is_g20.aspx]

The Group of 77 (G-77) at the United Nations. 2008. “About the Group of 77”. 
[www.g77.org/doc]

UNFCCC. n.d. “Glossary of climate change acronyms.”  
[http://unfccc.int/essential_background/glossary/items/3666.php]

US Environmental Protection Agency. 2009. “Glossary of Climate Change Terms” 
[http://epa.gov/climatechange/glossary.html]

Worldwatch Institute. 2009. “Climate Change Reference Guide.” 
[www.worldwatch.org/fi les/pdf/CCRG.pdf]
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