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Rio + 20 should be about big thinking and a re-shgpmf current processes if we are to
effectively deal with the two greatest challengésoor times, climate change and
eradication of poverty. There is an emerging cosasrthat transition to a green low
carbon economy and society is necessary for acigesistainable development, and the
outcome of the United Nations Conference on SumténDevelopment (2012) will
include a global consensus on its elements ands stepnoving towards that aim. The
reappraisal of current approaches is an acknowledget that the paradigm shaped
twenty years ago has not been able to deal withfdhees unleashed by the industrial
revolution. The expected synergies from multildterasironmental agreements and the
program of action agreed at the Rio Summit in 1988enda 21, have not been
instrumental in changing patterns of consumptiod production. The biophysical limits
to growth agreed at Cancun means that the global @b shared prosperity cannot be
considered only in terms of environmental damagd amst give equal emphasis to
eradication of poverty. The transformative impatttlee rise of China, by modifying
growth pathways, is shaping the new paradigm at e + 20 Summit, with very
different relationships between the state, market aitizens, to focus on patterns of
resource use that can in principle be adopted bga@lntries.

The Report of the Secretary General of the Unitatidds, Objective and Themes of the
United Nations Conference on Sustainable Developi#¢@ONF/216/7), to the
Preparatory Committee observes that “the main ehgé facing humanity now is to
sustain the process of poverty eradication andldprreent while shifting gears.
Developed countries must shrink environmental footp as fast and as far as possible
while sustaining human development achievementgeldping countries must continue
to raise their people’s living standards while edming increases in their footprints,
recognizing that poverty eradication remains arfiyioThis is a shared challenge with a
goal of shared prosperity”. For implementing thisan the Report stresses that public
policy for a green economy must extend well beythdcurrent reliance on “getting
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prices right” to fundamentally shift consumptiordgsroduction patterns onto a more
sustainable path.

However, the Report does not move away from theomapolicy focus on securing
environment-economy synergies and win-win oppotiesin certain sectors like
renewable energy and a concomitant decline in tbetd of energy and resource
intensive activities, while not taking into accotim¢ scale of the infrastructure needed to
ensure eradication of poverty and the fact thatlibib poor lack access to modern
energy (total infrastructure investment worldwideestimated at about $7 trillion per
annum by 2020 of which $1.5 trillion is energy teth more than half of which will be in
developing countries). The Report argues that véretbuntries derive poverty reduction
benefits from their green economy efforts depemdsustaining and deepening
conventional social spending, on health, educatimhtargeted income support for the
poor, ignoring the energy dimension of poverty. Tiggor criticism of governments at
the inter-sessional meeting convened to discusRéport was also that the social
dimension of sustainable development has not beéequately addressed in the Report.

The Report points out that the biggest challengmdlwill be to move from small-scale

demonstration projects to policies and programmigés lroad benefits at national and

international levels as long-term simulations @reen economy have only just begun to
be made. Current research trends on how to mebtlgtthallenges focus on societal
dynamics as both the root of environmental problems the potential solution to them

(IHDP, 2007). Environmental problems are no londgfined as discrete problems, but
are increasingly being understood as symptoms péréicular development path. For

example, despite the scientific evidence that dinmehange is really a problem of the
ecological burden of human activity (Parry, 2008g issue continues to be framed in
terms of assessments of damage and the attendéssi@m targets and timetables that
pits old against new emitters, and the Report efSbcretary General also looks only at
the environmental impact of future growth that wdke place largely in developing

countries.

As the Report points out, climate change alonebleas thoroughly investigated, and this
paper is based on a synthesis, analysis and assgssisuch research. It offers an
interpretation of patterns and trends in multilaktetecisions on climate change over the
past forty years, informed by the global goal afiseng human wellbeing, and suggest
broad principles for shaping an agenda for chaAgeelated objective is to rethink the
conceptual basis of conventional approaches toystgdclimate change and global
sustainability from the perspective of developiraymtries, as the developed countries
have not been able to control the forces the im@disevolution has unleashed. For
example, the emerging paradigm focuses on a moientdically and politically
appropriate framework for international cooperati@sed on stocks rather than flows of
greenhouse gas emissions, because global warmingused by the concentration of
these gases in the atmosphere, a fact that ismzeagin the Objective of the Climate
Convention. It also moves away from a somewhatraryi 450 parts per million limit of
the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere d&ddttendant narrow focus on burden



sharing and mitigation to recognize that we needdal with the adverse impacts and
patterns of resource use.

The paper is organized as follows: First, it examirthe political, and not just the
environmental, underpinnings that shaped the wayidbue of the climate change was
framed. Next, it considers the various dimensiohthe structure and institutions under
which climate governance has evolved. Then it amsythe implications of the
Copenhagen Accord, and related Cancun Agreemantdei context of the changing
global balance of power. Finally, it outlines aastgic shift with new forms of
international cooperation, shaped by the transfowmampact of the rise of China, to
support the global transition to sustainable dgualent.

A paradigm shift, giving centrality to human welibg, serves to clarify our

understanding of a very complex issue and impadherclimate negotiations in the run
up to the Durban Conference as well as the Rio +SkG@tainable Development
Conference, the Summit to be held in 2012 to comanata the 20th anniversary of the
Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, that had led to th@ted Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change, and the current pgmatbr sustainable development

Background

Climate change first came onto the global agendadrStockholm Programme of Action
in 1972. At the World Summit on Environment and Blepment (the Earth Summit at
Rio, 1992), the Climate Convention (1992), andrléte Kyoto Protocol (1997), framed
the issue as a response to international emissidaction commitments that pitted old
against new emitters leading to inconclusive debatthe rules and architecture of a long
term climate regime. The World Summit on Sustaieadbévelopment (2002) began to
explore social development and alternative apprmchbased on consumption and
production patterns, partnerships with the privaeztor and development of new
knowledge through networks that were not based raromultilateral environmental
agreements. The subsequent Copenhagen Accord (2009he agenda for the Rio + 20
World Summit, to be held in 2012 (also agreed ircémeber 2009), have the common
theme of transition to a low carbon economy indbetext of eradication of poverty and
sustainable development, signifying a shift awayrfrinternational environmental law as
the basis for both international cooperation arttbnal policies to meet the challenge.

The United Nations Millennium Development Goalsd ahe Copenhagen Accord, as
well as the on-going negotiations under the Clim&bange and Biodiversity
Conventions, recognize that eradication of poveewains the overriding priority of
developing countries. A new poverty index recemtgveloped by the United Nations
also stresses lack of services such as electiasityg key factor in determining poverty
(UNDP, 2010). This underlines the importance ofrde§ the transition to a low carbon
green economy and society in terms of access t@gservices and services provided by
the ecosystem to enable the eradication of pov&iigbal carbon management provides
an integrating theme bringing together all natuesources - energy, water, food and



biodiversity. Therefore, an equitable allocationtie® global atmospheric resource into
national carbon budgets will link climate changat{prns of resource use), biological
diversity (ecosystem services) and the Millenniurav@lopment Goals (conservation
through local development). National carbon budgets also the most appropriate
indicator for measuring sustainability - sustaieablke of atmospheric and terrestrial
natural resources, and assessing national stratefgie making the transition to

sustainability.

The shared vision of the Cancun Agreements (20H@pgnizes the substantial
opportunities from a paradigm shift towards buitdanlow carbon society. Instead of the
multilaterally agreed emissions reduction targdtshe Kyoto Protocol, there is now a
shared target for all countries, where nationa#iyedmined cuts in greenhouse gases are
required according to science. Developed countaies to take the lead in cutting
greenhouse gases with low carbon strategies. N&s,rin the form of guidelines, will
assess domestic action in developing countries.léMhie principle of common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective téfees will continue to provide the
framework for international cooperation it will Honger be the policy driver, and a
global goal is now to be agreed at the multilatézaél, linking the climate negotiations
and the negotiations on the elements of a greenoacy, in the context of sustainable
development.

The politics of sustainability

The basic assumptions of global environmental sedbdity that were laid out forty
years ago no longer hold. This common understandagybased on the historical
responsibility of developed countries for causing pollution — they would do whatever
has to be done and support developing countriesigfr provision of financial resources
and technology. The modest scale of pledges at@@gen, accounting loopholes in the
Kyoto Protocol and continuing lack of political saqut for modification of longer term
trends in developed countries -“the American waljfefis not up for negotiation” - has
been a cause of concern at the climate negotiatRecsent analysis also establishes that
market mechanisms will not lead to the requiretinetogical transformation for a
sustainability transition (IEA, 2010; UK CCC, 2008)combination of technology
development, market mechanisms and governmentgm®iiall be needed to influence
the actions of millions of energy consumers, frangé factories to individual households
(IEA, 2010a). Setting the price signal and emissioap at the right level has proven
difficult, and the effectiveness of the Europeaading Scheme in promoting low-
emissions investment is questionable (Morgeral €2@10). Japan has concluded that an
emissions trading scheme will hamper investmenkginindustries and that forcing
companies to accept allocated emission caps, Esrope, would not work in Japan. The
United States has also deferred a discussion capaand trade’ system, and emissions
reduction commitments. In industrialized countri@een policies focused on economic
growth have confronted policies focused on emisggaiuction, it is economic growth
that wins out every time (Pielke Jr, 2010).

In the period 1990-2005 developed countries emmssiose by 1.35 Gt (United States
emissions grew by 18 percent), and what is worsgvsin increasing trend, and overall



emissions remained limited only because of theatalus of 1.76 Gt in the Economies in
Transition following the economic collapse of theviet Union (WRI, 2010). While
global emissions remained constant in 2009, forfitlse time since 1992 because of the
drop in economic activity, they could again inceeas developed countries grow out of
recession (PBL, 2010). The European Union, whichlieen at the forefront in meeting
the challenge of climate change, is unlikely toiaeh its target of reducing energy
consumption by 20 per cent by 2020. The developechtcies have not modified longer
term trends, or their lifestyles, as they had adreee do under Article 4.2(a) of the
Climate Convention.

At the same time the impact of the transformatieavgr of the rise of China, now the
second largest economy, in decoupling emissioms #oconomic growth has largely been
ignored. A recent comparison of Copenhagen emispledges concludes that China
would contribute over 40% of total abatement by auntries, more than the total
abatement by all developed countries combined,naoie than 2.5 times the amount of
abatement undertaken by the United States and foxetimes the European Union’s
Kyoto commitment, driven by concerns for energyusiég and industrial policy (Ecofys,
2010; See also WWF, 2010). As its per capita eonssare one-fifth those of the United
States, China, while moving away from notions baeadhistorical responsibility of
developed countries for causing the problem, igssing that the differentiated
commitments of countries at different levels of elepment continue be maintained, the
developed countries should do more and eradicatigooverty remains the overriding
priority of developing countries (Jotzo, 2010). Te¢leanging role of China in driving
global growth and international relations has thaeptial to set new rules with
sustainability conceptualized in terms of stratedgie@ modify patterns of resource use
rather than in terms of legally binding commitmetitat will determine a balance of
rights and obligations.

The current framework of climate governance withfdgcus on burden sharing needs to
be revisited for three reasons. First, it has nogcome clear that international
cooperation based on multilateral agreements ardangd-term issues, like climate
change, is different to sectoral issues like thenezproblem, because alternative patterns
and processes in the human use of nature in deactlapd developing countries result in
trade-offs for socio-economic systems that are \different to those focusing only on
environmental systems (Levin and Clark, 2010). Fotample, different energy
economies and greenhouse gas emission profiles teadifferent economic and
environmental impacts for countries in pursuingaantonized policy approach (NRTEE,
2011).

Second, ecosystem services delivered outside @étfimundaries — by the atmospheric

and terrestrial natural resource - have been igh@féectively setting their value to zero
in decision making. As the Nobel Prize winner Jbis8pglitz pointed out in his address
to the International Economics Association, heléstanbul in June 2008, in the case of
carbon management the key problem is how to akboemission rights, currently valued
at about $2 trillion annually, that is 5% of glolézDP, and the “only serious defensible

principle is equal emission rights per capita, atjd for past emissions.... as a process



of slowly easing in emission rights would increassquities associated with past
emissions”. Even if this entails large redistribat it is not clear why this should be
treated differently than other property rightsghiiz goes on to argue that the transition
to a low carbon economy will require a new economatlel — changed patterns of
consumption and innovation, as “only through changepatterns of demand will
adverse effects of climate change on developingtties be mitigated”.

The atmosphere is a strategic resource needeldda@stablishment of infrastructure to
enable the eradication of poverty, climate goveceaztannot be considered only in terms
of environmental damage, and has now become ap#me political, economic and
security debate because of the competition forcecaasources. As there are limits to the
total ecological burden the planet can sustaingtbleal policy issue is what form
international cooperation should take for eradazabf poverty in the context of the slow
pace of modification of longer term trends in deyeld countries in making the
transition to sustainable development (Sanwal, 2009

Third, a rethinking is taking place of the scienpeljcy, society nexus to bridge the gap
between the scientific understanding of environmalet¢gradation and government
action to reverse it. Hypothetical scenarios bearetationship to the real options
confronting policy makers now (Perring et all, 2D1HAxisting models focus on specific
policy areas and sectors such as energy and tndn$pey cannot capture fully the
impact of resource use on ecosystems, enterptiseseconomy and society as a whole,
or the interdependence of policy measures (EC, 2&ht example, while the
International Energy Agency points out that induats’ access to electricity is one of the
most clear and un-distorted indication of a coustenergy poverty status (it further
breaks down energy access into incremental le¥ddasic human needs, productive uses
and modern society needs), ‘basic human needséitetel that is commonly used for
forecasts of costs, and growth in emissions framvarsal energy access. Consequently,
the United Nations assumes that the 1.4 bn rumal without access to electricity will
each need only 75 kwh annually - a floor fan, twmpact fluorescent bulbs and a radio -
for about five hours each day, which would, therefincrease developing country
emissions by a negligible 3 per cent till 2050heatthan aim to achieve the developed
country average in per capita electricity use (09 and recognize the higher level of
emissions inevitable for the eradication of povéAGECC, 2010).

This dichotomy related to the energy dimensionustainable development will have to
be settled by the Summit. The Millennium Developtf@oals (MDGs), agreed in 2000,
did not include energy as a basic need and ignitsesential role in establishing
infrastructure necessary for the eradication ofgotyv One arm of the United Nations -
United Nations Energy — has now called for a commaitt to two complementary goals
of ensuring universal access modern energy serthe¢sre affordable and combine
basic needs and productive uses to 2-3 bn peoplelaas reducing global energy
intensity by 40 per cent by 2030 (AGECC, 2011). ldwer, another arm of the United
Nations - the Intergovernmental Panel on Climatar@e — acknowledges that its
energy, or emissions reduction, scenarios do hketitdo account lifestyle changes in
developed countries, effective putting the burdeimproving energy intensity onto



developing countries (IPCC, 2007). Placing the MB{@'the framework of sustainable
development will require a focus on the role ofrggeand ecosystem services in the
eradication of poverty and human wellbeing.

Reconciling competing resource needs with respectdintaining lifestyles and
eradication of poverty is at the core of the clienaégotiations and at the centre of the
deliberations on modification of longer term trerolisthe transition to global
sustainability.

Thelifestyle versus poverty issue

Greenhouse gas emissions are driven ultimately dmsumption. Over two-thirds of
global emissions of carbon dioxide occurred in gegiod after 1970, caused by the
demands for infrastructure and urban lifestylethaathan from industrialization (TISS,
2010). Not surprisingly, it was only in the 198@®t global emissions of carbon dioxide
began to exceed the capacity of the planet to bBbsoem, and their increasing
concentration assumed dangerous levels. In dewtlamaintries, while industrial
emissions have remained steady since 1990, ovethiwds of carbon dioxide emissions
are now coming from the services, households anelrsectors, they account for more
than half the increase in global emissions sind@s2@nd it is expected that emissions
from transportation (largely for leisure) will exa® half of global emissions in 2050
(IEA, 2009).

Developed countries are seeking to maintain the@rgy use per capita, as they do not
want to modify their lifestyles by increasing thest of energy or through regulation.
Instead they are stressing consensus on a carboa @pplied across all countries;
including market based cooperative frameworks sf@ring marginal costs of measures,
as they define them, with developing countries rf§t8007). They, therefore, consider
the economic potential of countries and adjustmanrily in developing countries,
ignoring the required changes needed in their cgletonomy and society. For example,
they suggest that avoiding emissions from tropiledbrestation can be done at relatively
low cost, reducing carbon prices for measures takeeveloped countries by up to 40%
in 2020 (OECD, 2009), rather than ranking measaocesss all countries. Consequently,
in the world energy related carbon dioxide abatdrseanario up to 2050, prepared by
the International Energy Agency, most of the reidust come from developing countries
— China 27%, India 12%, US 11%, OECD other tharopeirl0% and OECD Europe 7%
(IEA, 2010), and developing countries are expected reduce their projected
consumption of energy by 1 Gt.e. five times the OECD target in order to meet the 450
Scenario (IEA, 2010a)Not surprisingly, all policy scenarios for proposethissions
reductions show relatively larger reduction in GgBwth for developing countries than
for developed countries (German Federal Environnfeggncy, 2010). This approach
based on environmental impacts of future growtkdefeloping countries, rather than on
consumption patterns that led to the global crisishe first place, is the cause of the
impasse in the negotiations on how best to dedl thi2 challenge of climate change.

The policy problem is that current scenarios offtitare, up to 2050, focus on ‘flows’ of
greenhouse gases, whereas climate change is dayisieeir ‘stock’, or, concentration in



the atmosphere. For bending the curve from a neferdine to acceptable global

emissions pathway international cooperation, inftme of sharing the costs, requires a
peaking year. However, defining the reference &nd the assumptions about national
and global economies remains controversial, and a@ke IPCC is moving towards

considering a global carbon budget, which is a glaysjuantity, easily determined and
more transparent.

Moving from prices to quantities and the econonut®uman development as the basis
for international cooperation will require agreerinen quantitative limits by sharing the
global carbon budget. Even though cumulative pg@itgaemissions are correlated to
cumulative per capita GDP, and the cumulative aonssof an average Chinese in the
period 1850 — 2005 are less than one-tenth, ame 41890 less than one-fifth, those of an
average American (WRI (a), 2010), developing countries will hagerhake do with the
budget currently available to a mid level developedntry, like Portugal or Spain, and
also move away from debates around historical mesipoity by sharing the global
carbon budget only for the period 1970 — 2050, wihenissue first came onto the global
agenda. The principle of common but differentiatedponsibilities and respective
capabilities will then be interpreted in terms mdpve capabilities, and should have
wider acceptability and legitimacy.

Developing countries recognize that the contexthich sustainability is being discussed
at the multilateral level has changed since then&e Convention was negotiated in
1992. In 2005, for the first time since the dawnipigthe industrial age, developing
countries accounted for more than half of globalRGR purchasing-power-parity (PPP).
Their growth prospects suggest that the challerggeith devising national strategies for
development of infrastructure necessary for eraidicaf poverty that will also move to
a low carbon economy and society. However, at atileyels of technology developing
countries will have to follow similar trends asdeveloped countries. Therefore, the key
issue for deliberation in the climate negotiatioasd in the Sustainability Summit, is
human wellbeing, making energy available to tho$®m wo have it at present, or the
eradication of poverty, in an environmentally sirsthle manner.

The deliberations at the multilateral level shovddlly be seen as an opportunity to
discuss options for making the societal transformnmatto modify production and
consumption patterns. The global community wouldnttask a very different set of
guestions, instead of the current narrow focus otigation, adaptation and burden
sharing, and frame the issue differently in terrhpaiterns of resource use. They would,
for example, need to identify which longer terrmtte should be modified, and the best
way of doing so at the national level. At the inggifonal level, they would need to lay
out a time-table for joint research and developnm&nhew technologies, as well as
mechanisms for their transfer, to meet the scatespeed of the response. They would
also measure the access to electricity by the podhis framework equity would not be

*

India is often compared with China, despite therfar having lower levels of emissions, higher povtstels and lower economic
capacity relative to China. India’s per capita esioiss of 1.5 tonnes CO2 eq are far below the wartage. With 17% of the
world’s population, India contributes only 4.6%tbé world's GHG emissions. However, India is theltlargest GHG emitter in

absolute terms. Since 1990, emissions have groveb%yand they are projected to increase by 70%089.2



conceptualized in terms of a controversial ‘ecatagdebt”, but redefined as patterns of
resource use that can in principle be adoptedIlmoahtries.

Flawed legal framework
The nature and scope of the problem of global swdity has long been recognized
along these lines, but not acted upon becauselibicpbconsiderations. The report ‘US
Priority Interests in the Environmental Activitie International Organizations’ prepared
by the Committee on International Environmentalaft§ of the State Department, in the
run-up to the first United Nations Conference oa lHtuman Environment, noted in 1970
that
“Long range policy planning to cope with global @omwmental problems must
take account of the total ecological burden. Thisdbn tends to increase with
population growth and with the level of economitiaty, whereas the capacity
of the environment to provide essential inputs todpction and to absorb
unwanted outputs from consumptienfundamentally limited. The problem with
managing total ecological burden will remain evdteraworld population is
stabilized. Controlling that burden by systematexuction in per capita
production of goods and services would be poliycahacceptable. A concerted
effort is needed to orient technology towards mgkiman demands upon the
environment less severe” (State Department, 2005).

This approach of ignoring the impact of patternsredource use embodied in growth
pathways has shaped deliberations since the Sthwki@mnference on the Human
Environment, held in 1972.

The United States also initiated the process dingetip the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), in 1988, with ‘official exts as the politically favored means
of climate change assessment, with the expressogermf engaging developing

countries. The First World Climate Conference, held979, did not make any calls for
policy action and only initiated a series of worph, and the one at Villach in 1985, first
recommended exploration of ‘alternative polices adpistments’. The hasty conversion
of the outcome into an intergovernmental mechamiss motivated by the desire of the
United States to buy time and delay a potentiadistly political response, in addition to
involving developing countries, as they were absentthe earlier deliberations

(Agrawala, 1998).

Subsequently, at the Rio Conference on Environna@dt Development, in 1992, the
‘grand bargain’ with developing countries was baasexlind international environmental
law as the framework for governance in order tmmnede the differing and competing

concerns of developed and developing countries. fidmaework was conceptualized in

terms of mutual rights and obligations of pollutiagd victim states. It was argued that
interdependence in terms of contributions and &wistrequired cooperation, and the
response was to build multilateral treaty-basedmes.



The use of law to produce global collective besefdaised the important question of
burden sharing. However, the principle of commondfferentiated responsibilities that
emerged at the Rio Conference, in 1992, did natigperhat is to be done and paid for
and by whom and for what purpose. The Oxford Hao#baof International
Environmental Law has recently raised the importésgue of legitimacy, that
“international environmental law continues to stylegwith the complaint that it reflects
the concerns of developed countries more than tbbskeveloping countries.....in the
ongoing debates over whether developing countries,example, should preserve
biological resources of global concern or shoulduoe their greenhouse gas emissions
and, if so, how much financial support developedntoes should provide for such
efforts” (Bodansky, 2007). Even after intensive ilolations in each of the annual
meetings of the Conference of the Parties, sinc@2,1¢he principle of common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective tépees remains undefined, and has been
a continuing source of considerable tension.

The continuing focus on ending differ entiation

Over the last twenty years the deliberations unbderclimate regime have focused on
ending differentiation rather than discussing akive policies to deal with the
challenge of sustainable development. The gap lstwbe stated concern for the
environment and the nature and scope of the desigrimplementation of the actions —
the way the problem has been defined, implememtataught through the market and
cooperative action designed around workshops e a situation where evolution of
the climate regime has focused on institutionaregements seeking a balance between
the thrust of developing countries, in the statesefh the G77, on developed countries
implementing commitments related to means of imgletation — finance, technology
and capacity building, and the efforts of developedntries to shift the deliberations on
international cooperation away from their commitisemhich were never specific in the
first place, to policy shifts in developing couesj through three distinct but related
tracks.

Initially, developing countries refused to recognihat they should contribute to meeting
the challenge because they had not caused theeptphhd looked upon the negotiations
as something that the developed countries had dbl#gween themselves. The lengthy
negotiations on the Kyoto Protocol and its rule3od— 2001) were dominated by largely
successful efforts of developed countries to ghitfocus to flows rather than stocks of
carbon, reduce the scope and costs of measures/theg be taking through offsets, like
the Clean Development Mechanism projects (CDM) aoehv tropical forest sinks
(REDD), securing accounting loopholes (in the wayissions limits were assigned and
in the definition of terrestrial sinks) and a weedmpliance system (where shortfalls
would be met in the next commitment period). Consedjy, the total amount of surplus
emissions credits, or ‘hot air,” currently availals large enough to allow these countries
to follow a business-as-usual pathway until aftee® while still complying with the
emissions targets announced at Copenhagen (EdGfysate Analytics and Potsdam
Institute, 2009). Recent estimates also show that lbopholes alone would allow
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developed countries to increase actual domestieng@ise gas emissions by 7 to 10
percent, that is, 2 — 3 Gt., and their actual drezductions in emissions would be only 3
per cent below 1990 levels in 2020 (Ecofys, Climatelytics and Potsdam Institute,
2009). Moreover, even after one year, the majodfy developed countries have
announced, rather than legislated, their emisstdnigtion pledge made at Copenhagen,
and until mechanisms are adopted to carry out thesssion reductions there is a chance
that even these low pledges will not be met, dhérpast.

The second track has been to keep developing ¢esiréngaged in setting up new
institutions to support capacity building proje¢@Global Environment Facility, Green
Climate Fund), expert groups (technology transtezast Developed Countries and
national communications) and programmes of actemagtation, forests) whose only
tangible result has been to increase awarenespranmile limited resources to the Least
Developed Countries. Adoption of new energy or @gdture technology has not been
provided incremental costs promised in the Conwentdespite countries submitting
projects and lists of technologies they need. Theous funds are not technically
adequate for responding to developing countriegdeefor adaptation, both because of
the complex design of the funds and the poor implaation of the guidance provided
by the Conference of the Parties (Mohner and KIB&97), and there is no visible effect
of the Kyoto Protocol on technology transfer (Deatbpretre, 2008). The European
Policy Institute assessing the extent to whichBheopean Union has lived up to existing
financial commitments made for supporting impleraéoh of the Kyoto Protocol has
concluded that there is lack of clarity in definimghat is new and additional, the
information communicated to the United Nations fsealiable or not provided, and the
amount provided to multilateral funds (about $4brgiant funds) falls well short of the
commitment (Pallermaerts, 2009). Such inaction nhestseen in the context of the
recognition that consideration of development carlamger be left to other forums and
but must be addressed through institutions in gggmated manner through measures to
deal with climate change (WESS, 2009).

The third track, since the ratification of the Kgd®rotocol, has focused on an agenda
that would blur the differentiation between deve&dpand developing countries with
respect to emissions reduction commitments. Iratireial meetings of the Conference of
the Parties the negotiations for the second comemtrperiod of the Kyoto Protocol have
come to an impasse, despite a specific commitnredtriicle 3.9 of the Protocol. The
Parties to the Protocol argue that they will takenmitments only if the United States
does so, and the latter will take commitments @nhina, now the largest emitter, takes
on legally binding commitments, despite China’s papita emissions being one-fourth
those of the United States.

The aim now is to discuss, or negotiate, policyéssin an incremental manner amongst
a small group of countries outside the United Naiframework, with the role of the
Convention limited to implementation. Following regection of the Kyoto Protocol, the
United States led the formation of alternative fosuoutside the multilateral framework,
such as the Asia Pacific Partnership on Clean Dewveént and the Major Economies
Meetings, later to evolve into the Major EconomiEsrum. The G8 Summit at
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Heiligendamm, in 2007, with a new US President]yfng on, as we now know,
controversial assessments in the IPCC) called foeva framework and global goal for
emissions to be halved by 2050, with furtteation to be based on the principle of
common but differentiated responsibilities and tdlgaes. It set up a dialogue process
(2007 — 2009) to build trust with, and recognize ttole of, the major emerging
economies (Brazil, China, India, Mexico and Southicd) for developing a common
understanding on climate change, and initiated yéical work on technology
cooperation and energy efficiency through the OE@D the IEA.

These deliberations prepared the ground, at theS@&mit in L’Aquila in 2009, for
leaders of all major emitting countries to reiterttte importance of keeping the increase
in average global temperature below 2 degrees eldHowever, the developed
countries also agreed, but did not share with tkdewveloping country partners, the
strategy to develop a text outside the UNFCCC fraank for a political agreement, as a
treaty where developed countries took on legallydisig commitments and developed
countries had voluntary commitments was not actéptin the United States (Danish
Foreign Policy Yearbook, 2010). This set the sté&meintense political pressure at
Copenhagen, later in 2009, for the internationibraof mitigation action and symmetry
of obligations. The subsequent stress, in the Qankgreements, on international
consultation and analysis of national actions imeflgping countries has the objective of
negating the current agreement that poverty erdicas the overriding priority of
developing countries, with environmental effectigss, in terms of a peaking year, being
proposed as the benchmark for review of nationities and strategies, as in the case of
the developed countries. The principle of commondiifierentiated responsibilities and
respective capabilities is now being interpreted asnmon commitments with
differentiated reductions.

This reappraisal of their interests and how to eshithem has led the United States and
China to reframe the issue, and the climate regaway from historical responsibility to
respective capabilities, obviating the need forpactic legal arrangement to balance
rights and obligations of countries. The Unitedt&alimate envoy Todd Stern said in a
speech in October 2010 that a "new paradigm" veasied since developed nations now
account for just 45 percent of world emissionshars that is set to fall to 35 percent by
2030. China is now prepared to take responsibddyresponding to the development
level of the country (Chen Jiang, 2010). Consedyeintthe Cancun Agreements, agreed
on seeking shared prosperity, rather than burdarnrgh as the objective of multilateral
cooperation. For example, the Academies of Scienfdbe United States and China
have recently intensified their cooperation in ngakle energy technology development,
cost reduction or deployment outside the climatatyr (NAS, 2010 a).

[l
Copenhagen and the shifting power balance
It was widely reported that at Copenhagen Chinectegl unilateral cuts in greenhouse

gas emissions by developed countries. A UK Ministete in the Guardian that “we did
not get an agreement on 50 per cent reductionbbbragemissions by 2050 or on 80 per
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cent reductions by developed countries. Both weteed by China, despite the support
of a coalition of developed and the vast majoritydeveloping countries” (Miliband,
2009). A furious Angela Merkel, German Chancelisreported to have demanded “why
can't we even mention our own targets?’(Lynas, 20@9recent report explains the
Chinese position in terms of safeguarding equityniing out that, cuts of both global
greenhouse gas emissions by 50 percent and tiredustrialized countries by 80 percent
by 2050, amounting to a partitioning of the atmasphresource, would mean that
emissions in developing countries are only allowedncrease by 15 percent by 2050
relative to their 1990 levels (SEI, 2010). Devetgprountries, led by China, now have
the power to resist imposition of rules that argideental to their interests.

It is also being argued that the challenge of démehange is too complex for the
‘cumbersome’ current institutions to deal with.drmhal institutions outside the Climate
Convention decision making structure and an evahatiy process where legally binding
commitments would enfold over time are being adiettaas politically the most
promising way forward (Bodansky, 2010). The UN &y General has set up a Panel
on Sustainability charged with recommending howifty percent reduction in global
emissions can be brought about by 2050; a targst groposed by the G8. While this
Panel, as a part of the United Nations framewols more legitimacy than other
groupings, like the G 20 and the Major Economiesufg but still does not represent the
interests of all developing countries.

Similarly, the Panel on Climate Finance set up hey $ecretary-General of the United
Nations has not been able to come with an agrepbagh to transaction based sources
of international finance to provide the $100 bnrpised at Copenhagen, largely because
developing countries have opposed the measures oadsideration, as they will have a
greater incidence on developing countries thanemeldped countries (Economist, 2010)

Future negotiations under the climate regime aedRio + 20 Sustainability Summit will
require developing countries to make policy choiaes the evolution of climate
governance. The safeguards in the Climate Converliat developing countries were
able to wrest at the last minute in 1992 are ingdawf evaporating. Under Article 4.7 of
the Climate Convention, which was the last Artitbebe negotiated, legally binding
measures taken by developing countries for mitbgaéire contingent on the provision of
financial resources and technology, and this reguent was waived in the Copenhagen
Accord, with voluntary pledges by developing coiedsr The second safeguard that
eradication of poverty remains the overriding ptjoof developing countries is at risk of
being negated by the focus of the Cancun Agreemamtsiternational monitoring of
developing county mitigation actions ignoring tidrastructure needs for eradication of
poverty, and the attendant inevitable increase imisgions of carbon dioxide.
International analysis of national actions, or NABlAcan only be done against an agreed
benchmark shaped by assured access to sustaina@éopiment. Therefore, the new
rules should not be in terms of environmental dffecess, but rather how best
developing countries can eradicate poverty whilkingathe transition to sustainable
development, for them to have legitimacy.
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In this strategic shift national actions have beeothe central issue. With broad
agreement on limiting increase in global tempemtiar 2 degrees Celsius at Cancun,
developed countries are now insisting on a glolwal @f halving emission levels by
2050, continuing to focus on flows rather than ksoaf carbon. The Convention requires
that developed country emissions should have peak&€90 levels by the year 2000. As
developed country emissions continue to grow, dgief) countries see that global goal,
with its implications for a peaking year, as a #tr® their future economic growth and
overriding priority related to eradication of potye(The Climate Group, 2011).

This approach, even if controversial principles anovisions of the Convention are not
taken into account, will adversely affect develgpaountries. First, it is argued that since
emissions from developing countries will account tialf of global emissions by 2050,

they must take on commitments now. Global attenisosought to be focused on the
increasing emissions from China (and India), whégnee quarters of the electricity

generated goes for industrial production and adycgon in emissions will have a direct
impact on economic growth and eradication of pgveunlike in developed countries

where consumption by households’ accounts for twal$ of the electricity generated,

and reductions will impact only on (wasteful) lif@des. Moreover, while the major share
of emissions in developing countries is from foadduction, mobility (for leisure) has

the largest share in emissions of developed camtAs developing countries still have
to build their infrastructure and need carbon spiaceit, peaking of emissions using

available technologies will impact on eradicatidnpoverty, and global leaders should
really discuss how their economic growth can takace in an environmentally

sustainable manner.

Secondly, the current framework ignores the faat #nergy and ecological services are
directly related to human well being. Developmerit imfrastructure, urbanization,
manufacturing and food production all need carbpacs, are essential for economic
growth, and for alleviation of poverty. For exampkle per capita generation of
electricity in India is one-fifteenth that of thenited States. Estimates suggest that
currently, worldwide 1.6 billion people lack accésselectricity. The key global climate
policy — or equity - issue is that without develdpeountries sharply reducing their
emissions immediately other countries cannot gat fair share of the carbon budget for
eradication of poverty.

A third shortcoming is the current internationapegach of setting emissions targets at
the point of production rather than consumptionjdasmincreasing globalization of the

world economy. For example it is estimated thatn@ls export-related emissions

account for one-third of its emissions (Pan,2008)has, thus, become easier for
developed countries’ to slow the growth in theirigsions and meet their targets at the
expense of developing countries - in effect, expgrtheir emissions.

At the same time, all scientific assessments caleclinat developing countries, rather
than developed countries, will bear the adverseaotgpof climate change with huge
economic costs. According to recent research algmral output in developing countries
is expected to decline by 10-20 per cent by 2080leva considerable percentage of the
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population in developing countries will continue tierive their livelihood from
agriculture. Agricultural growth has also been fdun be four times more effective in
reducing poverty than growth in other sectors. Wes inain determinant of a countries’
adaptive capacity is economic wealth, such unpested adverse impacts of climate
change will severely constrain development and tbekpoor in long term poverty traps.
Meeting this challenge will require major new intresnts, for example, in agricultural
research to develop new drought resistant cropetresi and insurance schemes. UNDP
has estimated the annuadsts of adapting to climate change to be $86ohilin 2015,
while the amount pledged to date for adaptatiomm(datively, not per year) is around
$300million.

A large share of this burden will inevitably falhonational budgets of developing
countries, and they have to accept this respoitgibHor example, India already spends
about 3 per cent of its GDP on adaptation. Howesgech an international understanding
should be contingent on the developed countriesigirgg funding for natural disaster
insurance, a provision that exists in the Climat&ntion, and joint research for the
development of drought resistant seeds etc. oriles of the green revolution. This
framework would allow countries to move onto a nexa of global cooperation on a
common concern, rather than remain bogged downetaild of how much of the
increasing severity of current drought, floods apdones are caused by climate change.

There are three dimensions of the equity implicetiof a new paradigm framed in the
context of patterns of resource use. First, catéor allocating the global carbon budget,
or limits on national emissions, among countrieedh& be agreed at the multilateral
level. Since the available carbon space is patti@ilobal atmospheric commons, every
country’s fair share of carbon space is proportfieaats share of the global population.
Second, it needs to be recognized that the poall ileveloping countries, and not only
in the least developed countries, will suffer diggortionately from the adverse impacts
of climate change, particularly in marginal landed carbon space needs to be reserved
for the assured growth of countries whose per aapiissions are below the global
average. Third, carbon management will raise tiee@f energy at the national level and
impose the greatest burden on poor households exrg\emnelated goods and services
make up a larger share of their expenditures. Tverae effects of climate change and
the increased energy costs need to be minimizedighrboth the transfer of technology
and provision of financial resources on concessitanms.

These findings bring a new perspective to the inatiéonal debate as the United Nations
struggles to find a global consensus, and sugdbatsa broader focus on new rules
centered on patterns of resource use will be needed

v
Global goal of human wellbeing
A new agenda is needed for ensuring human wellbbmgpuse the global goal of

keeping increase in temperatures to below 2 degBedsius requires 14 Giga tonnes
(Gt.) of emissions abatement by 2020, whereas ihm pledges made after the
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Copenhagen Conference amount to only around 9 iBt,developing countries already
contributing more than the reduction commitmentstieg developed countries (Den
Elzen, 2010). Moreover, the countries with per-tapimissions and incomes below the
global average collectively would need at leastagh carbon budget as the developed
countries are about to take up from now until 20b€e poor countries were to merely
reach average global greenhouse gas emissiongarfnés per capita by 2050, that is
recognized as a legitimate aspiration in the Copgah Accord (WRI, 2010).

Therefore, the climate negotiations must recogiimd both global temperature and
greenhouse gas concentration limits are needdtkdsasis for long term co-operation to
meet the climate challenge. A report of the Natigkmademy of Sciences of the United
States, on limiting the magnitude of future climak@nge, published in May 2010, also
concludes that the “policy goal must be stated gsamtitative limit on domestic GHG
emissions over a specified time period — in otherds a GHG emissions budget ......
national shares of global emissions need to besdgaethe multilateral level as the basis
for developing and assessing domestic strategld&S( 2010). The United Kingdom
already has legislation establishing a nationdv@abudget (UK, 2009).

Recent research in the United States assumes @baG2 of carbon dioxide equivalent
will be available in the period 2012 — 2050; white 2008 annual emissions from the
United States were 7 Gt! The scientific analysisumambiguous, and notes that this
budget is “based on ‘global least cost’ economficiehcy criteria for allocating global
emissions among countries, and using other crjteifierent budget numbers could be
suggested (for instance, some argue that basedobal dfairness’ concerns, a more
aggressive U.S. emission reduction effort is waadh(NAS, 2010). Post Cancun, with
agreed limits on increase in global temperaturehal policy requires early agreement at
the multilateral level on the global goal of quéattve limits on emissions and allocation
criteria for the scarce atmospheric resource.

Outside of the multilateral process, China anddrtive begun to take the first steps for
an alternate policy framework for sustainable depelent, and in this manner re-
defining the nature and scope of national actiovesyarom a narrow focus on percentage
reductions in emissions to transition to a low oarlgreen economy and society. Their
focus on activities that generate global changecipy resource conservation,
environmental protection and economic developmenégual footing, is showing good
progress. The 1LFive year Plan of China (2006-2010) has set atamreduce energy
use per unit of GDP by 20 per cent by 2010 comp&pel005, which is going to be
achieved. China has also pledged to reduce it®onantensity by 40 to 45 percent by
2020 compared to 2005, and the government is likelgclude the target in its 12th five-
year plan from 2011 to 2015 and could outline fledpg market-based steps to curb
carbon emissions from burning fossil fuels. Furteteps to promote the burgeoning
clean-tech sector are possible under a $1.5 triffian to boost strategic sectors.

China has already launched a major effort to bbgdtopower and helped drive rapid

expansion of wind and solar power to wean indusfifyfossil fuels and to meet an
insatiable appetite for electricity. China has mefécient coal fired plants than the

16



United States and is becoming the major world ntaftee such plants, as well as for
renewable energy (IEA, 2009). In 2009 it approvedational target for increasing the
use of renewable sources to 15 per cent of enesgyand committed to lowering carbon
dioxide emissions by 40-45 per cent of 2005 letgl2020, and $36.4 bn was invested in
renewable energy in 2009 (which is much more tharitvestment in the US). China has
in the past five years become the undisputed gltd#zaler in renewable energy. It has
more than twice as much solar thermal capacitjhagdst of the world combined; it is
the global leader in solar PV manufacturing; anthdas both the world's largest wind
energy market and total installed capacifgenewable energy installed capacity,
including hydro electricity, will increase to 47% wtal capacity by 2020. China will
install 10 million charge stations for electric €dry 2020.. China will invest €57 billion
in grid infrastructure allocated to ultra high \age (UHV) transmission lines by 2015,
and more than €460 billion in “smart grids” in thext decade.

China’s fundamental shift in growth pathways wilhke it the first country in the world
to decouple economic growth from energy use evetewlaving large numbers of poor.
Green growth has been officially adopted by Chmae part of the core strategy for the
coming decade. The 12th 5-year plan will put emjghas economic and industrial
restructuring towards greener, more efficient awder carbon growth. The steps include
extraordinarily strong efforts within wind, soldrydro, nuclear, electric cars, smart grid,
infrastructure and high speed rail, continued ¢$féo increase energy efficiency, tough
regulation and huge investmentBublic spending in these sectors will be incredeett
2.5% of GDP by 2015. It is expected that an emissrading scheme will soon be
introduced, as well as a national resource taxeEmngents with ‘low carbon zones’ in 8
cities and 5 provinces, covering over 300 millioeople, have already been started.
China’s forest cover increased 1.6 per cent anpirathe period 2000 — 2010, the largest
in the world. China accounts for a third of all puit by developing countries, and total
factor productivity has consistently shown a risp@ttern since 1995, and growth in
labour productivity exceeded 8.7 percent in 201Bictv was the highest in the world,
impacting on global trends in resource consumpii@onference Board, 2010). On
World Environment Day, June 2009, China issuedtoomaide call for a “low carbon
lifestyle”.

The National Action Plan on Climate Change deveddpe India, in 2008, also seeks
shifts in development growth pathways to achievatanable development through
demand-side management, renewable energy, andreatise of forests and water
resources. India plans to cut carbon intensity®y 25 per cent below 2005 levels by
2020, and aims to raise renewable-based capacng, 490 MW - or 15.9% of total
capacity - by 2022, when the country will have 4906Gf total capacityThe
government is to launch a mandatory national eneffiygiency trading scheme in April,
2011, that will help it achieve its pledge to reellicdia’s emissions intensity by 20 to 25
percent by 2020 from 2005 levels, and further upidenvestment in clean technology.
The Perform, Achieve and Trade scheme will coverentikan 700 companies in nine
sectors, such as iron and steel, cement and thgromadr plants, that together are
responsible for 65 percent of industrial energystonption. The government says the
scheme, with full trading from 2014, could be wattb billion by 2015. The scheme
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design is still being finalized but companies #&ely to be allocated energy intensity
targets based on historical performance. Reductglhbe credited after the fact and
firms that don't meet their targets will pay a ggnar buy credits from companies able
to do better than their target. An acceleratiomeéstment in solar power to achieve the
government's target of 20 gigawatts by 2022, aastiment estimated to need between
$40 billion and $50 billion in capital.

Announcements by developing countries at Copenhtigelnange the trajectory of their
growth amount to 5 Gt. which is more than the 4r€duction mitigation commitments
of the developed countries (Project Catalyst, 20A8)national actions to meet the
climate challenge shift away from legally bindimghemitments the outcome of the
World Sustainability Summit in 2012 in defining tgbal goal will have great
relevance in building trust.

Transition to a green economy and society

Developing countries must now set the sustaina@eldpment agenda in the climate
negotiations, and the related World Sustainab8iynmit, because in the coming years
they will be making increasing demands on ecoldg&sources, as they consume vast
guantities of steel, cement, aluminum, chemicatsfartilizers needed for infrastructure,
urbanization and food security essential for ttealmation of poverty. The building
blocks of global sustainability will need to ensargansformation in the way we use
natural resources, in five areas.

First, the growing importance of the service seetiod consumer demand in economic
growth worldwide requires a shift beyond modifyipgpduction patterns seeking greater
efficiency in resource use, to modifying consumptpatterns for ensuring conservation
of resources.

Second, recognition of the value of ecological andrgy services, and their contribution
to eradication of poverty - infrastructure, jobatien, food security and pharmaceuticals
- will support new growth pathways.

Third, new market based employment opportunitiesirie be provided for the rural poor
to shift activities away from relying on, and cagsiharm to, natural resources to
augmentation of local ecosystems.

Fourth, the focus of international cooperation wdouhen shift from multilateral
environmental agreements to networks for "innovdtisupporting, for example, joint
development and sharing of energy technologiescwdtiral seed varieties and medical
benefits of biodiversity.

Lastly, national accounting systems need to meashgesignificant human welfare
benefits, or services, national and global ecosystprovide, and develop an economic
yardstick that is more effective than GDP for assepsthe performance of an economy.
In the interim, national carbon budgets are a gaddtator for developing and assessing
national strategies, the sustainable use of natesmurces and the transition to global
sustainability.
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The new rules to secure human wellbeing must beenmepresentative to have

legitimacy, rather than just reshape existing omdstional carbon budgets, based on
equitable allocation criteria that are legally bimgdfor all countries, will safeguard the

ecological health of the planet, ensure policy spgac developing countries to eradicate
poverty and focus on the transformation of the watonomy and human activity,

leading to patterns of resource use that can incgplie be adopted by all countries.

International cooperation in this framework would based around three measurable
goals of reaching multilaterally agreed nationakboa budgets, development of

innovative renewable energy technologies and bmmgenergy services to those in

developing countries who do not have access tbptesent, including the development
of infrastructure necessary for the eradicatiopmferty.

At the Rio Summit, in 1992, the emphasis was ortaining environmental damage from
industrialization, and it was assumed that the comroncerns would be integrated in
economic policy guided by multilaterally agreed mer Learning from the evolution of
the climate regime, the new paradigm that will eyeeat the Rio + 20 Summit, in 2012,
must re-balance the roles of the state, marketthadcitizen, and focus directly on
consumption and production patterns. Shifts in ghopathways need to be discussed for
the eradication of poverty in the context of susthle development. Consequently, at the
multilateral level, the focus will no longer be &y binding decisions that regulate
national activities, but rather new cooperative hagisms to ensure human well being,
as well as rules for monitoring progress towards d¢fiobal goal of moving towards
patterns of resource use that are common for altres.
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