C&C in Stern Review CUP

Nicholas Stern fails to acknowledge the “Contraction and Convergence” proposals
from GCI and the source for these, though these proposals were formally submitted
to his enquiry - See ICE briefing on the Treasury website at: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/5/0/GCI_Briefing_C&C.pdf
However, on page 47 onwards, Stern renames “C&C” as “contract and converge”,
then attacks “it” as ‘as assertion and not an argument’ concluding inaccurately that
‘it is unlikely to get support’.
Later in the report he compares C&C [GCI via Hohne [who does acknowledge GCI,
though stern removes this] to four other references provided by Hohne.
This year [2008] however he changes his assertions to saying, “the pragmatic principle
of equity would require an equalisation of per capita emissions by then [2050]” whilst
also informing the press, “we badly underestimated the degree of damages and the risks
of climate change. All of the links in the chain are on average worse than we thought a
couple of years ago.”
This change of position was declared at the Progressive Governance Conference [see
page 23]. This reversal in favour of C&C makes the rebuttal of it in this Report appear
naive and indecisive. It is however welcome, and should now be sourced to GCI.
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“The notions of the right to climate protection or climate security of future generations and of shared responsibilities in a common world can be combined to
assert that, collectively, we have the right only to emit some very small amount
of GHGs, equal for all, and that no-one has the right to emit beyond that level
without incurring the duty to compensate. We are therefore obliged to pay for
the right to emit above that common level.
This can be seen as one argument in favour of the ‘contract and converge’
proposition, whereby ‘large emitters’ should contract emissions and all individuals in the world should either converge to a common (low) level or pay for the
excess (and those below that level could sell rights).
There are problems with this approach, however. One is that this right, while it
Source: Contraction and Convergence ™ (C&C) is the science-based, global climate policy
might seem natural to some, is essentially asserted. It is not clear why a comframework proposed to the UN since 1990 by the Global Commons Institute (GCI).
mon humanity in a shared world automatically implies that there are equal
www.gci.org.uk/briefings/ICE.pdf
rights to emit GHGs (however low). Equality of rights, for example to basic
education and health, or to common treatment in voting, can be related to notions of capabilities, empowerment, or the ability to participate in a society.
Further, they have very powerful consequences in terms of law, policy and structures of society. How does the ‘right 251
to emit’ stand in relation to these rights?
Rights are of great importance in ethics but they should be argued rather than

