LIVES in poor countries should be
valued as worth 15 times less than those
in the West, according to UN economists calculating the possible cost to the
world of global warming.
Their calculations are in unpublished official documents, seen by the
Independent on Sunday, which are
expected to be endorsed by the world’s
governments this week. The documents
are designed to guide policymakers in
deciding how to respond to potentially
disastrous climate change.
The calculations - which the documents admit are “controversial” and
“reflect discrimination against the
less well off” are bound to create an
international row just as evidence is
mounting that global warming is taking
hold. Research in both Britain and the
United States shows that 1995 could be
the hottest-ever year worldwide.
Experts say that the huge disparity
between the value placed on life in rich
and poor countries minimises assessments of the damage that will be done
by global warming and so will give
governments an excuse to avoid taking
action to combat it.
Sir Crispin Tickell, the Prime Minister’s chief advisor on the environment,
describes the calculations as “ludicrous”
and says they could discredit international attempts to evaluate the extent
and consequences of the threatened
climatic change. He has already written
on valuing lives in developing countries
- where most of the deaths, mainly from
strokes and heart attacks brought on by
the extra heat, would occur - at £62,500
each, compared to £940,000 each in
Europe and North America.
Lives in the former Soviet Union are
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valued at £180,000 each, one fifth of the
figure in the West. Calculations which
value all lives equally, and include other
factors missing from the official assessment, produce estimates that global
warming could cut the world’s wealth by
up to a quarter each year - which would
call for dramatic preventative action.
Michael Grubb, head of the Energy And
Environment Programme at the Royal
Institute for International Affairs, who
has made a special study of the costs of
global warming, describes the 1.5 to 2
per cent figure as “ridiculously definite”

MORE hot and humid weather, with temperatures
into the eighties, is expected over much of Britain this
week, writes Glenda Cooper.
The current heat wave ended temporarily yesterday as
a cold front finally broke the unpleasantly muggy spell
across the country. But the London Weather Centre
said that heat and humidity were likely to be back by
Tuesday with temperatures once more reaching 26 to
27 Celsius (80F). Temperatures today and tomorrow,
however, will be much more the seasonal norm, at
around 21-22C (70-72F) in the south, and 1820C (6468F) further north.
Last week temperatures as high as 30C (86F) were
reported in Doncaster on Wednesday and 32C (90F)
at Heathrow on Thursday, while high humidity levels
made the warm weather barely tolerable at times. On
Friday, the south remained stifling, and the weather
centre reported temperatures of 29C (84F) on its roof
in centra’ London, 30C at Gatwick Airport and 31C 8t:
F) at Southend - comparable to Athens, IstanbuI and

Hong Kong. But southern Spain provided the hottest
spot in Europe, with Seville recording 44C (lHF). The
recent high temperatures and humidity are thought to
have killed more than 800 people in America’s Mid
West, while Shanghai is experiencing its worst heat
wave in 50 years.
Three fatal heart attacks in France and 12 in southern
Spain have been blamed on the heat. In Doncaster,
an eight-year-old boy was found drowned in his bath
on Thursday after playing out in the sun all day. It is
thought he may have suffered heatstroke and passed
out, although a post-mortem examination proved
inconclusive. An inquest will be held next week.
ATHENS: Fires that burned more than 200 homes and
other buildings and destroyed one of the Greek capital’s few remaining forests were brought under partial
control yesterday, and officials hoped they would be
put out by last night. The fires, fuelled by gale force
winds, burned thousands of acres of forest around
Mount Pendelikon, north-east of the capital.

Another heat wave on its way

to protest to leaders of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPPC), the official body set up by
world governments to assess the dangers of global warming. The documents
have been prepared by economists in an
IPPC working group and are expected
to be approved by a plenary meeting of
IPPC in Geneva on Tuesday. They say
that, by the best estimates, a doubling
of the that the cost of cutting emissions
of the gas would be greater, this may be
taken as justification for inaction.
But these calculations are partly based

and almost certainly a large underestimate. He says that it is so far impossible
to make an accurate assessment, but the
cost could range from virtually nothing
up to 25 per cent of world GDP.
Aubrey Meyer, director of the Global
Commons Institute, which has produced
similar figures, says: “The calculations
the governments are being asked to
endorse are profoundly unreliable and
could provide an excuse for them to do
nothing. By placing such a low value on
the lives of most of the world’s people,
they seem to endorse the economics of
genocide.”
So far this year worldwide temperatures
have equalled those in the first part of
1990, the hottest year on record, suggesting that global warming is resuming
after a brief lull. The lull was caused by
the huge volcanic eruption of Mount
Pinatubo in the Philippines in the summer of 1991, which flung 20 million
tons of sulphur high into the atmosphere, filtering out sunlight. Until the
eruption took place 1991 was set to be
even hotter than 1990 after six recordbreaking years in the 1980s.
The sulphur has now dropped out of the
atmosphere and the hot years are returning. 1994 was the fourth warmest year
ever and would have been the hottest if
it had not been for an exceptionally cold
January and February worldwide. Now
1995 is bidding for the record.

One Western life is worth 15 in the
Third World, says UN report
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Two Decades of Countering the Economics of Genocide with C&C
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“Contraction & Convergence” [C&C] is an International Framework for the control of
human source greenhouse gas emissions and countervailing “Expansion & Divergence”
or the de facto Economics of Genocide causing dangerous rates of climate change.
GCI has conducted a twenty year campaign to establish C&C. It is now accepted as the
basis of the global agreement needed to avoid rates of climate change accelerating to
the point after which climate change becomes ‘runaway’ due to the self-generating and
further warming effects of positive feedbacks.
C&C simply assumed equal entitlements to future emissions globally subject to the overall limit that saves us and then created a model that would compute any rates of C&C.
However, between 1993 and 1995, GCI fought and won a battle against the economists in the
policy section of the UN’s Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change who disagreed. Professors Nordhaus of the US and David Pearce of the UK led an effort refuting GCI’s reasoning but
their arbitrary and discriminatory valuation methods, once exposed, were rejected.
Economists regard human-induced climate change as an increasingly dangerous ‘externality’.
However, pandering to this, as they have done, is the ‘economics of genocide’ as it aggravates the
double-jeopardy trends of globally asymmetric development and climate damages in which the
global community is now increasingly trapped. This will not be ‘corrected’ through any institution
or market unless a global framework for policies and measures is put in place to show that we are
committed to solving the problem faster than we are creating it. That framework is C&C, now the
most widely cited and arguably the most widely supported proposal in the debate.
Aubrey Meyer - Global Commons Institute
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Starting in 1989, the first fifteen years of GCI are documented in the
Archive stored at: - www.gci.org.uk/Archive/Mega_Doc_1989_2004.pdf
By 1990, GCI had established a presence at the UN climate change negotiations. Under the
banner of Equity and Survival, the simple message was equal rights to the commons. As of
1993 we began an engagement with the ‘neo-classical’ economists who had arrived at the
UN. Their mission was to conduct a ‘global cost-benefit analysis’ [G-CBA] of climate change
so the famous climate-change-question of William Nordhaus To Slow or not to Slow could
be answered. Professor Nordhaus already took the position that [1] all countries had or
aspired to have the economic structure of the USA [2] agriculture was 2-3% of US GDP [3]

if things got hotter due to global warming, they had air-conditioning and shopping malls.
As the IPCC prepared its Second Assessment Report [SAR] in 1993, Prof Nordhaus was
appointed to be the convening lead author of the impending G-CBA. GCI was asked to
contribute to the Equity and Social Considerations section of the SAR. However, GCI took
the view that Prof Nordhaus appointment was not suitable and so we informed as many
UN delegates to the negotiations as possible of his views and his impending appointment.
Within a month he was stood down and replaced by Prof David Pearce of UCL UK.

1994

David Pearce immediately instituted
procedures to ‘improve’ on Nordhaus. These included the quickly
notorious differential monetary value
of lives to be lost due to climate
change. In essence these were proportional to the income of the people
who were to lose their lives this way
- in a nutshell, fifteen dead Indians
equalled one dead Englishman.
During the fight that began over that
issue, Professor Nordhaus got wind
of why he had been stood down and
wrote the angry letter reproduced
alongside. In it he assumed [rightly]
that GCI’s objections included the
Dollar as the ‘numeraire’ or the unitof-measurement in the G-CBA, and
sarcastically offered the alternative
of ‘spotted-owl-equivalents’.
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7ILLIAM .ORDHAUS
Yale University

Yale University

Professor William D. Nordhaus
Department of Economics
P.O. Box 1972, Yale Station
New Haven, Connecticut 06511-1972

Fax: 203-432-5779
Phone: 203-432-3587
Email: NORDHAUS@ECON.YALE.EDU
February 28, 1994

Mr Richard Douthwaite
Global Commons Institute
Dear Mr. Douthwaite:
I was recently sent an article you wrote that commented on some
of my work (TWR, no. 40, p. 3). To begin with, you will be happy to
know that I actually am not part of the IPCC process, so whatever errors
I have broadcast will not be imposed by me. On a more serious note, I
believe that you have not seen the most recent work, which will be
published soon by MIT Press and which I include.
I believe the major difference of opinion between yourself and the
“economic” point of view is whether it is appropriate to balance
economic and ecological objectives. You say that the decisions “have to
made on the basis of judgement alone,” which suggests that you
recognize that there is no way to avoid making choices, at least
implicitly. The economic perspective in cost-benefit analysis attempts to
condense the complex set of impacts over space, time and sectors by
summarizing them in a scalar measure of value; others prefer to keep
the measures in the original and undigested vectors of impacts. The fact
that the scalar is in monetary units is not really crucial, it could be in
“spotted-owl equivalents” if you preferred. Perhaps what you really
object to is the test of whether your values about species diversity,
ecosystem preservation, and so forth are shared in the political and
economic market place. I wonder if, by insulting and denigrating those
who propose methods of constructing valuations of such things as
species diversity you are really trying to protect your own views from
careful scrutiny.
Sincerely yours
(Signed William Nordhaus)

GCI responded simply by asking
why, if a
spotted owl
equalled a
spotted owl,
a human
didn’t equal
cc: D Pearce
a human?
No answer was offered. 
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Global Commons Institute [GCI] 1994 detailed submission to
Working Group Three of the Second Assessment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change for the
First Conference of the Parties [April 95 Berlin] to the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change is here:
www.gci.org.uk/papers/Nairobi3b.pdf the final essay follows.


This is the final essay in GCI’s submission invited by the IPCC to its
2nd Assessment. The charge of the Economics of Genocide is laid: CONCLUSION - Spotted Owls and Fighting the Economics of Genocide
These allocation exercises show the scale of worsening maldistribution of resources globally since
the war. The trend was increasingly inequitable and unsustainable. OECD countries - although they do not
yet admit to it officially - are now on the defensive about this state of affairs. Their principal tactic has
been to blame developing countries for future impacts, rather than accept responsibility for the past and
present impacts of the industrial countries. No-one is advocating hair-shirt politics. However, it is
unrealistic for the industrial countries to promote the future as an extension of the present unless this
includes a willingness to become accountable over the massive structural advantage which they have
developed globally whilst running up this global environmental debt on everyone’s account.
Overall, this is not a complicated debate. The resources in question are global common property
and vital to survival. The well-being of all people now and into the future depend on the integrity of these
resources being maintained. There is a simple choice to be made; - either we accept that everyone has an
equal right to be here and to share the benefits of these resources or we reject that everyone has equal
rights in this. This is choosing for equity and survival or for increasing inequity and loss of sustainability.
It is that simple.
As a matter of principle and of prudence, GCI accepts and affirms that everyone has an equal right
to be here. We base our modelling and analysis on that acceptance, and present our analysis as an
affirmation of that right. We note that rights to income should be accompanied by responsibilities for its
impacts, which effectively rewards efficiencies. Contrarily, the Global Cost/Benefit Analysts (now in the
IPCC Working Group Three (WG3)) do no affirm the equal right to be here. They appear not even to
accept it either. Certainly - at least by default - they are rejecting this right, as the analysis presented by
them so far, suggests that rights increase proportional to income. Advised by these very people, the World
Bank has openly promoted the idea that the right to emit carbon dioxide should be proportional to income
for example.2 The policy measures for the mitigation of emissions proposed by many of these economists
preparing material for WG3 are based on this formula of “rights-by-income”. Mitigating emissions is
presented by these analysts as a cost, and the “damages-avoided” by mitigating emissions are presented by
them as the benefit.
As intended, all this sounds professional and innocent. But it is conceptually skewed, factually
inaccurate and politically devious. In reality it is a velvet glove for the iron fisted insistence on businessas-usual. At worst it is the economics of genocide. Faced with this fist, we should recognise how its grip
is exerted; - the exercise fundamentally depends on the analysts converting all the costs and all the
benefits associated with climate changes to cash values. One immediate example of this is the need to
give cash values to the human lives which are going to be lost (a “damage cost”). In their analysis, if the
overall damage costs are calculated as high (and higher than the cost of mitigating emissions), this makes
the costs of mitigation bearable, and wins the case for mitigating the emissions. If, on the other hand, the
damage costs are low (and below the costs of mitigating emissions), the case has been made for businessas-usual, and the damage costs (including the loss of life) become bearable. Clearly the damage cost (cash
valuation) that is put on a human life in this context is crucial.
The key question which now also arises is this: - are all human lives equally valuable or not?
Moreover, should economists employed by the nations responsible for causing the problems of climate
change, have the job of valuing the lives which are going to be lost? And even more to the point, should
they value the lives of the people who are not responsible for creating the climate changes, as less
valuable than the lives of those responsible? Surely we all have a fundamentally equal right to be here:
surely each person is equally valuable in this fundamental way? So far the global cost/benefit analysts say
no, this is not the case.
2


World Development Report 1992, page 165
measures such as carbon taxes, tradable-emissions-permits and joint-implementation
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Take for example the (UK-government-funded) Centre for the Social and Economic Research of
the Global Environment (C-SERGE) based in the UK. David Pearce is one of its directors and he is also
the IPCC’s convening lead author on “Social Costs”. C-SERGE has already published a valuation of the
lives to be lost. In a recent research paper it stated that the cash value of a “statistical life” in the EC or the
USA is $1,500,000 per head, but in “poor” countries such as China, it is only $150,000.4 [The disparate
figures are derived from peoples’ ability-to-pay for damage insurance]. In global cost/benefit analysis, this
means therefore these economists discard a real Chinese life ten times more easily than a real life in the
EC or the USA. This an example of how you keep the damage costs below the emissions mitigation costs.
You just quietly devalue the lives of the people who aren’t in the EC and the USA and hope nobody
questions “business-as-usual” with genocide written into the bottom-line. This approach is now formally
embedded in the text of IPCC’s Second Assessment Report (SAR) in the section prepared by the Western
economists dominant in Working Group Three (WG3) on "Economic and other Cross-Cutting Issues".
This approach is one of the great scandals of our times. It has now been dubbed “the Economics of
Genocide” in some of the world’s major media and an international protest campaign over this has been
growing since it was launched by GCI in June 1994. (See overleaf)
The Godfather of these economists, William Nordhaus, has stated that “the economic perspective
in global cost/benefit analysis attempts to condense the complex set of impacts over, space, time and
sectors by summarising them in a scalar measure of value . . . the fact that the scalar is in monetary units
is not really crucial: it could be in spotted-owl equivalents.” 5 For GCI this is evidence of confusion in
the reasoning of these economists at this fundamental level. On the one hand they say that monetary units
are not crucial [spotted-owl equivalents will do just as well as money] and on the other hand they say that
monetary units are crucial [peoples varied ability-to-pay - in money - determines their rights and their
relative worth].
The question that haunts their confusion is this: why if one spotted owl equals one spotted owl,
doesn’t one human equal one human? In the twisted logic of global cost/benefit analysis, it turns out that
people do not have an equal right to survive even though spotted owls do. This is another way of saying
that people do not have an equal right to be here in the first place; your rights are proportional to your
income. In terms of achieving sustainable development globally, this is nonsense. For practical as well as
ethical purposes, each human being is - and must be recognised as - the fundamentally equal unit for
measuring sustainability and this is the irreducible level of decision-taking.
At sub-global levels of ‘economic’ debate, this kind of wrangle is of a familiar vintage. It is the
substance of the traditional left/right arguments where those without the money make “equity-for-equity’s
sake” (principle) arguments, whilst those with the money make “efficiency-for efficiency’s sake”
(practicality) arguments. Whatever the rights and wrongs of this approach, equity and efficiency are seen
as being traded off against each other between the left and the right. Much of the history of our political
economy is a story about this false dichotomy.
At a global level this kind of economic discrimination is simply suicidal. It is discriminatory on a
greater scale than before. But it is also dangerous and different in a manner which is without precedent.
First there is nowhere else to go. There isn’t a global carpet under which the waste, the pollution and the
“poor” can be swept and then ignored. The causes and the influence of these things in the system needs to
fundamentally inform the analysis under-taken. This is true because large numbers of people are not going
to accept being made the discards of a sub-system which values itself 10:1 over everyone else, let alone a
system which hasn’t demonstrated sustainable consumption patterns since industrialisation began.
The "Conference of the Parties to the Climate Convention" cannot succeed in its task if these
issues are not faced head on. The ‘Economics of Genocide’ must be rejected now and for always.
4

“Global Warming Damage Costs: Some Monetary Estimates” by Samuel Fankhauser (with input from Pearce and Nordhaus). Working
Paper GEC 92-29 from C-SERGE, the UK’s Centre for the Social and Economic Research of the Global Environment.
5
Prof William D Nordhaus in a letter to GCI dated 28 2 94.
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IPCC WG3 SAR SOCIAL COSTS of CLIMATE CHANGE
Chapter 6 Summary for Policy Makers [publ. 1995].
7. The social costs of anthropogenic climate change: Damages of increased
greenhouse gas emissions The literature on the subject in this section is
controversial and mainly based on research done on developed countries,
often extrapolated to developing countries.
There is no consensus about how to value statistical lives or how to aggregate statistical lives across countries.7 Monetary valuation should not obscure the human consequences of anthropogenic climate change damages,
because the value of life has meaning beyond monetary valuation. It should
be noted that the Rio Declaration and Agenda 21 call for human beings to
remain at the centre of sustainable development.
The approach taken to this valuation might affect the scale of damage reduction strategies. It may be noted that, in virtually all of the literature discussed in this section, the developing country statistical lives have not been
equally valued at the developed country value, nor are other damages in
developing countries equally valued at the developed country value. Because national circumstances, including opportunity costs, differ, economists sometimes evaluate certain kinds of impacts differently amongst
countries. The benefits of limiting greenhouse gas emissions and enhancing sinks are: (a) the climate change
damages avoided; and (b) the secondary benefits associated with the relevant policies. Secondary benefits
include reductions in other pollutants jointly produced with greenhouse gases and the conservation of biological diversity. Net climate change damages include both market and nonmarket impacts as far as they can
be quantified at present and, in some cases, adaptation costs.
Damages are expressed in net terms to account for the fact that there are some beneficial impacts of global
warming as well, which are, however, dominated by the damage costs. Nonmarket impacts, such as human
health, risk of human mortality and damage to ecosystems, form an important component of available estimates of the social costs of climate change. The literature on monetary valuation of such nonmarket effects
reflects a number of divergent views and approaches. The estimates of nonmarket damages, however, are
highly speculative and not comprehensive. Nonmarket damage estimates are a source of major uncertainty in
assessing the implications of global climate change for human welfare. While some regard monetary valuation of such impacts as essential to sound decision making, others reject monetary valuation of some impacts, such as risk of human mortality, on ethical grounds. Additionally, there is a danger that entire unique
cultures may be obliterated. This is not something that can be considered in monetary terms, but becomes a
question of loss of human diversity, for which we have no indicators to measure economic value.
The assessed literature contains only a few estimates of the monetized damages associated with doubled
CO2 equivalent concentration scenarios. These estimates are aggregated to a global scale and illustrate the
potential impacts of climate change under selected scenarios. Aggregating individual monetized damages to
obtain total social welfare impacts implies difficult decisions about equity amongst countries. Global estimates are based upon an aggregation of monetary damages across countries (damages which are themselves
implicit aggregations across individuals) that reflects intercountry differences in wealth and income - this
fundamentally influences the monetary valuation of damages. Taking income differences as given implies
that an equivalent impact in two countries (such as an equal increase in human mortality) would receive very
different weights in the calculations of global damages.
To enable choices between different ways of promoting human welfare to be made on a consistent basis,
economists have for many years sought to express a wide range of human and environmental impacts in
terms of monetary equivalents, using various techniques. The most commonly used of those techniques is an
approach based on the observed willingness to pay for various nonmarket benefits.8 This is the approach that
has been taken in most of the assessed literature. Human life is an element outside the market and societies
may want to preserve it in an equal way.


An approach that includes equal valuation of impacts on human life wherever they occur may yield different
global aggregate estimates than those reported below. For example, equalizing the value of a statistical life at
a global average could leave total global damage unchanged but would increase markedly the share of these
damages borne by the developing world. Equalizing the value at the level typical in developed countries
would increase monetized damages several times, and would further increase the share of the developing
countries in the total damage estimate.
Other aggregation methods can be used to adjust for differences in the wealth or incomes of countries in
calculations of monetary damages. Because estimates of monetary damage tend to be a higher percentage of
national GDP for low income countries than for high income countries, aggregation schemes that adjust for
wealth or income effects are expected to yield higher estimates of global damages than those presented in
this report.
The assessed literature quantifying total damages from 2-3oC warming provides a wide range of point
estimates for damages, given the presumed change in atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations. The aggregate estimates tend to be a few per cent of world GDP, with, in general, considerably higher estimates of
damage to developing countries as a share of their GDP. The aggregate estimates are subject to considerable
uncertainty, but the range of uncertainty cannot be gauged from the literature.
The range of estimates cannot be interpreted as a confidence interval, given the widely differing assumptions and methodologies in the studies. As noted above, aggregation is likely to mask even greater uncertainties about damage components. Regional or sectoral approaches to estimating the consequences of climate
change include a much wider range of estimates of the net economic effects. For some areas, damages are
estimated to be significantly greater and could negatively affect economic development. For others, climate
change is estimated to increase economic production and present opportunities for economic development.
For countries generally having a diversified, industrial economy and an educated and flexible labour force,
the limited set of published estimates of damages are of the order one to a few per cent of GDP. For countries generally having a specialized and natural resource based economy (e.g., heavily emphasizing agriculture or forestry), and a poorly developed and land-tied labour force, estimates of damages from the few studies available are several times larger. Small islands and lowlying coastal areas are particularly vulnerable.
Damages from possible largescale catastrophes, such as major changes in ocean circulation, are not reflected
in these estimates. There is little agreement across studies about the exact magnitude of each category of
damages or relative ranking of the damage categories.9 Climate changes of this magnitude are not expected
to be realized for several decades, and damages in the interim could be smaller. Damages over a longer period of time might be greater.10
IPCC does not endorse any particular range of values for the marginal damage of CO2 emissions, but published estimates range between $5 and $125 (1990 U.S.) per tonne of carbon emitted now. This range of
estimates does not represent the full range of uncertainty. The estimates are also based on models that remain simplistic and are limited representations of the actual climate processes in being and are based on
earlier IPCC scientific reports. The wide range of damage estimates reflects variations in model scenarios,
discount rates and other assumptions. It must be emphasized that the social cost estimates have a wide range
of uncertainty because of limited knowledge of impacts, uncertain future technological and socioeconomic
developments, and the possibility of catastrophic events or surprises.



1st Conference of Parties [COP1] to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change [UNFCCC] was in Berlin in April 1995.
The Indian Government circulated the letter below to all other country
delegations. With all the international press coverage of the issue, it created a furore from which the international community has yet to recover.
In his 2006 Nicholas Stern was to walk deeper into the same trap.

This is the text of a letter re COP 
from: - Kamal Nath Indian Environment Minister
and Head of Indian Delegation to COP  to his
COP counterparts prior to COP .
24 03 1995

Dear
With the first "Conference of the Parties" to the Climate Change Convention
approaching, I would like to share a few thoughts with you on the critical issues which
remain unresolved. We in India are very concerned that there has been no significant
progress at all towards the stabilising (leave alone the reduction) of atmospheric
concentrations of greenhouse gases, despite the lofty commitments made at Rio. On the
contrary, decisive scientific evidence continues to disturb us with serious warnings about
where the global community is now headed.
The inconclusive discussions about Joint Implementation and Adequacy of
Commitments reveal increasing differences of opinion about the resolve of developed
countries to meet even their existing commitments under the Convention. In my
judgement, the present impasse became inevitable when the alleged cost- effectiveness of
Joint Implementation was sought to be based on absurd and discriminatory Global
Cost/Benefit Analysis (G-CBA) procedures propounded by economists in the work of
IPCC Working Group III. The scale of bias which underpins the technical assessment
intended to provide the basis for policy discussions at the CoP can be gauged from the
proposed unequally valued mortality costs associated with global climate changes, and the
avoidance of using the Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) system of overall damage costs.
These are by no means the only issues about which we feel concerned, but they are
pertinently representative examples.
We unequivocally reject the theory that the monetary value of people's lives around
the world is different because the value imputed should be proportional to the disparate
income levels of the potential victims concerned. Developing countries have no - indeed
negative - responsibility for causing global climate change. Yet they are being blamed for
possible future impacts, although historical impacts by industrialised economies are being
regarded as water-under-the-bridge or "sunk costs" in the jargon of these biased
economists.


To compound the problem, global damage assessments are being expressed in US
dollar equivalent. Thus the monetary significance of damages to developing countries is
substantially under-represented. Damage to human beings, whether in developed or
developing countries, must be treated as equal, and cannot be translated in terms of the
existing currency exchange rate systems.
Faced with this, we feel that this level of misdirection must be purged from the
process. The distributional issue of unequal rights-by-income versus equal-rights-percapita must be resolved to enable fruitful discussions about possible protocols to the
Convention, proportionality of commitments and financial mechanisms.
This is of immediate concern to us with regard to the AOSIS proposal. We are
wholly sympathetic to it and we want to support it, along with all Parties to the
Convention as it is clearly aimed at the global common good. But there are attempts to
modify the AOSIS proposal to an extent where it contradicts the very essence of the Rio
consensus and nullifies the spirit in which developing countries entered into negotiations
to frame the Climate Change Convention. We strongly reject any suggestions of
encumbering developing countries with obligations under the Protocols, that they do not
have under the Convention.
The implications of faulty economic assumptions are manifold. When they are
corrected to reflect a true and just position, then, and only then would any talk of Joint
Implementation and Adequacy of Commitments become meaningful. It is impossible for
us to accept that which is not ethically justifiable, technically accurate or politically
conducive to the interests of poor people as well as the global common good.
I am sure you appreciate these issues which are causing India and several other
developing countries much concern. We do not want to be driven to a situation where
dialogue itself becomes directionless. The Rio process gave rise to several environmental
Conventions. If the logic now being propounded in relation to Climate Change, also
enters the interpretation of the other Conventions, the gains which accrued to developing
countries at the Earth Summit will have reversed all the gains of Rio - the chief one of
which was a universal recognition of the principle of equity, and the inalienable rights of
all human beings to the fruits of development and ‘environmental space’ on an equitable
basis.
I have instructed the officials of the Indian delegation to the CoP to further
elaborate on these issues and discuss them with the officials of your delegation. I trust that
you too will instruct the officials of your delegation accordingly, and I look forward to
hearing from you on this.
With best wishes and regards
Yours sincerely
KAMAL NATH
Minister for Environment and Forests Government of India
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As Kamal Nath did this he also introduced C&C to the COP1,
quoting verbatim from the GCI submission to IPCC SAR WG3: -

3

!02), 


+AMAL .ATH
Indian Environment Minister

1995
1995

“We face the actuality of scarce resources and the increasing
potential for conflict with each other over these scarce resources.
The social, financial and ecological inter-relationships of equity
should guide the route to global ecological recovery.

Policy Instruments such as “Tradable Emissions Quotas”, “Carbon
Taxes” and “Joint Implementation” may well serve to make matters
worse unless they are properly referenced to targets and timetables
for equitable emissions reductions overall. This means devising
and implementing a programme for convergence at equitable
!02),
!02),
and sustainable par values for
consumption
on a per capita basis
globally.”
+AMAL
+AMAL
.ATH
.ATH
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Minister
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[Indian Environment Minsister]
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“Wethe
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the actuality
of scarce
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resources
and the
andincreasing
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Three years
laterface
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Kyoto,
the
campaign
for C&C had matured
potential
potential
for conflict
for conflict
with each
with other
each other
over these
over these
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resources.
resources.
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butsocial,
not financial
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The social,
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inter-relationships
of equity
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to global
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ecological
recovery.
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...
One Western
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such as
such
“Tradable
as “Tradable
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Emissions
Quotas”,
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“Carbon
“Carbon
Taxes”Taxes”
and “Joint
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“Joint
Implementation”
Implementation”
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well
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well
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to
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to
make
matters
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World,
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UN report
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to targets
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15 times less
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programme
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- warming. Their
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possible
cost
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the
world
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global
and sustainable
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par values
for consumption
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the world’s
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to guide [Rungano
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“ . . . . . we
do support
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potentially
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climate change.
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and just
*5,9
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think
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World,
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UN
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UN
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States and
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global
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according
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the possible
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theto
world
the world
of global
of global
warming.
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Their Their
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Oyuela]:
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in unpublished
ofﬁcialofﬁcial
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seen by
seen
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much.
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Iwhich
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the
distinguished
of
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Sunday,
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Sunday,
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are
expected
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the USA if they have another
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to governments
proposethis
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thedocuments
proposals
by theby
world’s
the world’s
governments
week.
this week.
Thewith
documents
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by the distinguished delegate
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how tohow
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to respond
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disastrous
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warming
isthat
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3 years later in 2000, the campaign had matured further with the
adoption of Contraction & Convergence by the UK Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution as a principal recommendation to Government.
http://www.rcep.org.uk/pdf/chp4.pdf

The
The Royal
Royal Commission
Commission on
on Environmental
Environmental Pollution
Pollution (RCEP
(RCEP -- 2000)
2000)
The
The Need
Need for
for an
an International
International Agreement
Agreement -- Contraction
Contraction &
& Convergence
Convergence
“3.
“3. The
The government
government should
should press
press for
for aa future
future global
global climate
climate agreement
agreement based
based on
on the
the Contraction
Contraction &
& ConverConvergence
gence approach,
approach, combined
combined with
with international
international trading
trading in
in emission
emission permits.
permits. Together,
Together, these
these offer
offer the
the best
best longlongterm
term prospect
prospect of
of securing
securing equity,
equity, economy
economy and
and international
international consensus
consensus (4.69).
(4.69).
4.47
4.47 Continued,
Continued, vigorous
vigorous debate
debate is
is needed,
needed, within
within and
and between
between nations,
nations, on
on the
the best
best basis
basis for
for an
an agreement
agreement
to
to follow
follow the
the Kyoto
Kyoto Protocol.
Protocol. Our
Our view
view is
is that
that an
an effective,
effective, enduring
enduring and
and equitable
equitable climate
climate protocol
protocol will
will eventueventually
ally require
require emission
emission quotas
quotas to
to be
be allocated
allocated to
to nations
nations on
on aa simple
simple and
and equal
equal per
per capita
capita basis.
basis. There
There will
will have
have
to
to be
be aa comprehensive
comprehensive system
system of
of monitoring
monitoring emissions
emissions to
to ensure
ensure the
the quotas
quotas are
are complied
complied with.
with. Adjustment
Adjustment
factors
factors could
could be
be used
used to
to compensate
compensate for
for differences
differences in
in nations’
nations’ basic
basic energy
energy needs.
needs. Those
Those countries
countries which
which
regularly
regularly experience
experience very
very low
low or
or high
high temperatures
temperatures might,
might, for
for instance,
instance, be
be entitled
entitled to
to an
an extra
extra allocation
allocation per
per
capita
capita for
for space
space heating
heating or
or cooling.
cooling.
4.48
4.48 A
A system
system of
of per
per capita
capita quotas
quotas could
could not
not be
be expected
expected to
to enter
enter into
into force
force immediately.
immediately. At
At the
the same
same time
time
as
as entitling
entitling developing
developing nations
nations to
to use
use substantially
substantially more
more fossil
fossil fuels
fuels than
than at
at present
present (which
(which they
they might
might not
not be
be
able
able to
to afford),
afford), itit would
would require
require developed
developed nations
nations to
to make
make drastic
drastic and
and immediate
immediate cuts
cuts in
in their
their use
use of
of fossil
fossil
fuels,
fuels, causing
causing serious
serious damage
damage to
to their
their economies.
economies.
4.49
4.49 A
A combination
combination of
of two
two approaches
approaches could
could avoid
avoid this
this politically
politically and
and diplomatically
diplomatically unacceptable
unacceptable situation,
situation,
while
while enabling
enabling aa per
per capita
capita basis
basis to
to be
be adhered
adhered to.
to. The
The first
first approach
approach is
is to
to require
require nations
nations emission
emission quotas
quotas
to
to follow
follow aa contraction
contraction and
and convergence
convergence trajectory.
trajectory. Over
Over the
the coming
coming decades
decades each
each nation’s
nation’s allocation
allocation would
would
gradually
gradually shift
shift from
from its
its current
current level
level of
of emissions
emissions towards
towards aa level
level set
set on
on aa uniform
uniform per
per capita
capita basis.
basis. By
By this
this
means
means ‘grandfather
‘grandfather rights’
rights’ would
would gradually
gradually be
be removed:
removed: the
the quotas
quotas of
of developed
developed nations
nations would
would fall,
fall, year
year by
by
year,
year, while
while those
those of
of the
the poorest
poorest developing
developing nations
nations would
would rise,
rise, until
until all
all nations
nations had
had an
an entitlement
entitlement to
to emit
emit an
an
equal
equal quantity
quantity of
of greenhouse
greenhouse gases
gases per
per head
head (convergence).
(convergence). From
From then
then on,
on, the
the quotas
quotas of
of all
all nations
nations would
would
decline
decline together
together at
at the
the same
same rate
rate (contraction).
(contraction). The
The combined
combined global
global total
total of
of emissions
emissions would
would follow
follow aa profile
profile
through
through the
the 21st
21st and
and 22nd
22nd centuries
centuries that
that kept
kept the
the atmospheric
atmospheric concentration
concentration of
of greenhouse
greenhouse gases
gases below
below aa
specified
specified limit.
limit.
4.50
4.50 The
The upper
upper limit
limit on
on the
the concentration
concentration of
of greenhouse
greenhouse gases
gases would
would be
be determined
determined by
by international
international negotianegotiations,
tions, as
as would
would the
the date
date by
by which
which all
all nations
nations would
would converge
converge on
on aa uniform
uniform per
per capita
capita basis
basis for
for their
their emission
emission
quotas,
quotas, and
and the
the intermediate
intermediate steps
steps towards
towards that.
that. It
It would
would probably
probably also
also be
be necessary
necessary to
to set
set aa cut-off
cut-off date
date for
for
national
national populations:
populations: beyond
beyond that
that date,
date, further
further changes
changes in
in the
the size
size of
of aa country’s
country’s population
population would
would not
not lead
lead to
to
any
any increase
increase or
or decrease
decrease in
in its
its emission
emission quota.
quota.
4.51
4.51 In
In table
table 4.1
4.1 17
17 we
we have
have applied
applied “Contraction
“Contraction &
& Convergence”
Convergence” approach
approach to
to carbon
carbon dioxide
dioxide emissions,
emissions,
and
and calculated
calculated what
what the
the UK’s
UK’s emissions
emissions quotas
quotas would
would be
be in
in 2050
2050 and
and 2100
2100 for
for four
four alternative
alternative upper
upper limits
limits
on
on atmospheric
atmospheric concentration.
concentration. We
We have
have assumed
assumed for
for this
this purpose
purpose that
that 2050
2050 would
would be
be both
both the
the date
date by
by which
which
nations
nations would
would converge
converge on
on aa uniform
uniform per
per capita
capita emissions
emissions figure
figure and
and the
the cut-off
cut-off date
date for
for national
national populations.
populations.
If
If 550
550 ppmv
ppmv is
is selected
selected as
as the
the upper
upper limit,
limit, UK
UK carbon
carbon dioxide
dioxide emissions
emissions would
would have
have to
to be
be reduced
reduced by
by almost
almost
60%
60% from
from their
their current
current level
level by
by mid-century,
mid-century, and
and by
by almost
almost 80%
80% by
by 2100.
2100. Even
Even stabilisation
stabilisation at
at aa very
very high
high
level
level of
of 1,000
1,000 ppmv
ppmv would
would require
require the
the UK
UK to
to cut
cut emissions
emissions by
by some
some 40%
40% by
by 2050.
2050.
4.52
4.52 The
The UK-based
UK-based Global
Global Commons
Commons Institute
Institute has
has taken
taken the
the lead
lead in
in promoting
promoting “Contraction
“Contraction &
& Convergence”,
Convergence”,
and
and has
has developed
developed aa computer
computer model
model that
that specifies
specifies emission
emission allocations
allocations under
under aa range
range of
of scenarios.
scenarios. The
The conconcept
cept has
has been
been supported
supported by
by several
several national
national governments
governments and
and legislators.
legislators. Some
Some developed
developed nations
nations are
are very
very
wary
wary of
of itit because
because itit implies
implies drastic
drastic reductions
reductions in
in their
their emissions,
emissions, but
but at
at least
least one
one minister
minister in
in aa European
European govgovernment
ernment has
has supported
supported it.
it. Commentators
Commentators on
on climate
climate diplomacy
diplomacy have
have identified
identified contraction
contraction &
& convergence
convergence as
as
aa leading
leading contender
contender among
among the
the various
various proposals
proposals for
for allocating
allocating emission
emission quotas
quotas to
to nations
nations in
in the
the long
long term.
term.
4.53
4.53 The
The other
other ingredient
ingredient that
that would
would make
make an
an agreement
agreement based
based on
on per
per capita
capita allocations
allocations of
of quotas
quotas more
more
feasible
feasible is
is flexibility
flexibility of
of the
the kind
kind already
already provided
provided in
in outline
outline in
in the
the Kyoto
Kyoto Protocol.
Protocol. Nations
Nations most
most anxious
anxious to
to emit
emit
greenhouse
greenhouse gases
gases in
in excess
excess of
of their
their allocation
allocation over
over aa given
given period
period will
will be
be able
able and
and willing
willing to
to purchase
purchase unused
unused
quota
quota at
at prices
prices that
that incline
incline other
other countries
countries to
to emit
emit less
less than
than their
their quota,
quota, to
to the
the benefit
benefit of
of both
both parties.
parties. The
The
clean
clean development
development mechanism,
mechanism, which
which allows
allows developed
developed nations
nations to
to claim
claim emission
emission reductions
reductions by
by sponsoring
sponsoring
projects
projects that
that reduce
reduce emissions
emissions in
in developing
developing nations
nations to
to levels
levels lower
lower than
than they
they would
would otherwise
otherwise have
have been,
been,
can
can also
also be
be seen
seen as
as aa form
form of
of trading.
trading.
4.54
4.54 In
In the
the longer
longer term
term trading
trading by
by companies
companies in
in emission
emission permits,
permits, drawn
drawn from
from national
national emission
emission quotas
quotas dedetermined
termined on
on the
the basis
basis of
of aa contraction
contraction and
and convergence
convergence agreement,
agreement, could
could make
make aa valuable
valuable contribution
contribution to
to rereducing
ducing the
the global
global costs
costs of
of stabilising
stabilising greenhouse
greenhouse gas
gas concentrations
concentrations while
while transferring
transferring resources
resources from
from wealthy
wealthy
nations
nations to
to poorer
poorer ones.
ones. Trading
Trading needs
needs to
to be
be transparent,
transparent, monitored
monitored and
and regulated,
regulated, and
and backed
backed by
by penalties
penalties
on
on nations
nations that
that emit
emit more
more than
than they
they are
are entitled
entitled to.
to. If
If itit became
became merely
merely aa means
means of
of enabling
enabling wealthy
wealthy nations
nations
to
to buy
buy up
up the
the emission
emission entitlements
entitlements of
of poor
poor countries
countries on
on the
the cheap,
cheap, thereby
thereby evading
evading taking
taking any
any action
action at
at
home,
home, trading
trading would
would not
not serve
serve the
the cause
cause of
of climate
climate protection.
protection. Nor
Nor would
would itit ifif developing
developing countries
countries that
that had
had
sold
sold quota
quota heavily
heavily went
went on
on to
to emit
emit in
in excess
excess of
of their
their revised
revised entitlements.”
entitlements.”
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This RCEP point is now in 2008,
the basis of the UK ‘Climate Bill’.

Secretary of State
Department for Energy and Climate Change
Whitehall Place
 Accepting a significantly higher emissions level in 2050, say modest growth from today’s
Secretary of State
levelsfor
toEnergy
around and
48 billion
tonnes,
would, according to our central model estimates, lead
Department
Climate
Change
7thinOctober
2008
to
a
CO
eq
concentration
of
over
650ppm
by 2200. By 2100 it would result
a central
Whitehall Place2
estimated temperature increase of nearly 2.8°C. It would also increase the probability of
a 4°C rise in 2100 to just under 10%.
From Lord Turner of Ecchinswell
7th October 2008
From
Turnera of
Ecchinswell
 Lord
Accepting
significantly
higher emissions level in 2050, say modest growth from today’s
4. Appropriate
UK
contributions
to global
emissions
levels to around 48 billion tonnes,
would,
accordingreductions
to our central model estimates, lead
Dear Ed,
to a CO2eq concentration of over 650ppm by 2200. By 2100 it would result in a central
The appropriate
share of aincrease
global emissions
target Itinvolves
ethical
judgements
and will of
be
estimatedUK
temperature
of nearly 2.8°C.
would also
increase
the probability
the subject
international
negotiations.
a 4°Cofrise
in 2100 to just
under 10%.A range of methodologies for allocating emissions
Dear
Ed, between countries have therefore been proposed. Most of these methodologies base
reductions
emission reduction targets on per capita emissions, abatement costs or income. They differ in
Interim
advice
by the Committee
on Climate
Change the rate at which they
relation to the
time
when
different
beginofemissions
reductions,
appropriate
adjustment
might
be incountries
the context
the evolving
international frameworks for
then
reduce
emissions,
and
the
extent
to
which
already
industrialised
countries should have to
aviation and shipping.
compensate
for historic
emission levels.
4.
Appropriate
UK contributions
to global emissions reductions
Hilary
asked
me, if I were that
able,the
to Committee’s
set out the annual
Climate Change Committee’s
We
will Benn
further
be
recommending
Interim advice by the Committee
on Climate Change reports of progress
recommendations
forshould
the UK’s
2050
target
the publication
of our first report.
Thanks
to
against
the
report
onbefore
the target
UK’s
trends
in
international
and
It is not
partbudget
of the
Committee’s
remit
to propose
a specific
methodology
for theaviation
purposes
on
The
appropriate
UK
share
of also
a global
emissions
involves
ethical
judgements
andso.
will
be
the
hard
work
of
the
Committee
and
its
Secretariat,
I
am
in
a
position
to
do
Our
shipping
emissions
(e.g. But
based
on bunker
and
other
appropriate
methodologies),
international
negotiations.
we believe
that
itfuels
is difficult
to imagine
a for
global
deal which
allows
the
subject
of
international
negotiations.
A range
of
methodologies
allocating
emissions
recommendations
are
that:
their
climate
impact,
the
success
of
abatement
efforts
and
appropriate
policy
levers.
the
developed
countries
to
have
emissions
per
capita
in
2050
which
are
significantly
above
a
Hilary Benn
askedcountries
me, if have
I were
able, been
to set
out theMost
Climate
Change
Committee’s
reductions
between
therefore
proposed.
of these
methodologies
base
sustainable
global for
average.
In per
2050
the
global
average,
based costs
on an
population
of
recommendations
theaim
UK’s
target
before
the
publication
our
first report.
to
emission
reduction
targets
on
capita
emissions,
abatement
orestimated
income.
differ
in
 The
UK should
to reduce
Kyoto
greenhouse
gas of
emissions
by They
at Thanks
least
80%
9.2 billion,
would
between
2.1 countries
toand
2.6 tonnes
per
capita,
implying
80%rate
cut
UK
the
hardto work
ofbewhen
the
Committee
its begin
Secretariat,
I am
in a an
position
to atin
do
so.Kyoto
Our
relation
the
time
different
emissions
reductions,
the
which
they
below 1990 levels by 2050. This would be an appropriate UK contribution to a
recommendations
are1990
that:
GHGreduce
emissions
from
then
emissions,
andlevels.
thereduce
extent Kyoto
to which
already
industrialised
countries
to
global
deal aiming
to
gas
emissions
to between
20-24should
billionhave
tonnes
compensate
for historic
emission
levels.
by 2050
(between
50-60%
below current levels).
TheofUK
shouldemissions
aim to reduce Kyoto greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80%
5. Costs
reducing
Yours
ever,
 The costs to the UK from this level of emissions reduction can be made affordable
1990
levels by 2050.
This
would abe
an appropriate UKforcontribution
a
It is notbelow
the Committee’s
to of
propose
the policies
purposestoand
on
–part
weofestimate
betweenremit
1-2%
GDP inspecific
2050 -methodology
with appropriate
global
deal
aiming
to
reduce
Kyoto
gas
emissions
to
between
20-24
billion
tonnes
Meeting an 80%
target would
challenging
butdifficult
feasible imagine
based on
a range
options
for
international
negotiations.
But webebelieve
thatsame
it is
a global
dealofwhich
allows
trajectories.
Our estimates
are the
order to
of magnitude
as those
provided
by
by
2050
(between
50-60%
below
current
levels).
reducing
emissions
including:
the developed
countries
have
emissions
per for
capita
in 2050
which are
significantly above a
the Stern
Reviewtoand
other
estimates
global
emissions
reductions.
 The costs
to
the UK In
from
this
of emissionsbased
reduction
be made
affordable
sustainable
average.
2050
thelevel
global
on ancan
estimated
population
of
 The global
80% target
should
apply
to theaverage,
sum of all sectors
of the UK
economy,
–
we
estimate
between
1-2%
of
GDP
in
2050
with
appropriate
policies
and

Energy
efficiency
improvement
in
buildings
and
industry
(e.g.
loft
and
cavity
wall
9.2 billion,
would be
between 2.1aviation
to 2.6 tonnes
per capita, To
implying
an 80%that
cut international
in UK Kyoto
including
international
and shipping.
the extent
trajectories.
Our
are the
same order
of magnitude
provided
insulation,
use
of estimates
more
efficient
appliances,
turning
appliances as
off those
and using
less by
air
GHG emissions
from
1990
levels.
aviation and shipping emissions are not reduced by 80%, either these sectors
the
Stern Review
and
estimatesimportant
for global
reductions.
conditioning),
which
willother
be particularly
foremissions
reducing emissions
in the period to
would have to purchase credits, or more effort would have to be made in other
 Turner
The
target
should apply to the sum of all sectors of the UK economy,
2020.
5. Costs
of80%
reducing
emissions
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Trends of Expansion & Divergence
A short Essay on Expansion & Divergence and Contraction & Convergence
for FUTURE ENERGY MAGAZINE in United Arab Emirates [December 2008]

Contraction & Convergence or ‘C&C’ is a strategic proposal to the United Nations to
achieve the objective of its ‘Framework Convention on Climate Change’ (UNFCCC)
based on equalizing per capita emissions at sustainable values globally.
The UNFCCC was created in 1992 to avert the growing trends of damage attending
accelerating rates of global climate change. To this end, the objective of the UNFCCC
is to stabilise the rapidly rising content of heat-trapping or ‘greenhouse’ gas (ghg)
[principally CO2] in the atmosphere before it reaches a level that triggers dangerous
runaway rates of global warming and climate change.
Burning fossil fuels releases CO2 to the global atmosphere where as natural sinks for
the gases increasingly fail, it remains indefinitely. To achieve the UNFCCC objective
and stabilize the atmosphere requires that we end our dependency on fossil fuels as
soon as possible.
The relationship between our emissions of ghg and the atmosphere is like the ‘flow’
of water from a tap to a bath where as ‘stock’ they accumulate. The plug in the bath
is like the sinks where a fraction of the extra ghg are still to some extent reabsorbed,
however these sinks are becoming less active as the plug is increasingly blocked.
Technically, C&C accounts for the flow of human ghg emissions that are causing the
atmospheric concentrations of ghg to rise. In the analogy, it represents a globally
shared effort to turn the tap right off before the bath overflows. A big difficulty is that
all the time the effort is made to turn the tap off, the bath level will continue to rise.
To address this, the C&C model combines two simple functions. It quantifies the future full-term event of global emissions reduction necessary against posed rates of
‘sink-failure’, to keep within any given level of atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gas level in the atmosphere [contraction], and it demonstrates under any rate
of contraction, all the rates that are possible to pre-distribute the international entitlements to emit so they become equal per capita globally by an agreed date [convergence].
Contraction and Convergence directly addresses the two major obstacles to real
progress as the international negotiations on climate change on the UNFCCC came
into force in 1995: - the double-jeopardy of asymmetric growth or ‘expansion and
divergence’ in the past and the worsening climate damages we face in the future.
To date emissions have been a close proxy for wealth; in a phrase the more money
we earned the more fossil fuel was burned; the graphic alongside shows these data as
past trends of ‘expansion and divergence’ since World War 2. Here however, population was divided into ‘creditors’ and ‘debitors’. For example for 1990, the global value
of ‘US dollars earned per tonne of fossil fuel burned was $3,000. That year the IPCC
said that an immediate 60 - 80% cut in global emissions was need to stabilize the
atmosphere, so the $ per tonnes value was cut to $1,200 per 0.4 of a tonne. All countries per capita emissions were then assessed as either above or below that value revealing that while one third of people globally were above that value, two thirds were
below. Then their incomes gross and per capita in US$ and in Purchasing Power Parity [PPP] were summed and the procedure was repeated for all years 1955 to 1990.
Systemic trends of expansion of divergence were immediately apparent showing that
the global majority who had not caused the problem were on the receiving end of
structural arrangements made by the minority of people who had. So, while the postwar Washington consensus may have been a structurally beneficial arrangement for
the West, despite the inequality of consumption patterns, emissions overall had triggered a global problem of climate change. At the outset the US did not deny the problem, they said it was ‘simple sophomore physics’ and just asking ‘how much climate
change and how soon’ they simply demanded a global response.
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As the Cold war ended, expansion and divergence was not really understood or much
talked about. All were encouraged to see that the West had won the Cold War and
that the market-system was more prosperous because it was more ‘efficient’. However, as the global negotiations on climate change began and the trends of expansion
and divergence became apparent, the IMF and the World Bank realized that the issue
of Purchasing Power [Dis]-Parity [PPP] between the ‘hard-currency’ countries of the
OECD and the ‘soft-currency’ countries of the Developing World had to be recognized,
not least because the ‘local-purchasing-value’ of the Chinese Renimbi for example
was five times its international purchasing value when traded against the US dollar.
The IMF in fact used this as an argument as to why China didn’t any longer qualify for
Overseas Development Assistance [ODA].
As economists made that argument, they also weighed in on how to assess climate
change with cost-benefit analysis and address it with market-mechanisms. They
weighed the costs of action to mitigate climate change versus the costs of adapting to
it. Asserting that all the assets at risk of damage were proportional to the incomes of
the people who owned them, they down-graded developing Country assets [including
lives lost in ‘climate-mortality’] 15:1 against the high income Developed Countries.
Predictably their bottom-line ‘proved’ that it was cheaper to adapt than to mitigate.
This meant the majority of people on the planet who had not caused climate change
and were most vulnerable to it, were too poor to save from it.
The bathos of this discreditable effort was capped by the realization that the PPP
dollar earned per tonne of fossil fuel burned gave ‘efficiency’ values for Developing
Countries that were more ‘efficient’ for them than the Industrial Country values. The
graphic alongside, shows data for all countries for the year 1990. PPP dollars income
per capita are shown alongside fossil fuel impact per capita from low values on the
left to high values on the right. They are clearly increasingly closely correlated as the
values rise. However, the ‘efficiency’ point is that from high values on the left to low
values on the right [the flags] the ’efficiency’ value of the Developing Countries is
very significantly higher than it is in the Industrial Country group. In a phrase Developing Country may have been too poor to save, but in respect of economic performance on climate change, they were much more ‘efficient’. These are the very countries
who had argued in response to the call from the United States for a global response,
that a globally equitable response to global climate change was one based on equalizing per capita emissions at sustainable values globally. It was a proposition which
already intuited that the dichotomy between ‘equity’ and ‘efficiency’ was false and
that in terms of the real conservation of energy needed to avoid dangerous rates of
climate change, the gap between ‘equity’ and ‘efficiency’ does not widen, it closes. It
recognizes no-one is saved unless we’re all saved.
This is Contraction and Convergence, the model first proposed to the UN by GCI at
the Second World Climate Conference in 1990. This was within 5 months of their
publication of the First Assessment Report [FAR] of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change [IPCC] who had said that a 60 to 80% cut in emissions was immediately necessary if the rise in the atmospheric concentration of CO2 was to be halted
at 353 parts per million by volume [ppmv], the value recorded for that year. Ahead of
any notions of trading mitigation off against adaptation, C&C is a model founded on
prevention. As the Kyoto Protocol comes into effect in 2008, the concentration of CO2
has now reached 387 ppmv, the idea of prevention is increasingly urgent. Moreover,
as sinks fail, the concentration of CO2 is rising faster than ever.
The Kyoto Protocol has not significantly addressed this. Unless we now become really
committed to achieving the objective of the UNFCCC as soon as possible with a fullterm C&C arrangement, the double-jeopardy of asymmetric development and climate
damages takes the Mutually Assured Destruction of the Cold War to the new and
more lethal Mutually Assisted Suicide of doing too little too late on climate change.
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With full participation, a full-term global emissions contraction event in the future is
required to stabilize the rising concentrations in the atmosphere. As the graphics on
the left show, it is no longer reliable assume that the sinks for the CO2 will continue
to remove on average 50% of any years’ emissions. If they continue to fail at rates
that are suggested by recent data, the atmosphere may over time come to retain
100% of emissions or more. This means that a contraction event that is too slow, will
fail to prevent concentrations, temperature and damages rising out of control. Contraction needs to be fast enough to do enough soon enough to avoid this.
With risk classified as C1 ‘Acceptable’, C2 ‘Dangerous’ and C3 ‘Impossible’, three scenarios of contraction-concentrations futures are shown. Within the contraction rate
chosen, the examples also show convergence to equal per capita emissions entitlements globally by 2020 for C1 and 2040 for C2 and C3. By making future emissions
entitlements proportional to populations, rather than income, convergence progressively assigns the bulk of the future ‘rights-to-emit’ to developing countries where
per capita emissions have consistently been below the per capita average globally.
As this transfers the bulk of the tradable equity share to Developing Countries, this
gives negotiators a device with which to correct for the historic inequity.
As a strategic framework that corrects the double-jeopardy, C&C is in principle the
only numerate way of projecting our energy future, transparently and globally. It
focuses political leaders and their negotiators at the UN on the two key questions: what is the overall concentration limit that we must not exceed? And how do we share
and use resources globally under that limit? C&C integrates the scientific and constitutional requirements of the UNFCCC with the political and economic challenges of making sustainable development inclusive and just in a proportionate and market-friendly
way. Developing Countries have the opportunity to seize the moment with C&C as it
demonstrates how we can and must now organise to solve the climate problem faster
than we are causing it while achieving international reconciliation with each other
within this global limit. The whole renewable agenda is fundamentally dependent on
this integrated strategy. Without it, asymmetric growth and damages will deepen and
compromise economic development everywhere and overwhelm us as rates of climate
changes become ‘self-accelerating’ and ‘runaway’. Doing too little too late creates a
default where an economics of triage and conflicts will emerge as systems fail and
vulnerable communities become discards.
This C&C argument has been developed for twenty years with considerable success.
Emerging over many years within the political debate, C&C is now seen as ‘pragmatic’
and the ‘favoured option’. Unlike other proposals, it in the words of Professor Ross
Garnaut, “adds up to its stated outcome. Proposals that don’t should be rejected immediately.” Indeed some have said that, “anyone who thinks it Utopian, simply hasn’t
looked honestly at the alternatives.”
As it puts people first, C&C is certainly the most widely cited approach in the literature and arguably the most widely supported. However, now is the critical period in
the political calendar of climate negotiations to transform this support into acceptance
at the UN by the end of 2009. This is the date by when the so-called post-Kyoto ‘global climate deal’ must be agreed. Our common destiny hinges on this.
Considerable support for C&C is here: http://www.gci.org.uk/Endorsements/UNEPFI5f.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/Support/support.pdf
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Until pressured by Cambridge University Press
during 2007/8, Nicholas Stern failed to properly
acknowledge the “Contraction and Convergence”
proposals from GCI and the source for these [see
below], though these proposals were formally submitted to his enquiry - See briefing Treasury website at:
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/5/0/GCI_Briefing_C&C.pdf
On page 47 and onwards, Nicholas Stern renames “C&C”
as “contract and converge” and attacks [sourceless] “it” as
“an assertion and not an argument’” [concluding that] “it is
unlikely to get support”.
Later in the report he compares C&C [GCI via Hohne - who
does acknowledge GCI, though stern removed this] to four
other references provided by Hohne.

This year [08] he changed 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.”
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Then he changed again saying ‘C&C was like rights-to-kill’;

Key Elements of a Global Deal on Climate Change

1

NICHOLAS STERN THE ECONOMICS OF CLIMATE CHANGE [2006]
PART I: Climate Change – Our Approach
2A Ethical Frameworks and Intertemporal Equity/Climate change p 47
“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 might
seem natural to some, is essentially asserted. It is not clear why a common humanity in
a shared world automatically implies that there are equal 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 to emit’ stand in relation to these rights? Rights are of great
importance in ethics but they should be argued rather than merely asserted.
More pragmatically, as we shall examine in Part VI of this report, action on climate
change requires international agreement and this is not a proposition likely to gain the
approval necessary for it to be widely adopted.”
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1

The C&C Briefing submitted to the Stern Review, appears at the end of this document [pp
21-24]. At the time, it and related submissions were not acknowledged. When I enquired if
they had been received I was told there was ‘no record’.
The briefing was finally put on the treasury website after I had to re-deliver it by hand asking
for a signed receipt: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/5/0/GCI_Briefing_C&C.pdf

C&C “An assertion . . . unlikely to get support.”
The Stern Report summarily ignored this C&C contribution, the detailed references and
the provenance.
A vernacular C&C argument [“contract and converge” unsourced] was introduced [on page
47 of his report] and attacked for being merely “an assertion” and “unlikely to get support.”

C&C - “Too Difficult to get Your Head Around”
Soon after the launch of the Report, Stern explained it differently to an audience at
LSE, where he was taking up tenure.
A student asked him, “when is the political tipping point in favour of “Contraction and Convergence?” To the astonishment of many, Stern said it was too difficult to get your head
around.
“Now the last question was about the political tipping point coupled with the idea of “Contraction and Convergence” (C&C). For those of you who don’t know the jargon, you may
not know what political tipping point means. It’s actually quite a deep concept.
But on “Contraction and Convergence” it means that if you go into carbon-trading and
different nations have different allowances for emissions, the idea of “Contraction and
Convergence” (C&C) is that you give everybody the same kind of emissions allowance per
capita, regardless of how much they were emitting. So those poor people who emit less
can sell some of their allowance to rich countries that emit more. And that’s the story of
“Contraction and Convergence and it does have obviously strong ethical attraction to it. It
is based on a proposition on rights which is a bit tricky to get your head around
- we all have the same rights to emit to some level or other. That’s a difficult
one to understand. I mean you could argue that we have no right to emit. Or
you could argue that have some right to emit; you sort get into quite difficult
conceptual territory. But the motivation behind the question . . . . that the story of trading . . . [which requires emissions rights by definition . . . . ] But whether you translate
your equity concerns specifically just that one way through, “Contraction and Convergence” (C&C) seems to me to be an open question and how you implement it is open to
question.”
This reply again was C&C rejectionist reasoning and was reiterated in the UNDP’s “Human
Development Report” which confusingly also claimed to be supporting C&C [see pp 12-15]

Margins of Error on curing, “The greatest market failure in history.”
The Stern Review didn’t question this to any conclusion. It merely and memorably
rehearsed the difference between two and three repeats of the total industrial revolutionary emissions output [213,000,000,000 tonnes carbon times 2 or times 3]
as a margin of error on atmospheric ghg concentrations in addressing the cure for,
“the greatest market failure in history.”
During the course of the years from then until now Nicholas Stern has: [1] co-signed a statement with 15 Nobel Laureates endorsing: - “The Principle of
carbon justice, i.e. striving for a long-term convergence to equal-per-capita emissions rights accomplished through a medium-term multi-stage approach accounting for differentiated national capacities.”
http://lists.topica.com/lists/GCN@igc.topica.com/read/message.html?mid=1721226171&sort=d&start=636
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C&C “A spectacularly weak form of justice.”
[2] shared a platform with UN veteran Nitin Desai at the “Helsinki Process” conference
on the 11th of December 2007,. There he denounced C&C as, “a spectacularly weak
form of justice”. [Um so beeindruckter war ich, mit welcher Klarheit er eine unbequeme
Wahrheit aussprach: Die von in ihren Reden Merkel implizierte Formel von „Contraction
and Convergence”, das Konvergieren der Pro-Kopf-Emissionsrechte der Länder in einigen
Dekaden (oft wird 2050 genannt), ist kein großzügiges Angebot des Nordens an die Entwicklungsländer. Es ist in der Tat eine „spektakulär schwache Form von Gerechtigkeit” (“a
spectacularly weak form of equity”).
http://lists.topica.com/lists/GCN@igc.topica.com/read/message.html?mid=1721293752&sort=d&start=661

Stern Reverses Position on C&C, “A pragmatic principle of equity.”
On 5th April 2008, Mr. Stern completely reversed his view on C&C. At the Progressive
Heads of Government Conference he affirmed in favour of C&C as “pragmatic principle”: ”A pragmatic principle of equity would require an equalisation of per
capita emissions by then.”
His actual statement read as follows and it was posted on the Downing Street website: “An international agreement is essential. It must be based on the criteria of effectiveness, efficiency and equity. Effectiveness demands a long-term global goal capping global emissions and providing a long-term
trajectory for investment in low carbon technologies. This should be at least a halving of global
emissions by 2050. A pragmatic principle of
equity would require an equalisation of per
capita emissions by then.”
This new pro C&C position was immediately endorsed
by the Head of UNDP Kemal Dervis,
“ . . . . there is an emerging proposal here
which I think is important and helpful, and that is a broad long-term commitment
to equal per capita emissions.” [vide King and Gore and WBGU]
http://lists.topica.com/lists/GCN@igc.topica.com/read/message.html?mid=1721425003&sort=d&start=681

April 2008 Stern Publishes for ‘C&C’ in “Key Elements of a Global Deal”
The above paper was presented by Stern at the LSE on 30th April 2008. Its declared
purpose is:
“to support the negotiations of a post-2012 global treaty
which needs to be agreed by 2009 and translated into national policy and action plans between 2010-2012. It aims
to put forward a coherent set of underlying principles that
KEY ELEMENTS OF A GLOBAL
are consistent with the latest scientific evidence, and which
DEAL ON CLIMATE CHANGE
explicitly define options and suggest which are more likely
Nicholas Stern
to be suitable.”
The underlying principles for the global treaty are stated as:
• Effectiveness – it must lead to cuts in greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions on the scale required to keep the risks
from climate change at acceptable levels;
• Efficiency – it must be implemented in the most cost-effective way, with mitigation being undertaken where it is cheapest; and
• Equity – it must take account of the fact that it is poor countries that are often
hit earliest and hardest, while rich countries have a particular responsibility for
past emissions.
Lord Stern of Brentford
IG Patel Professor of Economics and Government, LSE
Chair of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment
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The Reuters report on the LSE launch succinctly summarises Stern’s spoken presentation of the Key Elements paper:
• “Rich countries must commit to cutting carbon emissions by 80 percent by 2050 and developing nations must agree that by 2020 they too will set their own targets.
• The only way the world could defeat the climate crisis was by ensuring that global carbon
emissions peaked within 15 years, were then halved from 1990 levels to 20 billion tonnes a
year by 2050, and cut to 10 billion thereafter.
• The emission target was based on the goal of halting the temperature rise to two degrees
Celsius above pre-industrial levels.
• That in turn meant achieving global average carbon emissions of just two tonnes per head
-- 20 billion tonnes divided by the anticipated world population of nine billion people -- from
the current average of seven tonnes per head.
• Everything flows from the figures. That is the simplicity of the argument. If you buy into
stabilisation at 500 parts per million (atmospheric carbon -- equivalent to two degrees rise)
the rest is arithmetic.”

May 08 Stern Publishes his Ely Memorial Lecture in the American Economic
Review where he says “Contract & Converge is like Rights to Kill”.
“An 80 percent reduction of flows by rich countries by 2050, in the context of a 50
percent reduction overall, is not a target for which rich countries should congratulate
themselves warmly as demonstrating a splendidly powerful commitment to equity.
And the contract-and-converge argument for some common flow level, or for using such a level as the eventual basis of trading, on the asserted grounds that there
are “equal rights to emit or pollute,” does not seem to me to have special claim on
our attention. [Asserting equal rights to pollute or emit seems to me to have a very
shady ethical grounding. Emissions deeply damage and sometimes kill others. Do we
have a “right” to do so?] Rather, the target of equalizing by 2050 (allowing for trade)
may be seen as being a fairly pragmatic one, on which it might be possible to get
agreement, and one that, while only weakly equitable, is a lot less inequitable than
some other possibilities, such as less stringent targets for rich countries.”

guardian.co.uk
Friday October 24 2008

Nicholas Stern proposes a global cut in emissions of 50% by 2050, with
an 80% cut in the emissions of the developed countries by then. While
the principle of the contraction and convergence to world per-capita average of emissions is welcome, proposing it at a rate that is too slow is not.
The coupled climate modelling in the fourth and latest IPCC assessment
shows that a global cut in emissions of nearly 100% is needed by around
2060 to offset the accelerated rate at which emissions are now accumulating in the atmosphere. We need emissions contraction and convergence globally, but at roughly twice the rate he argues if we are to avoid
greenhouse gas concentrations causing “a major climate disaster”.
Aubrey Meyer
Global Commons Institute
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07 11 2008
Dear Mr. Stern
Thank you for your letter of the 12th of August.
1. The treasury website appears now to have been corrected on the source of C&C in line with the 5th edition of the CUP report which has also been so corrected: - Source: Contraction and Convergence TM (C&C) is
the science-based, global climate-policy framework proposed to the UN .since 1990 by the Global Commons
Institute (GCl). This is the reference supplied to and at last quoted in your review: www.gci,org.uk/briefings/ICE.pdf
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/Chapter_2_Technical_Annex.pdf
2. Thank you too for the link to your Ely lecture. Here again however, the reference is as ‘contract-and-converge’, rather that Contraction and Convergence, and it is not attributed to GCI. Instead you raise a critique
of some notion of C&C that includes assertions about “equal rights to pollute” [see below] which amount to
“rights to kill”. These are entirely your assertions and certainly not GCI’s. The reference for C&C now given
in the CUP edition and on the Treasury website and in the Garnaut Report www.gci,org.uk/briefings/ICE.pdf
make no such assertions about equal rights, and your comments are wholly incorrect for asserting this.
It is also quite improper to construct the notion that contract-and-converge [which you now in the CUP and
Treasury-based Report do attribute to GCI as “Contraction and Convergence”] perhaps represents “rights to
kill”. In the light of now attributing C&C to GCI elsewhere, this peculiar remark appears to go in the direction
of libel. I have used C&C to fight the economics of genocide since 1990. So I would be grateful if you would
read GCI’s C&C reference now cited and respond to this request that you withdraw these comments and
confirm that point to me in writing.
On whatever basis you care to nominate, rights are by definition being created in a ‘global carbon market’,
as you cannot trade what you do not own. C&C presents this dilemma as a framework-based market the
first issue for which is a decision regarding a global contraction rate that is fast enough to avoid the death
rates associated with a contraction rate that is too slow.
This modelling was done for Minister Hilary Benn based, at his request, on coupled-modelling of contraction
rates as published in IPCC AR4 and this link too is in the C&C reference you cite, as: www.gci.org.uk/Animations/BENN_C&C_Animation.exe
I am surprised to see that you have not paid attention to this and particularly the IPCC modelling. Contraction rates needed for given concentration outcomes are significantly faster than you are suggesting. This is
the over-sight that is going to result in the [with-or-without] “rights-to-kill” death-rates that will accompany
the scenario that your Ely figures portray - as shown below.
In the context of the Climate Bill which clearly indicates its source origin in the RCEP 2000, the attention accorded to the Stern Review is judged in light of GCI’s track record that led from 1990 to 2000, during which
time we have used C&C to fight against the Economics of Genocide. You only entered the debate with your report in 2006. Since then you have made two significant re-positionings you acknowledged within a year that: [1] the issue was much more serious than your first report had indicated
[2] C&C or the equalization of per capita emissions globally was in fact the ‘pragmatic’ course.
Then in your Ely Lecture you make these absurd remarks: -“An 80 percent reduction of flows by rich countries by 2050, in the context of a 50 percent reduction overall, is not a target for which rich countries should
congratulate themselves warmly as demonstrating a splendidly powerful commitment to equity. And the
contract-and-converge argument for some common flow level, or for using such a level as the eventual basis of trading, on the asserted grounds that there are “equal rights to emit or pollute,” does not seem to me
to have special claim on our attention. [Asserting equal rights to pollute or emit seems to me to have a very
shady ethical grounding. Emissions deeply damage and sometimes kill others. Do we have a “right” to do
so?] Rather, the target of equalizing by 2050 (allowing for trade) may be seen as being a fairly pragmatic
one, on which it might be possible to get agreement, and one that, while only weakly equitable, is a lot less
inequitable than some other possibilities, such as less stringent targets for rich countries.”
This says therefore that you still appear to believe that you are actually arguing against C&C while you are
actually arguing for it, but at rates that are too slow. Please will you confirm which is the case and whatever
it is, come up with some more consistent reasoning than has been the case to date.
With kind regards
Aubrey Meyer
GCI
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From 1994 through to 2007, the IPCC published the same set of
contraction profiles for future CO2 emissions linked to the same
reference set of paths to atmospheric CO2 concentration for: 350, 450, 550,
650 & 750 pm.
Except that
while in 1994
the 350 ppm
was included,
it was dropped
from 1995
onwards and
replaced by
a contraction
profile and concentration path
for 1000 ppmv,
due to pressure
from industry.

1994

1995

2001

2007

26

2007

Also, quietly tucked away in Chapter 10 of the
Fourth Assessment [AR4] was a bombshell:
this was the revised contraction profiles for
coupled emissions. For the same set of concentration outcomes [450, 550, 750 and 1000
ppmv] the contraction profiles were recalculated and shrunk to embrace some of the ‘positive feedbacks’ that had previously been omitted from the ‘uncoupled’ climate models.

Also in 2007 AR4 Tucked Away in Chapter 10
‘COUPLED EMISSIONS’ Faster Contraction Rates Required
As shown alongside, the coupled
contraction events
were all shrunk
by about 30% to
achieve the same
concentration
outcome.
For example the
450 ppmv had
become associated with the ‘safe’
maximum 2 degree Celsius global temperature
rise. The Hadley
coupled model run
to achieve this
showed the need
to zero emissions
globally by +/2060. This, zero
emissions by 2060
as opposed to the previously held rate, weight and date with the
‘uncoupled models post 2100, was the bombshell.
GCI animated these revisions for Hilary Benn Minister at DEFRA: http://www.gci.org.uk/Animations/BENN_C&C_Animation.exe
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and really scary.”
Bill McGuire
Benfield Hazard Centre

This animation is online at:
www.gci.org.uk/Animations/BENN_C&C_Animation.exe
“This animation of C&C and risk is brilliant. The Kyoto Protocol is having negligible effect.
If successful, Kyoto will result in a slowdown in the rise of global temperatures by 0.02C to
0.28C. That isn’t going to help a great deal and we must decide what comes after Kyoto. It has
to have the US, India and China on board. The best hope is a system called contraction and
convergence, which works on the premise that everyone on the planet has the right to produce
the same amount of greenhouse gas. A level is set for the planet and it is divided by the
number of people, so that each country knows how much it can emit per head of population.
The overall level is then brought down by agreement.”

Bill McGuire
Director
Benfield Hazard Centre, UCL
“Even if we do not know the speed or severity of feedback effects, we must consider the
probabilities of disastrous acceleration in climate change within very short timescales. Risk
assessment is the core activity of the insurance industry, the biggest industry in the
world. Assessment of risk must fully include feedback effects. Insurers are the leading experts
in risk and risk modeling. C&C demonstrates how this can be done. C&C already has a high
profile with insurers. Governments need to listen to the insurance industry and make C&C central
to government policy around the world. From a risk management point of view, C&C produces an
important assessment of the risks we face from human-induced runaway climate change and how
to frame a response at the policy level.”

Prof David Crichton,
Benfield Hazard Centre UCL
“C&C is so open and transparent. Within the insurance sector it is recognised by CEOs who know
they need a long-term global framework within which they can assess their risk. Without C&C
they’re stuck with a guesswork approach. A stable insurance industry is essential for a stable
economy and a stable financial sector. Insurance needs a long term global framework so it can
plan for the future. C&C will help bring this about. It needs to be adopted at the highest level, from
the UN down through every business sector.”

Dr JULIAN SALT
Director of Climate Solutions
“Aubrey Meyer’s insight into the problem of mitigation of climate change bears the true
hallmark of genius: it is simple and robust. His “Contraction and Convergence” model
provides a transparent framework that incorporates the clear objective of a safe global level
of greenhouse gases, and allocates the responsibility for achieving this internationally with the
irresistible logic of equal shares. At the same time, the model recognises the practical need for
an adjustment period to permit nations to conform to the new logic and prepare for a climatefriendly economy. It is no doctrinaire solution, but a brilliantly pragmatic and elegant solution.”

Dr Andrew Dlugolecki
Advisory Board Director, Carbon Disclosure Project
Adviser on Climate Change to UNEP Finance Sector Initiative

28128

Some C&C GCI Links

Publications
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/zew.pdf [Springer Verlag]
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/UNFCCC&C_A_Brief_History_to1998.pdf [GLOBE]
http://www.gci.org.uk/Book/Surviving_Climate_Change.pdf [PLUTO]
http://www.schumacher.org.uk/schumacher_b5_climate_change.htm [Schumacher]
Briefings
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/ICE.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/Endorsements/UNEPFI5f.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/CPI.pdf
www.gci.org.uk/briefings/RSA_Occasional_Paper.pdf
Articles/Interviews
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/LEXUS.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/React.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/New_Scientist_Interview.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/Green_Futures_CandC.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/BMJ_Stott.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/Actuary_McGuire.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/British_Medical_Journal_22_December_2007.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/articles/Argus_C&C_Interview.pdf
COP-3 1997 UNFCCC [Transcript] - C&C nearly agreed in 1997
http://www.gci.org.uk/temp/COP3_Transcript.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/AFRICA_GROUP.pdf
The UNFCCC administration has said since 2003, “Contraction and Convergence is inevitably
required to achieve the objective of the convention”: http://www.gci.org.uk/UNFCCC/C&C_Janos_Pasztor_UNFCCC.pdf
A C&C Booklet 13 languages from COP-11 12/2005: http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/MONTREAL.pdf
Archives covering twenty year history of this campaign: http://www.gci.org.uk/Archive/Mega_Doc_1989_2004.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/Archive/All_2000_2007_reduced_file_size.pdf
The C&C framework is supported by manifesto commitments from the Welsh Nationalists,
the Scottish Nationalists, the Liberal Democrats, the Greens and the Respect Party.
www.gci.org.uk/presentations/RSA_C&C_G-8_Quotes.pdf
Many individual UK Labour Party MPs advocate C&C, some Conservative MPs do too.
http://edmi.parliament.uk/EDMi/EDMDetails.aspx?EDMID=29500&SESSION=875
http://edmi.parliament.uk/EDMi/EDMDetails.aspx?EDMID=27350&SESSION=873
http://edmi.parliament.uk/EDMi/EDMDetails.aspx?EDMID=27080&SESSION=873
An issue to some is that C&C merely describes generically an ‘outcome’ of many future aspirational phases of the Kyoto Protocol. This is what the corporations collectively call ‘an
inadequate patchwork’, see slides 20/1 here: http://www.gci.org.uk/presentations/RSA_C&C_G-8_Quotes.pdf
To cure this very randomness, C&C formally means the structure a of full-term, concentrationtarget-based framework endowed by GCI from the outset, as accepted for example by DEFRA:
http://www.gci.org.uk/correspondence/Meacher_15_11_02.pdf
and in 2004 by the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee and result: http://www.gci.org.uk/correspondence/EAC_response_GCI_300904.pdf
House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee and result 2004: http://www.gci.org.uk/correspondence/EAC_response_GCI_300904.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/EAC_Final_C&C.pdf
C&C briefing to All-Party enquiry into climate-consensus and result May 2006: http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/APGCCC_Evidence_single_A4_pages.pdf
http://www.gci.org.uk/briefings/Consensus_Report.pdf
The UK House of Commons All Party Parliamentary Group on Climate Change [APPGCC] adopted
C&C. A DVD commissioned by the Group presenting Contraction & Convergence was distributed
to all UK MPs and Peers. Eminent spokespersons interviewed on the DVD.
http://www.gci.org.uk/images/Contraction_and_Convergence_Challen_et_al.mpg
APPGCC Tribute here: http://www.martin-caton.co.uk/news?PageId=4ec8ff91-07dd-e3d4-5d47-57362266c35c
C&C Promotional material is here: http://www.gci.org.uk/Movies/Contraction_and_Convergence_Promo.mpg
Key C&C Animation with coupled models/sink-failure here: http://www.gci.org.uk/Animations/BENN_C&C_Animation.exe
Meyer CV here: http://www.gci.org.uk/AubreyMeyer/CV_Aubrey_Meyer_1.pdf
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^ci]Zeg^cX^eaZhd[i]Z8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ;gVbZldg`#Ç
keNyA GoverNmeNT - CoP 11 2005

ÆLZYdcdiWZa^ZkZi]Vii]ZZi]dhd[YZbdXgVXnXVchjeedgiVcncdgbdi]Zg
i]VcZfjVaeZgXVe^iVg^\]ihid\adWVaZck^gdcbZciVagZhdjgXZh#Ç
PrIme mINIsTer INdIA - CoP 8 2002

Æ>[lZV\gZZideZgXVe^iVVaadlVcXZh[dgVaaWn'%(%Phdi]Vi\adWVaZb^hh^dchhiVnWZadl)*%
eeb'd\adWVaiZbeZgVijgZg^hZRi]ZcVhh^\cZYVbdjcih[dg6ccZmDcZXdjcig^ZhldjaYWZ
YgVhi^XVaangZYjXZY#=dlZkZg!WZXVjhZVaaXdjcig^ZhldjaY]VkZVhh^\cZYVbdjcih!bVm^bjb
jhZd[\adWVaZb^hh^dchigVY^c\ldjaYhigdc\angZYjXZi]ZXdhid[Xdbea^VcXZ#>chjX]V
hXZcVg^d>cYjhig^Va8djcig^ZhldjaY]VkZidYdbdgZ!Wji^ildjaYWZX]ZVeZgVcYZVh^Zg#Ç
jAN ProNk CoP6 2000 - dUTCH eNvIroNmeNT mINIsTer

ÆLZVgZXdchX^djhi]Vi^ci]ZZcY!lZl^aa]VkZ^cZk^iVWanidZkdakZidlVgYh
VbdgZZfj^iVWaZeVgi^i^dcWZilZZci]ZCdgi]VcYi]ZHdji]d[i]ZXVeVX^in
d[djgXdbbdcVibdhe]ZgZidhjeedgi\gZZc]djhZ\VhZhWnV\gVYjVa
XdckZg\ZcXZd[aZkZahd[Zb^hh^dchdcVeZgXVe^iVWVh^h#Ç
olIvIer deloUze - belGIAN eNvIroNmeNT mINIsTer 2000

Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZhZXjgZhVgZ\^bZl]ZgZVaacVi^dch_d^cZ[[dgih
idegdiZXidjg\adWVaXdbbdchl^i]djii]Zg^h`i]ViVcnXdjcign^hYZeg^kZY
d[^ih[V^gh]VgZd[i]ZXdbbdcZck^gdcbZciVaZb^hh^dcheVXZ#Ç
sveNd AUkeN - dANIsH eNvIroNmeNT mINIsTer 1999

Æ:b^hh^dchh]djaYXdckZg\ZidlVgYhZfjVaZb^hh^dcheZg^c]VW^iVci#Ç
3rd NATIoNAl ClImATe CommUNICATIoN 2001

ÆHlZYZchig^kZh[dg\adWVaZb^hh^dchXdckZg\^c\idZfjVaeZgXVe^iV[dgVaa#
kjell lArssoN - eNvIroNmeNT mINIsTer 2000
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Æ>hjeedgii]ZXdcXZeid[8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZVhYdZhi]Z:ck^gdcbZci6\ZcXnÇ
sIr JoHN HArmAN - CHAIrmAN Uk eNvIroNmeNT AGeNCy

'+

',

Æ6c^ciZgcVi^dcVaV\gZZbZci^hZhhZci^Va#>ibjhiWZWVhZYdci]ZXg^iZg^Vd[
Z[[ZXi^kZcZhh!Z[ÒX^ZcXnVcYZfj^in#:[[ZXi^kZcZhhYZbVcYhVadc\"iZgb\adWVa\dVa
XVee^c\\adWVaZb^hh^dchVcYegdk^Y^c\Vadc\"iZgbigV_ZXidgn[dg^ckZhibZci^c
adlXVgWdciZX]cdad\^Zh#I]^hh]djaYWZViaZVhiV]Vak^c\d[\adWVaZb^hh^dchWn
'%*%#6egV\bVi^Xeg^cX^eaZd[Zfj^inldjaYgZfj^gZVcZfjVa^hVi^dcd[eZgXVe^iV
Zb^hh^dchWni]Zc#I]^hl^aagZfj^gZYZkZadeZYXdjcig^ZhidXjiWnVgdjcY-%#Ç
NICHolAs sTerN - Uk GoverNmeNT eCoNomIsT

ÆI]ZeZgXVe^iVVeegdVX]^h\ZcZgVaangZ[ZggZYidVhÈXdcigVXi^dc
VcYXdckZg\ZcXZÉ<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ'%%%VcY]VhÒ\jgZY^c
i]Z^ciZgcVi^dcVaYZWViZ[dghdbZi^bZ#>i]VhWZZcegdbdiZYWn>cY^V
VcY]VhWZZcY^hXjhhZY[VkdjgVWan^c<ZgbVcnVcYi]ZJc^iZY@^c\Ydb<ZgbVc6Yk^hdgn
8djcX^adc<adWVa8]Vc\Z'%%(0J@GdnVa8dbb^hh^dcdc:ck^gdcbZciVaEdaaji^dc'%%%#
GZXZcigZedgih]VkZh]dlc^cXgZVh^c\hjeedgi[dgi]^hVeegdVX]^ciZgcVi^dcVaan/hZZ!
[dgZmVbeaZ!HiZgc'%%-VcYi]Z8dbb^hh^dcdc<gdli]VcY9ZkZadebZci'%%-#
ross GArNAUT - AUsTrAlIAN GoverNmeNT eCoNomIsT

Æ###i]ZgZ^hVcZbZg\^c\egdedhVa]ZgZi]Vi^h^bedgiVciVcY]Zae[ja"VWgdVYadc\"iZgb
Xdbb^ibZciidZfjVaeZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dch#>iÉhVidj\]egdedhVa#>[lZiV`Z^iVheVgid[
i]Zegd\gZhh^kZV\ZcYVidbdkZidi]Vi^il^aaWZ]Zae[ja^cWg^c\^c\i]ZldgaYid\Zi]Zg
Vh^iWg^c\hi]ZYZkZade^c\Xdjcig^ZhVheVgid[i]^hZ[[dgil^i]VcZi]^XVaVcYeda^i^XVa
Xdbb^ibZci!cdi^bbZY^ViZ!WjiidlVgYhXdckZg\ZcXZ^ciZgbhd[eZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dch#Ç
kemAl dervIs - CHIeF AdmINIsTrATor UNdp

I]ZgZ^hVYZheZgViZcZZYidXgZViZVcZ[[ZXi^kZeda^Xn[dgegZhZgk^c\]ZVai]n
ZXdhnhiZbhWnegdk^Y^c\^cXZci^kZhVcYi]ZgZhdjgXZhidYdhd#I]Z8dcigVXi^dc
8dckZg\ZcXZVeegdVX]egdbdiZYWnJC^hVlZaai]dj\]ii]gdj\]VcY
ediZci^VaanedlZg[jaVeegdVX]l]^X]VahdVYYgZhhZh[V^gY^hig^Wji^dc#
peTer HeAd - dIreCTor ArUp

ÆI]ZJ>6Xdbb^ih^ihZa[idXVbeV^\c^c\[dgi]ZbdhiZ[[ZXi^kZdjiXdbZ
edhh^WaZVi8DE&*i]gdj\]VYkdXVXnd[VcZb^hh^dca^b^iVi^dcV\gZZbZci
WVhZYdci]Zeg^cX^eaZd[XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ#Ç
INTerNATIoNAl UNIoN ArCHITeCTs TUrIN CoNFereNCe 2008

I]ZgZ^hcddi]ZgbZi]dYd[gVi^dcVaanVcYZi]^XVaan\j^Y^c\\adWVagZYjXi^dch^c\gZZc]djhZ\VhZb^hh^dch#Ç
royAl INsTITUTe oF BrITIsH ArCHITeCTs 2006

ÆEda^Xn"bV`ZghcZZYXdchZchjhdcV\adWVa[gVbZldg`[dgXa^bViZhiVW^a^inWVhZY
dceg^cX^eaZhd[egZXVji^dcVcYZfj^inhjX]Vh8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ#Ç
UNep FINANCIAl INITIATIve

ÆI]Z7nZghgZedgigZ[ZghidVcZlWVh^hd[Zfj^inVcYXdbbdc!WjiY^[[ZgZci^ViZY!
gZhedch^W^a^i^Zh#LZcZZYZck^gdcbZciVaZfj^inl^i]VXVeVcYigVYZ
egd\gVbbZ#8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ^hi]ZcVbZi]VilZbjhi\^kZ
id^i#LZbjhia^c`i]ViWViiaZl^i]i]ZWViiaZV\V^chiedkZgin#Ç
Uk All-pArTy pArlIAmeNTAry GroUp ClImATe CHANGe

ÆI]Z\adWVa[gVbZldg`YZkZadehhdi]Vi8D'XdcXZcigVi^dc^ci]ZVibdhe]ZgZ^h]ZaY
VidgWZadl)%%eebk#I]^hadc\"iZgbXa^bViZdW_ZXi^kZ^hbZiWnZchjg^c\i]Vih]dgi"
iZgbiVg\ZihVgZa^c`ZYidVcYXdch^hiZcil^i]^i!l^i]V\gVYjVaigVch^i^dcidlVgYhV
hnhiZbd[ZfjVaeZgXVe^iVg^\]ihidjhZi]ZVWhdgei^kZXVeVX^ind[i]ZVibdhe]ZgZ#Ç
sTepHeN Byers - mp INTerNATIoNAl ClImATe TAsk ForCe

Æ6[dgbjaVi^dci]ViiV`Zhi]Zg^\]ih"WVhZYVeegdVX]id^ihad\^XVa
XdcXajh^dc^hi]Vid[8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÇP<8>R
IpCC WG3 THIrd AssessmeNT reporT

Æ7jh^cZhhVcY\dkZgcbZciXVccdihdakZi]ZegdWaZbVadcZ#
Hdaji^dchbjhiWZ\adWVaVcYeVgi^X^eVi^dcd[VaabV_dgZb^iiZgh^hZhhZci^Va#8dbeVc^Zh
XVccdiYZiZgb^cZi]ZhXVaZd[cZZYZY^ckZhibZcil^i]djiVhiVW^a^oVi^dci]gZh]daY[dg
\gZZc]djhZ\VhXdcXZcigVi^dch#I]Zh]dgi"iZgbÆeViX]ldg`Çd[i]Z@ndidEgdidXda
^hcdiXdhi"Z[[ZXi^kZ#6\adWVaadc\iZgb!bVg`Zi"WVhZYeda^Xn[gVbZldg`^cVcZl
eVgicZgh]^el^i]8]^cV!>cY^V!7gVo^a!Hdji]6[g^XVVcYBZm^Xd^hcZZYZY#:b^hh^dch
g^\]ihl^i]XdbbdcbZig^Xhi]ViXVcWZVY_jhiZYdkZgi^bZidgZÓZXiZkdak^c\
YZkZadebZcihl^aaZchjgZi]ViVigjan\adWVahdaji^dcidi]ZegdWaZb^hVX]^ZkZY#Ç
G8 ClImATe CHANGe 2005 BUsINess leAders

Æ>VYb^gZ<8>Éh8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZbdYZaVcYi]Z^gcdlcZVganilZcinnZVg
XgjhVYZWnid\Zi^iZhiVWa^h]ZYVhi]Z^ciZgcVi^dcVaWVh^hd[eda^XnidbZZii]ZdW_ZXi^kZ
d[i]ZJC8a^bViZIgZVin#I]Z^gegZhZciVi^dcd[^i^hVYVjci^c\an]VgYVXiid[daadl#Ç
NICk bUTler - dIreCTor CAmbrIdGe eNerGy sTUdIes

ÆI]Zhdaji^dcidXa^bViZX]Vc\ZgZfj^gZhV\adWVaanZfj^iVWaZbdYZad[Zb^hh^dch
gZYjXi^dch#I]Z8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZbdYZaXVaah[dgVagZVYnaVg\Z
edaaji^c\Xdjcig^ZhidXjii]Z^gZb^hh^dch!l]^aZcZlan^cYjhig^Va^h^c\Xdjcig^Zh
^cXgZVhZi]Z^gh!jeidi]Zed^cii]VilZXdckZg\ZViVhjhiV^cVWaZaZkZa#I]Vi!
>]deZ!l^aaWZi]ZZi]dhi]Vil^aa\j^YZX^i^ZhVgdjcYi]ZldgaY#Ç
keN lIvINGsToNe - mAyor oF loNdoN

Æ6abdhiVcnXdcXZ^kVWaZadc\"iZgbhdaji^dcidi]ZXa^bViZegdWaZbl^aa
ZbWdYnV]^\]YZ\gZZd[XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ#6ibdhe]Zg^X
XdcXZcigVi^dchd[<=<hXVccdihiVW^a^oZjcaZhhidiVaZb^hh^dchXdcigVXi0VcY
Zb^hh^dchXVccdiXdcigVXijcaZhheZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dchXdckZg\Z#Ç
JoHN AsHToN - Uk ClImATe AmbAssAdor pew reporT

Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ]Zaeh\gZVian#>i^h^cXajh^kZVcYbV`ZhXaZVgl]VicZZYhid
WZVX]^ZkZY#L^i]djihjX]Vh]VgZYbdYZa!i]ZgZl^aacdiWZi]ZcZXZhhVgngZaVi^dch]^eh
i]ViXgZViZi]ZcZlVcYZmX^i^c\edhh^W^a^i^ZhVcYi]Zigjhi[dgh]VgZYVXi^dc#Ç
CHrIs moTTersHeAd - dIsTINGUIsHed AdvIsor eNerGy & eNvIroNmeNT brITIsH peTroleUm plC

ÆI]Z<dkZgcbZcih]djaYegZhh[dgV[jijgZ\adWVaXa^bViZV\gZZbZciWVhZYdci]Z<adWVa
8dbbdch>chi^ijiZÉhÆ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÇVeegdVX]Vhi]Z^ciZgcVi^dcVa[gVbZldg`
l^i]^cl]^X][jijgZ^ciZgcVi^dcVaV\gZZbZcihidiVX`aZXa^bViZX]Vc\ZVgZcZ\di^ViZY#I]ZhZ
d[[Zgi]ZWZhiadc\"iZgbegdheZXid[hZXjg^c\Zfj^in!ZXdcdbnVcY^ciZgcVi^dcVaXdchZchjh#Ç
royAl CommIssIoN oN eNvIroNmeNTAl pollUTIoN

6cn[gVbZldg`l]^X]^ckdakZhgVY^XVaZb^hh^dcgZYjXi^dchldjaY^cegVXi^XZgZhZbWaZ
i]Z8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZVeegdVX]VYkdXViZYWni]Z<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ#
>cYZZY!^ciZgbhd[YdbZhi^Xeda^XnV^bh!i]ZJ@<dkZgcbZci]VhVagZVYn^bea^X^ian
VXXZeiZYi]^hVeegdVX]^cVYdei^c\i]Z+%XVgWdcgZYjXi^dciVg\Zi[dg'%*%0VcY^i^h
i]ZgZ[dgZ^cXdch^hiZcicdiidVYdeihjX]VcVeegdVX]^ciZgcVi^dcVaan#LZYdcdihZZVcn
XgZY^WaZVaiZgcVi^kZVcYcdcZlVhhj\\ZhiZY^cZk^YZcXZiddjg^cfj^gn#LZi]ZgZ[dgZ
gZXdbbZcYi]Vii]ZJ@<dkZgcbZcih]djaY[dgbVaanVYdeiVcYegdbdiZ8dcigVXi^dc
8dckZg\ZcXZVhi]ZWVh^h[dg[jijgZ^ciZgcVi^dcVaV\gZZbZcihidgZYjXZZb^hh^dch#
eNvIroNmeNTAl AUdIT CommITTee HoUse oF CommoNs

ÆIdbV`Zegdk^h^dc[dgi]ZVYdei^dcd[Veda^Xnd[XdbWVi^c\
Xa^bViZX]Vc\Z^cVXXdgYVcXZl^i]i]Zeg^cX^eaZhd[###
Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÇVcY[dgXdccZXiZYejgedhZh#Ç
ColIN CHAlleN - CHAIr All-pArTy GroUp ClImATe CHANGe
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Æ6cVeegdVX]gZXZ^k^c\h^\c^ÒXVciViiZci^dc^h8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ!
i]ZhX^ZcXZ"WVhZY\adWVaXa^bViZ"eda^Xn[gVbZldg`egdedhZYWni]Z<adWVa
8dbbdch>chi^ijiZl^i]i]ZdW_ZXi^kZd[gZVa^o^c\hV[ZVcYhiVWaZ\gZZc]djhZ
\VhXdcXZcigVi^dch^ci]ZVibdhe]ZgZ#>iVeea^Zheg^cX^eaZhd[egZXVji^dc
VcYZfj^in!eg^cX^eaZh^YZci^ÒZYVh^bedgiVci^ci]ZJC;888WjicdiYZÒcZY!
idegdk^YZi]Z[dgbVaXVaXjaVi^c\WVh^hd[i]Z88[gVbZldg`#Ç
bob wATsoN - Former CHAIrmAN IpCCC

ÆLZWZa^ZkZXdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ^hi]ZWZhilVn[dglVgYWZXVjhZ
^igZXd\c^hZhi]Vi\gdli]^cZcZg\njhZ^cYZkZade^c\Xdjcig^Zhl^aa]VeeZc#
:kZc^[lZXdjaYVX]^ZkZVgZkZghZ^cigZcYhd[ZcZg\njhZ^cYZkZadeZY
Xdjcig^Zh!i]ZgZ^hcdinZiVcnl]ZgZZcdj\]VaiZgcVi^kZVcYgZcZlVWaZ
ZcZg\nVkV^aVWaZid\Zijhd[[d[[dhh^a[jZah[VhiZcdj\]#;dgi]Z
YZkZade^c\ldgaYi]Zh^ijVi^dc^hZkZcbdgZjg\ZciWZXVjhZi]Vi^hl]ZgZ
bdhiZcZg\n^ciZch^kZ^cYjhig^VaVcYbVcj[VXi^c\VXi^k^in^h]ZVY^c\#Ç
TIm smIT - Ceo THe edeN projeCT

Æ8a^bViZX]Vc\Z^ha^`Zanid^bedhZbVhh^kZZXdcdb^XXdhih#I]ZXVhZ[dgWZ^c\
egZeVgZYidheZcY]j\ZgZhdjgXZhida^b^i^i^hXaZVgVhi]ZXdhil^aaWZgZeV^Y
bVcni^bZhdkZgWni]ZVkd^YVcXZd[Y^hVhiZg#I]ZYZkZadeZYldgaYYdZhcdi]VkZ
i]ZbdgVag^\]iid^cXgZVhZi]Zg^h`d[ÓddY^c\^c7Vc\aVYZh]#Adc\iZgbi]Zdcan
hdjcYhigViZ\n^hi]Vid[XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZXjii^c\\gZZc]djhZZb^hh^dch
idi]Zed^cil]ZgZi]ZnVgZh]VgZYZfjVaan!ldgaYl^YZ!dcVeZgXVe^iVWVh^h#Ç
lord AdAIr TUrNer - CHAIrmAN oF ClImATe CommITTee

ÆI]Z8]jgX]ZhXVc\^kZi]Z^gWVX`^c\id8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
ejWa^XanVcYjcVc^bdjhanWZXVjhZVi^ihXdgZ!^i^h_jhi#>iVeeZVghJide^Vc
dcan^[lZgZ[jhZidXdciZbeaViZi]ZVaiZgcVi^kZh]dcZhian#Ç
dr rowAN wIllIAms - ArCHbIsHop oF CANTerbUry

Æ>cdiZl]VindjhVnVWdji6jWgZnBZnZgÉh8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
egdedhVaVcY>V\gZZi]Vi^ci]ZÒ\]iV\V^chiXa^bViZX]Vc\Z88bV`ZhVc
^bedgiVciXdcig^Wji^dcidi]ZYZWViZdc]dllZVX]^ZkZadc\"iZgbXa^bViZ
hiVW^a^iniV`^c\VXXdjcid[i]Zeg^cX^eaZhd[Zfj^inVcYhjhiV^cVW^a^in#Ç
ToNy blAIr - UK prIme mINIsTer

ÆI]ZL7<JgZXdbbZcYhZb^hh^dchg^\]ihWZVaadXViZYVXXdgY^c\
idi]ZÆ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÇVeegdVX]#Ç
GermAN AdvIsory CoUNCIl

Æ6[gVbZldg`^ckdak^c\iZX]cdad\nid\Zi]Zgl^i]hdX^Va!eda^i^XVaVcYZXdcdb^X
X]Vc\Zl^i]fjVci^ÒVWaZiVg\Zih^hi]ZdcanlVn[dglVgY#I]^h^hl]nlZ
hjeedgii]ZlZaa"`cdlcXdcXZeid[Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÇ88Vh
egdedhZYWni]Z<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZVhi]ZWVh^h[dgi]ZV\gZZbZci#>i
hVi^hÒZhYZkZade^c\Xdjcig^ZhÉYZbVcYh[dgZfj^inVcYJHYZbVcYhi]VibV_dg
YZkZade^c\Xdjcig^ZhhjX]Vh8]^cVVcY>cY^VWZ^ckdakZY^cVcniVg\Zih#Ç
sCIeNTIsTs For GlobAl respoNsIbIlITy

Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ"I]Zad\^X^hXdbeZaa^c\#
>i^hV[dgbjaV[dg[jijgZ\adWVaZb^hh^dchi]ViXdjaY!l^i]djiZmV\\ZgVi^dc!
hVkZi]ZldgaY#HdbZZck^gdcbZci\gdjehhjX]Vh<gZZceZVXZhZZ
i]Z[dgbjaVVhVYZVY"ZcY#I]ZnVgZegd[djcYanlgdc\#Ç
KdiZ[dgCZlHiViZhbVcWZhiXa^bViZ[gVbZldg`
GZhjaih?VcjVgn'%%-###

'VgZhVn^c\@ndidEgdidXda

-&VgZhVn^c\8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ

&'VgZhVn^c\@ndid'

*VgZhVn^c\<gZZc]djhZ9ZkZadebZciG^\]ih

Æ8=8VYkdXViZhV\adWVa[gVbZldg`[dgVXi^dcl^i]ÈXdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZÉ
V[VkdjgZYdei^dc!VcYhZZ`i]ZbZVchid^cÓjZcXZ`ZnYZX^h^dcbV`Zgh#Ç
ClImATe ANd HeAlTH CoUNCIl

ÆI]ZgZVgZVcjbWZgd[bZVhjgZhd[kVgn^c\hXVaZi]ViXVcWZjhZY
idgZYjXZi]ZVbdjcid[8D'i]Vi^hWZ^c\Zb^iiZY!i]ZhZ^cXajYZ/"8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
XdcXZ^kZYWni]Z<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ<8>^ci]ZZVgan&..%hXdch^hihd[gZYjX^c\dkZgVaa
Zb^hh^dchd[<=<hidVhV[ZaZkZa!È8dcigVXi^dcÉ!l]ZgZi]Z\adWVaZb^hh^dchVgZgZYjXZYWZXVjhZ
ZkZgnXdjcignWg^c\hZb^hh^dcheZgXVe^iVidVaZkZal]^X]^hZfjVa[dgVaaXdjcig^Zh!È8dckZg\ZcXZÉ#Ç
bmA 2008 - “How CAN THe ImpACT oF ClImATe CHANGe be redUCed?”

ÆI]ZVhh^YjdjhXVbeV^\c^c\dkZgi]ZaVhiYZXVYZWni]Z<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ"
WVhZYdc^ih^YZVd[ÉÈXdcigVXiVcYXdckZg\ZÉ"jcYZgl]^X]i]Zg^X]cVi^dchjcYZgiV`Z
idgZYjXZZb^hh^dchZkZcVhYZkZade^c\cVi^dchVgZeZgb^iiZYid\gdli]Z^gZb^hh^dch
jci^ahjX]i^bZVheZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dchXdckZg\ZVii]ZhVbZaZkZa!]Vh\^kZci]^h`^cY
d[VeegdVX]hdbZgZVaXgZY^W^a^in#Hd!idd!]Vhi]ZgZVY^cZhhd[YZkZade^c\Xdjcig^Zh
hjX]Vh8]^cV!7gVo^a!>cYdcZh^VVcY6g\Zci^cVidVXXZeiZb^hh^dchiVg\Zih[dgi]Z^gdlc
Xdjci^Zh"cdiaZVhiWZXVjhZi]ZnVgZVagZVYnWZ\^cc^c\id[ZZai]Z^beVXihd[Xa^bViZ
X]Vc\Z#I]ZgZVahigZc\i]d[i]^hVeegdVX]^hi]Vi^i^hWVhZYjedcVigVY^c\hnhiZb!
l^i]g^X]cVi^dchcZZY^c\idejgX]VhZVYY^i^dcVaXVgWdcXgZY^ih[gdbeddgZgcVi^dch#Ç
JoNATHoN porrITT - ForUm For THe FUTUre

ÆI]Zk^h^dcd[Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÇXdbW^cZhZXdad\nVcYZfj^inbdhiZaZ\Vcian#Ç
HeINrICH boell FoUNdATIoN

Æ6cneda^i^XVahdaji^dcidXa^bViZX]Vc\Zl^aacZZYidWZWVhZYdcgZYjXi^dch^c
Zb^hh^dch!di]Zgl^hZ`cdlcVhXdcigVXi^dc#6hi]ZXa^bViZ^hdlcZYWncddcZVcY
cZZYZYWnZkZgndcZ!lZl^aaVahd]VkZidbdkZidlVgYhZfjVaanh]Vg^c\i]ZVibdhe]ZgZ!
`cdlcVhXdckZg\ZcXZ#8daaZXi^kZhjgk^kVaYZeZcYhdcVYYgZhh^c\Wdi]#Ç
world dIsAsTers reporT 2000 INTerNATIoNAl red Cross/CresCeNT

ÆI]ZbdhigZVa^hi^XlVnidWg^c\VWdjii]ZgZfj^gZYgZYjXi^dc^c\]\Zb^hh^dch
l]^X]l^aa]VkZi]ZXdbW^cZYZ[[ZXid[gZYjX^c\i]ZYVbV\Z^bedhZYdc
i]Z^chjgVcXZ^cYjhignVcYZcXdjgV\^c\i]ZigVch^i^dcidgZcZlVWaZZcZg\n
^hi]ViegdedhZY^ci]ZXdcXZeid[8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ#Ç
UK CHArTered INsUrANCe INsTITUTe

ÆI]ZVeegdVX]d[XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZegZhZcihVcZlZXdcdb^X
YZkZadebZcieVgVY^\b[dgi]ZilZcinÒghiXZcijgnVcYWZndcY#Ç
mrs. rUNGANo KArImANzIrA - CHAIr, AFrICA GroUp

ÆI]Z^YZVd[È8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÉ^hYZhi^cZYidWZdcZd[i]Zbdhi
^bedgiVcieg^cX^eaZh\dkZgc^c\^ciZgcVi^dcVagZaVi^dch^ci]Z'&hiXZcijgn#
>i^hVedlZg[jaZi]^Xi]Vi^cXdgedgViZh\adWVa_jhi^XZVcYhjhiV^cVW^a^inVcY
i]ZgZWnWg^Y\Zhi]ZYdb^cVciXdcXZgchd[i]ZaVhiXZcijgnVcYi]^hdcZ#
>i^hi]ZdcanlVnidVXXdbbdYViZi]Z^ciZgZhih!Zi]^XVaVcYZXdcdb^X!d[
YZkZade^c\Xdjcig^ZhVcYg^X]Xdjcig^Zh^ci]Zhigj\\aZidÒcYVhdaji^dc
idi]Zbdhi^bedgiVciZck^gdcbZciVaegdWaZb[VX^c\i]ZldgaY#Ç
dr ClIve HAmIlToN - THe AUsTrAlIA INsTITUTe

Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ"VcY^ihbZX]Vc^hb[dgÒcVcX^c\hjhiV^cVWaZYZkZadebZci
^hi]ZdcanegdedhVahd[Vgl]^X]^h\adWVa!Zfj^iVWaZVcY\gdli]"dg^ZciZY#Ç
CoNGressmAN JoHN porTer CHAIr, Globe UsA
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Æ>ci]Za^\]id[i]Zadc\"iZgbeZgheZXi^kZildWVh^XgZfj^gZbZcihbjhiWZbZi/
HiVW^a^hVi^dcd[\gZZc]djhZ\VhZh^ci]ZVibdhe]ZgZViVaZkZa^cVXXdgYVcXZ
l^i]i]ZdkZgVaadW_ZXi^kZd[i]Z8a^bViZ8]Vc\Z8dckZci^dc#6[V^gY^hig^Wji^dcd[
g^\]ihVcYdWa^\Vi^dch!WnZhiVWa^h]^c\i]ZXdcXZeid[eZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dcg^\]ih
[dgVaaXdjcig^Zh!VhegdedhZY^ci]ZÈ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÉhX]ZbZ#Ç
dAvId HAllmAN - world CoUNCIl oF CHUrCHes

Æ6Wg^aa^Vci!^bV\^cVi^kZVcYh^beaZbZVchd[gZVX]^c\V_jhi\adWVa
V\gZZbZcidcZb^hh^dcgZYjXi^dch^hXVaaZY8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
88#>ilVhÒghiegdedhZYWni]Z<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ<8>^c
&..%#GZXd\c^i^dcd[^ihjc^fjZfjVa^i^ZhVhV[gVbZldg`[dgXdbWVi^c\
Xa^bViZX]Vc\Z]Vh\gdlcViVcVhidc^h]^c\gViZh^cXZi]ViYViZ#Ç
mAyer HIllmAN - AUTHor oF How we CAN sAve THe plANeT

Æ###VcVeegdVX]gZXZ^k^c\h^\c^ÒXVciViiZci^dc^h8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
P88R"VhX^ZcXZ"WVhZY\adWVa[gVbZldg`l]ZgZWnidiVa\adWVaZb^hh^dchVgZ
gZYjXZYXdcigVXi^dcidbZZiVheZX^ÒXV\gZZYiVg\Zi!VcYi]ZeZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dch
d[^cYjhig^Va^oZYVcYi]ZYZkZade^c\Xdjcig^ZhXdckZg\ZdkZgVhj^iVWanadc\i^bZ
eZg^dY!l^i]i]ZgViZVcYbV\c^ijYZd[XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZWZ^c\YZiZgb^cZY
i]gdj\]i]ZJC;888cZ\di^Vi^c\egdXZhh#>iVeea^Zheg^cX^eaZhd[egZXVji^dcVcY
Zfj^in0eg^cX^eaZh^YZci^ÒZYVh^bedgiVci^ci]ZJC;888WjicdiYZÒcZY#Ç
world bANk oN CoNTrACTIoN & CoNverGeNCe

Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ^hVcZmiZgbZanedlZg[ja^YZV
VcYlZVgZbdk^c\gZbdghZaZhhanidlVgYh^i#Ç
mICHAel meACHer - Former Uk eNvIroNmeNT mINIsTer

Æ>i^hVWhdajiZangZbVg`VWaZi]Vii]Z^YZVd[8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
]VhiV`ZchjX]VÒgb]daYldgaYl^YZ^chjX]Vh]dgiheVXZd[i^bZ#Ç
TessA TeNNANT - CHAIr AssoCIATIoN For sUsTAINAble & respoNsIble INvesTmeNT IN AsIA

Æ>cdidcanhjeedgii]Z88XdcXZei!>ÒcY^i^cXdcXZ^kVWaZi]VilZl^aa
VkZgiXa^bViZXViVhigde]Zl^i]djiVgZ\^bZWj^aidchdbZkVg^Vi^dcd[i]^h
VeegdVX]#>ci]ZYZWViZVWdjiXa^bViZX]Vc\Z!Vc^begZhh^dc]VhWZZc
XgZViZYi]Vii]ZegdWaZb^hiddYVjci^c\VcYXdbeaZmidegZkZci#8dcigVXi^dc
8dckZg\ZcXZegdk^YZhVlVn[dglVgYi]Vi^hWdi][V^gVcY[ZVh^WaZ#Ç
JoHN rITCH - world NUCleAr AssoCIATIoN

>ci]ZZcY!i]Znl^aacZZYid\^kZbjX]lZ^\]iidZfjVaeZgXVe^iVg^\]ihd[
Zb^hh^dch#I]Znl^aacZZYidVaadladc\eZg^dYh[dgVY_jhibZciidlVgYhhjX]
edh^i^dch"l^i]^ci]ZdkZg"g^Y^c\gZfj^gZbZciidhiVnl^i]^cVcZck^gdcbZciVaan
gZhedch^WaZ\adWVaZb^hh^dchWjY\Zi#DcZedhh^WaZlVnd[Wg^c\^c\i]ZhZ
ildZaZbZcihid\Zi]ZgldjaYWZi]ZÆXdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZÇ
VeegdVX]i]Vi]VhWZZcY^hXjhhZY[VkdjgVWan^c<ZgbVcnVcY>cY^V#
ross GArNAUlT - ClImATe sTrATeGIsT AUsTrAlIAN GovermeNT

ÆBVcn\dkZgcbZcihVgdjcYi]ZldgaY]VkZVXXZeiZYi]ZXdcXZeid[
8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZVhi]ZdcanZfj^iVWaZgZhedchZ
bZX]Vc^hbidi]Zi]gZVid[Xa^bViZX]Vc\Z#Ç
GrACe AkUmU - dIreCTor, ClImATe NeTwork AFrICA

Æ6Yb^gVi^dc^h[gZfjZcianZmegZhhZY!gZ\VgY^c\i]ZZaZ\VcXZVcYh^beaZad\^Xd[
8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZVcY^i]VhWZZcl^YZanhjeedgiZYWneda^XnbV`Zgh
VhVWVh^hi]Vih]djaYjcYZga^Zi]ZcZmihiV\Zd[eda^Xn[dgbjaVi^dc#Ç
sIr JoHN HoUGHToN - Former CHAIr IpCC workING GroUp oNe

I]Z^YZVd[XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ^heVgi^XjaVgan
eZghjVh^kZVh^iVYYgZhhZhild`Zni]gZVihid]jbVc^in!
Xa^bViZX]Vc\ZVcYjcZfjVaYZkZadebZci!^cdcZ[gVbZldg`#
loCAl GoverNmeNT INFormATIoN UNIT UK

ÆI]Vc`hkZgnbjX][dgeVhh^c\dci]ZkZgnc^XZVc^bVi^dcd[88VcY
g^h`#DcZd[i]Zi]^c\hlZl^aaWZadd`^c\Vi^cbncZlan[dgbZY\gdje
]ZgZViK^Xidg^VJc^kZgh^in^cLZaa^c\idc^hWjgYZch]Vg^c\^hhjZh!
hdi]ZcZlldg`dc88^ci]ZJ@^hd[^ciZgZhiidbZ#Ç
mArTIN mANNING - IpCC TeCHNICAl sUpporT UNIT WG1

Æ6gZXdbbZcYVi^dc^ci]Z7nZghgZedgi^hidWj^aYdci]Z\adWVaXa^bViZ
X]Vc\Z[gVbZldg`d[Wdi]i]ZJC;gVbZldg`XdckZci^dcdcXa^bViZX]Vc\Z#
>igZ[ZghidVcZlWVh^hd[Zfj^inVcYXdbbdc!WjiY^[[ZgZci^ViZY!
gZhedch^W^a^i^Zh#LZcZZYZck^gdcbZciVaZfj^inl^i]VXVeVcYigVYZegd\gVbbZ#
8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ^hi]ZcVbZi]VilZbjhi\^kZid^i#
LZbjhia^c`i]ViWViiaZl^i]i]ZWViiaZV\V^chiedkZgin#Ç
ColIN CHAlleN mp - Byers reporT Is C&C

ÆIdb^c^b^hZi]ZYVc\Zgd[\adWVaiZbeZgVijgZg^hZhZmXZZY^c\'8!V
aZkZaXdch^YZgZYYVc\Zgdjh!VXdcXZcigVi^dcd[cdbdgZi]Vc)%%eeb
d[8D'^ci]ZVibdhe]ZgZ^hgZXdbbZcYZYP7nZghGZedgiR####VcYi]Z
:JÉhWjgYZcd[gZhedch^W^a^inidbZZii]^hhX^ZcXZ"WVhZYXVeh]djaYWZ
Veedgi^dcZYdci]ZWVh^hd[ZfjVa\adWVag^\]ihidXVgWdcXdchjbei^dc#Ç
GreeNpeACe oN Byers reporT

8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ88egdk^YZhVh^beaZ[gVbZldg`
[dg\adWVaanVaadXVi^c\i]Zg^\]iidZb^iXVgWdc^cVlVni]Vi^h
Xdch^hiZcil^i]i]Ze]nh^XVaXdchigV^cihd[i]ZW^dhe]ZgZ#
I]ZVeegdVX]gZhihdcildh^beaZeg^cX^eaZhXdcigVXi^dc/
gZYjX^c\]jbVc^inÉhZb^hh^dchidVgViZi]Vii]ZW^dhe]ZgZXVcVWhdgW
XdckZg\ZcXZ/Y^hig^Wji^c\idiVaZb^hh^dchhdi]ViZVX]eZghdcjai^bViZan
\Zihi]ZhVbZedgi^dcd[i]ZÈ\adWVaWjY\ZiÉ#I]ZZmiZch^dcd[88
idVaaYZbVcYhdci]ZW^dhe]ZgZ^hgZ[ZggZYidVhH]g^c`H]VgZ#
JoNATHoN loH GFN - WWF oN C&C

IZVg[jcYlgdiZidBg7aV^ghVn^c\i]^h[gVbZldg`"WVhZYbVg`Zi^hXdcigVXi^dc
VcYXdckZg\ZcXZ#ÆI]Z88[gVbZldg`^h\adWVa!adc\"iZgb!Z[[ZXi^kZ!
VcY!^bedgiVcian!Zfj^iVWaZ!l^i]djil]^X]^ildjaYhiVcYcdX]VcXZd[
WZ^c\V\gZZY#;gdbi]ZdjihZiYZkZade^c\Xdjcig^Zh]VkZV\jVgVciZZd[
Zfj^iVWaZVaadXVi^dchVcYVhhjgVcXZVhidl]Zci]^hldjaY]VeeZc#Ç
TeArFUNd oN C&C

ÆI]ZaZVY^c\bdYZaVYkdXVi^c\ZfjVaeZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dch
g^\]ih\adWVaan^hÈ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZÉ!idl]^X]Vaa
Zfj^in[gVbZldg`hVcYegdedhVahdlZi]Z^gZm^hiZcXZ#Ç
CHrIsTIAN AId

J@Wj^aY^c\^cYjhignaZVYZghlgdiZidBg7aV^ghVn^c\i]^h[gVbZldg`"WVhZYbVg`Zi^h
XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ#ÆLZ]^\]a^\]ii]Zed^cibVYZWni]Z8dgedgViZAZVYZgh
<gdjedc8a^bViZ8]Vc\Zi]Vi\Zii^c\i]Zg^\]i\adWVaXa^bViZX]Vc\Z[gVbZldg`^c
eaVXZ^hi]Zbdhijg\ZciVXi^dc#I]Z8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ;gVbZldg`!VXXZeiZY
Wni]ZJCVcYWni]ZGdnVa8dbb^hh^dcdc:ck^gdcbZciVaEdaaji^dcVbdc\hi
di]ZghXdjaYlZaaegdk^YZV[V^ghigjXijgZ[dgi]ZZc\V\ZbZcid[VaacVi^dch#Ç
CIBse ANd ICe oN C&C

ÆI]ZHX^Zci^ÒX8VhZ[dgHZii^c\VAdc\"IZgb:b^hh^dcGZYjXi^dcIVg\Zi#
I]Z[gVbZldg`d[i]^hhijYnWj^aYhdci]ZG8:Eldg`l]^X]jhZhV
XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZbZi]dYdad\n#8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ
^hVc^ciZgcVi^dcVaeda^Xn[gVbZldg`[dgYZVa^c\l^i]\adWVaXa^bViZ
X]Vc\ZYZkZadeZYWni]ZAdcYdc"WVhZY<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ#Ç
deFrA oN C&C
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ÆI]Z7g^i^h]\dkZgcbZci]VhbdYZaa^c\jcYZglVn^ci]Zbdhi
[VkdjgZYbZi]dY"XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ"Wjii]ZgZ^hcd
Y^eadbVi^XV\gZZbZcii]Vii]^h^hi]ZWZhilVnidegdXZZY#Ç
THe GUArdIAN reporTING oN THe G8 2008

ÆDcZVeegdVX]dci]ZiVWaZ^hXdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZ"g^X]
Xdjcig^ZhXdcigVXi^c\i]Z^gZb^hh^dchfj^X`an!l]^aZYZkZade^c\Xdjcig^Zh
VgZ\^kZchdbZgddbid\gdldcXdcY^i^dci]ZnbV`ZXjihaViZg#Ç
THe AGe reporTING oN THe G8 2008 IN ToyAko JApAN

Æ8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ^hi]ZVeegdVX]l^i]i]ZbdhibZg^ih#
>i^hi]ZWjooe]gVhZcdldci]ZcZ\di^VidgÉha^eh#Ç
sIr dAvId kING - “THe HoT TopIC”

ÆBnXdaaZV\jZhVcY>Vii]ZGdnVa8dbb^hh^dcdc:ck^gdcbZciVaEdaaji^dc
ldjaYa^`ZidZmegZhhdjgi]Vc`hidndjVcY<8>[dgndjggZbVg`VWaZ
e^dcZZg^c\ldg`^cZhiVWa^h]^c\8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZVh^i^hi]Z
WVh^hjedcl]^X]hdbjX]d[djgdlcldg`]VhWZZcZhiVWa^h]ZY#Ç
sIr Tom blUNdell - CHAIrmAN, rCep

6cn[gVbZldg`l]^X]^ckdakZhgVY^XVaZb^hh^dcgZYjXi^dchldjaY^cegVXi^XZgZhZbWaZ
i]Z8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZVeegdVX]VYkdXViZYWni]Z<adWVa8dbbdch>chi^ijiZ#
>cYZZY!^ciZgbhd[YdbZhi^Xeda^XnV^bh!i]ZJ@<dkZgcbZci]VhVagZVYn^bea^X^ian
VXXZeiZYi]^hVeegdVX]^cVYdei^c\i]Z+%XVgWdcgZYjXi^dciVg\Zi[dg'%*%0VcY^i^h
i]ZgZ[dgZ^cXdch^hiZcicdiidVYdeihjX]VcVeegdVX]^ciZgcVi^dcVaan#LZYdcdihZZVcn
XgZY^WaZVaiZgcVi^kZVcYcdcZlVhhj\\ZhiZY^cZk^YZcXZiddjg^cfj^gn#LZi]ZgZ[dgZ
gZXdbbZcYi]Vii]ZJ@<dkZgcbZcih]djaY[dgbVaanVYdeiVcYegdbdiZ8dcigVXi^dc
8dckZg\ZcXZVhi]ZWVh^h[dg[jijgZ^ciZgcVi^dcVaV\gZZbZcihidgZYjXZZb^hh^dch#
eNvIroNmeNTAl AUdIT CommITTee, “THe INTerNATIoNAl CHAlleNGe oF ClImATe CHANGe”

ÆAdc\"iZgbXdckZg\ZcXZd[eZgXVe^iVZb^hh^dcgViZh^hVc^bedgiVcieg^cX^eaZi]Vi
h]djaYWZhZg^djhanXdch^YZgZY^c^ciZgcVi^dcVaXa^bViZX]Vc\ZcZ\di^Vi^dch#Ç
prIme mINIsTer GordoN browN ANd INdIAN GoverNmeNT oN C&C

ÆIdbV`ZhZchZd[djgdlcVXi^dchlZcZZYid]VkZVcdkZgVaa
Y^gZXi^dc0XdcigVXi^dcVcYXdckZg\ZcXZegdk^YZhi]ViY^gZXi^dc#Ç
sUNANd prAsAd - presIdeNT oF rIbA

8dcigVXi^dc8dckZg\ZcXZ^cXajYZhi]Z^YZci^ÒXVi^dcd[VÒmZYaZkZa[dghiVW^a^hVi^dc
d[\gZZc]djhZ\VhXdcXZcigVi^dch!VcYXdbegZ]Zch^kZ\adWVaeVgi^X^eVi^dc#
6cn[gVbZldg`i]Vi^cXdgedgViZhadc\iZgbiVg\ZihXVcd[[ZgXdjcig^Zh\gZViZg
XZgiV^cinVWdjii]Z^gcVi^dcVaiVg\ZihVcYegdk^YZVXaZVgh^\cVaidVaadlWjh^cZhh
ideaVcV]ZVYVcY]ZaeYg^kZ^ckZhibZci^ccZlVcYWZiiZgiZX]cdad\^Zh#
NUmber 10 dowNING sTreeT websITe

6jWgZnBZnZg]VhYdcZVcVbVo^c\_dWVcY]Vhh]dlcZmigVdgY^cVgn
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Martin’s fellow nominators of Aubrey Meyer are: -

“If his initiative was recognised now then it would send exactly the right
message to world leaders as we consider what comes after the end of the
Kyoto round in 2012.”

“This is the logical way forward. The human race reduces its carbon footprint towards zero at the same time as greenhouse gas emissions on a
per capita basis in developed and developing nations converge.

“Aubrey Meyer realised that we need a comprehensive climate change
framework if we are to protect our planet. He founded the Global Commons Initiative in 1990 that developed just such a framework known as
‘contraction and convergence’.

“We believe that it would, now, be right to recognise the man who has
done most to provide an international solution to averting the disaster of
global warming.

“The Nobel Institute recognised how important the climate change challenge is to the future of our planet last year, when it awarded the prize
jointly to Al Gore and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change for
raising awareness about this environmental threat.

Martin explained, “Aubrey Meyer may not
yet be a household name, here in Britain,
or indeed, in many other parts of the world.
Yet his work is absolutely central to the
global fight against climate change.

Gower MP, Martin Caton, together with six
other Members of Parliament from across the
House, has nominated Aubrey Meyer for the
2008 Nobel Peace Prize.

Martin Nominates Meyer for 2008 Nobel Peace Prize

http://www.martin-caton.co.uk/news?PageId=4ec8ff91-07dd-e3d4-5d47-57362266c35c

HELLO I’m Martin Caton, the Member of Parliament for Gower.
Welcome to my website. I hope this will tell you something
about me, Gower and my work in Westminster and the constituency and issues that I am giving priority to at present.

