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Abstract

Climatechange is one of the mosignificant problemgacing humanity todayAs scientific
evidence continues to accumulate, it is becoming increasingly apparent that climate change
requires an urgent global response. Without such a response, rising sea levels, severe
weather patterns, and the spread of deadligeases threaten the lives of both present and
future generations. And yet, action on climate change has been characterized by lack of
progress and break downs in communication. It is widslsumedhat the global response

to climate chage has so farden inadequateAlarmed by this lack of progress, the thesis
aims to exploreexactlywhy we should consider currerglobal climate change actioas
inadequate, and what normative principles must underwrite a more just global response to

climate change.

More specifically, the thesis will conduct a global justice based assessmentitdateral

and networkedclimate change governanc&his normative assessment of current practice

is not only urgently neded in order to clarify the inadequacies of the clitmachange
response, but also serves the purpose of bridging the gap between political theorists who
concern themselves with the ethical dimensions of climate change, and scholars who focus
on climate change governance practidée thesis aims to illustratthat dimate justice
theoristscan providenormativeinsightsinto current practice, whicleaninform the field of
climate change governancend ultimately contribute to assessing how the response to
climate change can become more jusstthis way, thethesisprovides a starting point for a
discussion between twofields which have traditionally been concerned with
complementary, yet separateesearchagendasThethesis demonstratethat the bridging

of these two fieldscan underwrite future thinkingabout a more just global response to

climate change.
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Introduction

Climatechange is onef the most significanthreats facinghumanity today. As scientific
evidencecontinues to accumulate, it is becoming increasingly apparent that climate change
requires an urgent global respons&Vithout such a response, risirgea levelssevere
weatherpatterns and the spread of deadly diseasgheeaten the lives of both present and
future generations And yet, action on climate change has been characterized by lack of
progress and break downs in communicatitins widely assumed that the global response
to climate chage has so far been inadequatslarmed by thidack of progresshe thesis

aims to show exactlywhy global climate change action should be conssdeinadequate,

and what normative principles must underwrite more just global response to climat

change.

In order to achieve this, ththesis will conduca globaljustice based assessment of climate
change governancelhis normative assessmendf current practice is not only urgently
necessary in wler to clarifythe inadequacies othe climate change responséut also
serves the purpse ofbridging the gap between political theorists whoncern themselves
with the ethical dimensions of climate change, and scholars fsbas oncurrent climate
change governance practicAn investigation of the climatehange justice fieldeveals
that political theoristsdo not often concern themselvesvith the assessment oflimate
changegovernance At the same time, thesthical dimensions ofurrent practiceremain
underexplored by scholars who specialize iglimate change avernance? This is
problematic, because climate change ethis have the potential to provide normative
insights into current practigewhich could inform the field of climate change governance
researchand ultimately contribute to assessing how the response to climate chaage
become more justFor this reason, the thesis aims to bridge the gap between theory and
practice, and provide an insight into whadrmative principle®f climate justicecanreveal
about current climate change governance proces3éss provides a sting point for a
discussion between twofields which have been traditionally concerned with
complementary, yet separate, agenda®verall, the thesiswill demonstrate that the
bridging of these two fields can underwrite future thinking about a more pisbal

response to climate change.

'+ yYRSNKSARSY:S {3 W2KIiG WdAGAOS ¢KS2NE | Pélticalt AYFGS /K
Science and Politic46 (2013), p. 18
2Bulkeley, H. and Newell, FGoverning Climate Chan@leondon: Routledge, 2010), §8



The thesis is based on the assumption tlat ethical discussion of the climate change
problem isvaluable andmportant, because climate change is arguably an ethical problem
by its very natureand requires thorough norative assessment to be properly understood.
This is largely because empirical realities of the climate change problem raise complicated
distributive implications at almost every tufor one, climate change results in an
unequal distributionof burdens.Although climate change will have global consequences,
the most detimental effects are expected to occurlass developed countriegvhich have

done least to contribute to the climate change problémeveloped countrieswho are
widely considered to behe main cause of climate change, are predictedstdfer least

from the effects of climate changeAt the same time, it is predicted that some of the
richer, more advanced less developed countries wohtribute 45%of global emissions by
2050° This raises complexquestions about how muchkleveloped countries owéo less
developed countries, and to what extent countries at different stages of development
should be involved in climate change action. On top of this, climate change raises
intergenerationaldistributive issues, because the most dangerous effects of climate change,
which will cause widespread damage to the human population, are not predicted to occur
for another fifty to one hundred yearsThis raises questions abouthat action present
gengations should take, which necesamrequires considering what future generations
deserve? In this senseglimate change is arguably an ethical problefndetermining the

just distribution of burdensand the thesis therefore aims to treat it as such.

Outline of the Thesis
The thesis aims to normatively assethe climate change problem fro a global justice

perspective and illustratewhat this perspective can reveal about the current response to

climate changeln order to achieve this, ththesisissgf A G Ay G2 GKNBS LI NLay t | N
GKS JfAYFGS / KFEy3aS tNRoOofSYZQ tIFNI LLX W5S@St 2Ly
t2AA0A2y QY FYR tI NI LLL3ZX WPatd&ndsaoipyodde adzNNByYy i Ly a
overview of the climate change prtdm and the climate ethics literature whichas

emerged as a response to fthe review of scientific evidence in Chapter @nevides an

insight into the main causes and consequences of climate chdarge ensures that the

3 Held, D.Cosmopolitanisng Ideals and Realitig€€ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 208

4922 2NIR .FYy1lZ W22NIR 55886 2EFVi wWSYRNLE a¥masS / KFy3SQ
http://www.worldbank.org/wdr2010[accessed 28.03.2012], p. xx

5{ KdzSZ | o3 WDf 206+t 9y JANRY YBtgriatiohal AffgirR75 (1990)SoN3g# G A2yt Ly Sljdz £ A
6 Lawrence, PJustice for Future @erations(Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishers, 2014), p. 13

7 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangCC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5 SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 8

8/ ySes {odX W/ 2aYz2LRtAllry Wdz (A OS EeidenJdutni of ltkroatiohal G & = | yR Df 20
Law 18 (2005), p. 749
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climate change problem is progg understoodbefore it is assessedChapter Two then

provides acritical assessment of four approaches found wittfie climate change ethics

literature: statist, pragmatic, utilitarian, and cosmopolita.is in this chapter that the

thesis defends theuse ofa cosmopolitanclimate justiceapproach Once it has been
established thathe cosmopolitan position is useful for the normative assessment of the

climate change problem, the thesisovesonto Part 1 W5 S@St 2 LJAy3 | Df 206l €
ClimateChar§ t 2aA0GA2Yy dQ

Part Il aims to develop normative principles whicdn be used for the assessment of
current practice It issplitinto three chapterseach of which considepast work on global
justice and climate change, and buildn this in order to adance and solidify a unique
cosmopolitanclimate justice approachChapter Threeconcernsdefining the scope of
justice, anddefends amapproach which combines nemlational and relationatlementsin

order to capture the normative demands which stem frohe climate change problem.
Chapter Fouconcerns defining the grounds of justice, and defends the ideatt®atight

to health should ground the climate justice position, because this rigiguably
encompasses the basic human interests threatened logaté change. Chapter Fiven
usesthe scope and grounds of climate justice developed in Chapters Three and Four to
examine three main issues associated with the emglirconditions of climate change
what is owed to future generations, how to includessedevelop countries in climate
OKIFy3aS FTOUA2YyZ YR ¢K2 YI1Sa dzLJ ( KrSdoingS & LJ2 y &
so, Chapter Fiveputs forwardthree demands of justice which must be met in order to
achieve a conditiorof justicein the case of lanate change.Thesethree demandsare
considerednormative principles which must underwrite a more just global respdiese
climate changeOnce these normative principles have been defined, the thesis moves onto

its third and final part Part Il Assesmg Current Institutional Practic@

Part Ill aims to illustrate whatormative principles of justice can reveatbout the global
response to climate changeand is split into three chaptersChapter Sixprovides a
conceptual introduction for the evaluatioof current practiceThis chapter claigswhat is
meant by current institutional practiceand outlines how this practice will be assessed.
Chapter Siputs forward that both actors under the United Nations Framework for the
Convention on Climate Cham@UNFCCC) and actamgolved in networkectlimate change
governance processes have a moral responsibiligctoon climate changbecause of their

capacity to crete a context withinwhich the three demands aflimate justice defined in



Part lican be net. The chapter alsprovides a methodological frameworwhich is usedor

the assessment of current practice in Chapters Seven and Eight.

The assessment of the UNFCCC, in Chapter Seven, and networked climate change
governance, in Chapter Eighs consiéred exploratory, and does not purport to make
definitive clains about the practice of the actonwithin these processesRatherthe thesis

aims in these chapterdp illustrate how the climate justice framework developed in Part Il
can be used to assessirrent practice A comprehensiveassessment of the UNFCaal
networked climate change governana®uld not be possible within the scope of this thesis,
which places an emphasis on both the development of a climate justice position and the
application ofthis position. This allows somewhat limited space for the assessmewntof
complex procesgs of governance Nevertheless, the assessment conductedthese
chaptersaims to tentatively illustrate what the application of the climate justice position
devebped n this thesis can reveal aboutlimate change governance practicéhe
assessment in Chapters Seven and Eiglitexplore both normative commitments and
current practices of climate change governance actprand aims to point topositive
trajectories as well abindrancedacing theglobalresponse to climate chang&his climate
justice focused assessmerdvealsactorsin the UNFCCC and networked climate change
governancehave created a context in which the demands of climate justice could be met,
but that these actors are falling short afldresing climate change in a just mannérhese
findings indicate that there is more work to be done in termgwfsuinga just response to

the climate change problem.

Although the findings made i@hapters Seen and Eighinay be intuitive in the sense that

it is well known that actors under climate change governance are not adequately
addressing the climate change problem, it is nevertheless valuable to systematically
evaluate global climate change governanc&his evaluation allows for research to go
beyond intuition and assumption and provide specialized and detailed knowledge on the
current situation. The importance of this cannot be understated, because intuitive thinking
may not be adequate for explicatingormative suggestions for reform toward a better
condition of justice. A thorough examination of current practices provides a denominator
from which to begirsuggesting what is needed to ensure a just response to climate change
In this vein,Chapter Ninewill summarize the main findings of the thesisdillustrate that

the normative assessmergonductedin Part llicanbe used to underwrite future thinking

10



about a more just global response to climate chan@éis concluding chapter will also
discuss potatial research directions which can be taken as a result of the main findings of

the thesis.

Key Contributions of the Thesis
The thesis aimgo make four key contributionsFirst, the thesisdevelops an original

climate justice approach Although assessingthe climate change problem from a
cosmopolitan perspectivis not unique to the thesis, the thesis takes an original approach
to climate justice Chapter Threalefendsa unique scope of climate justice which is ot
relational and norrelational. This hagreviously not been attempted within the climate
justice field. FurthermoreChapter Fourdefendsthe idea that the right to health is
sufficient to ground climate justicea conceptionof the grounds of climate justicerhich

has previously not been defded. Thesedistinctive scope and grounds of justiaee used

in Chapter Five to develop three demands of justice, all thre@ra€h are unique to the
thesis. In this way, the climate justice position developed in Part Il of the thesis constitutes

anoriginal contributionto the climate change and global justice debate.

The second original contribution of the thesis can be found in Chapter Six, syéclkiies

two types of actors who hava responsibilityto actin the case of climate change: those

underthe UNFCC@nd thoseinvolved in networkedtlimate change governance. Although

Simon Caneya climate justice scholahas recently discussed why actors with certain
capabilities should be held responsible in the case of climate chiegdoes not explore

any specific actors and their responsibilities in detail. Instead, Canew listg potential
actorswonO2dzf R 0SI N NBaLRyaAoAftAGASaT F2N SEI YLX
and international institution$.The thesiscontributesto global jistice and climate change

literature by specifying wo types of actors which can be Hemorally responsiblefor

climate change actigrand explaining what exactly they are responsible for.

The assessment of actors under the UNFCCC waiitin networked cimate change
governance inChaptersSeven and Eigtdonstitutes the third origial contribution of the
thesis. These chapterillustrate what the climate justice position developed in this thesis
canrevealabout global response to climate change extersive review of the literature

suggests that most climate justice theorists do not investigate how their theory relates to

o/ ySesx AWRaAWEZEH2/ YAYIGS Wdza G A OSY | TBeJburalyiPolitical NY | yR { KI |
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 136
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current institutional practicé® Furthermore, if they do, cosmopolitan scholars only seem

to assess multilateral climate change gowamioe processes, and not networked climate
change governance processésAlthough multilateral climate change governance
processes are perhaps more public or familiar, climate governance scholars explain that the
center of gravity in the global response ¢bmate change is shifting from the multilateral
treaties to diverse activities outside of this process, referred to in this thesis as networked
climate change governance proces$&Scholars of climate change governance go so far as
to say that failing toexplore networked governance processes would ignore the
complexities of the climate changesponse' The thesis wiltherefore follow emerging
convention andexplore both types of clinta change governance processes, adding a
significant amount of origal research to the climate justice debateportantly, although

it is becoming conventiondbr climate change governance schol&wsexplore networked
climate change governancéhese scholarshave not exploredethical issuesor justice
related concernsassociated with networked climate change governaffchlatthew
Hoffman claims that significant ethical analysis of networked climate change governance is
therefore crucial® The fact that a justice based assessment of networked climate change
governance haso far not been attempted by cosmopolitan justice theorists or climate
governance scholars is important. The thesis will serve to fill a ghptlinclimate change
justice and climate change governarliterature, and make an original contribution to both

the fields by normativelyassessing networked climate change governance.

Theassessment of current practice in Chapters Seven and Eight furthers the aim of bridging
the gap between climate justice theory and climate change governance research by
illustrating whatnormative principles of climate justice can reveal about current practice.

Bridging this gap constitutes tleurth and final originakontribution of the thesis because

10 See for example Page, E. @limate Change, Justice and Future Generafiohsltenham, Edward Elgar

Publishing Ltd., 2006{ayden, PW¢ KS 9y BANRYYSy s Df26lf WwWdzAGAOS IyR 22NIR 9

Garrett Wallace Brown and David Held (edBhe Cosmopolitanism Read&ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), or

@6l NRZ ¢dX Wl dzYly whAi3dIK(Ga +SNEHzpuitafleDisthibutior? of EcoldgigeK G &Y / € A YL G S

{ LJ OBiics angl International Affair@1 (2007), pp. 434 450

11 See for example, Harris, World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(Etiréurgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2010dwrence, P Justice for Future Generations: Climate Change and
International Law(Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd., 20ddnderheiden, SAtmospheric JustiogA
Political Theory of Climate Chan@xford: Oxford University Press, 2008), Haf.2 K 4 Qa 2 NRy 3 2 A (K
Climate Change and How to FixGambridge: Polity Press, 2013)

12Hoffman, M.J.Climate Change Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response After
Kyoto(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 5

13Bulkelgy, H. and Newell, PGoverning Climate Changieondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 10

141bid., p.68

15Hoffman, M.J.Climate Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response After Kyoto
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 154
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this has previously nobeen attempted.As was explained above, this ispiontant because
climate changejustice theorists have the potential to provide normative insights into
current practice, which could inforrtne field of climate change governance research and
ultimately contribute to assessing how thesponseto climate dhvange can beome more
just. Through thifourth and finalcontribution, the thesis hopes to provide a starting point
for a distission between two figlswhich are concerned with complementary, yet separate,
agendasAs Steven Vanderheiden points othiis may narrow the gap betweerustice in
theory and practice byllustrating that thesefields have something to learn fromone
other.® With this is ming the concluding chapter of the thesisill concernhow bridging
the gapbetween these two fields cannderwrite future thinking abouta more just global

response to climate change.

Wider Aims of the Thesis
Although the four contributionsoutlined above are important, they constitute

contributions specific to climate justice and climate change governanceatlite. The
thesis also has the wider aiof engagng with political debates on the global failure to
address the climate change probleffihe political debate surrounding climate change is
often simplistic, misleading, andvash with confusion! By explaimg what is normatively
required to ensure a just response to climate change, sygtematically pinpointingvhat

is going wrongn climate change governancthe thesishopes to provideclarity on the
G2LIAO 2F Of AYIFGS OKI y 3 ®hformnKurénKpolitichl dedaes¥$B Sy i f &
By providing this claritythe thesishopes tocontribute to political debateswvhich concern
improvingthe global response to climate change. An improvement in the global response
to climate change is important not gnbecause of the urgency of the climate change
problem, but because,saDavid Held arguea,breakthrough in just one global problem, like
climate change, might provide enthusiasm for new models of global politics, and create
space for the development @ more egalitarian, representative, cosmopolitan politics at a
global level in generafWith this wider aim in mind, the thesis now turns to Part I:

Defining the Problem.

BVander8A RSy =z { &X W2 Kl WdAGAOS ¢KS2NE FyR /Rolidal 6S / KIy3:
Science and Politic46 (2013), p. 22

DFNRAYSNE {® adr WOiKAEHRCS 1AW P.8BFf / EAYIFIGS [/ KIy3aSQ A
18 | pid.

19Held, D.Cosmopolitarsm¢ Ideals and Realitig€€ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 246
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Chapter Ong; Climate Chage: A Global Problem
Introduction
This current chapteand the one followingy' { S dzLJ t I NI L 2F GKAa&a 0
[ fAYFGS / KFy3aS tNRoOoftSYPQ ¢KSaAaS Gé2 OKI LG SNA
change problem and the climate ethics literagwvhich has emerged as a response to it.
The current chapter will outline the climate change problem by reviewing the latest
scientific evidence. The chapter will make use of reports by the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Chang€lPCQC)as this body prades the most comprehensive and up to date
review of the scientific literature. The chapter will provide a detailed summary of the
climate change problem, and will include an explanation of its causes and predicted effects.
This ensures that the thesis Imiilt on comprehensive empirical evidence, provided by
leading scientific experts and reviewers. Each chapter following this first chapter will refer
back to the evidence presented here as a basis for ntwmassessmentt is important to
provide thisempirical basis, because the thesis concerns the normative assessment of an

existing problemand thisproblem mustbe properly understood before it can be assessed.

The chapterwill be organizedas follows.The first part of the chapter wilprovide an
overview of thelPCGn order to illustrate why this particular body has been chosen as the
basis for sentific evidence for the thesisThe second part of the chapter will define
climate change and its main causes, before providing an overview of thereglicted
consequences. This will involve a discussion of which human interests are at stake. The
third part of the chapter will discuss why less developed countries and future generations
should be considered the primary victims of climate change. Igjrthke fourthpart of the
chapter will argue that collective action is required sooner rather than later to avoid
irreversible damage. The overall aim of the chapter is to help clarify what an ethical
discussion on climate change should include, whidgmp@rtant for the thesis, as it aims to

provide an ethical discussion of the climate change problem.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
The IPCQwas set up in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United

Nations Environment Pgvam. It is considered to be th&ading authority for the

1t should be noted that the scientific evidence outlined here will be considered as best available evidence, not
as fact. Even though the evidence has been thoroughly researched by thisusbscientists, the thesis accepts

a certain level of epistemic uncertainty, which implies that it is possible that the evidence will change in the
future.
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assessment of the climate changeoblem? The IPCC is tasked with reviewing and
assessing the most recent scientific, technical and secomomic information on climate
change produced worldwidet KNB dzZ3 K GKS NBGASE 2F AO0ASYGATAO S¢
provide the world with a clear scientific view on the current state of knowledge in climate
change and its potential environmental and se8® 2 y 2 Y A O3 TheYIRAC @des W0
conductindeperdent research, nor does it monitor climate related data or parameters.
Becauseof this, the IPCC claims to reflect a range of views and expertise, and provide
objective assessment of the state of climate resedrthisis the first reasorthe IPCC
reports have been chosen to form the basis of the scientific evidence in this thesis. The
IPCC claims to be unbiased and explicitly states that it does not have an agenda besides
providing evidence. It aims to be policy relevant but pefieytral, and stays awafyom

policy prescription: the reports the IPCC produces aim to reflect technical assessment of
experts rather than government positioAd.his is important for the thesis, since bias in the
scientific evidene may skew theclimate justice position.The IREC represents unbiased

data which will not point the climate justice position towards any particular agenda.

In addition, the IPCC provides a scale of scientific informdtiahis unparalleled at the
international level. It is open to all member couesiof the United Nations and World
Meteorological Association, and currently has 195 members. For the 2014 report, the IPCC
hired 831 scientific reviewers from around the world, aadalyzedover 9,000 peer
reviewed scientific paper§8.This amount of infanation would be impossible to
disseminate by any one person, and the IPCC therefore provides a unique overview of the
scientific literature. This is the second reason the IPCC has been chosen as the basis for
scientific evidence in the thesis. IPCC repogsresent a global scientific view which is
based on the work of thousands of scientists and climate experts. This is important for the
thesis as it attempts to capture the global state of scientific research, in order to ensure

that relevant informatioris not overlooked. The IPCC provides the means to achieve this.

2Weiss, T. GGlobal Governance: Why? What? Whith@€ambridge: Polity Press, 2013), p. 145

3y G SNB2OSNYYSyihalt tlySt 2y [ tAYFGS / KFEy3aST WhNEHFEYATFIGAZ2YQ
http://www.ipcc.ch/organization/organization.shtnjaccessed 06.01.2015]

4Weiss, T. GGlobal Governance: Why? What? Whith@@@mbridge: Polity Press, 2013), p. 145

5Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangCC First Assessment Report,
https://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/1992%20IPCC%20Supplement/IPCC 1990 and 1992 Assessments/English/ip

cc 90 92 assessments_far overview faafcessed 12.02.2013], p. 51

SLYGSNEB2@GSNYYSyGlrt tlySt 2y /tAYFGS /KFEy3aSs W OGABGAGASAQ
http://www.ipcc.ch/activities/activities.shtml#.UMzUkuB2M[Accessed 06.01.2015]
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Finally, the IPCC is regarded as a leading body within the climate science comittumity.

IPCC has so far released five reports, in 1990, 1995, 2001, 2007 and 2014. These successive
reports have demonstrated a growing level of expertise and been met with enhanced
credibility/¢ KS FANERG NBLRNIL Ay wmdbddpn NBELNBASYGSR f A
and by the 2007 Fourth Report, the IPCC had garnered overwhelming scientific support

This level of support for the evidence presented by the IPCC is the third and final reason

why the thesis makes use of the IPCC reports as the basis of scientific evidentiee

reasons above, thehapter will make reference tothe reports of the IPC or more

specifically the summaries for policy makers from these reports, as they provide a succinct

summary of the key evidence.

Climate Change and Its Causes
Under the definition provided by the IPCC, climate change refers to a change in the state of

the climate that can be identified by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its
properties and that persists for an extended period, typically decades or I8ides.
definition is quite general, and in order to comprehend the empirical realiti¢se climate
change problem, itenain causes ankley projected effects must be understodd.terms of
causes, the2014 IPCQOeport states that it isextremely likely(95% chancejhat human
influence has been the dominant causectimate changeince he mid-20th century® The
significance of this high level of certainty is considerable as it reflects the views of over
9,000 scientific peer reviewed papers. Therefore, it can be assumethtinddtest scientific

evidencehumans are the main cause fdingate change.

Humans cause climate change by increasing the naturally occurring greenhouse gases
(GHGs)which warm the atmospherand surface of the eartiMore specifically, emissions

from human activities are substantially increasing the atmosphericentration of carbon

dioxide, methanechlorofluorocarbonsand nitrous oxide, referred to under the umbrella

term of GHG$! The human induced atmospheric increase of these gases enhances the
greenhouse gas effect, resulting in an additional warming 8f thS I NIi K 8WhatigizZNF I OS d

7"Weiss, T. GGlobal Governance: Why? What? Whith&@ambridge: Polity Press, 2013), p. 145

8 Ibid.

9 Intergovermental Panel on Climate ChandfeCC Fourth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers,

2007 https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ard/syr/ard _syr _spm.pdfaccessed 192.2013], p. 30
10|ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Chandp;C Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR AR5 SPMcorr2.pdiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 5

11 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chandp;C First Assessment Report,
https://www.ipcc.chl/ipccreports/1992%20IPCC%20Supplement/IPCC_1990_and_1992_Assessments/English/ip
cc_90 92 assessments_far overview.fafcessed 12.02.2013], p. 37

12 1bid.
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potentially dangerous about this warming is the ldigd nature of GHGs. Atmospheric
concentrations of GHGs adjust slowly to changes of emissions, which means present day
emissions will continue to exist in the atmosphere fognturies to comé?As the
concentration of GHGs increases, their greenhouse effect increases. Eventually, the
atmospheric concentrations of GHGs lgadrreversible changes in the climatéPut more

simply, over time, increased GHGs emitted by humansseatlimate changeHuman
influence has been detected in warming of the atmosphere and the ocean, in changes in
the global water cycle, in reductions in snow and ice, in global mean sea level rise, and in

changes in some climate extremes.

¢ KS Lt/ dcfdf theSrdadtidhship betweehumans,GHGs and climate change has
been carefully assembled from a number of sourc&obalscale observations of
temperature began in the mid9" century, and more comprehensive and diverse sets of
observations are avaible for the period from 1950 onwardéThe IPCC makes use of
remote sensing fronsatellites paleoclimatereconstructionswvhich date back to millions of
years and directmeasurementsof observable climate change effect§ogetherthese
observations prowe a comprehensive view of the variability and ldagn changes in the
atmosphere, the ocean, the cryosphere, and the land surfatéerefore, it can be
assumed that the IPCC is correct about the changes in climate and how they relate to

human activity as their findings are based in triangulated and thorough scientific research.

Key Effects of Climate Change
Theoutline of thekey effectsof climate chang@resented herewill be based in the robust

FAYRAY3Ia 2F GKS Lt/ / I RBS&derAa/\Guiety bf ZappreaEiles/ RA Yy 3a 6 KA
methods, models and assumptions, and are expected to be relatively unaffected by

dzy O S NJi BThe/IRCCSasdisserved and predicted several key consequences of climate

change. The first, and perhaps most waibwn, is warnmg of the planet, which is an en

going effect carefully observed by scientistger the last few decades. According to the

13|ntergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangCC First 8essment Report,
https://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/1992%20IPCC%20Supplement/IPCC 1990 and_1992 Asse&sméskeip
cc_90 92 assessments far overview aatfcessed 12.02.2013], p. 52

141bid., p. 53

BIntergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangrC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5 SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 12

16 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chand;C First Assessment Report,
https://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/1992%20IPCC%20Supplement/IPCC 1990 and 1992 Assessments/English/ip
cc_90 92 assessments far overview.faaticessed 12.02.43], p. 53

17 |bid.

18 |ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Chang;C Fourth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers,
2007 https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar4/syr/ard syr spm.pdfaccessed 12.02.2013], p. 72
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latest IPCC report, warming of the climate system is now considered unequi¥ocal.
Warming has been detected in changes in surfaceambspheric temperatures as well as

in temperatures of the upper hundredhetersof global oceans over the last decadé3he

most up to date findings suggest that these observed changes in temperature are
unprecedented* Eachof the last three decades hdseen successively warmer at the
9 NIKQa adaNFI OS (KIy | y2TheliNdStOSdarkchy showRtBaD |l R S
there has been a warming of 0.85°C over the period of 1BRBIP in average land and
ocean surface temperatureéd The IPCC does not profetbat this warming will slow down

in the coming decades and centurié®r the next two decades a warming of about 0.2°C
per decade is projected for a range of emissions scenarios provided by the#IPCC.
Afterwards, temperature projections increasingly @eg on specific emissions scenarios,

which in turn depend on what action is taken on cutting emissféns.

The IPCC estimatésat if current emissions trendsontinue global temperaturesill pass
the threshold of 2°@varmingabove preindustrial levelsometime between 205210025

This is illustrated in the graph beldW.
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20 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chand;C Fourth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers,
2007 https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ard/syr/ard _syr_spm.pdfaccessed 12.02.2013], p. 39

21 |Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Changp;C Fifth Assessment Repdrking Group I: Summary for

Policy Makers, 201Http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5 SPM_FINAl[gudessed
30.09.2013], p. 3
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24 |Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chand;C Fourth Assessment Reportr8ary for Policy Makers,
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25 1bid.
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The 2°Cthresholdis important because the IP@G&ims that in order tavoid dangerous
climate changehe global change in temperature must be kept at or beld@ 2elativeto
preindustrial levelg® Although this cut off point is becoming increasingly difficult to avoid
due to current inaction, the IPCC maintains, at the time of writing, that there are multiple
mitigation pathways that ardikelyto limit warming to below 2°& These pathways would
require substantial emissions reductions over the next few decades: emissions would have
to be cut by 40% 70% by 2050 compared to 2010, and would need to be near zero or
below in 2100° Thisrequirementwill be further discussechiChaptersFour, Five, Seven

and Eight. For now, the currenhapter merely serves to illustrate that the IP€iesses

that in to avoid dangerous climate change, the global temperature change must be kept at

or below 2C

The warming which has taken péaio date isalready havingffects on weather patterns

One effectthat can be observeat presentis the widespread melting of ice, which causes
sea levels to rise. According to the IPCC, over the last two decades, the Greenland and
Antarctic ice sheetdiave been losing mass, glaciers have continued to shrink almost
worldwide, and Arctic sea ice and Northern Hemisphere spring snow cover have continued
to decrease’’ The IPCC claims thaitstvery likelythat the Arctic sea ice cover will continue

to shrirk and thin and that Northern Hemisphere spring snow cover will decrease during
the 22'century as global mean surface temperature ri&ds.addition, it is predicted that
global glacier volume will further decrea¥elhis widespread melting of ide having an
observableeffect on sea level risesAccording to the IPCC, over the period 1m0,
global mean sea levels rose by 0.19 metéikhis rise is significant, as the rate of sea level
rise since the mid 9th century has been larger than the meanerauring the previous two
millennia®>* The IPCC projects that the atmosphere and oceans will continue to warm

during the 21st century. Heat will penetrate from the surface to the deep ocean and affect

28 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Changr;C Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_AR5_SPMcorr2.ddtcessed 04.11.2014], p. 14
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ocean circulatiori® As a result, global mean sea leveidl continue to rise during the 21st

century, and could rise by a further 0.98 meters by 2300.

There are several consequences predicted if teenperatures continue to risejce
continues to melt and sea levels continue to riséhese include increadenstances of
heavy precipitation, floods, droughts and heat wa¥&s.is predicted that by the 2080s,
many millions more people than today are projected to experience floods every*year.
These will be caused by skavel rises as well as heavy precifita events, and will result

in a number of consequences including damage to crops, soil erosion, inability to cultivate
land due to waterlogging of soils, adverse effects on quality of surface and groundwater,
contamination of watersupply, increased riséf death injuries and infectious, respiratory
and skin disease$ At the same time, increased occurrence of droughts and heat waves
are predicted as a result of rising global temperatures. Increased droughts will have
negative consequences, including dadegradation, lower yields of crops due to crop
damage and failure, increased livestock deaths, increased risks of wildfire, more
widespread water stress, increased risk of food and water shortage, increased risk of
malnutrition, and increased risk of wext and food borne diseasésHeat waves will also
have destructiveconsequences, such as reduced agriculture yields in warmer regions due
to heat stress, increased danger of wildfires, increased water demand, water quality
problems, increased risk of heatlated morality, and poor quality of life for those without

appropriate housing?

As can be seen from these predicted effects, a number of human interests are at stake
according to climate change predictions. The first is the interest in food, as lagecand
livestock will be negatively affected, meaning that there will be less food available,
particularly in regions dependent on local agriculture. A second is the interest in secure
shelter, since wildfires, rising sea levels, and floods threatendsorand will displace
hundreds of thousands. These displaced people may end up in refugee camps, in living

conditionsthat are not permanent or secure. A third is the interest in clean water, as the

36 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chang;C Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
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changeable weather patterns will have negative effectswater supply. Not only will
water supplies be threatened by contamination at surface and ground level due to flooding
and precipitation, but there is projected to be an increased demand for water as
temperatures rise. This means many will lack accessetmovater, particularly in regions
where there are no alternatives available. Finally, the interest in health is threatied
health status of millions of people is projected to be affected through, for example,
increases in malnutrition; increased dha, diseases and injury due to extreme weather
events; increased burden afiarrhealdiseases; increased frequency of carchgpiratory
diseases due to higher concentrations of grodedel ozone in urban areas related to
climate change; and the alteredpatial distribution of some infectious diseadé3he
human interests threatened by climate change will be further discussed in the rest of the
thesis, particularly in Chapter Fquwhich will provide an exact definition of human
interests For now, thecurrent chapter merely aims to pointo the variety of human
interests which are at riskand turns to the question ofwho is predicted to have the

interests threatened.

Who will be Most Affected?
It is important todiscusswho the main victims of climatchange are likely to be, as the

thesis is concerned with questions of redistributing benefits and burdens, and it must be
clear who will bear the burden of climate change according to the best available scientific
evidence According to the IPCC, climatekangeimpacts will not be distributed eventy.

The scientific evidence points to two groups which beéllimost affected by climatehange:
future generations, and those living in less developed countiiég IPCC claims that in
order to avoid dangerouslimate change, the global change in temperature must be kept
at or below 2C* The graph provided above illustrates that this crucial 2°C temperature
change will not occur until 20502100. Therefore, when discussing the human interests
threatened by chnhate change, it is implicit that they are, liarge part, interests of those

who will exist in the future. This is why future generations must be very carefully
considered in ethical and moral discussions on climate change. The issue of future
generationsand what is owed to them will be discussed throughout the thesis, especially in

Chapter Fivewhich concerns outlining what exactly is owed to future generatiomder
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the cosmopolitan approach defended in this thesSitie current chapter merely serves to
illustrate why future generations are an important consideration when discussing the

climate change problem.

The second group which is predicted to be most affected by climate change consists of
those living in less developed countries. According to R€C, the impacts of climate
change will fall disproportionately upon developing countfigls addition, thewWorld Bank
estimates that less developed countries will bear-818% ofthe burdens of climate
change’ This is for two broad reasons. First, leeveloped countries are located in areas

that will be hardest hit by climate change effeét€vidence increasingly points to tfact

that less developed areas generally face greater risk, for example in dry areas and mega
deltas? Agricultural production including access to food, is projected to be severely
compromisedin many African countriesyhich will adversely affect food security and
exacerbate malnutritiorf® Furthermore, substantial risks due to sea level rise are projected
particularly for Asiairmega deltas and for small island communifiek addition, by the
2050s, freshwater availability in Central, South, East and Seasgh Asia, particularly in
large river basins, is projected to decred$Einally, endemic morbidity and mortality due

to diarrheal disease primarily associated with floods and droughts are expected to rise in
East, South and Soufbast Asia due to projected changes in the hydrological é3/€las is

in contrast with richer parts of the world. For example, in New Zealartiklibenefits of
climate change, such as longer growing seasons, are projected in some Régondarly,

in North America, climate change is projected to increase aggregate yields etdain
agriculture by 820% in the first few decadé€30Of course, gher regions will also eventually

be hit by negative climate change consequences, but not as severely as less developed
countries, because less developed countries have low adaptive capacity. This is the second

reason less developezbuntrieswill be harde hit by climate change. These countries often

46 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChaniggCC Third Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2001
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have other problems, such as poverty or weak infrastructure, which create conditions of
low adaptive capacity to climate chang®lLess developed countries therefore may not
have the financial capacity or iaStructure necessary to combat the ill effects of climate
change, and wilas a consequence not be able to prepare or defend themselves against

effects like flooding, droughts, or rising sea levels as effectively as richer states.

The category of less deloped country is quite complex, as this encompasses c@sntri
who differ greatly in development levels. For this reason, Chapter Five of thés tivds
spend time explaining how less developed countries can be differentiated, and what this
means in terns of what they are owed or what they may oirethe case of climate change
For examplericher or higher polluting less developed countries such as China or Brazil
arguably have more of a responsibility to lower emissions @aauntry such as Ethiopia,
which has limited financialesources and very low emissioris. fact, ountries such as
Ethiopiamay be owed assistance to deal with climate change effaether than being
responsible for climate change actio@hapter Five will elaborate on the differences
between less developed countrigSor now, the currenthapter merely serves to highlight
that less developedountries present one of the main groups of victims of climate change
Now that thekey effects of climate change have been discussedtl@anost vulnerable
groups have been identified, it is important to discuss what kind of action is neteded

combat climate change.

Collective Action and Irreversible Damages
Combatting climate change will necessarily require action, as the problem will no

disappear on its own. The IPCC asserts that if current action on climate change stays the
same, globalGHGemissions will continue to grow over the next decaéfeBhe IPCC
estimates that because economic growth is set to persist, and global populatsat is
increase, mean global surface temperatures could rise by as much as 4.8°C by 2100 without
additional efforts to reduce GHG emissions beyond those in place t8daerefore, it
seems clear that further action must be taken if theseto be any hop of reducing the
negative effects of climate changé/hat action to take against climate change is a complex

matter, and will be discussed throughout the thesis. However, there are a few general
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assumptions which can be made about what will be necessarglimate change action.
The first assumptio is that both adaptation and mitigation will be necessary to combat
climate change. Mitigation refers to cutting back on emissions, and adaptation refers to
tactics which can be taken to adjust to climate chamdfects, such as building sea walls.
Many impacts of climate change can potentially be reduceselay®d or avoided by
mitigation.>® Successful mitigation can be achieved by deployment of a portfolio of
technologies that are currently available and somatthre expected to beommercialized

in coming decades, provided that appropriate and effective incentives are in place and
barriers removed® Examples of mitigation include use of renewable energy, changes in
consumption patterns, improving increased fudficiency or using biofuels, making new
buildings more sustainable, and making use of waste a$*fif¢ith these types of changes,

it is possible to significantly reduce emissions, reducing the efsilimate changé?

However, there ishigh confidenceaccording to the IPC@hat mitigation alone cannot
avoid all climate change impac&Adaptation will be necessary both in the short term and
longer term to address impacts resulting from the warming that would occur even for the
lowest emissions levescenarios assessétiin other words, even if all emissions were
halted, the emissionshat already exist in the atmosphere will still cause changes in the
climate. Therefore adaptation measures will be required to cope with the effects of
climate change.Examples of adaptation include water reuse, rainwater harvesting,
adjustment of planting dates and crefariety, crop relocation, erosion control, building
seawalls and storm surge barriers, creating heatve action plans, protecting water
supplies, inoclating populations against certain diseases, and strengthening
infrastructure®® It should be noted that adaptation alone is not expected to cope with all
the projected effects of climate change, especially not over the long term as impacts
increase in magtude ®® It is not possible to simply continue to emit at current levels, and
rely on adaptation alone. Humans will not be able to adapt to certain conditions if they

become irreversible, as will be explained belamdfurther discussed iChapter FourFa
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this reason, both adaptation and mitigation are necessary, and nmopertantly can work

together tosignificantly reduce the risks of climate charige

The second general assumption which can be made about climate change actiortlethat
response to kimate changewill necessarily have to be collective. The IPCC explains that
climate change action willequire a high degree of international cooperati$hClimate
change is a truly global problem. In order to combat it, every state will have to comamit to
climate change deallhe highest emitting states will have to agree on targets, and those
with lower emissions will have to ensure that their emissions do not excleddlgimits as
they continue to developLess developed countries mant be able tocut emissions
immediately, andnay require help to develop in a sustainable way. These factors must be
taken into consideratioin order to ensure a global climate deal is accepfEdisneed for
collective actionwill be discussed throughout the thesispecially inChapter Fivewhich
concernsdefiningg K2 G KS W02t t SOU A Od&@purpoge oDi§ durketti A S | Ol A
chapter is to point out that action will have to be collective, as no one nation can stop

climate change on its own.

Collective ation will notonly be required in the short term. The latest IPCC report claims
that aspects of climate change will persist for many centuries even if emissions are stopped,
which implies a substantial muitentury climate change commitmePfitSustained ipbal
collective action will not be easy to achieee maintain However, it is important that
action is taken sooner rather than later, in order to avoid irreversible damages. As the IPCC
explains, delaye@missions reductions significantly constrain thgportunities to achieve

lower stabilizationlevels and increase the risk of more severe climate change imfacts.
Unmitigated climate change would, in the long term, be likely to exceed the capacity of
natural, managed and human systemsaibapt. This cold lead to some impacts that are

abrupt or irreversible, depending upon the rate and magnitude of climate ch&nigeese
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irreversible changes include mass extinction of animals, changes in marine ecosystem
productivity, damage to fisheries, changes in atieaxygen concentrations and decreased
terrestrial vegetatior’* These changes would have severe and detrimental impacts on the

human population’* It is therefore paramount that action is taken sooner rather than later.

Conclusion
This chapteroutlined the climate change problem by reviewing the latest scientific

evidence, provided by the IPCC. The chapter began with a summary of the climate change
problem, and included an explanation of its causes and predicted effects, as well as a
discussion on which huam interests are at stake. In addition, the chapter provided an
overview of who will be most affected by climate change, namely less developed countries
and future generations. Finally, the chapter discussed the importance of collective action to
prevent irreversible damages. Now that the empirical background conditions of the climate
change problem have been outlined, the thesis can move onto the ethical debates which

have emerged as a response to climate change.
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Chapter Twag Climate Ethics Literatte: Assessing Four Approaches
Introduction
This chaptemakes upa SO2y R KIFItF 2F tIFINI L 2F GKS (K
t NEOfSYDPQ ¢KS LINBGA2dza OKF LWGSNE / KI LIWISNI hyS
the climate change problem, usinge latest scientific evidence on the subject. The current
chapter serves as a review of the normative literatthiat has emerged as a result of this
scientific evidence, namely climate change ethi@rature. More specifically, the chapter
will explore and critically assesdour approaches found within climate change ethics
literature: statist, pragmatic, utilitarian, and cosmopolitarhe first threeapproaches are
arguably inopposition to the global justice approach, and it is therefore worthwkde
defend the use of cosmopolitanism against these potential crilicsloing so, the chapter
will argue thatthe cosmopolitan approachpresents the mostuseful approachfor a
normative assessment of the climate change problem because cosmopolitan thebries o
global justice can best address the complex issues which arise as a result of the empirical
conditions of climate change. Thikapter will laythe foundation forthe remainder of the
thesis, which nanatively assess the climate change problem from alaipal justice
perspective. In order to conduct this normative assessment, the use of global justice theory
must first be defended and compared to alternative approadhes will berejected as the
analytical framework for thighesis. In this way the thesis clearly illustrates why a
cosmopolitan approacks appropriate for the normative assessment of the climate change

problem.

The chaptemapsthe different normative approaches taken in relation to climate change.

The term normative encompasses ideas athiie in the realm of whashouldor oughtto

be, as opposed to whais. These ideas are usually based, in political theory, on an

dzy RSENAGFYRAY3I 2F 6KIFIG Aa WNRAIKGIQ 2N WegNRy3Id
change therefore implies examiningalpresumptions and ideas which guide the process of
RSOSNNAYAY3TI gKIFEG A& WNRIKGQ YR YoNBRBKGIZQ | Y]
do, in this case about climate change. In other words, mapping the normative approaches
involves unraveling the ontogical and epistemological assumptions that different
approaches rely on to make judgments about what ought to be done about climate change.
Mapping the normative terrain is importanbecause this has so far not been attempted.

Although Stephen Gardinehas written two overviews ofthe climate change ethics

literature, his work involves mappindiffering recommendationsfor action on climate

change without properly considering the unddying normative assumptions these
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necessary tomap the normative assumptions underlyirgjmate ethics approads in

order to expose underlying ethical tensions that underwrite current normative thinking on

climate change. In other wordshis chapter will contribute to creating a more focused

understanding of the ethical approaches to climate change. According to Gardiner, this

focused understanding is necessary becapb#dosophical clarity on the climate change

problem is urgently needed.

The chapter will be organized as follows. Each approach, namely statist, pragmatic,
utilitarian, and cosmopolitan, Wibe outlined and assessed iialation to how well each
approach addresses the empirical background conditions of climate change révieug
chapter argued that climate change threatens several human interests, has two groups of
primary victims, namely future generations and less developed counised requires
collective action to be addressedd normative assessment of climate changhould
therefore ideally address which human interests are threatg® what should be done to
protect future generations andess developed countriesand finally discuss the need for
collective action, because these four issues are part and parcieddrpirical conditions

of climate changeThe assessmenbf the four approacheserves to illustrate thathe
cosmopolitan global justice approach is most useful for the normative assessment of the
climate change problem. Cosmopolitanism involves thorongimative reasoning, takes
morally equal human beings as a starting point, and is critical of the status quo, all of which
make it especially suited for the normative assessment of the climate change prdblem.
addition, it will be argued thatclimate clangeis aproblem of global justice by its very
nature. The chapter will conclude with an overview of what has baesgued inPart | of the

thesis.

The Statist Approach
Scholars who take a statist approach maintain that the state has primary normative

sigrificance andthat reason of statedefines the parameters of our moral concerRut

simply, statist theorists believe that relationships within the state are more important than

{88 DIENRAYSNE {d ad3I W9 (iBthic$144(2004)Rpp.BEEZ G1lnt | Y EAINIIOTGEKA/OK y3ISQ Ay
I tAYFGS [/ KF y3S YEtHicyand GfitinaXPCRaoi@010), Pp/ 5% 66 Y
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3By human interests, the thesis refers to diversity of individual interests threstdy climate change. For

example, the interest threatened by floods is not the same interest as that threatened by disease, or drought,

or displacement. The multifaceted nature of threatened interests should be considered. This will be further

discussedn Chapter Four, which defines human interests and explores the human interests threatened by

climate change.
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whom. In terms of duties of justice, this implies that although there may exist some weaker

duties to those abroad, the main duties of justice are to fellow nationals. The statist
approach is in direct opposition to the global justice appro&thtists, as will be illustrated

below, are critical of the basic premise of the global justice position, namely that duties of

justice exist independently of national borders. For this reason, it is important to assess the

statist approach and defend theeasons against using this approach for the normative
assessment of the climate change problem. It is important to illustrate that the main critics

of global justice theory cannot provide a position which is useful for the normative
assessment of the cliate change problem. This is not to say that the statist position is

never applicable or useful, but instead that the statist position cannot meaningfully address

0KS OfAYIGS OKIy3aS LINRotSYS gKAOK ¢gSI1Sya
position, in the case of climate change. In order to make this argument, the chapter now

turns to the overview and assessment of the statist approach.

There are many examples of the statist approach, but as it is not specifically within the

scope of this chapteto provide a comprehensive overview sthtist literature the chapter

will examine two of the most influential statist scholaBavid Miller and Thomas Nagiel

order to illustrate that thestatist approach is problematic for the normative assessment o

the climate change problemMiller and Nagel both advocate a statist approach, to

different degrees. Miller supporta WY 2 RSN} 1S OSNEA2Y>ZQ 06SOl dzasS |
some principles of distributive justice which apply outside of the statagel,on the other

KIyRE A& | LINRBLRYSYyi(G 2F (GKS WSEGNBYS OSNEA2)
principles of distributive justice apply within states and that none apply at the global level,
because there is a lack of institutions to enforcstige outside of the statéThe section

0St29 oAff lFaasSaa 020K aAfttSNI FyR Dbl 3aStQa L
approach, whether moderate or extreme, is not suitable for the normative assessment of

the climate change problem.

David Miler is known as one of the most outspoken critics of the cosmopolitan position.
Miller is not convinced by moral cosmopolitanism, which demaadibal conception of
justice with no reference to special obligations betweennedionals.Accordingto Miller,

national and communal sentiments are important and necessary conditions in establishing

5/ FySes { &3 WDf 206l f {50A aieNIca syidiasb32008)za 488 OS | yR G KS
¢ Ibid.
7Brown, G.W. and Held, O'he Cosmopolitanism Read@ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 373
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the motivations for, and the reciprocal conditions of, social justithis argument is based

on, firstly, the idea that national identity creates ethical comntiesi and secondly that

distributive justice can only function within these ethical communities. According to Miller,

national identity is real and an essential part of ge#ntification® The fact that national

identity exists implies that humans wilaturally feel more attached to fellow nationals.

This attachment implies that humans within a state form an ethical community, where

duties owed to fellow nationals are different from, and more extensive than, the duties

owed to human being as suchFurthermore, Miller insists that duties of justice can only

exist within these national ethical communiti&This is because defining justice in any

global sense seems infeasible to Miller, since each state has unique and separate views on

justice!® He beliees that although justice regarding basic goods, such as food, shelter, and

clothing will be simple to definesomplexissues such as employment, money, or medical

care will be more difficult, as nations will have diverging opinions on these méatters.

addition, Miller argues that the question of who should be allocated which resources will

be equally as contested, because different societies have different conceptions of what is

YSSRSR G2 0SS WKILLRQE WNA ORABordihgioRliller,$ne R | WYAYAY
WNR IXKA QNI 2 WoKI iQ Avadzadi2 GRANI g 2ldzRiyA Q8K NBER YSI YAy
understanding, and this is possible only within the ethical community of a nation State.

For this reason, universal principles of justice, advocated Hyagjastice theorists, are not

WINF OG A O f Viestdad, Miller ddliévésSQsome minimal, negative duties of

justice should be respected outside of the state, but positive duties can only be defined and

negotiated within states® Therefore, as @ alternative to cosmopolitan global justice,
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responsibilities to others can exist.
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at the global level feeds into his work on climate change, where he seems twwg#irt

8 Brown, G.W. and Held, Orhe Cosmopolitanism Read&ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 373
9 Miller, D.,On Nationality(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 10
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questions of how collective global action on climate change will lgarozed and how

targets will be agreed upon. As was discussed in Chapter One, climate change will
ySOSaalNAte NBIdANE 02ttt SOGAGS OGA2YyZT | yR
purposely avoid the subject of how this collective action will be tefd- G SR® a A f f SNI
mention of the environment is in 1999, in a book chaptefFa&irness and Futurityan edited
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complex issues that arise when crasstional collaboation is needed in order to resolve
SY@ANRYYSy (i®Ih othedNBrds{ IGiles erplicitly avoids the subject of global

cooperation and how this could be achieved.

Miller directly addresses climate change in his 2008 Tanner Lecture on the subjgis. In
lecture, Miller goes into some detail about how to fairly distribute emissions globally. He
criticizes previous approaches such as the historical approach or emissions rights approach,
and creates his own, which he calls the equal sacrifice apprdatére, Miller is directly
engaging in distributive questions on climate change. Howenéris discussion about the
distribution of benefits and burdens, Miller specifies thather than imposing policy
azfdziAzya FNRBY WIo0o20SQitis bdnd todeddn daticho agréeS 3£ 2 0 |
upon its targets, and then to allow policies for meeting those targets to be decided
internally, ideally through a process of democratic debZt®Vith this assertion, Miller

again seems to be skirting over the idef global cooperation, instead preferring that
nations decide on their own targets for emissions. He seems to be sidestepping the idea
that national targets would have to be based on a global target; otheriviseould be
difficult to define national actbn. Each nation state cannot independently decide how
much to lower emissions without knowing how much emissions must be lowered in total,
at the global level. Miller does not address how such a global target could be negairated

what principlesvould need to underwrite this negotiation

In the same lectureMiller does not explain why it is necessary to act on climate change.
LyadSIRZ ahf fthé NddeByihgdhssumpfian [tiiaKwe(hee®to act] has been

spelled out and defended more fully byhetrs, and | am not going to say any more about it
KSNB>X 0SOlIdzasS GKS 1l a1®Here Kille&x&tnéteS Simovi&€andf ¥ A &

a global justice theorist whose work will be explored later in the chapter. The fact that

aAff SNE 50 W{20AlFf WdzA G A OS I y R)FaryegshandByifi@yiord: f D22 RAQ
Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 152

AaAff SNE 56X WDf206lt WAdzaGAOS FyR [/t AYLl GSheTéhey ISY |1 26 {
Lectures on Human Valyegelivered at Tsinghua University, Beijing (20p8)L.48

22 |bid., p. 122

231bid., p. 120
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Miller footnotes Caney asa basis for his approach is interesting, because Caney

fundamentally disagrees with Miller on the nature of global justcel what is owed to

those outside of national border#t seems as if Miller may be aware that his own approach

is inadequate as aammative basis for action against climate change. Reasons for why

aAfft SNRa adlrdArad FLIWNRFOK A& AYylFRSldza G6S oAttt o685
important to note that Miller may be avoiding explicating a definite normative stance on

why &ction on climate change is necessary because he is aware of the weaknesses of his

approach in the case of climate chandinally, in his latest bookKustice for Earthlings

Miller briefly states that fairness requires that when states establish ruledetd with

climate change, the costs and benefits of cooperation should be shared equally, per head

of population? However, Miller does not go into any detail about how states will be able

to establish these rules, again skirting over details of colleetotmn required for climate

change.CN2Y (KA&a 20SNIBASG 2F aiffSNDa 62N] 2y OfAY
position may not be able to adequately explain hamd whycollective action could be

organized at the global level. This will be furtléscussed below, after a brief overview of

¢K2Yl & bl 3StQa adlrarad LRaAlAZ2Y D

Thomas Nagel believes that there may be some duties beyond borders, but due to current

global structures, these are not duties of justfédo argue this pointNagelclaims that

justice must be confined to the state, because states have special proptéesender

them the only appropriate institution to administer distributive justice. This argument rests

2y (62 | aadzvyLliaAzyado ¢KS FANR Gatidndhatdl&nsihe 2 dza G A OS NI
LR EAGAOFE €SIAAGAYF O | YR *NageKeiplaifis2thatAjustic® 8 S RS OA a2
depends on the coordinated conduct of large numbers of people, which cannot be

achieved without law, centralized authority to determine theesy and a monopoly of

force’b | 35St Qa aSO2yR | aadzYLJiA2y tHaticanioily dfise 2 dza G A OS R
when people are joined together in a political soci&ilagel explains that defining rights

is only possible within states, where the institut®owhich allow for citizens to be involved

in the process of defining what is fair and unfaist?® Furthermore, it is only within states

that citizens have the right to ask why they should accept inequafti@scause of this

24 Miller, D.,Justice for Earthling€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), p. 12

25Brown, G.W. and Held, O:he Cosmopolitanism Read&ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 374

%p 3SES ¢dI PR ft NBIECHSNOPSEEhistReadeds. Brown, G.W. and Held, D.
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 394

27 | bid.

28 |bid,

29 |bid., p. 402

30]bid., p. 401
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right, the state has obligens to its citizens, which Nagel claims are positive obligations of
justice3* Nagel puts forward that these institutional conditions do not seem to exist on a
global level, as there is no global equivalent of a staker this reason, Nagel concludes

that duties of justice cannot be negotiated and decided upon outside of the state, and

therefore universal duties of justice cannot exist.

h@SNIftx bl3IStQa I LILINEI OK gbes ond stapAfirtheNby( 2 a A f
insisting that there are no dies of justice outside of the statecC 2 NJ G KA & NBlIaz2ysx
approach seems inappropriate for addressing important questions of how to collectively
address global climate change and take human interests into account, as he clearly
specifiesthat we donai 2 ¢S LIS2L)X S 2dziaA RS 2F 2dzNJ yI (A2
Y A Y A Yiapodafitly, unlike Miller, Nagel makes no attempt to address climate change,
GKAOK OFffta Ayd2 ljdzSadAaz2y GKS dzaSTdzZ ySaa 27
assessment fothe climate change problemn addition, although Millertouches upon

climate changehe seems to skirt over questions of international cooperation, and does not

make a normative case for acting on climate change, instead citing a global justice scholar

who has made this argument. This seems to imply that the statist positidrether

moderate or extremeijs not suitable for the normative assessment of the climate change

problem

The case against the statist approach is strengthened when consideringt#iats have a
favorable view of the status quo, which arguably renders the position unable to address
global problems suchs climate changeThe statist approach is not open to fundamental
structural change, because statists take it as a given tha¢staxist as static entities, and

in fact defend the existence of states because of their normative signifi¢ABezause of

this apparentcontentment with the status quo, the statist approach has been accused of
being unable to cope with problems that aie2 0 K WA Y KSNBydGfte 3Ift20l f
which also raise questions about the distribution of burdens and benefits beyond

02 NRENE ®Q

Climate change isne such a global problem, as impacts of global climate change will be

felt across the globe and adeksing it will necessarily require globally collective action, as

Sh ISt T ¢ PI WeE¢ KS t NEhe CoSmopoitahisnDRegdeds. tBrowwgdZ \AIBISID. A v

(Cambrilge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 401

32bid., p. 393

33 bid., p. 403
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was explained in Chapter One. Furthermore, climate change raises questions of what ought
to be done on a global level, including questions/bd should gethow much For example,

it raisesquestions about why it is important to protect present and future people from
climate change, or how emissions reductions should be allocated globally. These are

guestions statist theories cannot seem to cope whBimon Caney has gone so far as to

sayKIFd GKS adlFdAad FLILINRFOK Wil Ola GKS 02y OSLdz
suprad G S RAAGNAOdzOA DS 1jdzSadGAz2ya>sQ FyR F2NJ 0KAa

such as climate chandéCaney explains that even the moderate version, defehbyg
Miller, fails to comprehend the need for global principles of distributive justice, and
therefore cannot engage with distributive questions concerning climate ch#gds may

be why Miller has not comprehensively addressed the global distributiestiuns raised

by the climate change problem, instead claiming th&tesshould, independently of one
another, decide how to lower emissions. This not osigestepsthe fact that climate
change will require a global agreement on action, as explainéchapter One, but also
overlooks the fact that there are international institutions workingo addressthe
distributive questions arising from thelimate changeproblem including the United
Nations Framework for the Convention on Climate Char@NFCCCland the

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Charfg&CC)

The above seems to illustrate that the statist approach is not able to cope with the
empirical conditions of the climate change problefe statist positiorcannot or will not
address how global dektive action on climate change will be negotiated, because the
position denies the possibility of universal principles of justared statists ara@inableto
discuss the global distribution questions raised by problems such as climate chahgé.

the aboveindicatesthat the approach is not appropriate for the normative assessment of
the climate change problenilhe approach does not seem to be able to cope Wl
ethical questions and concerns raised by the empirical conditions of climate chinege
approach cannoaddress what we owe to future generations and less develamaohtries
beyond a bare minimum, and furthermore cannot fully address human interests and the
reasons for needing to take collective actionislasif the statist theorists dey that climate
change needs to be addressed at the normative level at all. This indicates that the approach
is not comprehensively appropriate f@ normative assessment of the climate change

problem.

d/ ySes { o3 WDf2o0lt 5 X DO/ SeidissdbI2008)75 508 OS + yR GKS {0
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In order to solidify this argument, the chapter turttsthe question of what would happen

if the statist approach were to attempt to address the empirical realities of the climate
change problem. Chapter One outlined the idea that if climate change is to be addressed, it
will have to be on global level, @53 a global issue, where unilateral action will have little

to no effect. If there is to be global action, then there will inevitably have to be some
discussion about cooperation, and defining the rules of cooperation will involve discussion
about who oves what to whom, which by their nature are questions of distributive justice.
Statists would have to addresguestions about how much is owed to less developed
countries and future generationsnd may have to concedas admit that there are positive
obligations of justice beyond borders in the special circumstance of climate change. This
would call into question the fundamental underlying premise that national boundaries are
exclusivelymorally significant, because in the case of climate change, natiandelsmay

not be morally significantsince emissions cannot be keptvithin national borders
Defending the moral significance of borders in some cases, and not others, would be quite
problematic for statist theorists, because the basic tenet of the stggosition would no
longerhold - a point Miller has been critiqued on previously, as will be briefly explained

below.

Critics ofMiller argue that Miller does not offer compelling enough reasons to make

national boundaries morally relevanfull stop.*® This becomes especially obu#in his

description of dutiesof justice in whata A f £ SNJ RSa ONX 0 S del>x Where | Wa LI
special duties to cmationals generally take precedence over international obligations, but
GKSNBE a42YS Wg S| 3ponSiditey PR (T NI oArBEMHNThis regard,

Miller believes that his alternative split level model makes room for both global
responsibilities and for special responsibilities to compatribtdegan Kime argues that

this split level approactS ELJ2 8Sa +y AYLERNIFYyd O2yGNF RAOGA:
explainsthat in this modelMiller definesduties of justice which are conditional on national
relationships, for example providing basic needs, and yet, when defining duties of justice
abroad, Miller relies on a universal conception of human rights, as he argues we should
uphold these internationallf?¢ KSNBE A& | a0l N] O2yiNI RAOQUAZY

contextual strategies when defining universal human rights, and his defense of

w

) FySexr { &I WDf206lf 5Aaediidka Suidiksgb32008yz5 488 OS | yR GKS { G @
WaArAftf SNE 50X WwSlazyl ot S EthicalThdotyfrid iéral Rrac@(2008¥ p. 752 Y LI ( NA 2
41Brown, G.W. and Held, O-he Cosmopolitanism Read€ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 389
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Political Theory and Global JustiUniversity of Sheffield, November 2010, p. 2
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contexualism when defining national duties of justiti&ime believeghat this renders

aAf f SN inconsiSi€h® Heyalise heeems to have two contradicting versions of
justice, one which is international and based on human rights, and one which is nationa
and based on special relationshidme explains that iMiller is convinced that there are
some global duties of justice, this implies that national boundaries are not morally relevant
in the way that he describes. A8me suggestst almost seems a#f Miller recognizes a
weakness in his approach and tries to strengthen it by adding a universal aspect, so that his
theory can be more robustly univers&However,Miller does not strengthen his case, but
instead weakens his argument about the moraéiievant nature of national boundaries, as
boundaries only seem to be morally relevant in some, not all, cases. This implies an
AYKSNBY (G 6SI 1ySarémisd ifr hia Arguiné&iIdhis crividisi yointsh
serious flawin a A f flo§idydRhichmaybe why Miller avads questions of climate change,
which highlights the idea that national borders may not be exclusively morally reJevant

because emissions cannot be confined within state borders.

It seems that statists will either have to continue tandge the fact that empirical
conditions of climate change call into question the moral relevance of borders or
alternatively, attempt to address climate change, which will arguabisnder their
underlying assumptions untenable. Overall, the statist positioes not seem to be able to
address which human interests are at stake in climate change, what should be done to
protect future generations and less developeduntries, and how to coordinate the
collective action necessary to combat climate changerdfbee, the thesis &this point
rejects the statist positioras a basisfor normative assessment of the climate change
problem. It seems what is needed is an approach which better addresses, and directly
engages with, the issues and concerns raised bthgirical conditions of climate change.
The chapter now moves onto the pragmatic approach, to assess whether it is more useful
than the statist approach in providing a viable basis for the normative assessment of the

climate change problem.

The PragmatidApproach
¢2 0S LINI 3YI Gdeabng with thiRdS Tehsibly Bnd tedistictlly in a way that is

GFESR 2y LINF OGAOFE NI GKSKIARKITY ((KKSS 20NBENM OW NI CRRYY1HA

therefore appropriate in this chapter, because the scholar® vall under this approach

BYAYSI ady WWdza il A FeAynwbiwaiRRya Y w3 ILINRA 20K StaCedyrRoMbdZayi A OSQ LINB &
Political Theory and Global Justitmiversity of Sheffield, November 2030,14

441bid., p.3

45 According to the Oxford Dictionarigtfp://Oxforddictionaries.com/definition/pragmatig
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believe that climate change should be approached practically and logically, withreut

riding concern for ethical considerations. This is in direct opposition to the global justice
approach, which argues that the ethical issuaised by climate change are important and
must be considered in action on climate change. For this reason, it is worthwhile to assess
the pragmatic position, because it can be said to be a critical response to the global justice
approach. If it can bdlustrated that the pragmatist approach cannot capture the empirical
realities of the climate change problem, and provide a viable alternative to the global
justice position, this will weaken pragmatist critiques of global justice theory in the case of
climate change. Paul Collier, one of the most outspoken pragmatists working on climate
change, will be used as an example of this approkohni KS & 021LJS 2F GKA& OKI
approach serves as an illustration of the main tenets of the pragmatic appraad the

normative assumptions that underwrite the position.

Collier explains that action on climate change is urgently necessary, especially because
carbon accumulates over time, meaning the sooner action is taken, the Bétteaddition,
Collier shows concern foless developed countries, in particular the bottom billi@ehich

KS SELXIAya oAttt 0SS KAG KIFINRSaid oe OftAYFGS
models predict that their climates will deteriorate more rapidly and more subgtnthan
GK24S Ay 2H&&pldindliBal Afra/villd&particularly hard hit, as its countries
are doubly exposed: not only do they face the greatest climate degradation; their
agriculture dominated economies are far more sensitive to climeltange than the
industrial service economies of the richer countrigs. 2 f f chn8exiXidgiless developed
countriesand the insistence on action sooner rather than latemore promising tharthe

statist approach, which seents deny the possibility foa collective response to climate

change, and fails to provide a normative reason to act on climate change.

Importantly, Collier does not believe that any approach taken to combat climate change

should be based on normative or ethical considerationsadh, the believes that moralizing

has confused the subject of reducing carbon emisst®Ascording to Collier, the modern

discourse on climate change is too concerned with attribution of blame and guilt, or
WSGKAOFET o6F33F3SQ 6 KA O COSIRr aBskris Riat theIWtRiCRI2 dzy R &

baggage encumbering climate change is not intrinsic to the structure of the problem, but

46 Collier, P.The Plundered Planet: How to Reconcile Prosperity with N@tanelon: Allen La 2010), p. 174
47 Ibid., p. xiii

48 |bid., p. xiv

49 |bid., p. 178

50]bid., p. 196
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imported from other agendas, like pesblonial guilt or poverty reductioft/ 2 f £ A SN a

solution to this is simple: there shoultk no ethical consideratons Wy 206 2 Ré Yy SSR FSS¢
JdzZAf Gé [ o2dzi LI ad SYAaaaA2yadZnsteay &f fogl@nydRe & K2 dz R
who is to blame, or who owes what to whom, Colleguesthat the focus should be on

how to reduce carbon, now that has been discovered to be a probléfin this way, his

approach is almost the very definition of pragmatic, as he focuses solely on the problems at

KIyRE YR y2i y2N¥IGAGS O2yaAiARSNIGA2ya Fo2dzi ¢

distribution of benefitsand burdens would require.

ToCollier,ignoringethical considerations means beiagefficientas possibleAs he puts it,

WOt AYIGS OKIy3aS Aa o0FlR ySgad 5SIHEtAy3dT gAGK AlG Aa
is going to be more expensive. Weosld therefore deal with it in the most efficient way

LJ2 & a R Hisfiddatofan efficient response is to impose one common carbon tax gl&bally.

In his work, he uses the example of $40 per ton of carbon, but suggests that it does not

matter what the agred amount is, as long as it is not too low for producers not to ndfice.

He believes this carbon tax will have a profound effect on heavy industry, energy producers,

and other major carbon emitters, because unless these actors change their technologies,

their costs would rise sharply, as would their prices, which would drive consumers away

from their products’’ Therefore, these producers of carbon would automatically invest in

cleaner technology, which could be new technologies like solar and wind, orngxisti
technology, like nuclear powé&fAgain, it is important to note that this is supposedly a
pragmatic, practical approach, as it is not based on ethical considerations. And for Collier,

this is good, because he thinks decisions over the management afrcarb too important

G2 0SS 3IdZARSR o0& ¢gK¥I KS Orffa WNRBYIYGAOAAYDQ
However, Collier asserts that alongside this carbon tax, reducing carbon emissions will need
inter-governmental cooperation, because carbon is a probteat can only be addressed

by commoninternational response® Although it is positive that Collier mentions the need

for global cooperation on climate change, because this is in line with the empirical realities

51Collier, P.The Plundered Planet: How to Reconcile Prosperity with N@tanelon: Allen Lane, 2010),126

52 |bid., p. 197
53 |bid., p. 178
541bid., p. 179
55 |bid., p. 18
56 |bid., p. 180
57 | bid.

58 |bid., p. 181
59 |bid., p. 182
6 |bid., p. 238
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of the climate change problem, Colk&rsuggestion for global cooperation ysto light

some problems inherent in hsupposed norethical approachGlobal cooperation on the

climate change problem will necessarily involve cogmoO2 Yy OSLIGA2ya 2F gKI
who owes what to whom, who will benefit, and who will bear costs, whak
considerations of justice and must be guided by normative principles. Otherwise, it would

not be possible to agree on any action, as there would be no underlying agreements and
principles to guide collective action. By denying normative reasoningyeanddvocating

global cooperation, Collier seems to be oversimplifying the climate change problem. This
2OSNEAYLE AFAOFLGA2Y 0S02YSa AYyONBlIaAy3dfte SoA

further.

The empirical conditions aflimate change outlined in Gipter Oneraise profound ethical
questions, and especially ones of pedaral and distributive justicé'For example,
discussinguture generations as a group who will benefit or suffer from current actions
involves complicated epistemological consideratiothat demand theorization and
hypothetical thought experiment€Considering how much future generations deserve, in
particular,will require normative reasoning. It will be difficult to be pragmatic akibig, as
there islimited empirical precedent to &se ideas on. In additiotess developed countries
raise complex issues of distributive justideorexample how much these countries are
owed in terms of protection from the consequences of climate change, and whether these
countries should have any nesnsibility to lower emissionsThese kinds of distributive
discussions must be had in order forleotive action to be possiblé pragmatic approach
may struggle to address these kinds of isslieseems that the pragmatic approach Collier
advocates mg not be nuanced enough to address the complexities associated with the
empirical conditions of climate chandecause theseaise profound ethical questionse

oversimplifies in his approach.

This is best illustrated by outlining how Collier attempts dolr@sswhat is owed to future

generations and less developambuntries When addressing future generations, Collier

claims thatcurrent generations shoultkeepemissions in ched®, Yy R Hakg dedisions

we think the future generations would be ok wifl 2 6 SO@SNE RSGSN¥YAYyAY 3 ¢
FdzidzZNBE 3ISYSNI GA2ya gAff dpotheticalesperingnQwhiahh £y 2
requires notions of fairness and legitimate acceptangeestions which relate to who

deserves what, which Collier is seemingiporing and oversimplifyingSimilarly, when

BDF NRAYSNE {® adr WYWOUKAOA [ Fiics ant EBliiatdiChangeR016),$.5% 'y Ly i NP
62 Collier, P.The Plundered Planet: How to Reconcile Prosperity withr&l@tondon: Allen Lane, 2010), p. 201
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discussing thdess developed countries, Colliark @ & W& KS f dzO1 & LI NI &
0SKI @S 3ASYySNRdzaf & {26 NR&Makikgahis&indlokstatémert! @S
relies on a deeper moral asspition about who deserves what and why, and what is fair in
terms of distributiong questions which Collier does not addreShese statements seem to
imply Collier is engaging in normative reasoning, as he is making normative assumptions
about just distrilution. He is prescribing whatught or shouldbe instead of whats, which

as explained above, are normative considerations. Unfortunately, his normative reasoning
is quite problematicAf (i K 2 dz3 K brda@ $tateméhtdBrd certainly positivand speak
directly to issues of justicayithout any serious normative theorizing behind them, they
remain weakCollier insists on not using normative values and seemingly rejecis the a
consequence, when he speaks about his own normative considerationsatéeyt based

in any critical reflection, but rather seem to be based in his own feelings. This renders his
account both inconsistent and morally deceptive. It is inconsistent because he is making
normative statements when he has strongly argued agaitistal theorizing Furthermore,

his account ignorally deceptivebecauseCollier claims to be valueeutral, but clearly

subscribego moral assumptias he is not gelling outexplicitly.

It seems that Collier, by taking a pragmatic approach, cannot adetyuaddress complex
issues associated with climate changepecifically questions about how much is owed to
future generations andess developedcountries and how collective action should be
coordinated. The pragmatic approach simply does not engageeply enough with the
normative and ethical issues at harkeurthermore, Gllier claims that moral considerations
can be taken out of the equation, but at the same time he supports certain moral positions
without explanation This indicates that avoiding noral questionscompletely is not
possiblein the case of climate changkisimportant to engagevith these questions rather
than to skirt over themand oversimplify them, as Collier dod%or this reason, the thesis
rejects the pragmatic position as adis for the normative assessment of the climate

change problem at this point.

That said, the pragmatic approach should not be dismissed in its entirety, even if it cannot
be used as a comprehensive model for the normative assessment of the climate change
problem. It can, for example, help to inform normative thinking in terms of providing some
SYLANROIFE o6 O13INRdzyR O2yRAGAZ2YA GKIG Ydzad

However, the pragmati approach cannot provide clear moral reasoning riegd to

63 Collier, P.The Plundered Planet: How to Reconcile Prosperity with N@fmdon: Allen Lane, 2010), p. 197
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address the complexnoral issuesthat arise as a result of the empirical realities of the
climate change problem. The chapter now turns to the utilitarian approach, to critically
assess whether it is more useful than the statist or pragmatic amh@sin providing a

viable basis for the normative assessment of the climate change problem.

The Utilitarian Approach
To take a utilitarian approach implies defining a vahst must be maximized, a harthat

must be minimized, or defining a rutbat must be followed.When deciding a course of
action in a given situation, the chosen valwe rule will always trump all other
considerations for utilitarians. Whichever value is chosen, it is normative, as it is based on
what ought to be done, and grounded iassumptions of what is good. The utilitarian
approachis arguably opposed to the cosmopolitan justice approach, because these
positions are grounded in different assumptions of wkhbuld be normatively prioritized.
Utilitarianism is a complex fieldith a rich history. As a result, it is difficult to pinpoint
exact utilitarian objections to cosmopolitanisnSome utilitarians may directly oppose
cosmopolitanismby denying the moral worth of individual human beings, instead
concentrating on what is st for the greatest number of individuals. Other utilitarians may
be opposed only to nowollective or individualistic forms of global justioather than
being opposed to global justice am approachin fact, there exist cosmopolitautilitarians,

as wll be discussed belowNevertheless,it is worthwhile to examine whether the
utilitarian position can offer an alternative to the cosmopolitan position for the normative
assessment of the climate change problem. If it can be illustrated that the uélitari
approach fails to capture the empirical realities of the climate change problem, then the

utilitarian critique of cosmopolitanism will be weakened in the case of climate change.

Utilitarianism is a broad church containing many different approaches, sth as act
utilitarianism rule utilitarianism, preferenceutilitarianism, andrights based utilitarianism,
among others It is not explicitly within the scope of this chapter to revieadl existing
utilitarian accountsinstead, the chapter will focum the most pervasive existing utilitarian
climate ethics account: eostbenefit calculativeaccount put forward by Bjorn Lomboft).
According to an extensive review of the literature, this cost benefit anabysisently
presents the mostomprehensive utilarian account of climate change ethids will be

discussedbelow, utilitarians have a richistory in other ethicalfields, including animal

64 Nicholas Stern offers a similar cost benefit analysis,{séeS Ny Z b ®X W¢KS 90@y2yAda 27F |/
Climate Ethicg Essential Readingsds. Gardiner, S. M., Caney, S., Jamieson, D., and Shue, H. (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 2010).2 s S@SNE Al A& [2Y02NHQa | 002dzyli ¢6KAOK Kl a&a o
most frequently, and is #refore presented here in detail.
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rights, war and peace, and povertylowever, it seems that in the case of climate ethics,
utilitarians have so fa not offered a comprehensive accoutitat goes beyond the cost
benefit model outlined here.This will be further discussedfter an assessment of

[ 2 Y0 2 NH Qao reiter@ethisytliagterdoes notpurport to provide a comprehensive
overview of all pasible utilitarian positions. Instead, the chapter aims to highlight potential
problemswith an existing utilitarian climate ethics account, and make the case these issues
currently render the utilitarian account less suitable for the normative assessmettieo

climate change problem tharthe cosmopolitan account In order to achieve this,

[2Y02NHQA | OO2dzy @¢gAft 0SS 2dzif AYSR FyR | &da

BjornLomborgconcernshimself with exploring what should be done about climate change
at the global levE®® Applying a utilitarian approachLomborg chooses a normative value,
cost, which he believes should be minimized. His main argument is that an economic
analysis of the costs and benefiikclimate change actiodlearly illustrates that the world,

as a whole, wold benefit more from investing in tackling problems in the developing world
and in research and development of renewable energy, rather tfudlowing current
policies on climatechange® Here Lomborg reveals his utilitarian assumption that
minimizing coswill bring about a better world.To make his case, Lomborg analyzes the
Kyoto Protocol, which is at the time of writing the only existing international climate
change agreement. Lomborg explains that following the Kyoto Protocol in its current form
would cost a significant amount of mondgr two reasonsFirstly,cutting emissions is an
extremely expensive project if the technology to do so effectively is not in pladatting
emissions with existing technology is not cost effective, because cheap tgaw®rology is

not widely availableSecondlyhigh emitting less developed countries are currently not
subject toemissions reductions targets under the Kyoto Protpaold are predicted to emit
more as theydevelop® Therefore, Lomborg asserts that thenlp way to improve the
Kyoto protocol would be to introduce global emissions trading, in order to ensureathat
statesdo their part. However, Lomborhelieves thatit would be too difficult to define
emission rights, divide emission rights up, and tswe compliancé® Lomborg therefore

concludes thaKyoto Protocol is a waste of global resouré®es.

65 _omborg, B.The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the Y{@andbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), p. 259
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In light of hiffindings Lomborgargues that we should beombatting climate change in the
most cost efficient mannerwhich necessary impliggthinking global action on climate
change™ Lomborg uses his utilitariacostbenefit calculusto make the caséor a strategy
which focuses on ensuring we can adapt to climate change, rather altempting to
lower emissiong? Investing in adaptation measures nowgcarding to Lomborg, would
give less developed countries better future because they would be better equipped to
deal with the consequences of climate charigEurthermore,Lomborg also advocates
easing the emission afreenhouse gase$HG) over the lorg run, by investing in better
technology research and developmefitie argues that thisvould be less costly than

attempting to lower emissions with existingjefficient technology. Lomborg concludes

GKFG GKSNB A& y2 LRAYy lyinsighificantiBsyrénkeypalicypwhént A 2 v &

we and our descendants could benefit far more from the same investment placed

St aS6KSNBPQ

Lomborgpresents arinteresting point. It may be worthwhile considering what action must
be taken outside of directly mitigaiiy climate change, especially because this action may
be more helpful in the long run, natnly interms of climate chage, but for poverty
reduction andbetter conditions for the future Lomborg also makes an interesting case
about the need for investmenin new technologiesFurthermore, his accourttas merit
because it illustrates an understanding of the need for collective action. Lomborg
thoroughly explores what collective action should be taken at the global level. Finally,
[ 2Y02NHQA ¢ 2 dhlise Redgoedza Sdp drfrtherotiian Collier by beginning to
grapple with some of the issues raised by climate change, by thinking more deeply about
investing in future generations and helpirigss developedcountries However, his

argument suffers from seval flaws

First, coso SYSTFAG | yI f & a Seem fo AskirBover| stynficadtNefsieénic
uncertainties.Society is bound to change over time, which renders any real prediction of
future scenarios near impossibleln particular, over the time scaleelevant for climate

change, society is bound to be radically transformed in wagsare utterly unpredictable

1LomborgB., The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the {@andbridge: Cambridge

University Press, 2001), p. 322

72 | bid.

73 1bid.

74 | bid.

75 |bid., p. 324
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to use now’’ For this reason, Stephen Gardiner argues that-§r&ned cosbenefit
analyses are simply not possible for climate chafi@econl, it seems thatcostbenefit
analysis cannot adequately capture all of the relevant cost and benefits involved in climate
change’® More specifically,] 2 Y 6 2 NH Q aarguablylcdngoi adaquately take into
account costs with special features, such asvirsible damages, which as explained in

Chapter One, are very much associated with climate ch&tge: this reasonthere is

causei2 0SS a1 SLIIAOFE o62dzi [2Y02NHQa 024aiG | NBdzySyi

of economic analyses of climate changore generall§! Dale Jamieson argues that it is
difficult enough to assess the economic benefits and costs of stellk local activities,

and it is therefore almost unimaginable that the diverse impacts of global climate change
could be aggregated ienough detail to dictate policy respons&slhisindicates that the
climate change problem may be too complex to fodly capturedby simple utilitarian
calculations of cosit seems thatostbenefitanalysis fails to take into account any factors
outside of the narrowly defined valuabat are used to make calculations and predictions.
Although cost is undoubtedly an important concern related to the climate change problem,
cost is only one value, and maot be the most important on& Using cost as theingle

most important valuearguablyoversimplifies the climate change problem, because the
problems posed by climate change are ethical as well as economic and sciétitgmems

that a costbenefit utilitarian approach, like the pragmatic approach abpmay not be

able to capture the complex issues implied by the empirical background conditions of
climate changet KA a 06S02YSa Of SI NBENJ 6KSy O2yaARSNAY3

analysis.

For one, Lomborg seems to present a false dichotomy betweelping the poor and

lowering GHG emissionshis is dalse dichotomybecause lowering emissions and poverty

relief areintrinsicallylinked,and should therefore not be presented as@s A 2 KENIOK2 A OS @
Diggingnew wells in Africdo reduce povertywould not make much difference if climate

change induces severe drought in fifty ye#rn addition, the use of clean energy could be

a LJS
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Gardiner, S. M., Caney, S., Jamieson, D., and Shue, H. (Oxford: Oxford University Pregs12010),
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79 |bid.
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used to enable developmentind aid poverty reduction according to sustainable
development theorist§® However, since Loborg is mainly concerned with cost benefit
analysis, he cannot consider complexities such as these, and may make suggestions
are actually unhelpful both for reducing poverty as well as reducing emissions. A second
example of oversimplificationan beF 2 dzy R Ay [ 2Y02NHQa GNBI GdYSyli
Lomborg assumes that future generations will be compensated for the failure to reduce
emissions because this wihwe money and ensurthat future generations are better off
financially. By assuming thisomborg overlooks the possibility that future people may be
entitled to both a clean environment and wealthFurthermore, when Lomborg assumes
future generations will be better off, he ignores issues of responsibility, and especially
intergenerational esponsibility?® If present generations cause the climate problem, it is far
from clear that the future victims should pay to fix it, or pay disproportionately. This is so
even if they happen to have more resources. It is not always assumed that thoseaw#o h

a greater ability to pay should pay. Sometimes it is assumed that those who caused the
problem should pay instead.In addition Lomborg does not acknowledge that future
generations may not be richer, because they have been impoverished by the effects
climate changé® It could be that costs to pay for environmental changes become excessive
of any wealth which is guaranteed to future generations by saving money on emissions
reductions in the presenindeed, future generations may never exist atfathe burden of

climatechangeresults in irreversible damages, as will bg@kainedin Chapter Four.

In sum,Lomborg seems to be limited by hisstbenefit approach Althoughcostbenefit
analysiss arguablyimportant because it can revealhat is atstake,the calculuscan also
oversimplify existing empirical conditions. In the case of climate change, the empirical
conditions discussed in Chapter One pointed to a number of complexities. Lomborg creates
a simplified version of the empirical conditioosclimate change by framing the problem in
economic terms, and concentrating solely on his normative value of tosioing so,
Lomborg does not seem to be able to adequately engage with how mueteid to future
generations and less developed countr@saddress which human interests are at stake

and why this is important. For this reasoa, costbenefit approachdoes not seem

8 For an overview of sustainable developnies 4SS |1 2L 22R>Y . & aStf2NE ad | yR
58@St 2LIYSyGY al LAY 3 SustaimablegigpinetB(LYLMEOBS), (pKBFRQ A Y
DI NRAYSNE {d adrX WIOGKAOA | Ftics antl BlimatdiChangdraloy, 8. 61Y | v

8]  BRSYZ t ®X W¢KS 9YPBANRYYSyGzZ Df26Ff WdzadAOS FyR 2 2NI
and David Held (edsThe Cosmopolitanism Read&ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 357

89Pogge, T Realizing Rawl@.ondon: Cornellniversity Press, 1989), p. 277
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attractive as a basis for the normative assessment of the climate change problesnis

not to sa that such an approach ha® use at all for the assessment of the climate change

problem. The normative value of cost is one which must be considered, because climate

change action will require paymeirt some form and how this payment is distributed will

be need to be addressefl. 2 Y 6 2 NBHo@rifit ahalyais, and his words of caution about

the costs of lowering GHG emissions, can be part of a comprehensive normative
FaaSaaySyid 2F (GKS OftAYFGS OKIFy3aS LINRO6fSYS odzi
sufficient to use as an atihcompassing normative approackm other words, it seems that

in its present form, the utilitarian approadatoes not represent a useful approach for the

normative assessment of the climate change problem.

l'a 61 a SELX | AY S Rosthedeflt thBdElis Fudrently 2eNBsentative athe
utilitarian approach to climate change ethi¢sowever, there is more to utilitarianism than
costbenefit analysis.Utilitarianism has a rich history, and falls dnseveral different
approaches.The most wetknown distnction between utilitarian approaches is act and
rule utilitarianism. Act utilitarianism relies on the premise that each individual act must
lead to the greatest utility (however utility has been defined), &@mat decisions on how to
act shouldbe made i a case by case basis. Ruifiitarians,on the other handstressthe
importance of moral rulesvhich produce utility Under this approach, individual actions
are judged by how well they complyith these moral rules Rule utilitarianism has gained
popularity in recent decades, because it is considett®gd someas a more nuanced
approachthat can encompass deontological sldafrs that prevent individual acts from
overriding moral codeds here isheateddebate about which position is superior, with some
claiming that there is no difference between the accounts becausk utilitarianism
collapses intoact utilitarianism®* There are also several utilitarian positions which come
quite close to cosmopolitanism, with somatilitarians referring to themselves &
cosmopolitan® Raffaele Marchetti, for example, claims thainly a multlayered
conseguentialistcosmopolitan theory can properly deal with theomplexity of global
phenomena®Or, as another exani@, Peter Singeapplies a cosmopolitan utilitarian
approach to defend the rights afentient beings throughout the worl4.This link between

cosmopolitanism and utilitarianism is perhaps unsurprising, considering that some global

91 For a useful discussion on this, see Lyongd@ms and Limits of Utilitarianis(@xford: Oxford University

Press 1965)

92 For examples of this, see Marchetti, Rlpbal Democracyor and AgainsfNew York: Routledge, 2008), or

Jones, CGlobal Justice: Defending Cosmopolitani@xford: Oxford University Press, 1999)
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94 Caney, SJustice Beyond Borddi®xford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p. 5
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justice scholars, like Simon Caney, claim that one of the founding fatherditariatnism
Jeremy Bentham¢an be considered a cosmopolitan because he defended the idea of

international court to resolve conflict.

The complexity of the utilitarian field and the linkbetween cosmopolitanism and
utilitarianism implies that there cdd possibly be a utilitarian approach which
encompasses the complexities of the climate change problem and satisfies the
cosmopoitan demands defined in Chapter Five of this theSlseere may be a maximizing
principle which could underwrite climatjustice as defined in this thesis. iEhwould
depend on which principle is maximized. Howewéere is currently no suchitilitarian
approach toclimate changeo refer to. The arguments madby utilitarians havehus far
have been unconvincinghe uncertanties associated with the costenefit model outlined
abovecurrently imply thatutilitarianismis unsuitablefor the normativeassessmentf the
climate change problemiThis lack of literature to refer to is perhaps surprising, because
utilitarianism represeris a comprehensive approachn other fields such as poverty, war
and peace, security, ana@himal rights.This may be indicative of the fact thatilitarians
have not engaged with the climate change problem for a reageeter Singer, one of the
most weltknown utilitarian theorists, has reportedly admitted thhts utilitarian account
struggles to capturghe vastness of the problem of climate chamjélthough Singer
addresses climate change in himrk on the ethics of globalization, he does not take a
definitive utilitarian stance on what should be done about climate change, instead
providing a brief overview of how benefits and burdens could be distribbft&dlatedly,
Dale Jamiesomxplains that although he believes utilitarianism is suited for adsings
Of AYFNGS OKIy3aS: 06SOIFdzaS 2F Ada ¥20dza 2y
utilitarianism faces problems when attempting to address climate ch&hdamieson
argues that theutilitarian focus on outcomes may be too limiting in theseaof climate
change® The lack oiutilitarian engagement with climate changepsoblematic, because
utilitarianism has the potential to present an interestingprmative approach to climate

change'®So far, such an approach has not been developed, andthbsis therefore

9 Carey, S.Justice Beyond Borddi®@xXord: Oxbrd University Press, 2005), 4.
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http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/belief/2011/may/25/petesingerutilitarianismclimate-change
[accessed 11.03.2015]

97 Singer, P.One World: The Ethics of Globalizat{dlew Haven: Yale University Press, 2002)
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rejects the utilitarian approach for the normative assessment of climate change at this
point. This is not to say that a useful utilitarian account will not be developed in future, at
which point it can be reassessed whether it represeatsviable alternative to the

cosmopolitan approacho which the chapter now turns.

The Cosmopolitan Approach
Taking a cosmopolitan approach implies making the normative assumption that all humans

have equal moral worth, and therefore have the right to abmoral consideration. These
assumptions are based on the three main tenets of cosmopolitan theory: individualism,
universality, and generalit}?* Individualism implies that the ultimate units for concern are
human beings, or persons, by virtue of theirnmanity. Universality indicates thahis
status attaches toevery living human being equalpnd generality maintains thathis
special status applies globatfAlthough there are different strands of cosmopolitanism,
the thesis will focus on a particultéiieme within cosmopolitanism, namely global justice.
CKA&a gAff 0S NBFSNNBR (2 a GKS O2avz2LRtAlly I L
the preferred seHdescription of most political philosophers concigrgthemselves with
global justice’®® As was gplained above, statist, pragmatic, and utilitarian approaches are
all critical of the cosmopolitaposition for different reasonsThe assessment below will
illustrate that in the case of climate change, these criticismes not convincing, because

the cesmopolitan approach is more suited to the normative assessment of the climate

change problenthan the approaches assessed in this chapter.

Any discussionf cosmopolitan global justice cannot exclude a brief summary of the work

of John Rawls, who expliest his famous conception of justice AnTheory of Justicand

Laws of Peoplés al y& 3Jf20lf 2dzAaiA0S GKS2NARala KIFI@S o6SSy
is therefore worthwhile to summarize his position belowl gt 8 Q O2y OSLIiA2Yy 2F 2d
based on higlzy RSNE G F yRAY 3 (GKFG WGKS LINARYFNE &adzmeaSod 2
society, or more exactly, the way in which the major social institutions distribute

fundamental rights and duties and determine the division of advantages from social

cooperationd®| A4 UGUKS2NER 2F 2dzZ&AGAO0S K2fRa O(GKFG Waz2OAl €
arranged so that they are both (a) to the greatest expected benefit of the least advantaged,

and (b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fairliegwd

01t 23383 ¢TI W 2aY2 LR { Thé Coghiopoltanisny Readpdd. BOWISG.\H. virid &€, I y
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 114

102 |id.

W Af f SNE 5d3 WYThe Eosopifitisin Reageleds YBRbwiA, §.W. and Held, D. (Cambridge:
Polity Press, 2010), p. 377

104Rawls, JA Theory of Justid®xford, Oxford University Press, 1971), p. 7
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2 LILJ2 NIt%iH6Wetied, ®R&@vIs specifies that this conception of justice does not apply

outside of the state. This is because natgiates are presumed to be largely setintained

YR KA&A @GSNRAZ2Y 2F 2dzaidA OS pdative WeRtDds/exdsying R G2 |
by virtue of the shared political, legal and economic institutions that constitute the basic
A0UNHzZOGdzNBE 2F | “REBABNRNEQ &2 00X S0 o®O02dzy i 27
to apply on a global level to the more fluahd inchoate collaborative relations among

g2 NI R A y'RInsteadi like/thedstadposiions wlk gf a oSt AS@Sa GKI
justice that governments and citizens owe to their own people are more extensive than the

duties of justice they owe t@ (G K S NJ ESD2tsidfe Sfathe Qtate, there exist minimal

duties of mutual respect and humanitarianism, but not extensive duties of justice.

In contrast, global justice theorists are not convinced that justice should be limited to the

state. There are umerous approaches to global justice; however, the approaches can be
grouped into two broad categories. The first is referred to as relational, an approach which
considers relationships with other humans as the grounds and motivation for global justice.

Fa example, Charles Beitz argues that international economic interdependency has come

G2 NBaSvyoftsS GKS O2yRAGAZ2ya 2F &a20ALft 022 LISNI
O2yOSNY TF2NJ RAAGNAOdziABS 2dza i A OSuBticesskould K = dzy R
be applied globally!® According to Beitz, international economic interdependency creates

special relationships, and these relationships are the basis for his conception of justice.
Another example of a relational approach¢ K 2 YI a4  who @ &ethak individuals

enter into a relationship by participating in the global economic interactions, and, as
benefiters, have responsibilities to rectify the inequalities these interactions perpetuate
globally!*In other words, Pogge suggests thairiicipation in the global economy creates

special relationships, and these relationships are the basis for his conception of justice. The
second approach to global justice is referred to as-relational, and asserts that special
relationships with othethumans are not required in order for duties of global justice to

exist. Rather, as Simon Caney argues, persons should be included in the scope of

distributive justice by virtue of their humanity, which implies that the scope of justice must

105Rawls, JA Theory of Justid®©xford, Oxford University Press, 1971), p. 302

106 Freeman, $SThe Cambridge Companion to Ra{@ambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 50

107 | bid.

1081bid., p. 48

109 Rawls, JThe Law of Peoplé€ambridge, Harvard University Press, 1999), p. 68.
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111Pogge, TRealizing Rawld_ondon: Cornell University Press, 1989), p. 277
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be global!? Fa nonrelational accounts of justice, special relationships do not have to exist

for duties of distributive justice to be required

In order to expand on these categories, two accounts of climate justicenaiyl be
assessed in terms of how well they camuhe empirical realities of climate changehe

first approach is a relational account of global justice and climate change advocated by
Patrick Hayden, and the second is the fietational global justice and climate change
approach defended by Simon &gn The two accounts have been chosen because Hayden
and Caney are two of the most promineadsmopolitanscholars of climate justice, and
their accounts represent examples of sophisticated and well developed work on the subject.
The overview of these twaccounts will be necessarily brief, as Part Il of the thesis will
involve unpacking and further exploring the global justice approach in relation to climate
change. This current chapter merely serves to illustrate why the cosmopolitan approach is
more attractive for the normative assessment of the climate change problem than statist,

pragmatist, or utilitariarapproaches

For Hayden, cosmopolitanism and climate change are linked, because human rights claims

are contingent on the continued existence of aétioning and lifesustaining ecosysteft?

Hayden explains that climate change will result in a number of problems, such as

displacement, famine, or spread of disease, which directly threaten specific human rights,

such as the right to life, health and horfié This threat to human rights, according to

Hayden, requires the development of an account of global justice and climate change. Like

t 233S3 | @8RSY FNHdsSa GKIFIG WIAPGSYy GKS YIFAaaAg@dS Ay
of resources recourse musthmade to some redistributive claims as required by duties of

2 dza &' atfemntdre, similarly to Beitz, Hayden asserts that the shared fates and interest

of persons extend beyond political boundaries as economic, environmental, social, cultural,

and poltical life becomes increasingly gloB#Based on these modern relationships at the

3t 20t tS@StsX 18RSy o0StASO®Sa whkgtaQ O2yOSLIiAzy
YI1Sa I F2RSyQa I 002dzyi NBflIGA2Yy ! fisdsoitkfS ySSR F2N

special global relationships between individuals.
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His conception of environmental justice focuses on human beings as the proper subjects of
justice andconcerns their claims to rights and fairné$d-ayden believes that humans
should have both substantive and procedural environmental rigfitSubstantive rights
include the right to clean air and water, the right to be protected from environmental harm,
and the right to natural resources being used and managed according to environmentally
sound practice$!® Procedural rights include the right to enhance and protect our ability to
claim substantive rightas well as theight to be fully informed about thegiential effects

of environmental hazards, the right to participate in democratic procedures for policy
making and decision making concerning such hazards, the right to consent to policies and
decisions reached, and the right to complain about existingditmms, standards, and

policies!?®

In terms of global cooperation, Hayden believes that the fundamental aim of
environmental justice must be to ensure the existence of a just system of institufibns.

Hayden explains that current institutions involved iimete change not only perpetuate
inequality, but arealsoriddled by problems of nogompliance, national interest, and lack

of enforcement!??2] A& | NBdzYSyid Aa &AYAfIN (2 t23385Qa
reforming global institutional system in order taldress inequalities in the distribution of
2dzaiA0Sd | F@RSYyQad ARSIAE 2y NBF2NY AyOf dzRS |
where citizens are critical and informed, and are used as a vehicle to improve the
effectiveness of global environmentgbvernance? In other words, global civil society will

drive institutional reform which will increase the just distribution of environmental rights,

and therefore increase environmental justidel @ RSy Q& | O002dzy i é6Aftt o085
in Part Il of he thesis Thebrief description of his account above merely serves to illustrate

the usefulness of the cosmopolitan account.

In summary, Hayden perceives climate change as a human rights issue, and applies
principles of global justice to discuss how theiggts should be distributed. His arguments

are substantially different to those made in the statist, pragmatic, or utilitarian approaches

W] F@RSYI t dX WeKS 9y PANRYYSHWISY (D f2 & FATG AWASRYBAKO L IA Y R y? 2DNE
Brown and David Held (edsThe Cosmopolitanism Read€ambridge: Polity Press, 2010)360
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approach rests on the assumption that climate change threatens the rights of individuals.

This cosmopolitan focus on the individual is useful for the assessment of which human

interests are threatened by climate changebecause a focus on individuals facilitates a

discussion of the interests of these individudls addition, Hayden appears to be aware of

the importance of he need for collective action, arte discsses what should be done, in

a moral senseto reform current global cooperative action on climate change in detail.
Overall,Haydenseems to offer anore in depth approach to the normative assessment of

the climate change problem than the other approaches in this chamiwe been able to

provide.From this, it seems that the cosmopolitan account is more suited to addressing the

empirical conditions discussed in the previous chapter. This will be further illustrated below

GAGK GKS KSELI 2F {AY2Y [/ lySeéddnge OO2dzy i 2F 3t 201 f

Caney argues that climate change threatens important human intet&dtie assumes that

WWISNE2Yy A KIFI@S FdzyRFEYSyGlt AydiSNBadta Ay yz2i adzF
heatstroke, infectious diseases, flooding and the destruction of homesrdrastructure,

enforced relocation, and rapid, unpredictable, and dramatic changes to their natural, social,

FYR SO02y2YAO0 ¢2NIRX Fftf 2F gKAOK g%Fom 200dzNJ I a
this, he infers that persons have the human right not tdfer from the disadvantages

generated by climate changé Caney goes on to define specific human rights related to

climate change, including the right to life, the right to health, the right to property, and the

right to sustenancé? In terms of these huimy NAIKGAX /FySe R2Sa y20 a
RA a O2dzy i Ay Iwkich impliesQiRay/ tBeSriglits of people alive today are more

important than the rights of future generations. Caney asserts that the rights of people in

the twenty-first century are as impéant as those in the twentythird century, because

human beings have rights no matter their time or place of bifffThis is a complex nen

relational argumenthat will be expanded on in Chapter Three. For now, the chapter serves

G2 ONRSTt e approathity Bustraté thé dsefdiness of the cosmopolitan

approach.
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In order to ensure that the rights he defines are not violated, Caney develops a theory of
climate justice which fairly distributes the global benefits and burdens of climate
change'® Caney divides climate change burdens into burdens of adaptation and burdens
of mitigation. He explains that mitigation burdens are the costs of actors not engaging in
activities that contribute to global climate change, an opportunity cost of forgoing the
emission of GHGY¥P Adaptation burdens are the costs to the persons of adopting
measures which enable them and others to cope with the ill effects of climate cHénge.
For example, spending money on inoculating people from infectious diseases, building
protective walls around areas where sea levels will rise, or sending overseas aid to victims
of malnutrition®*?He notes that it is widely recognized that, whatever happens, some
adaptation is requiredEvenif emissions are cut dramaticallihe carbon dioxidealready
presentin the atmospherewill induce some climate chang&$This is a similar point to

[ 2Y02NHEHQAY $K2 aaSNia GKFrdG 02K | RFELIWGAZY
However, unlike Lomborg, who claims that mitigation should be put off untitebet
technology is developed, Caney argues that both adaptation and mitigation measures must

be taken immediately.

Caney develops a distributive principle based in his conception of global environmental
justice to discuss how adaptation and mitigatioburdens should be distributed This
principle prioritizes the interest of the global poor, and proposes that persons should bear
the burden of climate change that they have caused so long as doing so does not push
them beneath a decent standard of livikj Thisimplies that the wealtly have more of an
obligation to pay for the burdens of climate change. Furthermdwe suggests that the

least advantaged have a right to emit more GHiGerder to develop further until better
technology is available. Howevdrg stresses that the least advantaged have a duty of
developing in ways that do not involve high levels of GHG emission, if they can do so
without great cost to themselve®® Caney believes thatntil these less developed

countries become richerthe burden of dealing with climate change should rest
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predominartly on the wealthy actors of the worlt#®He asserts that all agents who are

sufficiently affluent should help, whether it is firms, individuals, -stdie political

authorities, or international financialnstitutions*t dzi &aAYLX &8z /Iy SeQa | LN
sensitive to who can bear the burdens of climate change andhyl y S&@ Qa 02y OSLIiA2Y
fair distribution will be further explored in Chapter Five. Tnief explanation of the main

GSySaa 27F [/ I ytichepter métEydedh&@s/td illustrate the usefulness of his

normative approach in comparison to the statist, utilitarian and pragmatic approaches

assessed above.

Ly &adzYYFINEBX /lFySeQa Y2RSf LINEQJARSwhichto OSNE a0 NP
assessclimate change and pegs thresholds for responsibility and action. Although his

approach does not provide a specific institutional road map, it does provide key elements

of justice from which to inform and restructure institutional frameworks. His approach

captures the empirical realities of the climate change problem more completely than any

approach discussed in this chapter, incorporating all four issues defined in Chapter One.

Caney bases his approach on specific human interests threatened by clinatgech

carefully considers future generations by discussing rights discounting, his model of the fair

distribution of the benefits and burdens of climate change involves a discussit@sof

developed countriesand he establishes his own model faijust dstribution which is

based on the need fazollective action.

In addition to capturing the empirical conditions of climate change more fully than the

a0 GAady LINFYAYFGAOX | yR dzi AdcduislardlifustrstiveloD O2 dzy 1 a > | |
three impatant reasons why a cosmopolitan approach may be best suited for the

normative assessment of the climate change problem. First, the cosmopolitan approach is

useful because it focuses on the moral worth of the individual. Climate change brings up a

number d ethical issues which concern individuals. GHG emissions are not confined to

states, but can be caused by any individual regardless of their place of Bintliarly,

climate change can affect any individual in any sta@tds implies that individuals eboth

the victims and cause of climate change, raising distributive questions about which

individuals should be protected and which individuals may have to refrain from emitting.

The cosmopolitan position is suited to addressing these questions becaitsefafus on

186/ | yS&T { @A GWHN2 AWALIA OST wSalLlRyaAoleidgndodrialdf y R Dt 20t /fAYFGS
International Law 18 (2005), p. 770
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the normative significance of the individual. Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter One, the
primary victims of climate change will be those livingess developed countrieend future
generations. An understanding of equal moral worth ofrfams allows global justice
theorists to argue that it is unfair that individuals less developed countrieand future
generations will be the primary victims of climate change, because the effects of climate
change cause these groups of individuals tareated as morally unequal. Because of this
understanding global justice theorists are able to argue that we need greater collective
action on climate change in order to rectify the unequal treatment of morally equal human
beings. In this way, global just theorists are able to effectively capture the empirical

reality of climate change.

Second, the cosmopolitan approach leaves room for exploring ethical considerations while

still allowing for empirical and practical concerns to be addressed. Cosmaopglitdal

justice theorists do not shy away from addressing the normative concerns raised by climate
change. Cosmopolitans directly engage in assessing which human interests are threatened,
what is owed to future generations arldss developed countriegnd how to distribute
0SySFTAila FyR o0d2NRSya (KNRdzZAK O2ftfSOGABGS | O
which begins to grapple with considerations about why humans should be protected from
climate change, and why institutions must be just. It can espéci @ 6S aSSy Ay
account, where he not only develops a set of human rights directly related to climate
change, but also engages with the idea of how muaobwied to future generations, and

thinks through how to define benefits and burdens, alonghwitow these might be

distributed fairly among developetbuntriesandless developed countries

Third, the cosmopolitan approach has merit because it is critical of the status quo.
Cosmopolitan theorists concern themselves with what is fair and justaeméihterested in

reforming institutions, laws, and procedurasorder tomeet a condition of justicé® This

inevitably involves changing structures and systétfs. @ RSy Qa | LILINR2 I OKX F2
O2y RdzOA @S G2 OKIffSy3aAy3 iankfSnstitutivhaliingguality,dz2 © 1 |
and the role of citizens to reform it, illustrates an understanding that current generations

are not trapped in an existing system. This premise speaks to challenging the status quo,
rather than accepting it, which is ardulg what the statist approach does. In addition, the

utilitarian and pragmatic approaches do not successfully engage in a normative discussion

of why the current system must be changed. Pragmatists avoid normative discussion

BDF NRAYSNE {d ads WIOUGKAOA | Ftics antl BliatdiChanydR016),P.54 ! v Ly (i NI
140 pid.
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altogether, and utilitarians avently focus on cosbenefit analysis, which limits normative

discussion. It was explained in Chapter One that climate change involves complex
considerations which will require sustained collective action. It is inevitable that collective
action will inolve some structural change, and the fact that cosmopolitans are open to

change is helpful for the normative assessment of the climate change problem.

In addition tothese threestrengthsof the cosmopolitan account, there is a final point to be
made aboutthe usefulness of the global justice approach: namely that climate change is
arguably an issue of global justice by its very natifréhe climate change problem is an
issue of global justice by its very nature, then a global justice approach willllpdea
particularly suited for the normative assessment of the climate change proll#¥imate

change can be considered a global justice problem for two main reasons.

First, it is atruly global problem: it affects all people, and is caused by all pe@de,

emissions cannot be confined within stateSteven Vanderheiden argues that these

empirical conditions mean thafor once, the global nature of the problem defies
conventional assumptions about state sovereignty and geographically bounded ftistice.

In other words, climate change is a matter of global justice because it truly involves every
individual on the globe, regardless of their locatiGuurthermore, theg 2 NI RQa y I A2y a
peoples, both present and future, depend on a global scheme of cooper&diotheir

continued access to the vital conditions provided by climatic stability, and are therefore

part of a global justice communiffor what is often referred to as a2 @S NI I LILIA y 3
community of fateSto use a term famously coined by David H&fWhile critics of global

justice may be right to hold that such interdependence does not arise among nations in

other ways, for example through a common global econothgy would surely be wrong

to hold that nations are not interdependent in their common ratia on the services

provA RSR o0& (KS S MNheka@amert kiee 2sitHaiidigiddsaround the

world are truly in a globally interdependent community as a result of the empirical

conditions of climate change.

Second, climate change presents anfair distribution of climate related benefits and

burdens on a global level. Climate change will most negatively affect less developed

14lvanderheiden, SAtmospheric Justice A Political Theory of Climate Chan@@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2008), p. xiv

142 |pid., p. 105

143Held, D.Cosmopolitanisng Ideals and Realitig€Cambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. x

144Vanderheiden,S., Atmospheric Justice A Political Theory of Climate Chan@&xford: Oxford University
Press, 2008), p. 105
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countrieswho have done theleast to contribute to the causes of climate change, while
developedcountries who have cotributed the most emissions, will suffer the led$tAs

discussed in Chapter One, this is because less developautriesare located in areas

which will bear most of the problems associated with climate change, and furthermore
because these nations doothhave the ability to adapt to dangerous weather patterns.
Developed countries, on the other hand, are located in areas which are not predited

suffer extreme weather conditionsto the same extentor as quickly Furthermore,

developed countries have ¢hcapability of coping with weather changes because of their
existing institutional and financial power. In this sense climate change presents a case of
global injusticé®! & t I dzZf | F NNA& | NHdzSas> (GKS SYLANAKOL
for jusiOS Q> a OfAYIFGS OKIFIy3IS A& ApédrcanSoR 2y LI
adequately protect themselves, and have no real say in the mé#ttém. other words,

climate change is an issue of global justice because those worst off are forced to deal with

an issie which they did not cause and cannot defend themselves from, and which they

have no power to change because of their weak position in global decision making.

Forall of the reasons outlined above, a cosmopolitan global justice approach is arguably
the most attractive for the normative assessment of the climate change problEhe
approach seems to best capture nuanced and complex global isshat arise as a
consequence of the empirical conditions of climate change. The cosmopolitan approach is
able toaddress which human interests are at stake, what is owed to future generations and
less developed countrigsaand thoroughly discuss what collective action must be taken.
These four issues are part and parcel of the climate change problem, as discussed in
Chapter One. It was illustrated above that the statist, pragmatist, and utilitarian accounts
are each too limited to fully address the empirical realities of the climate change problem,
and therefore cannot, on their own, provide a basis for the normatisseasment of the
climate change problemin addition, climate change seems to represent a problem of
global justiceby its very nature.Forthese reasonsthe thesis will use the cosmopolitan
global justice approach for the assessment of the climate changig@lem. This is not to say

that there are no other approachdblat might be useful for this assessment, but that the

use of the cosmopolitan approach is warranted. The thesis does not aim to represent the

52 2NIR .Fyl2 W22NIR 558862 EV I wWSYRNILE h¥masS / KFHy3aSQ ¢
World Bank, 201()ttp://www.worldbank.org/wdr2010[accessed 28.03.2012], p. xx

146 VVanderheiden, StAtmospheric JusticeA Political Theory of Climate Char{@ford: Oxford University
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that has been proveto be useful for this assessment.

Conclusion
This chapterprovided a review of climate ethics literature and involved the critical

assessment of four approaches found within this literaturetistapragmatic, utilitarian,

and cosmopolitan. Each approach was outlined and assesséw well itaddresses the
empirical background conditions of climate chanljevas argued that the statist approach

is unable to capture the empirical realities thie climate change problem because of its
refusal to acknowledge universal principles of distributive justice. The pragmatic approach,
although more engaged with the problem of climate change, was argued to be too limited
in scope to capture the complexsigesthat arise in the case of climate change. Similarly,
the utilitarian approach, although engaged with issues surrounding climate change, proved
problematic because of its limited foca® costbenefit analysis In the final section, the
chapter put foward that the cosmopolitan approaclis the most useful for a normative
assessment of the climate change problem because cosmopolitan theories of global justice
can best address the complex issues which arise as a result of the empirical conditions of
climate change and because climate change is arguably a problem of global justice by its

very nature

¢tKA&d OKILIISNI O2yO0fdzRSa t I NI L Pa&tflaiditkeS (KSaAay
foundations for the assessment of the climate change problem from aablplstice

perspectivefirstly byproviding an understanding of the climate change problem which the

assessment can be based on, aatondlyby situating global justice theory in the wider

climate ethics literature while making the case for its usefudnésr the normative

assessment of the climate change problem. The thesis now turns tagkéssmentPart Il

of the thesiswill normatively assess thempiricalconditions of climate change discussed in

Chapter One, and in doing so, develposmopolitan climate justice position.
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Part II: Developing a Global Jicee and Climate
Change Position
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ChapterThreeg The Scope o€limateJustice
Introduction
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change and illustrated why a cosmopolitan approactappropriate anduseful for the
normative assessment of the climate change prohléfhe thesis now turns tdhis
Y2NXI GAGS aaSaayYSyds Ay tFNI LL W5S@sd 2 LAY 3
Part 1l consists of three apters which assess the climate change problem from a global
justice perspective with the aim of developing angaral climate justice approacfihe
current chapter, and the two which followyill address the four main ises associated
with climate change ideified in Chapter One, namelyhich human interests are at stake,
how much is owed to future generations, how to include less developed couritries
Of AYF(GS OKIy3aS FO0GA2Yy I | YR ¢ KnXollactivg &tion. tield G K S
this way, Part lhddresgsthe empirical background conditions outlined in Chapter One,
and, in doing so, develgm climate justice positionThe developmenbf this positionis
split into threechapters, asthere are hree broaddiscussions requireddefining the scope
of justice, defining the grounds of justice, and defining what justice demadridsse three
discussions wiltonsider past work on global justice and climate change, and build on this
in order to advance and soliii acosmopolitan approacto climate changeOverall, Part 1|
of the thesis will lay the foundations for the third and final Part of the thesis, which
concerns the assessment of current climate chaggeernancepractice from a global

justice perspective.

The current chapter, Chapter Threepncernsdefining the scope of justiceand will be
organized as follows. It witlegin with a brief note on scientific uncertainty and htvis
relates to the cosmopolitan positiotaken in this thesisFollowing thisthe remainder of

the chapter will advance the first tenet of the climate justice position defended in this
thesis: the scope aflimate justice. Thechapter will discusghe merits of a norrelational

vs. relational approach to climate justicendarguethat both relational and norrelational
elements of global justice are necessary to fully capture and understand the normative
demands which stem out of the special relationships created by climate chEotiewing

this, the chapter will outline and deffiel a mixed approactwhich will comprise the scope

of climate justiceThe chapter will conclude withsummary of what has been argued.

A Note onScientific Uncertainty
Scientific uncertainty is an unavoidable subject, because climate change sciertcthés, a

time of writing, not considered to be undisputable. Each of the five reports produced by
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the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) discusses some degree of
uncertainty. The IPCC does not cldimat its findings are one hundred percent ca, and

it is made clear in the reports that models used to predict the effects of climate change are
not without their problems Predicting the future response of the atmosphered climate
systemsis by no means a straightforward or simple task, whighwhy a degree of
uncertainty of the future remainslhis degree of scientific uncertainty has been, in the past,
used as a reason for inaction. Governments, most notably in the United States of America,
have refused to take part in global climate changald, citing scientific uncertaintyThis
phenomenon extends beyond governments, as there are individuals who simply do not
believe that there is enough evidence to be certain about the effects of climate change,
and therefore consider action to be unnessary. A response to these critics of climate
science would be to reassert that the thesis is based on best available evidengas as
explained in Chapter One. Nevertheless, it is important to meet potential critics head on
and explain why scientific undainty does not weaken the cosmopolitan position taken in

this thesis.

The first response to these critics is théite level of scientific uncertainty is not as
widespread and significant as it is often claimed to be by clinchtengeskeptics.For
exampe, the IPCCexplainsthat it is extremely likely(95% chancedhat human influence

has been the dominant cause of climate chargjece the mie20th century,as was
explained in Chapter OrfeThis is a significant amount of certainty, especially when
consicering that this reflects the opinion of over 9,000 scientists who specialitesistudy

of climate change. If it is virtually certain that humans are the main cause of climate change,
this brings with it the certainty that humans will have ta aT order to prevent climate
change or at least weaken its effec@limate chargwill not disappear on its owimumans

must make changes in order to influence the atmosphedaocentration ofgreenhouse
gases GHG}¥ Thus it seems that thgroblem of uncertaintyno longer lies with the
guestion of whether humans cause climate change, but rather how much should be done

about climate chnge.

Deciding how much action to take on climate change relates to uncertainties about the
effects of climate change. However, ezv though there are undoubtedly uncertainties

involved in the modelling of future scenarios, it is important stress that these

1Shue, H.Climate Justice: Vulnerability and Protectj@xford: Oxford University Press, 2014), p. 4
2|ntergovernmental Panel on Climate ChanggCC Fifth Asssment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5_SPMcorr2.fddiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 5
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uncertainties are not awidespread or significards skeptics make them out to b&or one,
thereis a level of certaintyhat arises from the fact that climate change effects are already
occurring. Chapter One explained th#te warming of the climate system is now
considered unequivocdly the IPCEThis IPCC is virtually certgi@9-100%)that surface

and atmospheric tempettures as well as in temperatures of the upper hundred meters of
global oceanshave warmedover the last decadeSFurthermore, the IPCChas high
confidencethat this warming has resulted ia diminishment in ice and snow, and a rise in
sea level$ Accordng to the IPCC, over the last two decades, the Greenland and Antarctic
ice sheets have been losing mass, glaciers have continued to shrink almost worldwide, and
Arctic sea ice and Northern Hemisphere spring snow cover have continued to detrease.
This wickspread melting of ice is hagran effect on sea level rise&ccording to the IPCC,
over the period 19042010, global mean sea levels rose by 0.19 méet@tss rise is
significant, as the rate of sea level rise since the-h@ith century has been largéhan the
mean rate during the previous two millenrfidhe fact that these changes are already
observable gives weight to th&evel of certainty that GHG emissions hawnd will

continue to havean effect on thgglobal climate

In addition,although there remainsome uncertaintiesghe IPCQeports contain aigh level

of certaintyabout a majority ofredicted effects. For example, th&014 report claims that

it is very likely(90-100%)that heat waves will occur more often and last longer, and that
extreme precipitation events will become more intense and frequent in many redfons.
The IPCC is also virtually certai®-{®0%)that nearsurface permafrost extent at high
northern latitudes will be reduced as global mean surface temperature incrédses
addition, the IPCC predicts thgtobal mean sedevel rise will continue during the 21st
century, very likely(90-100%)at a faster rate than observed from 1971 to 20%@inally,
the IPCC claims that it is likely {6680%) that global surface tempetae changes for the

3 Intergovernmental Bnel on Climate Changd2CC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_AR5_SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 8.11.2014], p. 3
4Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chand;C Fourth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers,
2007 https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ard/syr/ard _syr spm.pdfaccessed 12.02.2013], p. 39
5Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Changr;C Fifth Assessment Synthesis Report: Summary for Policy
Makerswww.ipcc.ch/ [accessed 04.11.2014], p. 3
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end of the 21st century (2082100) will exceed 1.5°€Heat waves, extreme precipitation,
melting ice,sea level risesand rising temperatureare the key effects of climate change,

as discussed in Chapter One. The level of certaintynd these effects is very higbr

quite highin the case of temperature chang&his level of certainty is significant when
considering how many thousands of scientists have been involved in finding a consensus on
the likelihood of these effectdn sum, although it is undeniable thahere is uncertainty of

the exacteffects there is ahigh level of certaintyf key predicted effects, which is based

onthe research of a significanumber of experts in the fieltf

From the above, it can be arguedat although some uncertainty remains, this is not
enoughto underminethe cosmopolitan position taken in this thesisThe key effects of
climate change are already occurrirggnd scientists are very certain that they will continue

to worsen and threatenhuman interests, as was explained in Chapter One, and as will be
further discussed in Chapter Fodihepotential cost to human life iherefore too high to
gamble onthe level of uncertainty that currently exists'® Bven though there is some
uncertainty dout how serious the effects will be, it is undisputed that climate change will
have detrimental effectsor this reason it is no longandisputed that humans will suffer,
and uncertainty merely lies in the question lsdw many will sufferThis thesisdkes the
cosmopolitanview that human suffering is morally important, and for this reason it is
important to act on climate chang&his view will be expanded on throughout the thesis.
On this cosmopolitanview, waiting for absolute certaintyon the amountof human
sufferingis not required for action, because certainty that humans will suffer already exists.
Thisideais not unusualamong cosmopolitaglimate change scholarStephen Gardinefor
example argues that theredicted magnitude of loss to humdife and threats to basic
human rights is so serious that only a very high level of uncertainty could warrant inaction
on climate changé® SimonCaney agrees, and believes there should be no hesitance to act,
and instead the world should act as if it wdyeyond a doubt that the harmful effects will
materializet’Finally, Dale Jamieson argust Wi KSNBE | NB Yl ye dzy OSNIF Ay G A

13Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChandC Fifth Assessment Synthesis Report: Summary for Policy

Makerswww.ipcc.ch/ [accessed 04.11.2014], p. 8

14Vanderheiden, SAtmospheric JustiogA Political Theory of Climate Char{@xford: Oxford University Press,
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climate change, yet we cannot wait until all the facts are in before we respalhthe facts
YI & ySoSbrdl 8f the yedsen above, this thesis wikévelop a climate justice
position based on the idea thatction on climate change is required even in the face of
scientific uncertainty.What exactaction is required is still to be determined in the
remainder ofthe thesis.The first step to determining this is to define who should be

included in the scope of justice, a question to which the chapter now turns.

The Scope of Justice
Defining the scope of justice is an essential part of any global justice podigoause

doing so clarifies who must biacluded in considerations of justicer in other wordshow
wide the net of justice should be casThs thesis makes the case fa particular
conception of the scope of climate justice: nhamely dhat is both reldional and non
relational. The discussiobelow will illustrate why these two approaches should be
combined in the case of climate changendwill demonstratehow this can be achieved
Chapter Five will return to this mixe@pproach to climate justiceand explain how the
mixed account can be put into practice in order to develop demands of climate juBtiee.
scope of justice defended hengresents aunique approachto climate justice, because
existing climate justice scholars implicitly or explicitlyyreh either a norrelational or
relational scope of justice. The development of a mixed position ainsidgethe divide
between the two positions by illustrating th#tte two positions are not onlgompatible in
the special case of climate change, lhutthermore that both relational and nowelational
elements are necessary to fuliynderstand and addresthe relationdips created by

climate changé?

In order to make the case fa mixed position, existing accounts of noglational and
relational climate justice willnow beoutlined below. Each account will ligiefly assessed

on how well it is able to engage with threalities of the climate change problejrand
specifically the relationships which sterat of the empirical conditions of climate change
This discussion will point to strengths and weakness of each account, which will be
elaborated on whermaking the case for mixed approach Making the case for aixed
approach will involve aletailed discussion Dthe relationships created by the cliea

change problem,and expand on the strengths and weaknesses of both accounts in

BWI YASEa2Yy Y 53 WIOUIKAOAI t Ginktd Bhick Bssentifl RaadingsdR Gamding,6 | £ 2 | NI
S. M., Caney, S., Jamieson, D., and Shue, H. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 78

19The thess does not assume that nenelational and relational positions can or should be mixed in all

instances; the argument here relates directly to the climate change problem.
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capturing these relationshipgrinally, themixed position will be outlinedn order to

provide clarity on whaéxactlya mixed climate justice approach entails.

The Relatinal Account
The relational account, as briefly explained in the previous chapter, emphasizes the

importance of relationships as a basis for justice. Relational accounts are usually grounded
in the idea that social relationships and/or political institutsofundamentally alter the
relations in which individuals stand, and hence the principles of distributive justice that are
appropriate to them?® Importantly, relational theorists insist that principles of distributive
justice cannot be formulated or jusiid independently of the practices they are intended

to regulate?! Relational accounts have two functions. The first is to provide context: a
relational account defines the scope of justice as limited to certain relationships or
institutions. For exampleDavid Miller defines the scope of justice as limited to national
borders, as discussed in the previous chapter. The second function of the relational account
is to provide content: to illustrate what the demands of justreguire within the defined
scope,or context, of justice. The relationships and/or institutions defined by a relational
account are typically existing relationships and institutions which involve actual
interactions between peoples, and the relational account uses these interactions to
highlight what exactly justice demands, basing the content of justice orcameext, or
scope,of justice. For example, for David Miller, the scope of justice is the nation state, and
the content of justice is determined by what the needs are within a paldi nation state,
whether it be basic health care, education, or a fair tax systdmorder to further explain

this relationship between content antbntext, andwhat this impliesn the case of climate
change, two existing relational accounts of clinaistice put forward by Patrick Hayden

and Steven Vanderheidewjll be examinedelow.

Hayden asserts that there is room for effective global institutions given the systematic
interconnectedness and interdependency of the globalized political sysiadhespecially

the extensive global impact of environmental destruction and pollutidie explains that

the shared fates and interest of persons extend beyond political boundaries as
environmental life becomes increasingly global, stretching the bouesaof justice

Hayden argues that these relationships create true global interdependency, and therefore
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concern is te existence of a just system of institutiofidde argues that in terms of climate

change, international society has unjust institutions that perpetuate inequality, and

0§ KSNBF2NB | RI Ludentinlodér to fefofmihgs® ingithitiorfS Nils is the
O2yiSyid 27F | &RSy e reduiteingnti tha? globd institigiénd éré 2 y
reformed. In other words, according to Hayden, climate charrgates relationships which

establish the contextor scope of justicelThe content, or demands, of justice are based on

these existing relationships, and require the reform of global institutitve govern

climate change action.

A second example of a relational climate justice account is explichiedSteven
Vanderheiden, who also appliea Rawlsan approach Like Hayden, Vanderheiden
concentrates on reforming institutions, because he believes climate change will require

both an international cooperative scheme and significantly expanded domestic
ingtitutions.?” Vanderheiden defends a scope of justibat is grounded in the idea that the

predicted effects of climate changesult insubstantial global relationshig&He uses this

context of global relationships caused by climate change to argue thas R & Q (1 KS 2 NEB
justice can be applied globally in order to reform global institutions so that they can fairly
redistribute a basic good, defined by Vandeiden as the global atmospherdzor
Vanderheiden, this meanssing principles of distributive jusédo allocatethe capacity to

absorb carbort’ Vanderheiden provides similar content, or demands of justice, as Hayden:
justice demands that international institutions are reformdeurthermore, like Hayden,

+F YRSNKSARSYQa RSYlyRa baséd inctted contediSaE glabdld O2 y
relationships caused by climate change, as it requires reforming global institutions in order

to make these global relationships fairer.

Bl @RSYS tdX WeKS 9y@ANRYYSyils Df2o6lFf WdZAGAOS FyR 2 2NI
and David Held (edsJhe Cosmopolitanism Read&ambrigje: Polity Press, 2010),368

261bid., p. 357

27VVanderheiden, SAtmospheric JustiogA Political Theory of Climate Char{@xford: Oxford University Press,

2008), p. xiv

28 |bid., p.79
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Thesetwo examples of relational justice highligah important strength of theelational
approach namelycapturing the complexities of theeslationships created by thelimate
change problemTherelational approach emphasizes that climate change creates a unique
set of relationships which are truly global. Every person on the plaretontribute to the
problem, and will potentially be affected by its consequences, either directly by the
predicted effects of climate change outlined in Chapter One, or iotlirdoy the changes
these willcause such achanges in global markets or irases in immigration. This results

in unique relationships which in turn rais@ewethicalor distributivequestionswhich may

not have previously beeaddressedA relational account isrguablynecessary t@answer
these distributive questiondecauseahe accountfocuses on these unique relationships as
context, and forms content, or demands of justitet are directly linkedo this context

This is especially important in the case of climate change, which involves relationships that
raise questions oflistributive justice, such as the relationship between developed and less
developed countriesDistributivequestionsraised by this relationship includgiestions of
which countryis owed how much help in dealing with climate change, and which countries
have the moral responsibility to act on climate olga This relationship will be further
discussedvhen makimg the case for a mixed approach, for now the thesis is briefly pointing
to the idea that climate change involves relationshilpat raise distribtive questions the

relational accounts arguablhsuited to answering.

A scholar who has recognizedetlaforementionedstrength of the relational accounts

David Miller, who defends the importance of basing conterdr demands of justicepn

contextund®NJ G0 KS GSNY wO2y (S Edijut distkibutiowilldeidend 8nS A RS |

the social context in which the distribution is going to octWliller explains hat the
relationship in which parties stand to one another mustgdoeperly understoodefore me

can say what justice requires these parties to*tid/hat Miller is stressing here is that it is
important to ground demands of justida existing relationships so that it is clear what is
required to meet a condition of justic®elationships raise dributive questions which can

only be answered when considering the contextra#serelationshipsMiller explains that

if the parties in a relationship are defined, and it is clear in what relations parties stand,

then the demands of justice will be no2yf & Y2NB WNBIfAalAO0ZQ

implementable® This strength of the relational account will be further discussed when

30 Miller, D.,Justice for Earthling&€ambridge: Cambriddéniversity Press, 2013), p. 5
31 | bid.
2|bid., p.247
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making the case for a mixed approach below. For fibWwas beeronly briefly introducel

in order to make the case thahe relational accountpresents a valuable approach to
climate justice However,although the relational account has a significant strengkie
account also has an important weaknéhlat is especially important in the case of climate
change Relational accounts guably limit justice by restricting the context of justice to
specific global relationships. This is problematic in the case of climate change b&dause
could potentially exclude future generations from the scope of justice, which may mute
present actim on climate changeThis will be further discussed below, when making the
case for a mixed approach. Before the case for a mixed approach can be made, the non

relational account must be examined.

The NorRelational Account
As briefly explained in the pveous chapter, nomelational accounts of justice reject the

idea that the scope of justice depends on the relations in which individuals $tamstead,
non-relational accounts argue that no one should be unfairly worse off than anyone else,
whether or rot they share any institutions or special relationshipslonrelational
accounts can be broken down into the same two basic functions as relational accounts,
namely to provide context and content. Ngelational accounts set out a globstope, or
context, which includes all humans, by virtue of their humaniithoughall nontrelational
accounts share this context, or scope of justice,-nglational accounts can differ in terms

of their content. Most commonly, nerelational contents are eithesufficientarian or
egalitarian® Sufficientarian non-relational theorists defend a minimal content, which
consists of a moral threshold every human is entitled to, for example basic human rights, or
a certain standard of living. Egalitarian natational theorist defend the idea that
egalitarian principles of distributive justice obtain at the global level, even in the absence of
global associations, and therefore define a contahiat demands the egalitarian
distribution of benefits and burden® The chapter wildiscuss both types of approaches
below, after a brief overview dfvo strengths of thenon-relational account in the case of

climate change.

The first strengttof the nonrelational account is itfocus on humans, which casts a wide

net on who to inclué in moral considerations and sets a broad scope, or context of justice.

B YyIA20LYYAZ | & WDf 206 f Mhipsdphy & Public AR @B7THAR.EE X | YR (K
34@_
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This is very useful in the case of the climate change problem, because climate change
involves every individual on the planet, as well as future peoples. It is therefore important
that these individuals are included in moral discussions, and therelational account is
especially suited for this, because it makes the case that all humawsequal moral
worth, no matter their time or place of birthn this way, norrelational accouts of justice
consider future generations as having equal moral worth to present generations, a view
that places urgency on action on climate changais will be further discussed when

making the case for a mixed approach below.

The second strength ofion-relational accounts is thathis accountis arguably more
comprehensive as a cosmopolitan position than relational accounts. Cosmopolitans take
the equal moral worth of humans as their starting point. Defining justice as a condition of a
special relatinship, as relational justice scholars do, seems to contradict this cosmopolitan
premise. Relational accounts focus on relationships and why they create the need for
justice. This seems to imply that human worth is not enough to regligeibutive justice,

and instead it is only when humans enter into relationships ttistributive justice is
required This arguably appears incompatible with the cosmopolitan position, as equal
moral worth is not defined as conditional by cosmopolitans. Tan®uk argues that
WO2yaildNIAYyAy3d (GKS LI AOlIoAtAGE 2F 2dzadiA0S (2
happen to have would arbitrarily favor the status quo, which is plainly contrary to the aims
2 T 2 dziniothed obd?, the nowelational account seems to pport cosmopolitan

aims of justicemore fullythan the relational accountThis is an important advantage of
non-relational accounts in terms of cosmopolitan consistency. The two strengths outlined
above will here be accepted as an indication that a -rmational account can be

considered a valid approach for climate justice.

However, the norrelationalaccount suffers from an important weaknesken it comes to
addressing the realities dhe climate changegroblem Althoughnon-relational accouns,
whether sufficientarian or egalitarian, define content, or demands of justice, these
demands arearguably limited in the sense that they skirt over the realities of the
relationships created by climate chand®r this reason, it can be argued that tthemands

of a nonrelational accountare less in tune with what is morally required to achieve a

37KokChor, T.Justice Without BordeX€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), p. 59
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condition of justice in the case of climate chandgre.order to explain this further, the

chapter now turns to existing nerelational accounts.

Simon Caney defends sufficientariannon-relational account of climate justicéhat is

based on the idea that persons should be included in the scope of justice by virtue of their
humanity*® More specifically, Caney grounds his conception of climate justice in human
rights, implying that thescope orcontext of justice should be global, as every individual
possesses these rights as humans. Catedines three distinct rightavhich are predicted

to be threatened by climate change: the right to life, the right to food, andrbbt to

health®®*¢ KSNBEF2NB /I ySeqQa O2yidSEGET 2N a02L8s A
rights, no matter their time or place of birth.  yS& Qa | LILINRI OKX |4 S

Qx

climate change, appears to bsufficientarian as he concludes that gnprogram of
combating climate change should not violate the rights he defines and therefore sets a
minimum moral threshold which cannot berossed® This minimum moral threshold,
although useful in the case of climate chartgbmits the demands of climat justice.
Climate justice, on thisufficientarianapproach, concerns the demand that rights are not
violated, but does not require anything beyond this. This is arguably problematic because
this does not allow for a discussion on what justice might detnbeyond not violating

these rights in the case of climate change.

Mathias Risse has alluded to this problem facudficientariannon-relational accounts.
Risseargues that recognizing the significance of basic rights does not readily deliver
conclusims about precisely what is demanded of people under duties of juétice
According to Risseimplylisting rights makes it difficult to assess not only how imposing
duties are but alsprecisely what the content of duties 4Risse claims that to protethe

rights established bysufficientarian non-relational scholars requires references to
associations (or relationships) for specific assignments of dtftiesly through reference

to existing associations can we define specific obligations or prescspf@naction® In

B/ I ySes {dr WDt 206+t 5A & @dtka Szidik B632008)jz4 404 OS | yR GKS {41 4GS
) LySer {odX W ftAYFGES / KIFy3ISI CliceteEyhicaEssankial ReadingsgsR a2 NI f ¢
Gardiner, S. M., Caney, S., Jamieson, D., and Shue, H. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 166

40 |bid., p.172

41 Forexample, not violating the three rights he defines will necessarily entail that emissions must be lowered

at a global level in order to prevent climate change.

42Risse, M.On Global Justigqrinceton: Princeton University Press, 2012), p. 130

43 |bid.

4 |bid., p. 8

45 |bid., p. 79
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other words, Risse claims thatsafficientariannon-relational account, by identifying basic
rights, only offers a very limited content of justice with unspecified demaridss is
problematic in the case of climate change, which invelvelationships which raise
distributive questions which may give rise to demands of justice which go beyond the
sufficientarian minimum of not violating human rights, for example the relationship
between developed and less developed countrisis will ke further discusseavhen the

case for a mixed approach is made below, after an assessment of egalitarizalational

justice.

Interestingly, outside of the climate change context, Caney defends what he refers to as

WK dzY kcghtergd® cosmopolitan eg#diianismQ ¢ KA OK A& Fy S3AEEAGFNREY |
relational justice’® According to Caneyegalitarian accounts of nerelational justicecan

attribute ethical significance to relationshipslt is therefore worthwhile to assess whether

an egalitarian nonelational account avoids the weaknessfficientarianaccounts face,

even though Caney does not explicitly defend an egalitarianrataional account of

climate justice. Egalitarianon-relational accountsdefine a global scope or context of

justiceand define acontent of justicethat is based on a fair distribution of benefits and

burdens. This content is arguably more prescriptive than the minimal content of not

violating certain human rights, according to Caffey addition,Caneyputs forward that

this egalitarian position is able toaccommodate the thought that increased ties have

V2NXYI GADBS AYLIE AOFGAZYya F2N LIS2LI §Qa SyiaAadt SYSydi:

the normative significance of theontext of existing relationshifs.

CaneySELX I Aya GKA&A Ay GKS ¥ 2LdntBrédiopsthopditare Y W £ (K2 0
SALEAGFENRAFIYya K2fR GKFG &a2YS RAAGNRAOdzIA DS LINR Y (
membership of a common association, the substantive implications of those prinuijiles

be afected by the extent to which persons belong to a common association and the extent

G2 6KAOK GKIG aa20AlGA2yY A& O2SNDODABS® I yR OKIF NI C
What Caney is implying here is that the distribution of benefits and burddhdegiend on

the conext of existing relationshipgCaney uses the example of the right to health to

illustrate his point. He explains that although every human is entitled to the highest

/| ySes {dX WlidzyYryadezr !'aaz20AldAz2yas FyR Dft2o6lft wdaAdGAOSY A\
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attainable standard of healthcayehe standard which persons receiwill depend on
where they liveIf a community is for example isolated and has no roads by which
medicines can be delivered, then the highest standard of healthcare this community can
receive is lower than the standard which can be received in othemenmonnected,
communities®® As the isolated community becomes more connected, the standard of
KSIt §KOFNB GKS& NBOSAQYS gAftf AYLNROS® ¢KS
AY LINY OGAOS oAttt @I NEB SAciordifgytd SasRasceffing Ry OS
implies that egalitarian accounts of noelational justice are able to capture the ways in
which existing relationships have moral relevance for distributive justiceother words,
Caney is claiming that egalitarian nmational acounts can factor in existing
relationships which arguably implies that existing relationships of climate change could be

factored into a norrelational account of climate justice.

I FySeQa | aaSNI A 2theacritigussNaD te suifigientarighdan-gidtional
account raised aboveCaneyclaims thatexisting relationships can be taken into account,
which is what both Miller and Risse believe to be necessary in order to explicate demands
of justice. However, the question is whether it is enough,he tase of climate change,
that it is acknowledged that existing relationships are morally relevant in the sense that
they can affect distributiongr whether existing relationshipshould insteadletermine the
content of justice, as they do in relatioredcounts. It will be argued below that in the case
of climate change it is not enough &cept thatexisting relationshipare morally relevant.

In order to explicate demands of justice which are in tune with the realities of the climate
change problemmorally relevant relationshipsnust be usd to explicate demands of
justice, or in other wordsbe more substantiallyfactored into the climate justice position
than sufficientarianand egalitarian nomelational accounts allow them to be. This will be

further explainedbelow, as the chapter turns to defending the mixed approach.

The Case for a Mixed Approach
Cosmopolitan climate justice literature seems to posit a strict dichotomy between non

relational and relational accounts of cosmopolitan justice, aa dlear eithetor choice
must exist between the positions. This is reflected in the fact that cosmopolitan justice

scholars explicitly or implicitly pick one position or the other for their account of climate

51/ | yS& 3 { &Essodationy, land Blobal Justice: in Defence of Human Centred Cosmopolitan
93 f Al NielMygnsBARI201K yp. 526
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justice>® However, as briefly outlined abovim the case of climate change, both positions
have their advantages, and importantly, disadvantagehese advantages and
disadvantages will now be further discussed in order to make the case for a mixed
approach to climate justicaVhat follows are two exmples ofrelationshipsunique to the
climate change problem, which aim to illusteathe need for a mixed approachhe first is

the relaionship between developed and less developed counjraasl the second is the

relationship between future and presegenerations. Each example will be taken in turn.

It was explainedin Chapter Onehat climate change will most negatively affeless
developed countrieglue to their lack of resources afut their geographical locatiaff This
creates a relationship bet®en developed and less developed ctiies, because
developed countries arengaging inbehavior which endangers the people living in less
developed countries To complicate matters, some less developed countries are now
developing to thepoint where theiremissions are higher than developed countr{és
example China or Indias will be discussed in Chapter [ivEhis raises questions about
how muchdeveloped countrie®we to less developed countries, and whether some less
developed countries may nedd contribute to theglobal climate change reduction efforts
due to their level of emissions and/or wealth. Thegaestions are bytheir nature
guestions of distributive justicebecause they concern what is owed and what is deserved,
and more specificalljhow benefits and burdens should be distributed climate justice
account must be able to answehese distributive questionsbecauseless developed
countries are part and partef the climate change problem, as was explained in Chapter

One.

The distrbutive questions outlined above are not merely theoretical. Global negotiations

under the United Nations Framework for the Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)

have revealed thatess developed countriegre very concerned with making it clear that

the developed countries are historically at fault. These concerns are reflected in the

| 2y @SYyiGA2y 2y [fAYIGS [/ KFIy3aSs gKAOK atridSa GKIG
global emissions of greenhouse gases has originated in developed cof¥ttissaresult
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55 Cosmopolitan scholars outside of climate justice appear to make the same distindtiasever, this thesis is
concerned with defending a mixed approach in the specific context of climate change.

56 Harris, P.World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(&tiicéourgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2010), p. 25

5TUNFCC@Jnited Nations Framework Convention on Climate Chadi¢-CCC Secretariat, Bonn (1992), p. 2
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AYYSRA I (%Thd faxiithe2UNBQTC, which has 195 member states, agreed to put
into writing the historical responsibility of developed nations arses this responsibility as
grounds for action, reflects the fact that theslationship between less developed and
developedcountriesraisesdistributive questions which must be answered such as, what
does historical fault imply for responsibilityrhe thesis will provide a thorough discussion

of this question and thelistributive question®utlined abovein Chapter Five. For nhow, the
thesis aims to illustrate that answering such distributive justice questions is a matter of
relational justice, and thaa non-relational account is arguably less suited for capturing the

realities of this relationshipand answering the distributive questions outlined above

A sufficientariannon-relational account, for example, coultksert that there is a duty to

stop viohting certain human rights, which could be used to make the case for lowered
emissions by developed countriéis order to protect the rights of people living in less
developed countries However, a noielational account i@rguablynot able incorporate

the nuances of the relationship betwedess developednd developed countries beyond
these minimal demands. This is an important weakness, because the relationship between
less developed and developed countries involves more than the problem of humas right
violations as was explained abov@he relationships raisequestions about historical
responsibility, what is owed to less developed countries, and how much high emitting less
developed countries must engage in mitigating climakt@nge A sufficientaian account

could not base demands of distributive justice on these types of questions, because it sets
a moral minimumof human rights or a decent standard of living as the sole demand of

justiceand does not go beyond this.

To illustrate, consider thollowingscenario Imagine that five people want to shareake.

A nonrelational sufficientarianaccount would require that all five individuals get a certain
amount of cake which is in line with thesufficientarianmoral minimum defined. For
example,sufficientariars who defend a right to life may say that each person is entitled to
a number of calories which will keep them alive. However, ifdhkehas more calories
than are required to keep five individuals alive, then iurglear what each persoris
entitled to under the demands of justice specified under shficientarianaccount. Under
this account, individual A, who is greedy and arrogant, and believeshiealeserves more,

could reasonably take the biggest piece by fortemving four piees which each have

58 UNFCC@@Jnited Nations Framework Convention on Climate ChddiCCC Secretariat, Bonn (19923, p.
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enough calories for the remaining individualBhis would not be unjustinder a non
relational sufficientarianaccount because the basic rights of the other four individuals
would not be violated. Applied to the climate change cases, ithiplies developed countries
could take more of the emissions share than less developed countries, as long as the right
to life of individuals in less developed countries is protected. However, this ignores
complexities like historical fault, level of ddepment, or level of wealth, all of which raise
guestions about distributionA sufficientarianaccount presents demandthat are too
simple to capture the complexitiesf this relationship, because it cannot provide demands

of justice which are specifio the relationship between developed and less developed

countries

Simon Caney offers a response to this type of criticism. He claims that egalitarian accounts

of nonrelational justice can accommodate the thought that increased ties (relationships)

had Y2NXIFGAGS AYLI AOFGAZ2Ya (2 LIS2ld6 ¢34 Sy dAdt
explained abové&® Egalitarian nosrelational accounts are, according to Ca@egefense

able to capture the moral relevance of the relationship between developed and less

developed countries, and could explain that the human beings must be treated in an

egalitarian mannerwithin this relationship. However although Caney explains that

S \
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relationships need to be factored in, in order to explicate demands of judtoe.this
reason, it is arguablyguestionable whetheran egalitarian norrelational account could
truly capture the complexities of the relationship between developed and lessldped
countries beause this relationship raises distributive questiotieat cannot be fully
addressed by demanding that there should be an egalitarian distribufioawering these
distributive questionswill arguablyrequire a thorough exploration ahe complexities of
the relationship between developed and less developedntries and outliningdemands
of justicethat are specific to this relationshipvhich requies a relational account of justice
Taking relationships as a starting point for grding demands of justice means that the
complexities of those relationships can leldressed, and answers to the distributive
guestions raised by a relationship can fomnconstitutive part of the climate justice
position, rather than something which is osidered after the demands have already been
defined.

9/ ySezr {dX Wl d¥lyAdeas | DéfehedbfiHimag geat®d Gosfrivpolden 2 6+ f  Wdza G A OS Y
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To illustrate this more simply, consider tleake scenario again. Under an egalitarian
account, the five individuals would not merely bgtitled to enough calories to stay alive,

but to an egalitarian distribution of the pieces otake However, without discussing the
relationshipsbetween the five individuals eatingpke,it would be difficult to define what is
required foregalitariandistribution. Caney claims that the moral relevance of relatihps

is taken into account in the egalitarian position, in the sense that the account can
acknowledge that relationships will affect distributiolCaney could on this logic
acknowledge that the greedy and arrogant individual A will take noaiee,and thatwill

affect distribution, just as the access to health care affects the distribution of the right to
health. However,without considering the relationship between individual A and the other
four individuals, this simple acknowledgment can potentiallyt skier the realities of the
relationship, which may raise distributive questions. For example, individual A may be a
serialcakestealer, and never allow the otheodr individuals a bigger piece, even though
these four individuals boughhe ingredients ¢r the cakeand bakedit. This may seem
insignificant but in the case of climate change, developed countries have historically taken
the biggest share of emissions, which is now causing climate change, which will harm
persons in less developed countriehavhave notcontributed to global emissions.In
addition, some less developembuntriesare now developing at a rate which has placed
them into the top ten of highest emitting countrieghis raises distributive questions about
how much developed countrieowe less developed countries, and whether less developed
countries have any moral responsibility to address climate chaviygen they have so far

not contributed to the problem on the same scale as developed counthirsegalitarian
non-relational modelwhich simply calls for an egalitarian distribution shidier these
jdzSadAz2ya o0& LlzidAay3a | oftky1Sad WSIAFLEAGENRI YyQ

A relational approachby contrast,would take the distributive questions raised by the
relationship between developed ad less developed accounts into account when
formulating demands of justice. This is because relational accaratbased on the idea
that principles of distributive justice cannot be formulated or justified independently of the
practices they are intendkto regulate®® In the cakescenario, a relational account would
take the relationship between the fiviadividualsas a starting point, and explore what is
owed to whom in the basis of this relationship. The relational account could discuss

whether the four individuals who bought the ingredients for tltakemay deserve more

0f I yIA2QLYyYAZ | & WDf 206 f Mhipsdphy & Public AR @B7THA.EE X | yR (K
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than individual A or whether Individual A, due toehpast behavior, may deserve less than

the others.In the case of climate changa,relational account could take the relationship
between less developed and developed courdraés a starting point, and answer whether
historical fault has implications on responsibility, or whether level of emissions, rather than
level of development, has a bearing on how much countries must contritoutglobal
mitigation efforts. The relational account could then formulate demands of justice which
serve to answer these questions directly, instead of skirting over them, and merely
FOly26f SRIAYT GKSANI Y2NIf &aAIYAFAOFIYOS:I | a

In sum, what is being put forward here is that a thorough discussion of the distributive
guestions raised by the relationship between developed and less developed countries
arguably requires a relational account, because this account formulates denwdinfaistice
which are based on the specifics of relationshi@s this logic, a relational account is
required for the development of a climate justice posititrat concerns itself, in part, with

the question of how less developed countries factor irtte tlimate change problem. The
thesis argued in Chapter One and Two that this question stems from the empirical realities
of the climate problem, and must therefore be answerdéar this reason, the climate
justice position will, in part, be based on aat@nal conception of justicelhe chapter has
made its case for the relational side of the mixed account, ancheiiiturn to making the

case for the nowrelational side, bydiscussingthe usefulnessof this account forthe
relationship between current rad future generations.Following this, the chapter will

explain how the positions can be mixed.

The non-relational accountarguablyhas an advantagén the case ofthe relationships
between future and present generationsbecause for nomelational accouts, future
generations aremorally asimportant as those living today, by virtue of their hunitg.5!
Nontrelational accounts, as explained above, do not take global relationships as a starting
point, but instead focus on a feature of humanity, such as hunights, which all humans,
including future humans, have in commonn this sense,both egalitarian and
sufficientarian non-relational accountswould include future personsin the scope of
distributive justice by virtue of their humanity. This impliesatha nonrelational account

must seriously consider what exacfiyesent generation®we to future generations and

why. A nonrelational accountwould have to address which rights are threatened, and

6/ | ySes { &I Wl dzYty wA IKdza & ABAErGMdAntAl Bolitick7(20@BSE 540y R 5440
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what this implies in terms of how much action shouldtiken. The thesis will discuss both
of these questions in Chapters Four and Five, for now the chapter merely serves to point

out that a nonrelational account must address how much is owed to future generations.

A relational accountnay be less able todalress the question of how much is owed to
future generations. Relational scholars focus on existing global relationshipst the
scope of justice and discuss what is required for distributive justide therefore arguably
difficult for relational sholars toclaim that present generationshave duties of justice
towards future generations, sincéuture generationsare not part of existing global
relationships, as they are not alive and participating in these relationships. A relational
account depend on the context of existing globadlationships in order t@et the scope of
justice anddefine demands of justiceFor this reason, relational scholareay not only
exclude future generations from the scope of justice, but atsay be unable to define
demands of justice which apply to future generatiomhis is because i unclear what the
conditions of a relationship with future generations are, thgir concernscannot be
ascertained because they do not yet exist. A relational account will theesfarguably
have trouble defining content, or demands of justice in the case of future generations,

because the context is unspecified.

This is problematic, becausetfully factoring in the importance of future generations
would fail to capture the redies of the climate change problem, sinftdure generations
representthe primary victims of climate changas was explained in Chapter Ohore
detrimentally, if future generations are notincluded in the scope of justiceand no
demands of distributie justice apply to thenthis could potentially mute climate change
action, because the urgency for action would be reduced. If future generations are not
considered morally equal to present generations, then there is little reason to act on
climate chang until present generations are affected, which could be as long as fifty to a
hundred years from todgyas explained in Chapter QnEhis would intensify and worsen
the effects on future generations as GHG emission continue to collect in the atmosphere
eventually causing irreversible damages, as was explained in Chaptef kerefore, in the
case of future generations, a ngalational context is critical in order to adequately
address the realities of the climate change problem, specifically the rehbiy future
generations will be the main victims of climate change. As can be seen above, the relational

and nonrelational accounts arable to address certain distributive questions raised by

83



relationships which stem out of climate change, and unabletewer othes. For this
reason, thee is arguablyan incentive to combine the approaches in the case of climate

change. Thehapternow turns to defining such a mixed approach.

Defining the Mixed Approach
The mixed approach will be defined as folloWwse mixed approach is basea the first

instance,on anon-relationalscope andtherefore entailscertain basic immutable demands,

such as not violating minimum human rights or ensuring an egalitarian distribution of

benefits and burdens. However, the ratkapproactgoes beyondhis, andapplies,on top

of the basic immtable demands a relational scope in order texplore existing

relationships and provide guidance for demands of justice based on these relationships. In

other words, the norrelational sié of the accountdefines a global scopand demands

that a minimumthresholdis met within this scopeand the relational side of the account

helps to explicate a more detailed content, or further specific demands, of jusigsed on

the special relatioghips created by climate chang€he relationships caused by climate

change are in this way a constitutive part of the climate change justice position, which help

to explicate demands of justice relevant to these relationships. This is relational in the

sense that relationshipgive rise todemands of justice. It is important at this point to

SELX FAY K2g GKA& YAESR | 002dzyi A& RAFFSNBYy(H TFNR
YR 5F@AR aAffSNRa aLX AG € S@St I LALINPWMtOKY 06 SO dzi ¢
the mixed account defended here. Furthermore, explaining how the mixed approach differs

from these two positions should further clarify the approach.

Under/ I yS@& Qa S I-telatibnallapafoacll, deyhangs of justice arise from a-non
relational conception justice, and how these demands are meadknowledged to be
affected by existing relationship$n the position defended here, the relationships which
are unigue to climate change are part and parcel of the climate justice positione thes
relationships give rise to demands rather than accommodating demands which have
previously been defined by a neglational position. This is the difference between a
strictly nonrelational and mixed accourg in the mixed account demands of justice rste
out of relationships as well as the noelational scopewhereas in a strictiyjon-relational
account demands of justice exclusively stem from the-redational scopeReturning to

the cakescenario, an egalitarian account would demand an egalitaristniloution of cake
without further considering the relationship between the five individuals sharingcties,

and what distributive questions this relationship raiskestead, the egalitarian account, as
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defended by Caneyyould state that the relationsip of the individuals may have an effect
on the distribution, but not that the relationship between the individuglges rise to any
demandsspecificto theserelationships The mixed approach, on the other harakfends

in the first instance, a norelational minimum, such as the right to lifeyhich would
ensure that each individual sharing thakeis allocated enough calories to live. On top of
this requirement, the mixed approach would then investigate the relationship between the
five individuals, eplore what distributive questions thiselationship raises, and then
explicate demands of justice order to answetthese distributive questiondn this way,

the relationship between the individuals is part and parcel of the development of the

demands 6justice.

Leaving thecake scenario and returning talimate change, an egalitarian account, as
defended by Canewvould demandthat benefits and burdens must be shared in an
egalitarian manner, but would not explore specific relationships, such asethBonship
between developed and less developed countries in order to specify further specific
demands. The mixed position, on the contrary, would set a moral minimum such as the
right to life. On top of this, the mixed position could then explore speektionships, such

as the relationship between developed and less developed countries, discuss the
distributive justice questions raised by this relationship, and answer these by explicating
demands of justice. In this way, the relationshigtween devdoped and less developed
countries is explicitly explored as part of the justice positmd is relevant in terms of
explicatingdemands of justicet KS RAFTFSNBYyOS 06S0G6SSy /lySeQa
approach is important becausasargued aboverelationships involved in climate change
raise distributive justice questions whicteedto be addressedIf demands of justice are
formed through a thorough examinationf ahese relationships, then these distributive
questions can be answered as part andagadiof the climate justice positioff, in contrast,
demands of justice are set out in a noglational mannerandspecific relationshipare not
considered then thedistributive justice questions raised by thessationships willnot be

addressed adeagptely.

b2¢ GKIG GKS YAESR | LIWNRI OK KI a-relatbrdly RA &
approach, the approach must be distinguished from a relatiacabuntdefended byDavid

Miller, which arguably shares some similarities with the approach defended eher

QELX I AYyAy3ad (GKS RA&GAYyOiGAZ2Yy 06SG6SSy aiftf SNRa
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here also serves to answer some potentgiticismswhich are directed at relational
accounts of cosmopolitan justicAs was explained in Chapter Two, Milbeplicaes a split
level approach, where basic rights must be respeca&tdhe globallevel, which is a non
relational demand, but wherenore complex demands of justice are defined within states,
which is relationabosition because states represent a specificat&nship within which
demands of justice arelefined a A £ f SN & argudbINE ixH apprdach which
combines norrelational and relational elemeat However, themixed account presented
here differs from MildlRa | 002 dzy (i X 06 S Olstendt i himrodrefatonl A a y2id O2
defense of basic rights at the global leyebr exampleMiller argues that according to his
split levelapproach, a nation could offer international aid if it meant minimally reducing
national education funding, but not if ineant that fellow nationals would starféHere
Miller is attempting to explain that relationships to fellow nationaksn override non
relational human rights of thoseutside national borders. lhis examplestarving nationals
would be prioritized ovemternational aid which would helptarving strangersbroad. In
other words, the human rights of nemationals can be overridden by the human rights of
fellow nationals.In this way,Miller limits the non-relational demand of protecting basic

rights in fwvor of therelational demandshat exist within the state

This is in stark contragb what is being posited herélhe nonrelational element of the
mixed approach defended here would ensure thatn-relational demands of justice
related to climate chage canunder no circumstancdse violated. In the mixed account,
the scope ofjustice is immutably non-relational, and the relational elementf the mixed
position merely helps to explicate more exact demands of justice, rather timaiting the
non-relational scope ofjustice The rationale behinchot overriding the norrelational
scope of justicean be found inthe basis otosmopolitan theoryutlined in Chapter Two:
the equal moral status of humans, regardless of their place or time of.bitis eqal
moral status of individuals implies that theon-relational scope of the mixedaccount
defended here cannot be overriddeAll humans by virtue of their humanityare included

in the scope of justice, and cannot be taken out of the scope of justiceusecof a special
relationship.The nonrelational scope sets a moral minimum which must never be crossed.
This ensures that the mixed approach is consistent @@smopolitanposition.a A f £ SNX &

position, on the other hand, cannot be said to be consistarthis manner, his approach

aAff SNE 55 WYWwSltazyl ot S EthicalThéoty arid Méral Rract® (a5 p74 2 YLI GNRA2GaQ A\
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seemingly allows the nerelational scope of justice to be overridden on a case by case

basis.

In order to explain this further, the chapter wilbw briefly outline how the mixed position

will be applied in Chaptefive. This is merely for the purpose ofarification,Chapter Five

will go into much further detail Chapter Five will make the case ththe non-relational
scope of justice in the mixed positigyives rise to the demand that future generations
must be treated a morally equal to presentgenerations. & was explained above, a
relational account could, on its own, make a case for discounting the rights of future
generations because there is no existing relationship between future and present
generations. Howeversince the norrelational account forms the basis of the mixed
approach, and must respected in all instances, the relational account is in this case not
applied, because doing so woulghnit the demands of justicevhich apply to future
generations Relatioral demandscan neveroverride nonrelationaldemandsin the mixed
approach defended here. To illustrate furth€@hapterFive will use theelational element

of the mixed positiorto explicate a demandf justicerelevant tothe relationship between
develped andless developed countrieand the distributive questions this legionship
raises This does nolimit the nonrelational demandthat present and future generations
must be treated equallylnstead, the relational side of the account is merely auplio
answer distributive justice questiontn a case where the relationaide of theaccount
would limit the nonrelational demands gfustice for example by muting the obligations to
future generationsthis is prevented becausie nonrelational sié of the account must

be respected as a priority.

Prioritization of the norrelational account is important not only for cosnwljtan

consistency, but also in order to answer some common concerns associated with relational
cosmopolitan accountsThe fird concern is thatthe ideathat morally arbitrary factors

should not affect what people deseruender a cosmopolitan accounSimon Caney for

SEF YLX S Oif id difieudt to §eié¢ hailv anel why the fact that one group of people is

linked by interactiorshould impact on their entittement®| S 3I2Sa 2y (2 &l @&
fATS LINRALISOGA 2N 2ySQa | OO0Saa (2 2LIJI2NIdzy A
O2y&aARSNI GA2yaQ &dzOK Fa @¢gKAOK #Thisds2elvalldi A 2 y I €

criticism ofthe relational account, because if the scope of distributive jusgdanited to

63 Caney, SJustice Beyond Bordgi®@xford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p. 111
64 |bid., p.112
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certain social schemes, then this will affect what people are entitled to. However, in the
mixed position defended here, every human being, including future generatisns
included in the scope of justice. Evdryman, present and future, isntitled to the same
basics rights, as will be explained in Chapter Féurthermore, these rights can never be
overridden as was explained abov&his is in line with the cosmopolitgmerception of
equal moral worth of individualdn addition, the relational side of the account is not used

in order to discuss morally arbitrary circumstances, but rather to discuss specific
distributive justice questions which arise from the relatiopshétween developed and less
developed countriesHistorical emissions levels and levels of current emissions and wealth
are not morally arbitrary, because these factors impact on what is considered fair and just

to the parties within an existing relatiohp, and these are moral considerations

A second concern with the relational account is that individoaldd fall outside the scope

of justice if theyif they are not part of the relationships chosen by relational scholars, or if
they happen to leavahese relationships at a later timeélhis is problematic because
individualswho fall outside of the scope of justiagould not be consideredull moral
equals of thosewithin the relationship which is chosen by relata scholars. In this way,
theseindividuals would not share thstatus of being a primary unit of moral concern and
would not beconsidered topossess equatoral worth. This is not acceptable from a
cosmopolitan perspective, whiagtmphasizethe equal moral status of all individualBhe
mixed approach defended here can arguably overcome this criticlamthe mixed
approach,there is a norrelational minimum which can never be crossed, and which
ensures that no individual is excluded from the scope of distributive justloesover, this
non-relational minimum implies that individuals are the primary unit ajrat concern and
possess equal moral worthvhich is reflected in their equaights, as will be explained in
Chapter Bur. Thoseindividualswho participate in the relationship of deloped and less
developed countriesre entitled to the same basic rights as every individual, and are not
entitled to additional rights. Instead, those participating tine relationship may be
responsible for lowering emissions or they may be owed help fighting climate change,
depending on the circumstance. This does not affordséhéndividualsany additional
privileges, but rather responds to the questions of distributive justice which exist in the

case of climate chaye, and which must be answered.

Now that the mixed account has been defingid should be noted that amrgument made

by Arash Abizadeh may help to clarify why mixing the accounts is indeed a possibility.
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Abizadeh suggests that the scope of justice and the site (content) of justicéd shmiube
conflated, and the content of justice can be used as a constitutive condition to realizing
justice® His argument is quite complex, and concerns illustrating that the context of justice
does notnecessariljlimit the scope of justicemportantly for the argument here, his logic
implies that justice does not need to be based in existing relationshigeifirst instance

in order to use existing relationships to clarify demands of justieeause the contexnd
content of justice are not neceasly fixed to one another. Therefore, proposing a scope of
justice which is in the first instance nealational and results in a content which prescribes
certain immutable demands, and in the second instance uses a relational scope of justice to
explore the realities globh relationships and to define demandbased on these
relationships seems feasible. It is worthwhile to note that Abizadeh does not take a
position on relational vs. neNBS f | G A2y 2dzaGA 0SS 1S WAa y2i0 I
extdd I Ay (.RKTerefore,SafthAu@h thishapter refers to his work, it goes a step
FTANIKSNI Ay 2NRSN) (2 SELX I AYy K2g -iél&ibnal W NB dzY
justice scholars might be settled in the specific case of climate ché&igaly, itis worth
stressinghat there has so far been no explicit attempt to mix noglational and relational
justice in the climate change justititerature. As a result, there may be some skepticism as

to whether this mixed approach is defensible. Chag&@e of this thesis will apply the
mixed approachn order to define three demands of justicEhee, the case for a mixed
approach will be strengthened by illustrating how it can be usedeteelop these demands

and this will hopefully convince sceptics tietplausibility and usefulness of the mixed

approach.

Conclusion
This chapter beganwith a brief note on scientific uncertainty and how it relates to the

cosmopolitan positionFollowing this, the chapteadvancedthe first tenet of the climate
justice paition defended in this thesis: the scope of justice. Ti®lveda discussion of
the merits of a norrelational vs. relational approach to global justice, andefense of a
mixed approach in the special case of climate chanlges. ixed approach inalies a non
relational scopewhich sets a minimum threshold of justice which must be met under all
circumstances, and a relationstopewhich can be used to explicatemands of justicén
order to answer the distributive quéd®ns raised by relationshipshich exist as a result of

the climate change problemThechapter hasarguedthat the mixed approach provides a

51 AT FRSKZ ! ©X W/ 22LISNF GA2YyX t SNIBF&AABS LYLIOGZ FyR /28
Philosophy and Public AffaBs (2007), p. 38
% Ibid., p. 3D
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comprehensive approach to climate change, which fully captures the realities of the
climate change probleniThe subsequent chapter, Chapter Fowvill advance the second

tenet of the climate justice position by explaining wistimate justicewill be grounded in
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ChapterFour¢ The Grounds o€limateJustice
Introduction
This chapter is the second cfiapteroft  NIi L L 2 F { K8 Glob&l Susshaid W5 S PS¢
Climate Change Positidlivhich concernsdefiningthe scope of climate justice, the grounds
of climate justice, and what climate justice demands. The previous chapter made the case
for a scope of justicéhat is both relational and on-relational. This current chapter aims to
explicate what exactly grounds the conditions of justice in the case of climate change. The
importance of defininghe grounds of justice lies in the mixed approach defended in the
previous chapterAs was explaed in Chapter Three, the thesis is based, in the first
instance, on a nomelational account of justice. The nealational side of the account
serves to set a minimum moral threshold which applies to all individuals no matter the time
or place of birthand which cannot be crossed. For this reason, the thesis must now define
a minimal moral threshold, which will constitute the grounds of climate jusiibe.current
chapterand previous chapteserve to lay the foundation for Chapter Five, which will make
use of the scope and grounds of climate justice developed in these two chaptdedine

what climatejustice demands

The current chaptewill make the casdor a non-relational moral minimum namely the
human right to health which will serve as the gundsof climate justice The chapter will

be organized as followsirst,the chapterwill defend the use of dauman rightsapproach

Next, the chapter will explaithat human rights will be defineds protecting human
interests Following thiskey exising cosmopolitarhuman rights positiongn the case of
climate change will be examined in order to assess whether any right, or set of rights, are
best suited for the grounds oflimate justice. It will be argued that negative rights,
substantive rights, #d existing rights are particularly useful for the climate justice position
defended in this thesislt will then be put forward that the right to healtharguably
encompasses the basic human interests threatened by climate change, and is therefore
sufficient to ground the climate justice positiorinally, the chapter will provide a
definition of the right to healthwhich is particular to the climate change probleand

begin to explain what action is necessary in order to protect this .righé chapter

conclude with a summary of the poindefended

Human Rights as a Grounds for Climate Justice
Thisthesis makes use of a human rights approach to define the minimum moral threshold

that cannot be crossd, referred to here as the grounds of justjder three reasonsFirst,

and most importantly,a human rights based approadtas been chosemecausethis

91



enables the thesis to engageith one of the empirical realities of the climate change
problem outlined in Chapter One, namely the fact that climatange threatens several
human interests. As will be explained below, human rights can be used to represent basic
human interests, including those threatened by climate changefemling a specific
human rightasthe moral threshold whiclgroundsclimate jusice therefore requires an
analysis of which human interests are threatened by climate change. This is important,
because Chapter Twargued that a normative assessment of climate change should
address which human interests are threatened by climate chabgeause this issue is part
and parcel of the climate change proble®econd, the thesis is in this chapter defining a
minimal nonrelational moral thresholdhat cannot be crossedduman rights, in political
philosophy commonly represent moral threshadbelow which people should not fall.
They designate the most basic moral standards to which persons are enttiedpecify

the line beneath no one is allowed to kihThirdly and relatedly, a human rights based
approach is becoming more common withdlimate justice literature, as will be illustrated
below. Sinchuman rights are commonly used to represent a moral threskiwdd cannot

be crossed,especially withincosmopolitan climate change literature, using such an
approach ensureghat the climatejustice position taken in this thesipeaks to existing
literature. The thesis aims to contribute to existing climate justice literature, which is why
it is important to draw on and refer to an approach which exists within the literatNoay

that the reasons behind using a human rights approach have been explainedh#mer
turns to explaining hovinuman rights will be defined. In order to explain this, the notion of

basic interests must first be clarified.

Basic Interests
Basic interest@re not subjetive, but rather objective interests, which are not subject to

bias from the individual. This is important because individuals can be wrong about what

their interests are and why having them fulfilled will make them better off. For example,

individuals m# believethat being rich will make them happy, and therefaresume that

they have an interest in earning money. However, basic interests, as defined in this thesis,

are different. This is because the thesis assumes that basic interests are not linked to
O2yOSLIiAZ2Y 2F W3I22R®Q | 02y O fdsdible doydefieFas WI22RQ 6K
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number of basic interests which are so minimal, yet fundamental to the human experience,

that they can be argued to apply to all individuals. dut it simply, theseare interests

which are considered necessary to lead a minimally decent life. This implies that it would

be impossible to imagine how any individual could lead a minimally decent life without
having these basic interests met. A minimalgcent life is here defined as one which is not
consumed with the struggle to stay alive. A thriving human life does not seem pdssilble

energy isexpended on trying to survive, with no room for any other human pursuits. This
definition of minimalyRSOSy i A& Ay fAYyS GAGK al NOIKF bdzaa.
minimally decent lifewhich she defines a living a life that is fully human rather than
subhuman, a life worthy of the dignity of the human befriigussbaum argues that a fully
human liferequires adequate nutrition, education of the faculties, protection of bodily
integrity, liberty for speech and religious seKpression, among other pursuit§his
reflects the idea that a minimally decent lifequireshuman pursuits, such as educatior
religious expression, which lie outside of the struggle to sundiveorder to clarify this
conception of basic interests, basic interesthat is related to the climate change problem

will be discussed below

Climate Change and the Basic Interadtiealth

The basic interest in healtkvill be used as an example here becaubis interestis
threatened by the effcts of climate changd-urthermore, as will be argued later in the
chapter,the basic interest in health is particularly important to tHenate change problem,
becauseother basic interests threatened by climate change are arguehtompassed
within the basidnterest in health For now, the chapter merely aims to illustrate why the
basic interest in health can be said to be threatenectlate change, in order to clarify
the conception of basic interests outlined abovide Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPC@utlines six key future risks related to climate change in its latest report:
food security, health, extinction of epies, water shortages, economic costs, and
displacement. Prioritizing health as one of theixkey risks isndicativeof the fact that the
interest in health will be threatened by climate changée IPC@xplains that climate

changewill, until 2050,impact human health mainly by exacerbating health problems that

2pdzaaocl dzyz aodz W. Seé 2 ORordiDevBlopinenCsiutids 20R)y i1 O Q Ay
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4 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chan{feCC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_AR5_SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014], pO
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already exist Furthermore, hroughout the 21st century, climate change is expected to
lead to increases in 4llealth in many regions and especially in developing countries with
low income® In urban areas, climate change is projected to increase risks for people, assets,
economies and ecosystems, including risks from heat stress, storms and extreme
precipitation, inland and coastal flooding, landslides, air pollution, drought, water scarcity,
sealevel rise, and storm surgédn addition to thisclimate changés predicted to lead to

an increase irdiseases such awalaria, diarrheal diseases, infectious disease such as HIV
and AIDS as well as an increase in serious ceedjratory problens, all of which are life
threatening disease$Two of these conditions, malaria and diarrheal disease, will be
examined in detail below, in order to explain how climate change exacerlihtee

diseases anturthermore how thesediseaseshreaten the bag interest in health.

Malaria is predicted to worsen due to climate change because malaria epidemics are
associated withchanges in environmental or social conditions, such as heavy rains
following drought bringing more mosquitos, or migration of immigsand refugees who

are infected® Chapter One explained that climate change will cause flooding and increased
precipitation. In addition, according to the IPCC, the adverse weather associated with
climate changeés projected to increase displacement afgples across the world as areas
become increasingly uninhabitable, leading to increases in migration and reftijeés.
therefore likely that climate change will result in higher rates of malarial infection, since
climate change brings about the envirnental and social conditions assated with
malaria epidemics. Furthermorejairheal diseases are expected to worsgEsa resulof
climate changebecausethese diseases are exacerbated by poor housing, crowding, dirt
floors, lack of access to sufficieciean water or to sanitary disposal of fecal waste, and a
lack of refrigerated storage for foddLack of clean water is expected to be intensified by
climate change due to flooding and droughts, as discussed in Chapter One. In addition,

forced migrationand relocation as result of flooding or other adverse weather associated

5 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChandrC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmemnreport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5 SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 11

6 1bid.

7 Ibid.
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9 Jamison D.T., Breman J.G., Measham A.R., Bisgase Control Priorities in Developing Countries
(Washington D.C.: World Bank, 2006), p. 414

10|ntergovernmental Panel on Climate ChandC Fifth Assessmé&wsport: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
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11 Jamison D.T., Breman J.8@easham A.R., et aDisease Control Priorities in Developing Countries
(Washington D.C.: World Bank, 2006), p. 373
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with climate change is predicted to increase the number of migrants and refugees living in
the inadeqiate conditions described aboyvewvhich have the potential toexacerbate
diarrhed disease On top of this,climate change will damage crops, and lead to water
shortages, restricting the ability to provide nutritionally balanced diets to mitigate and
repair liguid and nutrient losses when diarrhea developstentially increasing the

morbidity rate of diarrhed?

Basic interests have here been defined as being integral to an individual leading a minimally
decent life which is not consumed with the struggle to stay alive. An individual who is ill
with malaria and diarrheal disease wiltigygle to survive, and therefore not have a chance

at a decent life, as all of their energy will be spent on survival, dealing with painful and
persistent effects of their illness, and leaving them unable to puctber activities outside

of this. To ilustrate this point, what follows are medical descriptions of the symptoms of
diarrheal disease and malaria. Malaria has several different strands, and the symptoms
associated with malaria range widely. One symptom is hypoglycemia, which causes
weakness, weating, dizziness, blurred vision, confusion and can result in céhivéaaria

also causes severe anemia, which includes symptoms such as weakness, shortness of
breath, heart palpitations, bone deformities, leg ulcers, and eventually heart faiime.
addition, cerebral forms of malaria can causeute respiratory arrest, seizures, and loss of
consciousnes®.Even when malaria is overcome, it can leave lasting impacts in the form of
residual neurological deficit, for exampleakness on one side of the dyy muscle spasms,
stiffening of muscles, or residual pain in linte$he World Health Organization ranks
malaria as the eighthighest contributor to the global disease burden and the second

highest in Africa, illustrating its severity as a health idsue.

Diarrheal disease is caused by infectious organisms, including viruses, bacteria, protozoa,
and helminthes, which are transmitted from the stool of one individual to the mouth of
another, for example through dirty water as a result of inadequate sadaitaior through
objects such as cups or plates due to a lack of hygienic pra&titeeee major diarrhea

syndromes exist: acute watery diarrhea, persistent diarrhea, which lasts fourteen days or

12 Jamison D.T., Breman J.G., Measham A.R., Bisg¢ase Control Priorities in Developing Countries
(Washington D.C.: World Bank, 2006)373
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longer, and bloody diarrhea, which is a sign of the intedtidamage caused by
inflammation?® Acute watery diarrhea can be rapidly dehydrating, with stool losses of 250
milliliters per kilogram per day or more, a quantity that quickly exceeds total plasma and
interstitial fluid volumes and is incompatible witheliinless fluid therapy can keep up with
losses?® Persistent diarrhea is typically associated with malnutrition, which leads to
weakness, lack of energy, chronic pain, loss of consciousness, and is associated with a
disproportionately increased risk of déet! Bloody diarrhea, defined as diarrhea with
visible or microscopic blood in the stool, is associated with intestinal damage and
nutritional deterioration, and often with secondary sepsis which causes high fever, rapid
breathing, confusion, organ failur@nd death?? The symptoms associated with any of
these types of diarrhea rapidly become life threatening if they are not reversed through
nutrition or water replacement, and therefore diarrheal diseases remain a leading cause of

preventable death, especigl among childreminder five?®

The symptoms of malaria and diarrhea outlined above arguably make it difficult to imagine
an individual with malaria or diarrhea leading a minimally decent life. The symptoms of
both diseases are likely to disrupt normalyda day activities, and energy will be expended

on trying to survive, with no room for other human pursuits whigbuld be expected
under any reasonable understanding of a minimally decentlffar example the pursuit of
educaion, or enjoying family fie. This implies that by the definition of this thesis, an
interest in health, in cases where diseases significantly impair life and reduce it to a
struggle for survival, can be defined as a basic interest. Now that the concept of basic
interests has beeiillustrated through an example, it will be explained below how basic

interests, such as the basic interest in health, can be used to define human rights.

Basic Interests and Human Rights
A common line of argument in political philosophy is that if indigldihave basic interests,

then these can be used to articulate human rightsluman rights, according to this line of
thinking, are not selevident truths, fundamental to morality, but instead require

justification from a more basic moral assessment tdriests, an assessment to see if these

19 Jamison D.T., Breman J.G., Measham A.R., Bis¢ase Control Priorities in Developing Countries

(Washington D.C.: World Bank, 2006), p. 372

20 |pid.,

21 |bid.

22 |bid,

231bid., p.371
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Philosophyl (2012), p. 3
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interests are sufficient to ground duties on the part of oth&Accordingo this argument,

if basic interests are fundamentally important, or sufficient enough to protect, then they

can reasonably be thought to impe duties on others to respect and promote those
interests?® Furthermore, ifthere is a duty to protect an interest, then this logically means

there is a corresponding right to that interest, which is usually referred to as a human

right.2” According to tis conception of rights as interests, human rights are not considered

Wy GdzNF £ 3Q o6dzi NI GKSNJI &SNS (KS LidzN1J2asS 27F K
that they serve to protect. In summary, according to this common argument, human rights

are defined as human interests. As this is a common argument to make, the thesis will

apply the logic of the rights as interests argument and define human rights as

representative of human basic interests.

Now that the connection between basic interests agraun rights has been explained the
chapter will explore some existing accounts of global justice and climate change to
ascertain which human rights have previously been defended by climate justice scholars,
and whether any specific right or set of righte#gpecially suited for grounding the climate
justice position defended in this thesis. This exploration of human rights should be viewed
as an exploration of which basic interests are threatened by climate change, because

human rights have been defined b representative of basic human interests in this thesis.

Existing Climate Justice Accounts
The chapter will now outline and assess some existing cosmopolitan positions which

explicate specific human rights related to climate change, put forward bycRatiayden,

Tim Hayward, and Simon Cand¥ye chapter will then will explore whether any particular
right or group of rights defended above are more or less usefulfgrounds of climate
justice. The first example of a climate justice account which oaflimuman rights is put
forward by Patrick Hayden, who defines specific environmental human Aghts. @ RSy Q &
conception of rights encompasses both substantive and procedural rights. His substantive

rights include the right to be protected from environmehtarm, which encompasses the

5/ 20KN} ySs | &3 WCNRY | dzYCrijffcal\RaviBvKaf laterinional ShfalteRdlitical wA 3K G & Q
Philosophyl (2012), p. 5
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28 The thesis could have used duties, not rightsgpresent basic interests, because duties serve to protect

human interests, just as rights do. However, according to an extensive review of the literature, cosmopolitan

climate justice scholars usually refer to human rights, not duties. This thesis deaatbpmte justice account

with the aim of including and acknowledging existing cosmopolitan thought, in order to speak to cosmopolitan

literature and fall within this literature. For this reason, the thesis follows the emerging trend of defending

human rghts, rather than duties.

2] I @RSYS t X WeKS 9y@ANRYYSyils Dft2o6lf WdZAGAOS FyR 2 2NI
and David Held (edsJhe Cosmopolitanism Read&ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 361
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right to clean air and wate®®’l | @ RSy Qa LINPOSRdzNI f NAIKGA aSNBS G2
ability to claim substantive rights and include the right to be fully informed about the

potential effects of environmental hazards, ethright to participate in democratic

procedures for policy making and decision making concerning such hazards, the right to

consent to policies and decisions reached, and the right to complain about existing

conditions, standards, and polici#sSimilarly, Tim Hayward defines a right specific to the

climate change problem, namely the human right to ecological space. This is defined as a

human right to live in an environment free of harmful pollutiBiayward qualifies this

right by grounding it in the righto secure access to the means of a decent Jde

explains that an equitable distribution of rights to ecological space would in principle

ensure an equitable distribution of welfare goods without sanctioning any excess use of

natural or environmentah SNIA OSasx Ay Of dzZRAy3I GKS LIX¥ ySaiQa OF LI
According to Hayward, this should ensure the right of each individual to an environment

adequate for their health and welbeing?®

Finally, Simon Caney bases his conception of justideré® tkey human rights, defined as
human interests which are threatened by climate change: the human right to life, the
human right to health, and the human right to subsisteftiis conception of human
rights is negative, which means that there is no pesiduty to protect the right to life, but

a negative duty to refrain from activities which threaten the right to life, sustenance, and
health of others®’ According to Caney, climate change is predicted to threaten the right to
life, health and sustenanda a number of ways: climate change will lead to drought and
thereby undermine food and water security; second, sea level rises will involve loss of land
to the sea and thus negatively affect agriculture; third, flooding will lead to crop failure;

and fouth, unusual weather eves will destroy agriculture and increase global dised%es.

I+ 8RSy Q& dza$S 2F 02GK adoadlydiAradgsS +yR LINEOSRINI

insightful. However, the thesis will not make use of procedural rights. The justficati
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and David Held (edsJhe Cosmopolitanism Read&ambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 361
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33 1bid
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% Ibid., p. 440
%/ FySezr {dX W EtAYFGES / KFy3ISI ClioeMetEyhicaEssankal ReadingsgsR a2 NI f ¢ KNB A |
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behind this decisiofs that, dthough it could be argued that individuals have an interest in
being included in decisionthat affect their lives, and that they have an interest in
complaining about or consenting to new policfshis interest cannobe considered to be

a basic interest under the definition defended above. Voting, deliberation, participation
and complaints procedures are arguably in the interest of individuals affected by climate
change because these procedures ensure that individtaisbe involved in decisiorisat

affect their lives. However, procedural rights are arguably not representative of basic
interests, for several reasons. For one, it is theoretically possible to have basic interests met
without any democratic participatignfor example if there were a benevolent leader who
ensures all basic interests are met. This indicatkat procedural rights are not
representative of basic interests, because being involved in decision making is not essential
to ensuring basic interestare met in all instances. Secondly, basic interests seem to
logically precede procedural rights. Democratic participation will not be possible if an
individual is living a life concerned solely with survigafjunable to pursue other interests.
Instead procedural rights areacted on by individuals who are capable of political
participation because their basic rights have already been met. Finally, basic rights, which
serve to protect basic interests, are traditionally defined as basic only if enjoyonéimém

is essential to the enjoyment of all other rigtProcedural rights do not seem basic
enough to be essential to the enjoyment of all other rights. In contrast, procedural rights
aSSY (2 RSLISYR 2y o6l aA0 N IKieds notEdnslmedY Sz 2
solely by the struggle teurvive, and they are capablé jpursuing procedural rights. For the
reasons above, procedural rights are arguably not representative of basic interests. This
thesis bases its human rights account on basiaé#ts, and therefore cannot make use of

a notion of procedural rights. Therefore, the thesis will only make use of substantive rights.
Which substantive rights will be used will be explained below, by discussing the advantages

of existing rights over rightunique to the climate changwoblems.

It is arguable that existing human rights, which have previously been accepted as human
rights at the international level, may be more useful than rights unique to the climate
change problem. For example, the rigbtlife, defended by Caney, can be found in Article

Three ofthe Universal Declaration of Human Rightvhich states thatWS @S NE 2y S K| &

¥ 2dzy3T LD adI YW 2YYdzyAOlIGA2y yR GKS hiKSNY .S&2yR 58
Democracy and Differen¢Prirceton: Princeton University Press, 1996), p. 122
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Oxford University Press, 2009), p. 72
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has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and-welA y 3 2F KAYaASt F X
Ay Of dzR X¥3AlEhough2ite Re@ration of Human Rights is not a legal document, it is a

well-kknown and welkeferenced list of human rights. Furthermore, it can be argued that

today there is no question that human rights enshrined in the Universal Declaration have

attained the status of dingua francaof global moral discours€Haydenand Haywad,

unlike Caney, create original rights tailored specifically to climate change, which could

arguably be more difficult to integrate into global moral discourse. Furthermore, it may be

difficult to convince policy makers to change their practices basethercreation of new

and unfamiliar rights. It might therefore be more useful to ground justice in rights which

exist in an internationally recognized document and form part of moral discourse. If the

grounding for justice is already a part of existing wstendings of human rights, the

approach defended here would be more consistent with existing normative discourse.

Therefore, it seems that the right to life, health, and sustenance may be more useful than a

right to an environment free from harmful poliigh as defined by Hayward, or a right to be

protected from environmental harm, as defined by Hayden.

It should be noted that there have been attempts to define a comprehensive list of climate
change related rights, for example in the 1994 Draft Declamatib Principles on Human
Rights and Environment, which was written by a panel of experts and presented to the
United Nations'* This suggests that rights unique to the climate change problem may
become part of the normative discourse over time. Howeeis important to point out

that the above declaration focuses on the environmental dimension of established human
rights, such as the rights to life and hedfThis raises questions about the value of unique
climate change related rights. Although climateange rights can be argued to reflect basic
interests, because the right to a clean environmgmbtects the conditions which are

necessary for the enjoyment of basic intere§td, is questionable whether separate

4l yAUGSR bl liA2yazr We¢KS ! yK @OEuREW.unbr§eéhfddcidenishughy 2 F | dzYty wA 3
[accessed 15.01.2015]
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environmental rights add meaningfullp the rights dscourse when these mainly seri@

protect previously agreed upon rights.

Defining a right specific to the climate change problem seems to be an unnecessary in
between step, when it may be more useful to directly address the existing huiphats
GKNBFGSySR o0& OtAYIGS OKIFIy3aSe C2N SEI YLX S=
ecological space seeks émsure the right of each individual to an environment adequate

for their health and well being?’ Interestingly, the United Nations definefe right to

K S f (akghtltaistasdard of living adeqte for health and weld S A 4/ Thidgeems to
AYRAOFGS GKIFG 1'F2@RSYyQa NRIKG ( AghtSodealthizad A O £ 3
defined by the United Natios C dzNJi K S NJ 2 NBnEof thdrighRé&bé pratectedd O 2 dz
from environmental harm encompasses the existing right to clean air and waelists

these as specific substantive rightsat should be protected under the right to be

protected from environmental harif® This indicatesthat rights unique tothe climate
changeproblemmerely serve to encompass existing rights, which may overcomplicate the

rights discourseCharles Beitz and Robert Goodin argue tiiaa large number of rights

purport to reflect the same basic interestiere willbe confusion as to which right trumps
another>°It may therefore be beneficial to have a small number of key basic rights, rather

than a high number of competing rightsat overlap and encompass one another. For all of

these reasons, it seems thih may be more useful to argue for the protection of previously
internationally recognized basic rights, rather thdefining new rights which incorporate

these existing rights underdifferent name.

Following a similar logic, it may also be more usefulonceptualize the human rights used
to ground climate justice as negative rights rather than positive rights. Caney claims that in
this way, the rights are less contentious, as the duties they prescribe are less stringent than
if the rights were positie>* The positive duty to protect a right to water, for example,
would mean ensuring that an individual receives water, whereas a negative duty would

mean that one should refrain from preventing water being restricted. Similar to using rights

1 @6l NRYE ¢0X Wl dzYly wAdaK(Ga +£SNHEdAZA 9YAadadA2Yy wAIKGAY /¢
9 02 f 2 3 A O Ethics pridiin@drBafonal Affair@1 (2007), p. 440
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which alreadyexist in the Declaration of Human Rights, using negative rights may be more
easily integrated into climate change policy, as they are not as stringent as positive rights.
That said, although they are not as stringent, negative rights are still stringenigé to
require action in the case of climate change. For example, because climate change is
predicted to create droughts, in order to fulfill the negative right to water, emissions would
have to be reduced to prevent these droughts from occurring. Howealthough reducing
emissions requires action from policy makers, these actions can be tied into existing
policies on reducing emissions, which are put in place for a number of reasons, including
selfinterested reasons. For example, heads of state magtw@appear progressive, they
may want to ensure their own future survival, and they may even want to spur on
technological advances which can later be sold off to other countries for profit. Fulfilling a
negative right to water by reducing emissions fitere easily and seamlessly into existing
policy than the positive duty to supply everyone in a certain country with a minimum
amount of water a day, which would involve exporting funds, materials, or even people.

¢tKSNBF2NBZ /| ySe Qi vauabledRBddOK Kl a &a2YSGKAyYy3

Nevertheless, it must be noted that even though negative rights may be more easily
integrated into existing climate change policy, in reality a cosmopolitan account of climate
justice will require very stringent positive action. Caney ezalit seem as if fulfilling
negative duties will not be too difficult, but those who defend the cosmopolitan position,
which includes this thesis, must be aware that it will not be a simple or easy process. This
will be further discusseth Chapter Five, hich will outline three demands of justidbat

must be met to reach a condition of justice in the case of climate change. Branding rights as
negative may make them sound more palatable to policy makers, but cosmopolitans must
remain aware of, and more ingptantly not deny, the fact that creating a condition of

justice in the case of climate change will require difficult and stringent positive action.

A Right to Health as Grounds fdustice
Now that it has been discussed that existing substantive hungrisriwhich are negative

are most usful for grounding justicethe chapter will turn to explaining thaine specific

right, namely the right to healths sufficient to serve asgrounds to climate justicet will

be arguedthat | Yy S& Q& (i K NSrBlated dz\tlimgte dwdngeKtiie rigtd health,

sustenance, and lifggan be encompassed under the right to healtht y S&@ Qa G KNBS NA IK(
will be used here because they represent an accurate depiction okelidasicinterests

which are threatened bglimate change, according to the best available scientific evidence.

As was explainedbove,the IPCC identifies six key future risks to related to climate change
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impacts:food security, health, extinction of species, water shortages, economic costs, and

disgacement®? These future risks threaten the rigta health, life, and sustenance.

Lack offood securityand water shortageghreaten the human interest in sustenan¢®od

and water)and the humarinterest inlife, because lack of sustenance results intdefthe

lack is sufficient enough-urthermore the risk ofhealth and displacemenare indicativeof

the threat to the human interest inhealth, particularly because displacement results in
conditions which threaten the interest imealth, as was explagd earlier in the chaptein
addition, economic costsare projected to slow down economic growth, make poverty
reduction more difficult, further erode food security, and prolong existing and create new
poverty traps, the latter particularly in urban aand emerging hotspots of hungér.
These effectswill threaten the human interestin sustenance and health by reducing
individuals to poverty or keeping them there, and by eroding food secuwitych may also
threaten the human interest in lifeFinally,extinction of speciess not directly related to
basic human interests because extinction of species does not result in human lives being
consumed with the struggle to survive, unless extinction becomes so widespread that it
begins to threaten ecosystemsr results in food and water shortages, and threaten the

interest in sustenance.

In sum, the three human rights defended by Caaeyuablyencompass thesix main risks

identified by the IPCC, and can therefore be seen as representative déeghbuman

interests currently projected to bethreatened accordingto climate changescientists

Caney himself refers td KS NRA IKG a K& FR &S gdrans, theéithediq vlle

consider Cae® Q4 UGUKNBS o0l dA0 NAIKGEA (2entativ@the adza G Sy
key basic human interests threatened by climate chafides is not to say that there are

no other human intereswhich are threatened by climate changéaney himself admits

that there could be other rights threatened by climate changghsas the human right to
development, or the human right not to be forcibly evicted, but he does not consider such
NAIKGEA Fa WFdzyREFYSYyidlfQ Ay (KSSIntheddeveB,y aS | &
the thesis does not claim that the right to Hd®a sustenance, and life are all encompassing

of every human interest threatened by climate change, but rather that these three rights

represented key basic interests threatened by climate change.

52 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chandp;C Fifth Assessment Report: Summary fanyPbkers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_AR5_SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014], pO

53 |pid.
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threatened by climate change, these threghts couldarguablybe encompassed by one

right: the human right to healthThe right to sustenangdor examplejs a broader way of

expressing the right to food and water, &h is arguably implicit in the right to health. The

' YAGSNBEEFE 5SOfIFINFdAz2zy 2F ldzvly wAdakKaGa adlridSa (K
living adequate for healthand wedl SAy 3 FT2NJ KAYaStF | yRThiKAa Tl YAf &3
seems to imply thatdod, or sustenance as Caney refers to it, is a necessary condition to

the right to health. It is also well known that inadequate nutrition or hydration leads to ill

health, and therefore, it seems that the right to food and water can be considered as

implicit in the right to health. Furthermore, the right to life also seems implicit to the right

to health, as inadequate health results in a loss of life. Defending the right to life therefore

seems unnecessary, because staying alive requires adequate hkaldddition, most

predicted causes of death of climate change could arguably be related to health. Not

having enough food and water aside, overheating or succumbing to diseases due to

changing weather patterns or inadequate housing conditions cause hgwtilems which

eventually lead to death if not treated. It seems that the right to health encompasses the

basicinterests threatened by climate changéhe basic interest in food, water, and life, all

of which are required to live a life which is not canged with the struggle to survive

Furthermore,the right to healthis not only one of the key risks identified by the IPCC, but
also seen as key by scholars who study climate chdrmeexample, James Hansen et al
argue thatimpacts of climate changeill cause widespread harm to human healifhese
scholarsexplainthat food shortage polluted air, contaminated or scarce supplies of water,
an expanding area of vectors causing infectious diseases, and more intensely allergenic
plants are among the harmfimpactswhich will threaten healtt¥’ For this reason, Hansen

et al prioritize the risk to health in their discussion of what should be done to protect
young people from climate changterestingly, Hansen et .aihcorporatethe threat to

food and wate under the threat to healthpy explaining that climate change will cause
food shortage and contaminated or scarce supplies of water, which will threaten health.
Thisis in line with what is being argued here: that the right to health can encompass the
right to sustenanceln sum, the prioritization of the right to health in this thesis is based on

the idea that the right to sustenance and life can be encompassed by the right to health,

%! yAGSR bl liA2yazr We¢KS ! yA OSiNEvingunbr§eédfddcindenishughy 2 F | dzYky wA 3K
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and also on the premise that the right to health is one of the kektsighreatened by
climate changeand represents thekey basic interests which are threatene&or these
reasons, the right to health will be used as a ground for climate justice in this tfibgss
not to say that there are no other human rights threaed by climate change, or that the
right to health definitively represents the most important right, but rather than the right to

healthis appropriate as grounds ofjustice in the case of climate change.

Now that the reasos behind using the right tdhealth have been outlined, the chapter
turns to providing an overview of previous conceptions of the right to heaithgrder to
develop a definition of theight to health which can be used to groustimate justice in

this thesis Aswas argued aboveightsthat are part of existing global normative discourse

are particularly useful for a conception of climate justice. It is therefore important to assert
that the right to health has been explicated in internationally recognized documents. As
can be seerabove, the right to health has been enshrined in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. It has also been defined by the World Health Organization as a fundamental
right, and has been unanimously endorsed by its member stdfestthermore, the right

to health isaffirmed in several regional conventions, including the 1948 American
Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man, the 1981 African Charter on Human and
t S2L)X SaQ wAdaKGEAX YR G4KS wnnn [ KEFENISN 27
Recent, scholars have gone so far as to claim that human right to health has surged
onto the international stage as one of the most pressing human rights of the twiesty
century®® Therefore, it can be said that a right to health is well establishedlabat

normative discourses.

The most basiconception of a right to healtn current normative discourse ovided in

the UniversaDeclarationof Human Rghts, and defines the right to health &ke right to
standard of living adequate for health amekll-being® The right to health is not always
conceptualizedn this minimal wayAn example of anore stringent conceptiomf a right

to health is the one defended by the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and

Cultural Rightswhich defines & NA I K G § 2righi & kevierjioKe td tiie erjolnsent W

58 Davies, SGlobal Politics of HealttCambridge: Polity Press, 2010), p. 63
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Although thisconceptionof the right to health is no doubt important, it maglvaluable to

examine to what extent the most basic conception of a right to healfinagectedthrough

climate change action, because this will perhaps be more revealing about the inadequacies

of the climate change respongban the failure to meet &tringentconceptionof the right

to health, whichrequires substantial actiobeyond lowering emissions or paying for

adaptation costslf even a very basiconception of aight to health cannot be said to be

protected under current climate change actiomen this will present a strong case for

claiming thatthe climate change responge unjust, and unable to meet even the most

minimal demands of justice.

Therefore, a right to health will here be defined as more minimal, and in line with the right

tohed G K RSFAYSR Ay GKS | yA QSaNghtto stahddr@ofliviig G A2y 2 F |
adequate for health and wed S A §HbweSQer, the human right to healttas defined in

this thesis,serves toincorporate the right to sustenance and the right teJits discussed

above. The human right to health will therefore be definedttzes right to a standard of

health whichsustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes adequate sustenance to

maintain this standard of healthMinimally decent here refrs to the definition provided

above, which states that a minimally decent life is one not spent on the sole pursuit of

survival. For thi reasora standard of health which sustains life at a minimally decent level

and includes adequate sustenancenaintain this standard of helgh refersto a standard

of health which is adequate for an individual to live a minimally decent life without being

burdenal by disease, hunger, or thirst. In this way, the right to health incorporates the

right to life, because itequires a level of health to maintain life at a minimally decent level,

which implies that a person must be alive, and their right to life must be protected.

Similarly, the right to health, as defined here, explicity encompasses the right to

sustenancepy calling for adequatesustenanceto maintain a standard of health which

sustains life at a minimally decent levélKS (G KSaAia (GKSNBEFT2NBE SyOo2YLNl aa.
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rightsunderone right to health, which was argued to be possible and useful for the dase o
climate change above. To reiterate, the right to health, as defined here, is not considered
the sole human right threatened by climate change, but rather seen as a useful

representation of the key interests threatened by climate change.

The above defing right to health should be considered, in the case of dénmtdange, as a
negative right, because it was argued above that negative rights are more useful for the
grounds of climate justice than positive rightehis implies that irorder to respect the
human rightto health, actors must refrain from any action which reduces the standard of
health to a level below minimally decent. Partaking in activities reduce the standard of
health below this threshold should be considered a violation to the hurigint to health.
Importantly, thisnegdive right is strong enough to require significant global action on
climate change Chapter One explained that in order to avoid dangerous climate change,
global temperature change mudie kept at or below ZC compaed to preindustrial
levels®® Importantly for this thesis, there is a relationship between the threat to the human
right to health and the2°C threshold For one, thedefinition of a right to health, in this
chapter,encompasses the right to sustenance,ighisthreatened by &°Crise. According

to the IPCC, 2°Crise would negatively impact production afheat, rice, and maize in
tropical and temperate regior.In addition, a2°C is projected to threatemenewable
surface water and groundwater resouscén most dry subtropical regions, intensifying
competition for water among sectofé This clearly illustrates thatise in temperature of
2°C is projected tdahreaten the adequate level oksustenance necessary to standard of
health which sustains lifetaa minimally decent levelln addition to this,a 2°C rise is
LINE2SOGSR G2 OFdzaS WRI y3aSNER dzangjor ©d eltingl S
wildfires, ocean acidificatiorand heat waves? These effects of climate change will result
in loss of life,forced migration, place stress on watand foodresources, and result in
spreading of diseases, as was explained in Chapter One and in the current chapted
migration will threaten the right to health by exposing individuals to conditions which are

likely to spreaddeadlydiseases, as was explained abolverthermore, gress on food and

65 Intergovernmental Panel oni@late ChangelPCC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5_SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014). 14

66 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chandp;C Fourth Assessment Report: Climate Change 2007
www.ipcc.ch/ [accessed 12.02.2013], p. 48

67 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chandr;C Fifth Assessment RepSttmmary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5_SPMcorr2.ddiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 10
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water resourceswill threaten the right to health becese these conditions are not

conduciveto a standard of health whicbkustains life at a minimally decent levéVorld

KSItGK SELISNI& KIF@S 02y O0f dzZRSR sAGK wiw@SNE KA3IK
contribute to the global burderof disease and premature death, and that a ris@® will

lead to deleteriousconsequence®’ All of the above seems to suggest thabtecting the

negative right to health, as defended in this thesis, will require that gltbaperatures

are keptbelowat or below2°C relative to prandustrial levels.

Keeping global temperaturest this levelwill require substantial emissions redigns over

the next few decades. THECClaims, at the time of writing, that emissions would have to
be cut by 40% 70% by 2050 compared to 2010, and would need to be near zero or below
in 21007°This will require substantial global action, becawsethe time of writing,
emissionshave not yet slowedThe latest IPCC report claims that greenhouse gas emissions
have continued to increase over 1970 to 2010 with larger absolute increases between 2000
and 2010, despite a growing number of climate changegatibn policies! The growth

rate of emissions increased from 1.5% a year in X98000 to 3% a year in 20@0201272

This indicates that even a negative, minimal right to health, requires urgent change in
behavior at the global level to keep global teengature changeat or below 2C.”3In order

to prevent the violation of the right to health, actors around the world will have to lower
emissions substantiallEmission must be lowered becausdaptation to climate change
effects alone will not be enough enre that the right to health isot violated The IPCC
explains that withoutmitigation efforts (lowering emissions)warming is more likely than

not to exceed 4°C above piedustrial levels by 2100 The risks associated with

temperatures at or above &€ include substantial species extinction, global and regional

O I yaSys wes S Fto W agaSaaiy3d 5Fy3aASNRdaA [/ fAYEFEGS / KEy3aSy w!
Y2dzy3 t $2 L3 S5 Cdzi dzNB S @red@oid),pga YR bl 4§dz2NBEQ Ay
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73t should be noted that the goal of 2°C is disputed. Some scholars, such as James Hansen et al, claim that 2°C
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al. therefore argue that the UNFCCC should aim for a 1°C warming, but concede that this would require
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explained that thesis is based exclusively on the findings of the IPCC because the IPCC moalieled peer

reviewed scientific information which is unparalleled. For this reason, the g@aloivarming, recommended

by the PCC to prevent dangerous climate change effects, will be used in this thesis. Hansen et al. make an

intriguing argument, but their evidence is not supported or peer reviewed by an international community of

scientists in the same way the evidence of the@Pis. See | ya Sy > Wos SiG td W aasSaary
/ KFy3asSy wSljdzANBR wSRdzOGA2y 2F [/ FNb2y 9YAaaizya G2 tN
Plos Onge8 (2013), pp. & 26 for more details.
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food insecurity, consequential constraints on common human activities, and limited
potential for adaptation’?In other words, if emissions are not lowered, it will not be

possible for humans toVlalRG (G KSYa St @S a 2 dzifer a2c@rtairOdoity I 4 S O
there will be irreversible damages which not only threaten the right to he&lthyt also

camot be addressed by adaptatiomhese irreversible damages have the potential to exist

for multiple centuries, or even millennighreatening the right to health of humans far into

the future.””

To take one example of an irreversible effect of climate change, consider Antarctic ice
sheets. These ice sheets required millennia to grow to their preseas.©nceice sheet
disintegration reaches eertain point, the momentum of the processf melting willmean
further melting isunpreventable which will causesea level riseof many metersand
worldwide loss of coastal citiea consequence that is irrevsible’® A loss of coastal cities

will threaten the human right to health, as people are forced to migrate, potentially
spreading diseases, and forced to live in inadequate conditibgsanother example, take

the extinction of species, which will haveeversible consequences on ecosystems which
humans depend on to remain alivelf ecosystems are damaged irreversibly, then this will
threaten the right to health because it will result in loss of sustenance sources for humans
who depend on these ecosystamFinally, along with irreversible damage, a lack of
mitigation (lowering emissionsjan also lead to sudden, unpredictable, large scale impacts
descending at random on particular individuals, communities, industries and visiting them
with pure, unrecovesble cots° The risks of abrupt or irreversible changes increase as the
magnitude of global warming increas&sAn accumulation of GHG gases in #timosphere

may quite suddenly drive the climate system into some unanticipated, radically different

state towhich it is virtually impossible to adaftin sum, accordingo the best available

5 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChandCC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5 SPMcaopdf [accessed 04.11.2014], p. 12
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scientificevidence, it seems thait is not possible to refrain from violating the right to
health without lowering emissionsThis will be further discussed in Chaptéve, which

will outline what justice demands in the case of climate change.

It should be noted that even though the right to health has been defined as minimal, when
it comes to a right to health and climate change in the long run, more must be done. The
right to health is linked to other, more complexatters. A useful way to illustrate this point

is to outline the social determinants of health, which encompass the waysiich health

is shaped by various social factors and living conditté@mme examples of social
determinants of health are income and employment, education, health systems, social
protection, the built environment, and social patterns of exclustbost of these social
determinants of health overlap and affect one anotlfeFor exampm, two of the most
impactful social determinants of health are income and education, and these factors seem
to be intertwined in a number of ways.tuflies show that the most disadvantaged
members of society, especially those with below povéetyel incomea or without a high
school diploma, generally experience the worst health, and even those with intermediate
income appear less healthy than the most affluent and educated members of séfcTdty.
direct impact of income is related to having more econongisources, and thus having
access to healthier nutrition, housing, or neighborhood conditions, or less stress due to the
availability of more resources to cope with daily challerféiscome is linked to education,
because poor families may not be able &nd their children to school or university, and
without degrees, these children will not be able to get high paying jobs in their adult life,
and not send their own children to school, meaning the cycle of lack of education and

poverty continue, which negizely impacts health.

Some of the abovsocial determinants are linked to climate change, since climate change
affects the built environment and health systems, Iouiny arealso linked to overarching
global inequality issues, such as unequal incomacation, and unemployment, which are
important to highlight as a cosmopolitan. Cosmopolitan justice is concerned with the equal
treatment of morally equal human beings, and the social determinants of health are clearly

not distributed in an equal manner axss the globeor even within nationslf they were,

B[ 62Y0STS whdX |yR wdzO1 SNI = | dsbbaNHe&ISPolc®dIS GIWE Braws, GSNXY A Yl yia 27
Yamey and S. Wamala (Cambridge: Vllackwell, 2014)p. 1

84 |bid., p. 8

851bid., p. 18

8 |bid., p. 9
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then every individual on the planet would be in good health. The high rates of childhood
mortality and low life expectancyn poorer countriesand the high levels of health
inequality even within the dhest countriesuggesthat this is not the casd-or this reason,
protecting the right to health adequately will include taking aspects of the social
determinants of health seriously. Rectifying the unequal distribution of these social

determinants willnecessarily require substantial resoas for redistributive purposes.

However, for the purposes of this thesis, which seeks to assess current action on climate
change from a global justice perspective, a minimally defined negative right to health will
be enough to illustrate that current climataction does not represent a just response to
climate changeThe above serves only to acknowledge tiha@alth is a complex issue,
which is being simplified for the sake of this thesis in order to demonstratediragate
change action cannot be said tepresenteven the most minimal protection of the right to
health. For this reason, thedimate justice position will be grounded in the negative right to
health, defined as the human right to a standard of healtiich sustains life at a minimally

decent level, and includes adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of Realth.

Conclusion
This chapter concerned defininghat grounds the conditions of justicéd lhe chapter

defended the use of a human rights bdsapproach and explained that human rights will

be defined as protecting human interestSollowing this, the chapter examinezkisting

8[| 62y 0SS wods |yR wdzO] SNI T ! dShbaMHedSPolcRdS. GIWE Brdws, GBS NIY A v I v i
Yamey and S. Wamala (Cambridge: VYalgckwell, 2014)p. 18

89The main focus of the thesis human interests, as opposed to animal interests. It is difficult to deny that
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surely only sensible to recognize that all sentient creaturage at least some very basic interests which are
AdzFFAOASYGEe &alGNRy3:r [ff (KAy3a 02y aHeRSNBeRIampie2of 3 NB dzy R
GKS AyGSNBalG yz2i (2 06S &ddzoaSOGSR (2 SEifetakOdustber y3 LI Ay
considered sufficiently strong to impose a duty on us because after all, the interest in avoiding excruciating pain

is clearly weighty, and the interest in being amused is only trivial. At the very least then, we can confidently

claim thatall sentient creatures possess the basic right not to be inflicted with excruciating pain simply for the
FYdzaSYSyd 2F 20KSNAR®Q Ly GKS OFras 2% OtAYFdGS OKIy3ass
interest in having enough water and food tarsive, and having an adequate level of health to sustain a

minimally decent life. Cochrane explains that many of the higher animals at least have appetites and can feel

the pain of ill health, extreme thirst and starvation, basic facts which constitigi thterests. Furthermore, as

Peter Singer argues, the moral basis of equality among humans is not equality in fact, but the principle of equal
consideration of interests, and it is this principle that, in consistency, must be extended to arfhyumams

wk2 KIF @S AyGSNBadad /20KNITYS FyR {Ay3ISNREA | NBdzySyda I
interests should be protected from the effects of climate change. However, as this thesis is based in a
cosmopolitan approach, and takes individimans and their moral worth as the ultimate unit for concern,

including animal rights is beyond the scope of the thesis, and will not be considered as part of the global justice

position defended here. For details on the arguments outlined above, se¢ Bdcy S | &3 WCNRBY | dzYl y
{ Sy G A Sy (iCritical Ré¢igvaaRIntdrnational Social and Political Philosap2912), pp. & 21, Feinberg,
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cosmopolitan arguments for human rights in the case of climate change in order to assess
whether any right, or set of rigs, are best suited for the grounds of justice. It was put
forward that negative rights, substantive rights, and existing rights are particularly useful
for the climate justice position defended in this thestmally, it wasargued that the right

to hedth encompasses thkeybasic human interests threatened by climate change, and is
therefore sufficient to ground the climate justice position. The chaptfined the right to
health asthe right to a standard of health whicsustains life at a minimallgiecent level,

and includes adequate sustenance taintain this standard of healtrand began to explain
what action is necessary according to this rigbtiapters Three and Four have now laid the
foundation for Chapter Five, which will use the scope amougds of climate justice

developed in these two chapters in orderdefine whatclimatejustice demands
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ChapterFivec The Demands of Climate Justice
Introduction
This chapter is the third of three chaptetsat Y 1S dzLJ t I NI LL ig&8 GKS
Global Justice and Climate Change®dsi2 y @ Q / K I LJ{i S d&finindgthéeScSpe 6f2 y O S Ny
climate justice, Chapter Fowasconcernedwith setting outthe grounds of climate justice,
and this current chapter wildentify what climate justice demarsd The chapter will build
on Chapters Three and Four and complete the climate justice position defended in the
thesis bydefiningthree demands of justice required to meet a condition of justice in the
case of climate chang&hese three demands are considd normative principleswhich
must underwrite a more just global response to climate chanbe.achieve this, the
chapter willexplore threemain issues associated with the empirical conditions of climate
change, namely what is owed to future generasprhow to include less develeg
O2dzy iNASa Ay OfAYIFIGS OKFy3aS 0GA2YSY |YyR 6K
collective action. Chapter Two argued that these issues must be addressed in a normative
assessment of the climate change problem, becatisy are part and parcel of the

problem.

The chapter will be organized into three main parfBhe first sectionwill address how
much is owed to futurggenerations.tlwill be arguedhat the nonrelational scope of the
mixed position defined in Chaptélhree, and the grounds of justice defined in Chapter
Four impy that the right to health of future generations must be considered to be equally
as valuable as the right to health of current generatioftsis will be considered as the non
relational minmum, which cannot be crossed under any circumstanddse sectiorthat
follows will use the relational side of the mixed position to explore the relationship
between developed countries andss developed countriesand make the case that states
should beheld to account according to both their emissions levels and wealth levels. This
will be considered a relational demand which stefmsn the special relationships created

by climate change. Finally, the third section of the chapter will make the casentiyitical
conditions of the climate change problem imply that responsible actors making up the
including individuals,firms, sub-state entities, international istitutions, and states,
irrespective of the country they live or exist ifihis conception of collective responsibility

will be developed froma relational discussion of the relationships between actors causing

1 Defined aghe right to a standard of health whicdustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes
adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of health.
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climate changeand those suffering fronits consequencesand make up the third demand
of justice. The chapter will conclude with a summary of the arguments made in Part Il of

the thesis, and outline what is to come in Part lIl.

Future Generations
The issue of future generations, and particularlgwh much is owed to them, is a

contentious topic within climate ethics literature. This section of the chaptidrexplain
what exactly is owed to future generations according to ttlamate justice position
defended in this thesisln order to determine his, it must first be argued thafuture
generations are an important paof the climate change problem, and must therefore be

considered within the climate justice position defended in this thesis.

Future Generations and Climate Change
As was explaineth Chapter One, future generations are part and parcel of the climate

change problem, because future generations will be the primary victims of climate change.

Although climate change effects are already occurring and will increasingly affect present

genemtions,a temperature change @/ = g KA OK gAff NBadzZ G Ay WRIy3aS!

according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) will not occur until
205021002 This implies that the primargroup ofvictims will be those who are notet

alive today. To complicate matters, the main benefit of emissions, namely energy
production, is largely consumed by the present generatidhis provides a significant
incentive for the current generation to take no action, because members of themur
generation may never see the environmental benefits of cutting back on their energy. In
addition, there is no chance for a reciprocal relationship between present and future
generations. Future generations cannot offer present generations any reveardhéir
actions. Furthermore, future generations may have interests, but cannot express these, as
they do not yet exist, and therefore have no bargaining pot®eciding what action to

take on climate change, a decisidhat will significantly affect futre generations,
therefore rests completely with the current generation. For this reason, it is important to
define what is owed to future generations. More specifically, the rights of future
generations must be defined, because rights imply duties. ltgigre not defined, it may

be difficult to argue that present generations have any duties to change their current

behavior. For the reasons above, a discussion of the rights of future generations must be

2Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangCC Fifth Assessment RepSttmmary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/arS/syr/SYR_ AR5 _SPMcorr2.fddccessed 04.11.2014], p. 14
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included in the climate justice position explicatedthis thesisThe chaper now turns to

this discussion, by assessing arguments for and against the rights of future generations.
will be put forward that thescope andyrounds of justice efended in the previous chapter

imply that arguments for therights of future generations outweigh arguments against
these rights. Through this discussion, the chapter will take a stance on how much is owed

to future generations according to the climate justice position defended in this thesis.

The Case Against tiitights of Future Generations
The most wetknown argument against protecting the rights of future generations: is

problem presented by Derek ParfRarfit sets up @uzzleK S NB T SNE -identityl & (0 KS
LINEOEf SYZQ GKAOK I aasS Ndganst tuiire geneiiafoSs iskhbt MidfallyO 2 Y Y A i
problematic as long as these individuals have a life worth living. worth noting that

Parfit himself does not seek to support a specific stance here, but is rather setting up a
problem which must be solvedhe non-identity problemrests on the idedhat the exact

moment an individual is conceived is highly importahan individualhad beenconceived

WSPSY |y K2dzNJ F FOGSNI GKSANI I QlGdz £ O2yOSLIiAzy
someone else, becaaghe genetic makeup of the individual would be based on a different

sperm?® This is relevant to the climate change problem for the following rea¥dhen

current generations choostw pollute, this means that there will be a higher standard of

living for the next few centuries, resulting from the profits of energy consumption.
According to the logic underpinning the nadentity problem, thiswill directly affect

conception times, because being richeplies that people will marry different people over

time, and even in the same marriages, the children will be conceived at different &imes.

This implies that current generations can directly affect which individuals are conceived by
choosing not to lower greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, which will affeith es@ls, and

ultimately conception times.

According tonon-identity problem the power of current generations to affect conception
implies that future generations cannot be harmdakcause they are benefitted overall by
being born in the first placéin this senseeven if high GHG emissions levels negatively
affect the environment, existing and suffering from the effects of climate change is better

than never having existed at all. Therefore, the decision of present generations to emit

5t F NFAGZ 50X WoySNHe LRfAOe I vy RClimdeEthicgEbsbnkidSRehdbgeli dzZNBY ¢ K
eds. Gardiner, S. MCaney, S., Jamieson, D., and Shue, H. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 113
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GHGs, which &ds to the birth of a specific future generation, does not harm that specific

generation.If GHG emissions levels had been lowered, then specific future generations

would never have been born. Since it is better to be adimd existing in the conditions

causel by climate change thaneverbeingborn, there is no moral wrong in emitting GHGs,

because this leads to future generatiobgnefitting by being born in the first placé.

However, here is a caveat to the neidentity problem,whichis that individudés must be

FoftS G8AFSI R2NAcdordingkodtie yicademity problem, if polluting results

Ay tA0Sa 6KAOK IINB ¢2NIK fAGAYy3d:X GKSYy WgS 1y26 i
F2NJ oF dzii dzNB° This Ssyas Mdpaitantayeit,8Mpich will be further discussed

below, when it will be questioned whether future generations will be able to lead such a

life if their right to health is violated.

CKAA-ARGFUAGRERQ LINRoOofSY Aa GKS Yz2ad 02YY2y | NHdzY
obligations to future generations. There are not many arguments against obligations to
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Other, less sophisticated counterarguments do exist, and are often presented by the

utilitarian or pragmatist theorists discussed in Chapter Two. These theorists commonly

claim, for example, that future generations will be better off than present generations, and

will therefore have the capacity to address climate chatdehese types ofrguments will

0S FTRRNBX&aaSR f2y3aAiARS tIINFAGQA | NHdzySyid oSft2g6>

future generations.

The Case for the Rights of Future Generations
There are several justice based arguments in defense of the rights of future generations

One argument commonly put forward by justice theoristtha time of birth is a matter of
luck, similarly to place of birth, renderirtgne morally arbitrary'? An individual cannot
choose when to be born, so this should not affect what they deserhis dssertion is
usually based on a nemlational conception of justice, which, as explained in Chapter

Three, requires all humans to be included in the scope of justice, on the basis of their

8t I NFAGZ 5¢3 W9ySNHeE Lkt AOe I v RClithdeEthicgEbsbnkaSRehddigei dz2NBY ¢ KS L RS
eds. Gardiner, S. M., Cané&y, Jamieson, D., and Shue, H. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 116
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11 See for exampleCollier, P.The Plundered Planet: How to Reconcile Prosperity with N@tanglon: Allen

Lane, 2010), p. 201, daomborg, B.The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 322
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humanity. In this way, all humans are morally equal, no mattertime or place of their

birth. Chapter Three explained that the scope of justice defended in this thesis is based, in
the first instance, in a norelational conception of justice. This noelational scope implies

that present and future generations ust be considered as morally equal, because both
generations are made up of morally equal individuals. As was explained in Chapter Four,
the nonrelational scope of this thesis grounded in the right to health, which implies that

all humans, unconditiorlly, have the right to health, defined as the right to a standard of
health whichsustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes adequate sustenance to
maintain this standard of healthn terms of future generations, this implies that right to
health of future generations is morally as important as the rights of current generations,
because future generations and present generations are part of therelational scope of

this thesis, which is grounded in the right to health. This implies thatbémgc right to
health of future persons must not be sacrificed in order to promote the basic right to

health of the present generations.

However, before ascribing the right to health to future generations, it must be illustrated

that it is indeed possik for future generations to possess rights. This is a contentious issue,
because future generations do not yet exist, and there may be doubt over whether non
existent individuals can be said to possess human rights. Since rights are intended to
protectorF R yOS | LISNE2yQa olaixd AyaSNBadasz I a
the question to ask is whether it is possible to attribute basic interests to future
generations without knowledge of who these individuals will be. If this is the cagghtda

health, which is based on the basic interest in health, can be attributed to individuals who
make up future generations. Steven Vanderheiden claims that this is indeed possible,
because even if the exact genetic makeup of futureegations is unkown, it can be

assumed that future generations will have interests, because they will be huthans.
Importantly for this thesis, it can bessumed thafuture humans wilhave the same basic

needs of clean water, sufficient wtrition, adequate housing, andatk of diseases to
maintainbasichealth. Therefordt can be assumed that future generations will havgaaic

interestin health! YR & *IF YRSNKSARSY SELX FAyas WItGK2
of future generations now, because future people mm yet exist, our actions are almost

I 3adz2NBR (2 R 2“Thihasimgporiark ioraFimpliodads. Q
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The timelag between actions today and the violationioferestsin the future is arguably

morally irrelevant according to a nenelational coreption of justice. According to the non

relational scope of this thesis, all individualsespective oftheir time or place of birth,

have the right tohealth,because they have a basic interest in headthd there is a duty of

justice to respect thisight. For this reason, it is morally wrong to act in ways that cause an

A Y RA @hgRtdalhéalihdto be violated, whether the right is violated immediately or at

some point in the futuré®! & + | YRSNKSARSY SELX I Ayas WATFT 6S | R2
and some future technology prevents it adversely affecting persons a century from now,

that policy is nonetheless wrong at the time we adopt it insofar as we can anticipate its

K I NI T dzf 1® TheFefoe OfiadighQwill in the future be threatened bylisy decisions

made today, then the ability to connect those policy decisions with future rights violations

must inform current decisions.Vanderheiden refers to this as the rational capacity for
F2NBaAaAIKGY WGKS FIF OG0 (KL $hagsBoralGbngequeregdsBoa SS KI A Y
dza%riils argument complements the position taken in this thesis which aims to respond

to the best available scientific evidence on the empirical conditions of climate change. If

this evidence is accepted as credible, therdldel 6 f @ SEA&GA&A WNI A2yl F2NB
predict that basic interests in health of future generations will be threatened by climate

change. Since the right to healflserves to protect the basic interest in health, this implies

that the right to healthmust be respected, and current action on climate change must take

the right to health into account

The argument above presents a powerful responsthnortidentity problem because it
illustrates that present generations can harm future generatidngyviolating their basic
interests, and thereforagheir human rights.This seems to suggest that théolation of
humanrights is an importantmoral wrong which is notfully acknowledged in the nen
identity problem Instead, the nosidentity problem purpets that future generations are
overall benefitted from being born, and can therefore not be harmed by current pollution.
JamesWoodward iscritical of this notion and puts forward that evéhan action which
GA2fT 1 GSa I LISNA2 Yy Mia pefSaiy soyie Wiy Aik dods nd Saycsl suk (i &

or detract from the moral wrong of the rights violation. For example, even if an individual

15Vanderheiden, SAtmospheric JustiogA Political Theory of Climate Char{@xford: Oxford University Press,
2008), p. 130
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18bid., p.136

19 Defined aghe right to a standard of health whicgustaindife at a minimally decent level, and includes
adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of health.
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who was held in a Nazi concentration cafepls that this experiencbestowed him with a
deeper appreciation of lif¢han if he had not been a prisonghis does not negate the fact
that his human rights were violatedd In this sense, even ihigh emitting present
generations benefit future generatiortsy ensuring that they aréorn, which means they
are better off thanif they had never been born at alhis does not detract from the moral
wrong which icommitted againsfuture individuals whoséasic right to healthis violated
The nonidentity problem does noaddresghis moral harm, and is for this reasdoesnot

providean adequate defense against the rights of future generations.

Furthermore, the non-identity problem asserts thapolluting is acceptablgf future
individuals lead a worthwhile life. However, it was explained in Chapter Four that humans
will not be able to lead a minimally decent life if their basic interests are violated. A
minimally decent life has been defined as one which is not consumed with the struggle to
survive. If present generations continue to emit, then future generatibnso I aéstOn A y (i S NJ
health will be violated which will result in these individuals living livethat are not
minimally decent as was explained in Chapter Folihis seems to imply that the non
identity problem falsely assumes that future generations will be ablead i worthwhile

life even if pollution occurs. In other words, the rioientity problemis arguablymistaken

in its assertion thafuture generations will be able to lead a life worth liviMpreover,the
non-identity problem is not able to account ftine moral importance of violating the rights

of future generationsFor thesereasors, the nonidentity problemwill at this point be
dismissed as an argument against the protection of the right to health of future

generations.

Another potential criticismagainst protecting the rights of future generations is put
forward by some pragmatists and utilitarians, who claim that future generations will be
better off than present generations, and will therefore have the capacity to address climate
change?! For these theorists, this assumption is enough to discount the rights of future
generations, and allow present generations émit GHGsuntil a less costly solution to
curbing emissions is found’he problem with this type of argument, according to Simon

Caney,s that it is not certain future generations will be wealthier, because the level of cost

202 22 R NRZ WRSYy s € &8 EHidsros(@) J986), p./8go

21 See for exampleCollier, P.The Plundered Planet: How to Reconcile faoty with Nature(London: Allen
Lane, 2010), p. 201, dkomborg, B.The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 322
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to tackle climate change may increase at a greater speed than the level of ealth.
Secondly, the argument overlooks that it may be cheaper to tackle the problenerearli
NI GKSNJ GKIFIy fFiSNE 2NJ S@Sy GKIG GKSNB Yl& 0SS |
other words, Caney claims thassuming that future gesrations will be richer necessarily
meansoversimplifying the climate change problem by making assumptidnish are not

in line with the climate science outlined in Chapter Gmal Chapter FouBoth of these
chapters explained that continued GHG emissions will lead to increasingly dangerous
climate change effects, and that eventually, inaction will lead tevarsible damages,
which are incompatible with human lif@hese irreversible changes include mass extinction

of animals, changes in marine ecosystem productivity, damage to fisheries, changes in
oceanic oxygen concentrations and decreased terrestriaktatipn2* For this reason,
claiming that future generations will be better off, and therefore better equipped to deal
with the consequences of climate change, isemistemic presuppositionf the scientific
evidence on climate chang&@he argument that fuure generations will be better off will

here be dismissed, and not considered reason enough to discount the rights of future
generationsNow that the arguments for and against the rights of future generations have
been explored, the chapter turns to whatimate justice demands in the case of future

generations.

In line with the norrelational conception of climate justicdefended in Chapter Three,
which is grounded in the right to health defendedGhapterFour, it seems clear that the
defense of theright to health of future generations must be included in the conception of
climate justice defended in this thesis. The thesis is based, in the first instance, on a non
relational conception of justice and defines a moral minimum of every person hawng t
human right to health by virtue of their humanity. This implies that the right to health of
future generations is morally as important as the right to health of current generations.
More specifically, since it can be reasonably assumed that future géoes will have a
basic interest in health, as explained above, riglistounting is considered to be
incompatible with the global justice position defended in this thesis. This implies that the
right to health does not diminish over time, and future geations have a right to health in

the same sense that present generations dod this rightmust be protected Taking these

2/ ySer {dX W iAYFHES /KFIYy@88YBYR2 §KE (i pHnakAGRaWS A R 024z Ay 3 F2I
Philosophy40 (2009), p. 172
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24 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chang;C Fourth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers,
2007https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ard/syr/ard _syr spm.pdfiaccessed 12.02.2013], p. 56
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considerations into account, the stance on future generations is as follows: the right to
health? of future generations is consided to be equally as valuable as the right to health
of current generationsand must therefore berotected This is the first explicit demand of
justicethat must be met in order to achieve a conditionadimatejustice according to the

position defendd in this thesis.

Substantial action on climate change will be required in order to meet this demand.
Chapter Four explained that in order to protect the right to health of future generations,
the global temperature rise must be kept at or bel@iC. Sypassing this threshold will
lead towide scale floods, droughts, heataves, sedevel rises, and forced migration, all of
which threaten the right to health, asas explained in the previous chapféilthoughthe

2°C goals becoming increasingly diffituidue to current inaction, the IPCC maintains, at
the time of writing, that there are multiple mitigation pathways that dieely to limit
warming to below 2°&"As was explained in the previous chapter, thes¢hways would
require extensive emissiongductions over the next few decad&sThe IPCC stresses that
emissions would have to be cut by 40%0% by 2050 compared to 2010, and would need
to be near zero or below in 213®This will be further discussed in Part Ill of the thesis,
particularly in @apters Seven and Eight, which concern assessirrgnt practice For now,
the chapter merely serves to highlight that the nmational scope of the thesis, which is

grounded in the right to health, calls fextensive lowering of global emissions

Les Developed Countries
The question of how to include less developed counties in climate change action is subject

to ongoing debate within the climate justice field. order toexplorethis guestion,t must

first be explained thatless developed countrieare important to the climate change
problem. After this has been clarified, the chapter will discuss how to inclaeds
developed countriesn climate change action, or, more specifically, discuss how global
benefits and burdens should be distributed iveten developed countries andess

developed countries.This is a relational discussion. The thesis has defined a moral

25 Defined as the right to a standard of health which sustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes
adequate sustenance to nrdain this standard of health.

26 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChandC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
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minimum using a nomelational scope and grounds of justice above: the right to héAdth

future generations is considered to be equaly valuable as the right to health of current
generations and must therefore be protectedrhis sets a moral minimuthat cannot be
crossed, and implies that action on climate changencally necessary. The discussion
below will now assess what kind aftion is necessary, by exploring the relationship
between developed countries arldss developed countriesn other words, the thesis has

now set a norrelational minimum, and moves onto the relational discusswhich seeks

to explore what demands ojfustice stem from the relationships arising as a result of
climate change. This was defended as important and necessary in Chapter Three, which
advocated a scope of justitkat is both relational and nomnelational so ago fully capture

the empirical ralities of the climate change problem.

Before the importance of less developed countries is discussed, the benefits and burdens
of climate change must be briefly defined, in order to clarify what exactbt istake.
Benefits in the case of climate chaninclude profits made by large industries (e.g. oil and
automobile), as well as smaller scale companies who profit from poll&tibhere are also
individual level benefits such as driving, air travel, heating and cooling of homes, and
buying foreign products. Climate change burdens, on the other hand, are usually split into

two broad categories: mitigation and adaptation.

Mitigation burdens are defined as the costs of actors not engaging in activities that
contribute to climate change. This is an oppmity cost, because these actors forego
benefits they could have had if they had been allowed to emit frefelly example profits

from production of good$? Mitigation burdens can also involve additional costs associated
with lowering emissions, for exampievesting in new technology. In contrast, adaptation
burdens are defined as the costs of adopting measures which enable others to cope with
the ill effects of climate chang® Examples include building seawalls to protect those who
live near the coast, fisidizing people to move away from threatened areas, inoculating
people from infectious diseases, supporting irrigation systems in drought prone areas, and

sending overseas aid to victims of malnutrittyThese and other burdens of adaptation

30 Defined as the right to a standard of health which sustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes
adequate sustenance to maintain this standard ofltiea
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are largelyfinancial burdensAs was explained in Chapter Oites widely recognized that
whatever happens, some adaptation measures will be required alongside mitigation
measures. This is because even if emissions are cut dramatically, the greenhouse gases
(GHGskexpelled so far are predicted to cause environmental chafggésr this reason,
mitigation and adaptia will both need to be pursuedrhe chapter now turns to how these
burdens should be distributed between developed and less developed countries according

to the climae justice position defended ifis thesis.

The Importance of Less Developed Countries
There are two main reasons whgss developed countries must lmnsidered inthe

conception of climate justice defended in this thesis. The first is becthese countries

will be hardest hit by the detrimental effects of climate change. As was explained in
Chapter One, this is in part because of their geographical location and in part because these
countries depend orocal resourcesvhich will be affectedby climate changenore than
developed countries. In additiorless developed countriemmay not have the financial
assets to respond to climate change, and will as a consequence not be able to prepare or
defend themselves against effects like flooding, wdjbts, or rising sea levelsAs this
thesis is based in a nenelational conception of justice, which implies that every human, by
virtue of their humanity, has the basic right teddth, it seems clear that less developed
countriesmust be included in &onception of climate change justice because the basic
right to health of individuals living in these countries is threatened by climate change. They
are the primary victims of climate change, alongside with future generations, as elain

in Chapter One.

However, there is an important difference between future generations lasd developed
countries because unlike future gendrans, which do not yet exissomeless developed
countriescurrently have an effect on global GHG levels. This is the seeasdn they

must be included in a climate justice conception. It is now becoming increasingly clear that
if less developed countriepursue their own economic development with the same
disregard for the natural environment thateveloped countries displayd, it will

dramatically worsen the predicted effects of climate chafge. fact, less developed
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countries are projected to contribute 45%f global emissions bg2050® 1t is therefore
necessary to consider how to includiess developed countries globd climate change
action, so that these countries can contribute to lowering global emissions to avoid global
temperatures rising by more than 2°C. However, this inclusion is no simple matter, because
the relationship between developed countriemnd less developed countries is quite

complex as will be explored below.

Before the relationship between developed and less developed countries can be discussed,
it is important to stress that théi S NJY' déiéldped Zountrfs not a straightforward or
unproblemdic categorizationlnterestingly, thecategory of less developed country is often
skirted over or left undefined within climate justice literatur€or example, Steven
Vanderheidef® and Simon Cané¥ do not provide a definition of less developed countties
andsimply state thatountries sich as China, India, and Braui less develope&imilarly,

Paul Harris does not define less developed countries and includes China under his
conception?! Finally,Henry Shu#& and Edvard Pagé® discuss less developeduntries at
length, without providing a definition of this categotyeaving less developed countries

undefined is problematic, because this categorization is not uncontested

To illustrate the contested nature of the category, consider that the WorlikkBlefines

countries as less developed accordimgat simple economic calculation: countrieith a

gross national income of 11,903S Dollarsor less arecurrently (until December 2015)

defined as developing countrié$in contrast to the World Bank, thé&nited Nations

Development Program(UNDP)takes a more complex approackRdz0 6 SR (G KS Wl dzY Il y
58 @St 2 LIY Swhich inclidesSniofe than economic consideratioAscording to the

UNDP, the Human Development Index was credte@mphasize that people and the

capabilities should be the ultimate criteria for assessing the development of a country, not
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economic growth aloné& TheHuman Developmerindextakes into accounthree factors:

life expectancy, level céducation and standard of livig. Thescores ofthese factors are

then aggregated into a composite index using geometric nfé@he difference in the
approaches of the UNDP and the World Bank is illustrative of the factcttagorizing

countries is not a straightforward process, and that the categdigss developed country

should not be seen as uncontestethere is disagreement over which factors to take into

I 002dzyGz YR G4KSNB A& y2 2yS dJdbadfBIR RSTA
complexity,there is a category which capts& ¥ A ZBSNIJYFYCSNBAY 3 y I GA2Y | §
referred to as BRICS (Brazil, Rudsidia, China, and South Africa)lthoughall of these

countries except Russiare considered less developed according to the World Béathie

BRICS countries adistinguishedfrom other less developed countridsy their large, fast

growing economies and significant influence on regional and global af#dlifere are G20

members, for example)rurthermore the BRICSountriesrepresent26% of the planet's

land massare home  46%of the world's population, and account for 18% of the world's

GDP*® The economicand political power of these nations is indicative of the reality that

GKS OFdS32NE 2F Wi Saa RSJSwhiehlasircrediadydiyeisdlh S& Q (
¢ China andSomalia for example arboth considered less developeatcording to the

World Bank

The distinction between less developed and developed countries is espéauiptiytant in

the case of climate change, because underent climate change governance lavas)ly
certain WR S @ S fcautiteRale held to direct account for financial contributions and
lowering of enissions.This will be further discussed in Chapter Seven, but it is worth briefly
explaining the categories employed by the United Nations FramleaorClimate Change
(UNFCCQjere. The UNFCC currently has four categories of countries: Annex |, Annex I,
non-Annex |, and_east Developed Countrieds will be discussed in Chapter Sevite,
Annex Ilcountriesare WA Yy R dz& (i NJeld tofatc@RF6Y enhisgidhs reductionsind the
Annex llcountries, which represent thé&rganizationfor Economic Goperation and

Developmentmembers of Annex, are held to account for financiaontributions?® Non-
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Annex | countriesa category which includes 148 cdues includingBrazil, China, India and

South Africal NB O2y aARSNBR wyzaiftea RSOSt2LAYy3I O2dzy i NX

account for emissions reductions or finanataintributions® Finally, out of the 148 Nen

PPN
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vulnerable to climate change because of their limited capacity to respaddadapt to its
adverse effect§! In sum, under thaJNFCCC, dll8countries outside of Annex | and Il are
considered develping countries, and there are 49 countries, includiggola, Rwanda,
Uganda, and Somalia, which are espégialinerable to climate changd@he category of

f Sad RSOSt2LISR O2dzy iNAS&a dzy RSNJ G§KS ! bC/ [/
develd_JS Rt @iscussion belowand remainder of the thesis, will aim to take the above
complexities into accounivhen discussing theelationship betweeness developednd
developedcountries Because this thesis concerns itself with climate change, theoe&s

of the UNFCCC will ised to definewhich countriesare less developegnon-Annex lyand
which countries are particularly vulnerable to climate chafigeast Developed Countries)
However, it should be noted that this is not the only way to cateagothese countries, and
that the thesis is merely followingne categorization which is well establishexhd more

importantly, relevant to the climate changeroblem.

The Distribution of Benefits and Burdens in Climate Change
As can be seen abovessdeveloped countriesnust be included in a conception cdfmate

justice because they present one group of primary victims of climate change, and because
they at the same time contribute to the climate change problétowever, deciding on
how to includeless developed countriesn climate change action is by no means a
straightforward matter especially because the category of less developed country is not
only contested, but often very broad, encompassing countries which differ from one
another significantt. Interestingly, although the category of less developed country is very
broad, there is oneissue in particular whicis often discuss® in climate ethics literature
when considering how to include less developed countries in climate change .athisis

the issue of fairness, which arisem the relationship between developed countries and
less developed countrieim the case of climate changeklstorically, developed countries
are the main cause of climate change, &k developed countriesme sad to find itunfair

that they must curb emissions when developed countries had the chance to emit freely.

addition, less developed countries are said to find it unfair that they must suffer from

0l b C/ /[ Wt NI A $tfp//unf¢cR intipait@sS angP Sbisiiivers/items/2704.pHaccessed
03.04.2015]
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consequences of climate change, when they have not catlgsgroblem, and therefore
deserve compensatio?t.At the same time, developed countries have been known to be
hesitant to act without the commitment of lesdevelopedcountries which is one of the
main reasons the United States did not ratify the KyBtotocol®® In sum, it seems that the
relationship between developed and less developed countries reveals questions of fairness
in terms of the distribution of benefits and burdens in climate cham@érness is extremely
important in the case of climate ahge because proposed action which is seenrdair is

likely to be rejectedand efforts to reduce the effects of climate change will be drastically
undermined due to lack of participatiof€onsidering the urgency of the climate change
problem, and the on-relational right to health which is at stake, action on climate change
is morally required. If the issue of fairness is important in terms of taking climate change
action, then finding a fair solution is, by this logic, morally import&ot. this reasn, it is
arguably morallymportant to consider whatess developed countriesonsider tobe a fair

distribution of benefits and burdena the case of climate change.

The notion of a fair distribution of benefits and burdens will here be defined inwitie

NAFY . I NNEQAa RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F FIFANI RA&GNRKOGdzi A ;
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but in the stronger sense that they can reasonatigim more, morally speaking, as they
can reasonably accept the distribution and have no moral claim for a different
RA & O NR*@nthér xhss yEahéption, itlistribution & reflective of what all parties can
reasonably agree tahen it is morally fairbecause none party could morally expect more
than this. I NNE Q& | NBdzYySyid NB&aARSAa 2y (GKS ARSI (K
distribution, this implies that theparty accepts thiglistribution as fair. This definitionof
fairness has been well establisheth political philosophy Although there exist other
conceptionsof faimesg . I NNE Q& O2y OSLIiA2y A& dzaSTdd Ay
argument for exploring the relationship between parties in order to understand what these
parties could reasortdy agree to. Barry providesmanner in whicho explore the realities
of existing relationships and define whatmrallyfair in these relationshipg=inding a fair
solution to the distribution of benefits and burdens is morally important in the cdse o

climate change, and Barry provides a blueprint for finding this fair solufionthis reason,

52Harris, P.World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(Bdicdurgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2010), p. 91

53]bid., p. 90

54Barry, BTheories of JustidBerkeley: University of California Press, 1989), p. 8
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distribute benefits and burdens between developed and less dgesl countries.

Although the thesis makes use of NNE Q & hid_g@sitidn{wll Befessarily have to be

adapted in order to ensure that it is compatible with the global justice approach taken here.

While the demand of justice developed below is a mative one, and reflects what

countriesought to doaccording to the climate justice positiatefendedhere, the thesis

will base this demandn a discussion of what less devetmpcountries actually find fair,

and wouldtherefore agree to.In other words,the chapterexploresthe realities of the

relationship between developed and less developed countries in order to consider what

justice demands in the case of this relationsipK A & RAFTFSNBE FNRBY . I NNEQa O2
is moral rather than empiricaln the sense that he is not concerned with what parties

actuallywant, but rathersolely concernedavith what partiesought to do

The thesisadds an empirical element to the discussiororder to apply themixed scope of

justice defended in Chapter Thre€he scopeof justice employedn this thesisis in part

relational, and aims to explore the realities of global relationships caused by climate

change in order to explicate demands of justice. In thisseethe thesis must explore the

realities of whatéss developed countries find fair in order to explicate demands of justice

which are specific tohe relationship between developed and less developed countifes

the thesis merely assigned moral duties to less developed countries without considering

the realities of what less developed countries find fair, then the thesis would not be

conducting a relational discussioRor this reason, although the thesis makes use of Brian

.FNNEQa LRaAldAz2ys GKS LRaAGA2y Aa tHeBs LWIAISR Ay
developed countries find fair is includedy G KAa aSyasSs . IFNNEQa y20A2Yy
provide a blueprint for a normative relational discussion, which results in the formulation

of a moral demand of climate justiceThis demand is not badeon a purely moral

discussion, but oran empirical discussion ahe reality of the relationship between

developed and less developed countribat informs a moral discussion

In order to ascertain whatess developed countriesould reasonably agreeot previous
workont Saa RS @St 2peibeptions af daynéshih Bié a@se of climate change will
be briefly outlined belowAccording toStevenVanderheiden less developed countries

have three main concern®lated to the issue of fairnes# isimportant to reiterate that
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Vanderheiden includes Chinagdia, and Brazil in his conception of less developedntries
which implies that the three concerns hmitlines speak to the broad category of less
developed countries, and not merelhe Least Developed Gountries which are most
vulnerable to climate changéccording to Vanderheiden, tHest concernless developed
countrieshave relatego the idea thatdeveloped countries have contributed most to the
climate change problem, and should therefqgray more towards the cost of combatting its
effects>® This implies thatess developed countriesill perceive adistribution of benefits

and burdensas unfairif these are not in line with historical contribution. Secomess
developed countriesbelieve that they face greater immediate problenthat must be
addressed before they can agree to help with climate change at&idocording to Henry
Shue, it is difficult to see whgss developed countrieshould divert their attention from
their own worst prdlems in order to help with problems that for them are far less
immediate and deadly’ This implies that adistribution of benefits and burdenghat
includesless developed countrieshould consider the need to address urgent basic needs,
because otherwiseless developed countriexannot reasonably agree to it. Third,
Vanderheiden explains thd¢ss developed countridselieve that they should have a right

to develop, and should therefore not have to cut their emissions as drastically as developed
countriesuntil such development is achievétiThis is a complex concern, becausss
developed countriesshould not have to accept a climate change deal where they are
essentially blocked from developing, but they cannot be left out of the climate deal entirely,
because universal participation is necessdjo make matters more complicated, the
developed countries will see little point in acting if tless developed countriegre holding
back®® It appears there needs to be a balance between the concern for dereint and

the need for cutting emissions. In sum, the three main concerns oflabe developed
countriesin terms of fairness are acceptance of responsibility by the rich, ensuring basic
needs are met, and guaranteeing that there is an opportunity toettgy. If these are the
main concerns in terms of fairness, it seems that all three concerns must be addressed to
make the distribution of benefits and burdens reasonably acceptablegs developed

countries.

55 Vanderheden, St. Atmospheric JustioeA Political Theory of Climate Char{@xford: Oxford University

Press, 2008), p. 67

56 |bid.
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58 VVanderheiden, StAtmospheric Justice A Political Theory of Climate Char{@xford: Oxford University

Press, 2008), p. 67

591bid., p. 69

60Harris, P.World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(Bditdburgh: Edinburgh

University Press, 2010), p. 90
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It should be noted thatsome countries, partularly those classed dseast Developed
Countriesby the UNFCCGQyould be more concerned about addressing urgent needs than
having a right to develop, because theydoubtedly have greater urgent needs to address
than BRICS countries, for example. Riciwed advanced less developeaxuntries like
China and Brazil, on the other hand, may be more concerned with having a rightdioplev
because these countries are well on their way to becoming developadtries according

to the BRICS categorization, amdll feel strongly about not having this development
impinged. Keepinghese complexities in mind, thehapter now turns to discussing how
these perceptions of fairnesswhich stem out of the relationship between developed
countries andless developed cauries, can be integrated into a conception of a
distribution of benefits and burdens in the case of climate change. There are three existing
positions on distributing benefits and burdens between states in climate ethics literature:
Polluter Pays, Abilitio Pay or a mixture of both. Each of these positions will be assessed in
turn. The assessment will concern to athextent each position iskde to include the
concerns of less developed countrastlined above. It will be argued that a mixed position

is best able to accommodatiess developed countriesoncerns, and therefore is best able

to represent a distribution of benefits and burdens which is fair, in the sense that it can be

reasonably accepted by all parties.

ThePolluter Pays Principle
The Pollter Pays Principle, commonly referred to as the PPP, is baseaaminingwho

caused the problem, and using this information to determine who should pay (and how

much) for climate change actioAs Henry Bue explains, the PPP is basedawelknown

corODSLIIA2Y 2F FILANYySaar osKSNBowRS ¢BY SUAGEOS I NBdzLd SRdz!
climate change is high GHG levels, which must be lowered to protect the right to health of

future generations, as explained above. According to the PPP, the countries that hav

emitted the most, and/or continue to emit the mosire responsible fopaying for most of

the damages caused by these emissioRmponents of the PPP usually conclude that

developed countries should bear most of the burdens of climate change due iohilgh

GHG emissiorf.In this way, thePPP is based entirely on taking responsibility for high GHG

emissions by paying to fix the problemssasiated with these emission$he PPP has an

important advantage: it has been strongly defended by China, Brazd otherless

61{ Kdz8§Z | &3 WDt 26t 9y JANRY YBigrdatiohal AffgirR75 (1990)SN3E3 G A2y Ly S|j dz £ 7
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developed countriesn climate changeegotiations®® Thisimpliesthat the less developed
countriesperceive it to be fair. This is unsurprising, because the PPP seems to fit in with the
three concerns of less developed countries outlinadove The PPP explicitly places
responsibility on desloped countries, which allowess developed countrie® address
urgent needs because they are not required to act on climate change, and also allows these
countries to develop without being burdendu costs because they are not expected to

pay for emissions reductionsnless their emissions reach a certain level.

However, the PPP could considered to be unfair by sbigh emittingless developed
countriesbecause there is not a perfect correlatitmetween high emissions and wealth,
and requiring countries to pay in proportion to their emissions may perpetuate the poverty
of some and reduce others to povertiforexample China or Indiagcountries which have
high emissiongboth countries weretop three emitters in2014),**may not have the
resources to pay for damages caused by these emissiecause their level of wealth is
not high enough to pay for damag®&sSimon Caney therefore believes it would be a
mistake to determine who should bear the loi@n of climate change in isolation from an
analysis of economic resourc&This argument suggests that thePP may be too
simplistic, and result in a distribution of benefits and burdens which cannot be reasonably
agreed to by all parties. If higtmitting less developed countrieme called on to pay for
lowering emissions, and this results in them not bedblg to address urgenheeds of their
population or to continue their developmentyecause the cost of lowering emissions is
too high, then it wouldbe difficult for these countries to reasonably accept the distribution
of benefits and burdenimplied by the PPPFor this reason, the PRiPguablydoes not
represent a useful model for the fair distribution of benefits and burdens between
developed coutries andless developed countriebecause basing distribution of pollution
may not be reasonably accepted by. dlhechapterwill now examine another position, the
Ability to Pay Principle in order to assess whether it is better suited to addressirgtiinee

less developed countrieoncerns outlined above.

8t  3SY 9T WDAGS AlG ! LI F2NIANOMIYNE St I/ StienitdHigiyTi@an@iST S yiO5
(2012), p. 305
64 http://www.statista.com/statistics/271748/thelargestemitters-of-co2-in-the-world/
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The Ability to PafPrinciple
The Ability to Pay Principle, commonly referred to as the ATP, asserts thasgansibility

for addressingclimate change should be borne by the wealthy, and, moreotret this
responsibilityd K2 dzt R Ay ONBI aS Ay £ Xnhé key differérice batkedn | ISy G Qa ¢
the PPRand the ATRs that the ATP is indifferent to who caused harm and focuses instead
on who can rectify harrf The ATP has several importaadvarntagesrelating directly to

the concerns ofess developed countriesutlined above. For this reason,séems plausible

that less developed countrieswould find the ATP fair. First, thesponsibility topay for
climate change will fall mostly on the dewpkd countries because they are the wealthiest
countries, which is the first concewf the less developed countriemamely that developed
countries are held to account for climate change. Secondly, ifalponsibilityto pay falls

on aless developedauntry, this will only be when this country has the ability to pHya
country is wealthy enough to pay for climate change action, or to reduce emissions, this
seems to imply that other concerns, such as meeting the bascls may have already
been met Under the ATP, lesteveloped countriesvill not be asked to pay until they are

at a certain level of wealthwhich is particularly important in the case lafast Developed
Countries which are vulnerable to climate change and do not have the resoues t
address the problemThis addresses the second concern of lss developed countries,
namely that urgent needs must be addressed before climate change can be acted on.
Finally, the fact that countries only have to pay when they are wealthy enough seems
imply thatless developed countriesould have time to develop to a certain point, at which
they could begirto pay for climate change actiofihis addresses the third concern of the
less developed countriewhich is thatless developed countrieBave a right to develop.

This is particularly important for richer less developed countries, who may feel that they
have a right to develop to a certain level before being held accountable for climate change
action. Fromthe above, the ATP seems to be in linéhawhat less developedountries

consider fair, and what thessountriescould reasonably agree to.

However, the ATP suffers from a key disadvantage. Not taking levels of emissions into
consideration impliethat wealthy countries with low GHG emissiondl Wwe required to

pay as much as wealthy countri@gh high GHG emission3his could be perceived as
unfair because wealthy countries which contribute ¢ombatting the climate change

problem by limiting emissions are not rewarded for this behavior, amedin factreated in

%/t ySez {&dz W tAYFGS / KIFy3S ClitigaRReviet¢ &f Inferiainal Satialanl G KS ! RAF y il 3¢
Political Philosophyl3 (2010), p. 213
68 |bid.
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the same manner as high emittingpuntries. This is amportant weakness of the ATP
becausethe thesis is concerned with a solution which can be reasonably accepted hy all.
seems unreasonable fawealthy low emitting nations swch as Icelandaverage of 6.2
metric tons ofcarbonper capita per year}o accept that they have to pay as muchrah
polluting nations such as the United Stat€average of 17.6 metric tons afarbon per
capita per yeary°with no consideration for He differences in their emissions levels. In
addition, the ATRarguablydoes not provide an incentive for countries to lower emissions,
becausehere isno reward for lowering emissionmder this model Instead, countries can
AAYLX &8 WLI & {icenSideNSmisdiodsQt all, yitich sééms counterproductive to
the goals of lowering emissions worldwide was explainedn Chapter Oneand Chapter
Fourthat it is not possible tgpay for climate change without lowering emissions, in the
sense that not lwering emissions will eventually lead to irreversible damagdsch
humans will not be able to adapt tdhese criticismef the ATP, along with the criticisms of
the PPPwiill be takeninto accountbelow, when arguing that a mixed approach is best able
to represent a distribution of benefits and burdens which can be reasonably accepted by

less developed countrieend developed countries.

A Mixed Approach
There is no one name for a mixed approach, as each proponent has their own version of

ATRPPP combinatins and offer various names for their approaches. The discussion below
will refer to two of the most welknown mixed approaches advocated by Thomas Risse and
Simon CaneyRissesuggests a mixed approatiat is based on an indegkat measures per
capita wealth and pefcapita emission rates, and then groups countries into categories
depending on their combined index which weighs both criteria equalifie amount of
emissions reduction or payments towards climate action for which a country is responsible
would be a function of this inde®.Under this approach, a number of countries would not
incur anyresponsibility because they are ranked too low according to either one or both of
these criteria’? To illustrate, countries which have high levels of pollutamd high levels of
wealth will be asked to reduce their pollution and pay for gloadhptation costs, and
countries of low wealth and high pollution will have to reduce their emissions as best
possible, and only when they rise in wealth will they havepay more towards climate

change adaptation costs and further emissions reductions. Countries which have low

69 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.CO2E.PC
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emissions and low wealth will be excluded from action, and those with low emissions and

high wealth may be asked to contribute financially but lmvter their emissions.

¢CKA& FLIINRLFOK | g2ARa GKS tttQa LINRoO6fSY 2F NBIjdz
emissions, even if these countries are not wealthy enough to be able to do so. Although
somelessdeveloped countriehave high emissions levethiey may not be able to afford

to reduce emissions or pay for mitigation as easily as other countries. This may interfere

with their ability to address basic needs of their populations, or to pursue development,

which are two of thdess developed countsconcerns outlined above. At the same time,

wAdaasoa YAESR | LIWNRIFOK &aiNBy3aitkSya GKS 1¢t 06850l
may be rich but have low emissions. As was discussed above, it is imporfaovide an

incentive forcountries with low erissions, and to treat them differently than countries

GAGK KAIK Syraarzyaod waiaasSQa YAESR | LIINREFOK &aS$SS$
this regard, becaushbis approach highlights the fact that countries with low emissions and

high emissions shouldebdifferentiated in terms ofesponsibilities and may therefore be

perceived as fairer than an apgach based solely on wealth. In this senge mixed

approach Risse creates hthe advantage of being fairer than either the ATP or PPP on its

own, whichis important because it may be more easily accepted by both developed

countries andess developed countries

However, there is a second mixed approach which has an important contribution to make

in terms of addressing Sa & RS@Sft 2 tdScBrns SithalzyQanedh Sgued for an

approach which recognizes difference between (i) those whose wealth came about in

ways which endangered the climate and (ii) those whose wealth came about in ways which

did not endanger the climat€& He believes that countriethat fall into category (i) should

be contributing more to climate change co$t& KA a Aa Ay fAYyS GAGK wAdaa
because Risse argues that high polluting counttiies are richare responsible foboth

financid contribution andlowering emissiod > G KSNBI & WINBEYYy NAOK O2 dzy
responsible for contributinginancially.Interestingly, Caney qualifies his approach with the

notion that a country should only bear the burden of climate change so long as doing so

does not push that country bexath a decent standard of livif§This argument is useful

because it seems to be particularly sensitive to the second and third conceles®f

BlrySezr {oX W EtAYFGS / KFy3S ClitigaRRevie 8f Inerziidnd Soci# dnd 6 KS | R y il 3¢
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developed countrieswhich are thatless developed countriesave urgent needs which

have to be addressed be®rcontributions to climate change are made, and theds

developed countrieshould have the right to develop. If countries must only contribute so

long as this does not push them beneath a decent standard of living, this seems to imply

that basic needs st be met and that countries must be developed enough to be able to
contribute so that their contributions do not result in substandard living conditions for their
population. This seems to be especiallgir to countries which face urgent needs,
particularly those in the category dfeast Developednder the UNFCCC, who would under
/'ySeQa Y2RSt y20 6S KStR G2 | 002dzyid ¥F2NJ Of A

Overall, it seems that all the mixed approashdefended by Risse and Caneyvéa
advantages over the ATP andFRRespecially in terms of taking the concernslexds

developed countriesnto account. As was argued abowedistribution of benefits and

burdens is considered fair when all parties cannot reasonably reject a distribution. In order

to meet this condition there must be consideration of whad¢ss developed countries

believe to be fair: the burden falling on developed states who are seen to have caused the
problem, basic needs being met before any climate action is takenthendght todevelop

being taken into account. However, as it is important that all states participate in climate

action, the developed natiols S&LISOA I f f & (i K&haul alsoKfindianyr NB W=
climate action fair. After reviewing the PPP, ATP, and mixed approaches, it seemas that

mixed approachs fairest for all countries. It was illustrated above that the ATP puts too
YdzOK 0dzZNRSy 2y ¢StHfGKe WINBSYyQ O2dzyiNASasz
emitters with low wealth into poverty. The mixed approaanguably recognizthe

concerns of botHess developed countrieand countries which have low emissions and

high levels of wealth. Therefore, the global justice positioness developed countriesill

be based on a mixed approach. This approach will now be outlined below

The two mixed approacheassessed abovéoth have strong elements, which will be
incorporated into the mixed approach defended in this the$igs ensures that the thesis
speaksto existing literature Risse suggests measuring emissions output as asefler
capita wealth in order to ascertain how much a country should contribute to climate
change efforts, which has the benefit of being more likely to be perceived as fair the PPP
and ATP approach, as was explained above. Howevieranguablyuseful © qualify such

Iy AYRSE 6AGK [/ logudtieQshoultl aci BeNdiishet yundeér i [décent
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threshold of living by their climate change reduction efforts, which was illustrated to be a
useful argument in tans of incorporating concerns of less deyd countries and in
particular Least Developed Countrie$hese elementg; the basic notion of usindgpoth
6SIHEtGK YR Syraairzya fSgOStas cwil BeuSeasthe y RSE
building blocks of the mixed approach defended in thissih.

Y2RS
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Pay approach, or PATRodel Under the PATIEhodel, countries which have high levels of
emissionsand high levels of wealtare responsible for reducirtheir pollution and pay for
climate change action, and countries of low wealth and high polludienresponsible for
reducing their emissions as best possible, as long as it does not push them under a
threshold of a decent standard of living. Countré®uld have to pay for climate change
costs and reduce emissions only when they are well off enough to do so. Furthermore,
countries which have low emissions and low wealth should be excludedrésponsibility

and those with low emissions and high wéadhould be asked to contribute financially but
not lower their emissions. This is a theoretical model of the distribution of benefits and
burdens of climate change which attempts to incorporate notions of fairness as explicated

by less developed countrida order to represent a fair distribution of benefits and burdens.

¢KS t!¢t Y2RSt faz2 ddSywia d2 OF LJWidzNBE GKS
O 2 dzy AliNGugh Ghis category igery broad, the PATPnodel points out two important
factors wheh can help to clarify which less developed countries may be more responsible
for sharing the burdens of climate chandpan others, by virtue of their level of wealth and
their level of emissions. the thesis simply argued that less developed countsiesuld be
included in climate change action, this would not be very exact, since less developed
countries account for almost 150 countries of the world according to the UNFCCC. Defining
the PATRnodelenables a discussion which can account for the diffeesrbetween these
countries.The model can accommodate the idea that some richer less develumetries

must be held to account for their emissions, while at the same time stressing_#eest
Developed Countrieshould bear no responsibility until thdigvel of wealth and emissions

meets a level which implies responsibility.

Finally, it should be noted that the PAif®delcannotguarantee that the concerns t¢éss

developed countriesare taken ind account. It is merely a model of distribution which
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attempts to capture theseoncerns. As will be illustrated in Chapter Seven and Eight, less
developed countries, and in particulaeast Developed Countrieare often not inclded in

climate changedecision making processewhich can often mean that theconcerns are

not taken to considerationThis is problematic from thperspectiveof fairness, because

the distribution of benefits and burdens must be one all can reasonably agreelieadt

Developed Countrieare unable to express their concernsethit is questionable whether

these countries can be said to reasonably accept the distributianhis decided on their

behalf. For thisreason, the requirement that S&a RS @St 2daiedins Masdbg G NRA S & C
taken intoaccount will be left expliciso that the evaluation of current practice can include

a thorough discussion on the extent to which these concerns are being addressed.

The stancen less developed countrigs therefore as follows: in line with the definition of

fairness outlined above, theoncerns ofless developed countries must be properly
considered in climate change action in order to endiia they can reasonably accept the

distribution of benefits and burdens associated with climate charfgethermore, the

distribution of benefitsand burdens in global climate change action dddee based in the

PATP modelThis is the second explicit demanddifnate justicethat must be met under

the position defended intis thesis. Thehapter now turns to the final issue to be included

inthS 2dzAaGAO0S LRaAAGAZ2Y RSFSYRSR Ay (GKA&A GKS&A

collective action.

Collective Action

The chapter has now defined a noslational minimum which cannot be crossed by
developing a demand which concerns what future getieres are entitled to, and used the

relational side of the climate justice approach to develop a demand that is relevant to the
relationship between developed countries aleds developed countrie§he chapter now

moves onto defining a third and final deamd, which concerns who makes up the
Wwo2tt SOGALBSQ Ay O2ftt SOGAGS IPCTAT Zgsmopolitani K & OA
Ot AYFGS OKIFIy3aS tAGSNI GdzNB KSIF@gAate SYLKI&AT S
collective action? Or more precigewho is morally responsible for what actions in the case

of climate change?The discussion above concerned the distribution of benefits and
burdens between developed countries atess developed countriesvhich has clarified

the responsibility ofstated > ¢ K2 YIF 1S dzLJ Iy AYLR2NIF Y G LI NI

action. Howeverthis final section of the chapter will make tlwase that theempirical
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realities of the climate change problem imply that responsible actors making up the
YO 2 6 Qeufielfive action extendbeyond states It will be put forward that the
responsible'€ollectiveshould include all capable actors, including individui@s)s, sub-
state entities, international institutions, and states, irrespective of the country tiny dr

exist in.

This conception of collective responsibility will stem out of a relational discussion of the

relationships between actors causinlimate changend suffering from the consequences

of climate changelt was explained in Chapter Two tldimate change is an issue of global

2dzaG A0S 0SOldaS AG LXIFOSa WSOSNER2YyST SOSNEBGKSNBC
is only one atmosphere, and multiple actors, within and outside of states, contribute to

changes in global climate, albeit tivarying effects in different places, regardless of where

they are located® This seems to imply thaflimate change is as a crdssel distributive

justice issue amongll actorscausing and suffering from climate change impdcts.is

therefore impor@ant to discuss who these actors are, and how they relate to one another.

This relational discussion will take place below, when making the case for a conception of a
NEalLlRyairoftsS wo2ttSOGABSQ 6KAOK SyO2YLJ) aasSa | ff
change problem. It is important to stress that the stance on collective action defended here

faces potential criticisms which stem from both practical and moral perspectives. Four of

these criticisms will be outlined below. The stance on collective actidbevilefended as

each challenge is addressethe first criticismthat will be addressed is that individuals

cannot affect climate change, the second is that individuals may be able to affect climate

change, but are not able to cause harm, and the thirdhet individual responsibility

distracts from state responsibility. Finally, the criticism of individual responsibility from the

Foucauldiarschool of governmentality will be addressed.

Criticism One: Individuals Cannot Affect Climate Change
The positionon collective actiorthat is defended here is thall capable actors, including

individuals,firms, sub-state entities, international institutions, and states, irrespective of
the country they live or exist jrshould be held responsible for climate chanaction.A

potential criticism against this position the practical criticism that individuals cannot
affect climate change, advocated by Gil Seyfé®eyfang argues that individuals do not

have the opportunity to make a significant impact on emissienvgls. She explains that

76 Harris, P.World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(&tiicéourgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2010), p. 153
7bid., p.116
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this is because individual consumers are only able to choose between options which are
available to them. Some options are simply not available, for example clean, efficient,
affordable and safe public transpdftin other words,Seyfang argues that consumers are
effectively locked into particular consumption patterfidn addition, decisions which make

a major impact on emissions are made on a societal, not individual ®fevet. example,
decisions on building and maintaining r@adhospitals, schools, and equipping the military
account for half of all consumption in Western EurdpBeyfang therefore concludes that
individuals are not only locked into consumption patterns, but that these consumption

patterns have a negjible effect on emissions.

Seyfang makes a valuable argument which requires a response. If individuals cannot make
a meaningful impact on emissions levels because they are locked into consumption
patterns, does this mean they should not be held responsible foigation? And what

does this imply for the responsibility of other actors whose behavior has a substantial
effect on emissions? In an answer the first question, it will be argued belowftbattain
individuals are able to change their level of emissiovithin available consumption
patterns, they must be held morally responsible for doing so. The answer to the second
question will link to this argument. It will be argued that other actors, such as corporations,
international institutions, and subtate auhorities, and states should also be held
responsible if they have an effect on emissions and are capable of changing their level of
emissions. To begin answering the above gquestions, it is important to note that Seyfang
undoubtedly highlights an importariict: individual consumption is by no means the most
significant cause of climate change, and individuals are locked into certain consumer
patterns. However, it would be difficult to argue that no individual has an impact on
climate change, and that nodividual is capable of changing their behavior in order to
reduce this impact within existing consumption options. In fact, there have been studies
which reveal exactly the oppositethere are individuals who have a significant impact on
emissions, and athe same time have the capability of changing their consumption

patterns®?
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For example, Paul Harris has conducted research into the detrimental effects affluent

individuals have on climate change. According to Harris, there are hundreds of millions of

well-off individuals living within, and more importantly, outside d#veloped states who

are capable of affecting GHG emissions le¥dte concentrates mainly on individuals in

less developed countriegas most climate change action is geared towardsansibilities

of developedcountries,meaning that the individuals iless developed countrieare largely

under no obligation to lower emissions. Harris argues that this is problematic because

pollution of the atmosphere is increasingly caused by the grgwiumber of rich people

living inless developed countri€é Harris makes use of a number of previously conducted

studies to illustrate that these individuals are producing GHGs throegtessive

consumption at a pace and scale never experienced in huhistory® For example,

individuals living withirBRICs countriggke China and India together account for over one

FAFGK 2F (GKS w3at2o0lt O2yadzySN) Ot Faaz=Q | ydzyoSNJ
exceeds the number of people living in Western Eeipn India in particular, new

consumers make up one eighth of the population, possess two fifths of purchasing power

FYR | 002dzyd F2NJ FAFGISSYy GAYSa (GKS SySNHe 02vya
population®” Harris explains that thiis in part why some studies estimate thadeveloping

countries now LINB RdzOS KI t F 27F  {i®KHarris gaghks Rnatdthese YA daA 2y a o
Wdzy NB3dz I 6SRQ AYRAGARIZ fa Ydad 06S KSftR NBalLRyaa

keep global emissions levels in check.

I I NNIsearchdrevedls two important points. The first is that individuals, and in particular

rich individuals, have a significant effect on climate change. Harris illustrates, with the help

2T ydzYSNRdza &aidzRAS&as GKIFIG WwW@2f dzy bavidgBaQ A Y RA OA Rd
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the argument that the consumption patterns of the wealthy, in particulging, eating

meat, or buying new products such as cars every year, are all behaviors that can be cut

back on, which implies that individuals are capable of mitigating climate change through

83 Harris, P.World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(&tiicéourgh: Edinburgh
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behavioral chang& This is a direct response to Gil Seyfangpwengues that individual
consumption is locked into specific patterns, and that individuals therefore only have a
marginal effect on climate change. Although this may be partly true, as will be explained
below, it would surely be difficult to argue thatdividual consumers haveo effect on
climate change, and that the is no possibility for changing behavior, especially in the face

of evidence Harris provides.

¢tKS aSO02yR LRAYU | I NNRaQa NBaSIFNOK NB@JSIHTt a
between individuals, because some individuals have a more significant impact on emissions
than others, and some individuals are more capable of change than others. According to
Harris, this should have an effect on which individuals are held responsible, ig/kitly he
concentrates on wealthy individuals. This could be referred to as an argument from
capabilityq those individuals wb are more capable of mitigating climate change have the
moral responsibility to do so. This type of moral argument has famdesiyn made by

t SGSNI { AYISNE ¢ K@ithil dNFEpde&eto pieveht (somatding had froma W
happening, without thereby sacrificing anything of comparable moral importance, then we
2dzZa3KG X Y2 NP Sifigér Alustiaies his Arguinén®ly explag that if someone is
walking past a shallow pond and sees a child drowning in it, they ought to wade in and pull
the child out, even if this will man getting their clothes muddi?#.The muddy clothes are

not of comparable moral importance to the deatli @ child in this examplén the case of
climate change, a wealthy individual buying a new car every year, or flying every month, or
eating meat for every meal, is by no stretch of the imagination equally morally important to
preserving the right to hedit of potential climate change victims, which is a consequence

of excessive consumption. Being healthy enough to lead a fulfilling life is not morally
comparable to the happinesthat may result in owning a new car every year, or eating
meat for every mealHealth isa basic human need, whereas owning a number of luxury
cars may bring satisfaction or happiness, but is not essential to living a life which is not

consumed with the struggle to survive.

In addition, it is surely within the power of a rich mdiual to reduce their meat
consumption, change their luxurious shopping habits, or reduce their travel for pleasure

without sacrificing something as morally important as the violation of the human right to

% Harris, P.World Ethics and Climate Change: From International to Global J(Bdicéourgh: Edinburgh

University Press, 2010), p24

U AYIASNE t ®X WCI YA Y S PhidsdpiyfankSybld BFatiy7B, p.22INF f AG&Q Ay
92 |bid.

141



health of millions. Not eating meat a few timege5 S{ YIF & YI NHAy!l ff & NBRdAzOS |
choice, but this is morally incomparable to suffering from a debilitating illness. Although
Seyfang makes an excellent point about consumers only being able to choose from
availablealternatives and this is undouledly problematic, it is important to note that
even within these locked choices, consumers can make a difference to global emissions
levels through their behavior, for example by eating less meat or flying less. According to
{ AYy3aSNDa f 2 3AiyGmat wedthy ndividgatizf wRo akeYchfifable of mitigating
climate change and therefore protecting the right to health of potential climate change
victims, should be held responsible for doing so. This is the response to the first question
posed above: ifnidividuals are locked into certain consumption patterns, and can only have
a marginal effect on emissions, does this mean they should not be held responsible? The
answer is no. It may be true that individuals are not the main cause of climate change, and
that their choices are somewhat restricted, but this does not negate the fact that some
individuals, especially the wealthy, have a detrimental effect on emissions, are capable of

mitigating climate change, and are therefore morally responsible for doing so

However, the second question remains unanswered. What does the above argument imply

for responsibility for other actors whose behavior has an effect on emissions? Individual

consumption only results in a part of the emissions which cause climate chEnge are

other actors which emit more than individuals, for example corporations or cities. A

Greenpeace study found that Shell emits more than Saudi Arabia, Amoco more than

Canada, Mobil more than Australia, and BP, Exxon and Texaco more than Framnte, Sp

and the Netherland®€C dzNII KSNXY2NBE>X OAGASa I NB K2YS (2 KFIfF 2
O2yadzyS 2@0SNJ g2 GKANRA 2F (GKS ¢2Ntaheha SySNHE |
emissions” The argument from capability made above can be used to holsetitgpes of

actors to account for their high emissions. Simon Caney has made an argument along these

lines ¢ ashe believes that not only wealthy individuals, but all agents who contribute to

emissions and have the means of lowering these should be hetwlatable for going s&,

including firms, sulstate political authorities, and inteational financial institution8® This

is in line with the argument from capability made above; it is simply being extended to all

capable actors. Extending the argumenorfr capability is especially useful because it

93 BulkeleyH. and Newell, PGoverning Climate Chan@leondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 2
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allows actors which are capable of having a greater impact on emissions levels than
individuals, for example corporations or cities, to be held morally accountable. For this
reason, not only individuals, but gmrations, substate political authorities, and
international financial institutions, and states are included in the conception of actors who

I NB NBalLlRyaiaofS dzyRSNJI wO2tft SOGAGBS I QGA2y dQ

Importantly, Caney suggests that if these actors are not only higktexs) but affluent,

they have the capability of financially contributing to climate change efforts, such as
scientific research into climate science, or adaptation measures, and should therefore be
accountable for doing s¥.This argument for financiabatribution is in line with capability

logic¢ spending money on preventing future human rights abuses (specifically violations of

the right to health in the case of climate change) is morally required of agents capable of

doing so, as long as spending dsrdoes not result in a moral harm equal to the violation of

the human right to health. For this reason, the argument that agents who are capable of
contributing financially to climate change mitigation/adaptation should be held responsible

for doing so iIA Y O2 NLI2 N} SR AyG2 GKS 02y OSLIiAzy 2F |
FOGA2y®dQ ¢KS aidlyOS 2y 02ttt SOGAQS OUA2Y 62N
action) in this thesis is therefore that agents, including individuals, corporatiohsstate

entities, international institutions and states who are capable of financially contributing

and/or capable of lowering emissions should be held morally responsible for doing so,
according to their capability, and as long as this does not resatmmoral harm equal to

the violation of the right to health of future generations.

tAa AYLRNIIFIYyG G2 y20S o62dzi GKS aidlyO0S 2y v
differentiation between agents. Each agent should be held accountable accomling t
capability¢ not every individual, corporation, stdtate entity, international institution or

state is capable of the same amount of emissions reduction or financial contribution. It is

also important to note that the conception of actors being respblesifor lowering

emissions and/or contributing financially is in line with the logic of the PATP model outlined

in the previous section. However, the PATP model applies specifically to states, because it is
based on previous conceptions of state respotigihithe PPP and the ATP. The conception

on collective action here is in line with the logic of the PATP, but must be defended

separately, because it is not commonly assumed that actors outside of states have

7/ ySes {0 W 2AM2YRAALL NV WVHA KK B S Bddandsutnal of infervatidhd / Kl y 3 S
Law, 18 (2005), p. 755
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responsibility to act on climate change. Tlgswhy the stance on collective action is
enclosed in a separate demand of justice. The chapter now turns to the second criticism of
the position on collective responsibility defended here: namely the moral criticism that

individuals are not capable of csing harm in the case of climate change.

Criticism Two: Individuals Cannot Cause Harm
The second potential criticism of assigning responsibility to agents outside of states which

will be addressed in this section is put forward by SinAgthstrong, who @ims that
although it is indisputable that some individuals can affect emissions levels, it is not
possible to assign these individuals moral responsibility to refrain from emitting under any
existing moral principlesin order to make his case, Sinndttmstrong goes through a
series of existing moral principles to illustrate how they do not apply in the case of climate
change.He orders existing moral principles into three categories: actual act, internal, and
02ttt SOGUADBSDP ¢KS TheNFamineWis Ddadz drinciple) whizh dtad® y OA LI S
that we have a moral obligation not to perform an act that causes harm to otffers.
SinnottArmstrong argues that although one act, such as driving for pleasure on a Sunday,
may contribute to climate changehe act itself does not directly harm anyone, because
climate change only happens when emissions accumulate over time. In this way, it is not
clear which action does what harm, and there is no direct link between action and®farm.

In an effort to explore th harm principle further, Sinnc#rmstrong outlines the indirect
harm principle, which states we have a moral obligation not to perform an act that causes
harm to others indirectly®However, he argues that the indirect harm principle suffers
from similarproblems to the harm principle, because individual action is not enough to
cause harm, even indirectly: emissions must accumulate over time to cause harm, and it is
not clear that one action can cause indirect hafiFinally, SinnottArmstrong explores

the contribution principle, which states that we have a moral obligation not to make
problems worse®? However, he explains that this is also problematic because the small act
of driving does not make climate change worse, as no individual person or anitinaé wi
worse off because of 2 SinnottArmstrong concludes thai KS LINR o f SY A GK Wl Ol dz

principles is that climate change occurs on such a massigle that an individual driving
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makes no difference to the welfare of anyottéHe concludes that actl act principles

cannot be applied to ground moral responsibility in the case of climate change.

After dismissing the applicability of actual act principles, SinAattstrong moves onto
AYGSNY Lt LINAYOALX Sa&d | S SEleywhtiSstatethay weQ & dzy A
have a moral obligation not to act on any maxim that we cannot will to be a universal

law 1% However, Sinnott Armstrong believes that the maxim, or intention, of a Sunday

driver would not be to expel carbon, because the motivat®toihave fun, and that can be

achieved without carbon emissions, if it were possiffd. K SNEF2NBE YI yiQa LINA
be applied to climate change, and Sinpétimstrong rejects its applicability to climate

change. Next, Sinne#rmstrong outlines theloctrine of double effect, which states that

individuals have the moral obligation not to harm anyone intentiondflyde believes that

this principle cannot ground moral responsibility of individuals, because individuals who

emit GHGs, for example througtriving, do not intend to harm, and do not cause actual

harm to anyoné®He therefore also rejects this internal principlede concludes that

internal moral principles cannot be applied to ground moral responsibility of individuals in

the case of climatetange.

Finally, SinnotArmstrongturns to collective principlesde examines the group principle,
which states that we have a moral obligation not to perform an action if this action makes
us a member of a group whose actions together cause Hétidoweve, Sinnott
Armstrong finds that this principle is difficult to apply in the case of climate change because
it does not seem immoral to do what others do if this will not change the action of others,
because the harm will occur with or without individuatian.''°He explains that because

an individual cannot change what the group does, it may be morally good or ideal to
protest what the group does, but it does not seem morally obligatéride then examines

the Ideal Law principle, which states that we havearal obligation not to perform an
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action if it ought to be illegdf? SinnottArmstrong argues that this principle does not apply

to the climate change problem because it is not clear that GHG emissions should be illegal,
since this would be impossiblegtause even the act of breathing results in emissidhs.

He therefore concludes that collective principles cannot be applied to ground moral
responsibility of individuals in the case of climate change. After rejecting the applicability of
actual act, interal, and collective principles, Sinngttmstrong concludes that there are

no moral obligations on individuals to refrain from emitting GHGs according tekn@aNn

moral principles. SinnotArmstrong provides a thorough case against holding individuals
morally responsible for climate change action which must be takeniously and
responded to. There are two possible responses to Sipfiotistrond@ argument, both of
which will be outlined belowThe first responsdas to questionwhether it is morally
important that actual act and internal principles do not apply to the case of climate change.
The second responssto questiorSinnott! NY &8 i N2y 3Qa O2y OSLIiA2y 2F O2f f

As was illustrated aboveSinnottArmstrong outlines actual act and harpminciples and
explains that these are not applicable in the case of climate change because individuals do
not cause a moral harm with their individual actions and do not intend to do harm. The
guestion to ask is whether it matters, morally, that thesesérg moral principles are not
applicable in the unique case of climate change. It has been argued above that some
individuals are capable of affecting climate change and should therefore be held morally
responsible. Does the fact that they do not cauged harm, or do not intend to do harm,
make a moral difference?Steven Vanderheiden is not convinced that it does.
Vanderheiden argues that if we were to apply common moral principles of harm and fault
(what SinnottArmstrong describes as actual act a@ntérnal principles) to climate change,

this would ban nearly all human activity, including exhaling, which would be ab$urd.
However, Vanderheiden explains that although conventional moral principles cannot be
applied to assign individual moral resporibifl, this does not mean it is morally right to
assign no moral blame to individual¥, as SinnottArmstrong does. According to
Vanderheiden, ignoring the moral nature of individual acts which cause climate change is

wrong for both practical and moral reass.
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His practicakconcernis that this may lead to individuals to stop recycling or to increase
driving because they will believe that they have no moral responsibility to alter their
behaviort'® Vanderheiden argues that we cannot afford to think thisyviecause it is too
dangerous, because of the urgency of abating climate ch&rigtis moral concern ithat
ignoring individual responsibility as SinneMrmstrong does may cause an unfair
distribution of blame. Some individuals may be more to blame fonate change than
others because they cause higher GHG emissions, but these individuals may live in states
where they are not required to curb GHG emissions under current climate change
regulation!® Similarly, some individuals in rich countries may be te¢dame as they emit

a small amount, but these individuals may still be asked to contribute towards preventing
climate change, as they live in a rich country which is under regulation. Vanderheiden
explains that if individual moral responsibility is r#fined, this will impose a burden on
those who may not have done anything wrong, and let those who are responsible go
unpunished, which seems to violate a basic precept of redistributive justiEerthermore,
individuals in states which are not regulatesl continue to not be held to account, which

is morally objectionable because, as was argued above, all individuals who are capable of

lowering emissions and/or contributing financially are morally required to do so.

Vanderheiden, in other words, argsi¢hat the fact that existing moral principles of blame
and fault do not apply to the case of climate change does not imply that there should be no
moral individual responsibility. Instead, Vanderheiden seems to imply that climate change
is a morally uniga situation which challenges both conventional ethical theory and
entrenched moral norms. This illustrates that while SinsAattnstrong makes an interesting
case, his conclusions are too hastily drawn. SinAotistrong establishes that existing
moral prirciples of fault and harm do not apply, and concludes that this implies no
individual moral responsibility. In contrast, Vanderheiden explores whether there could be
another moral reason for individual responsibility which is unique to the situation of
climate change. In other words, Vanderheiden treats climate change as manadly
empiricallyunique, and illustrates why individual moral responsibility is important beyond
ASYSNIf Y2NIf LINAYOALX S&4d =+ YyRSNKSAREBYQa | N
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justice would be violated without a conception of individual moral responsibility is

especially important. Vanderheiden illustrates that a conception of individual responsibility

is important for a climate justice account. It is therefore tempting tdesiwith

Vanderheiden and dismiss SinndttNY 2 6 N2y 3Qa | NBdzYSyd 2dziNAIKGD |
second possible response to Sinndimstrong, which involves questioning his conception

of existing collective principles.

Even if it were accepted that there mi® moral responsibility for individuals in the case of

climate change because individuals cannot cause direct harm and do not intend to do harm,

it is undeniable that individuals are causing harm to the climate collectively. Sinnott

Armstrong rejects cadlctive principles, but his dismissal of these may berateire, as is

pointed out by Anders Sandberg. Sinrdtimstrong argues that collective principles do not

apply to the case of climate change, because it is not immoral totdd wthers do as long

as othersQbehavior cannot be changed, because the harm will occur with or without a

particular individual actiod?°Sandberg argues that Sinne@dtmstrong is mistaken, and

GKFG Ay GKS Ol &S 2 T col@étiveabligatiBn taOckdngarSvayst® S K| @S |
Sandberg believes tha¥ t f RNAGJSNE YR FfeSNhBR 2dzaKa G2 NBRdz
collective behavior is currently causing a threat of climate chaBd#n other words,

although individual acts do not cause direct harm, collectively theseduacisause harm,

and this raises an obligation to change individual behavior.

This argument is very similar to one made by Thomas Pogge. Pogge argues that if
individuals are part of an institutional systeam structure that causes moral wrongs to
occur, hey have a moral obligation to rectify these wror¢fHe claims that in the case of
global poverty, affluent and powerful individuals have a significant impact upon living
conditions elsewhere in their everyday actions, and should be held to accountdse th
actions because they are part of a wider system of h&fiim the case of climate change

this would imply that although it may not be possible to argue that an individual causes

direct harm to another individual through an act such as driving, or iiféends to do
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harm, the individual is nonetheless part of, and indeed contributing to, a wider system of
KENYS yYyR GKSNBF2NB KLFa | Y2N}f NBaLRyaAoAf
implies that Sinno# NY A GNPy 3Qa RAAaYA dedis arguahly todmadtyl &S00 A IS
an existing collective moral principle, defended by Pogge, clearly points to a moral

20f AL GA2Yy 2F AYRAGARdAzZ ta Ay GKS OrasS 27F Of A
reply to the Sinnott NI & ( N2 y 3 Qa WneEzmM&allyigodd Krlidéal to protest
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of climate change rests on al§e assumption, namely that there are no existing moral
principles which can be applied to ground individual responsibility. For this reason, and
furthermore as a result of the fact that climate change is a morally unique situation as

argued above, Sinnbt NYa G NRByYy 3IQ& | NHdzYSyd F3AFAyaid GKS Y3
will be dismissed at this point in the thesis. The chapter maintains ¢hpableagents,

including individuals, corporations, sgkate entities, international institutions and states

should be held morally responsible for lowering emissions and/or contributing financially to
mitigation and adaptation efforts according to their capability. In order to strengthen this

position further, the chapter now turns to the third possible critigisagainst this

conception of responsibility, namely that individual responsibility distracts from state
responsibility.

Criticism Three: Individual Responsibility Distracts from State Responsibility

A third potential criticism of the position on collectivesponsibility taken in this thesis is

the argument that placing responsibility on actors outside of the state amounts to a
distraction from state responsibility and discourages political action. This type of argument

can be found in the work of Jennif&ent, Michael Maniates, and Gil Seyfang, and will be

outlined below. Maniates, Kent, and Seyfang all highlight the potential dangers of
individualized responsibility for climate change action. Maniates, for exarapees that

the individualization of rggonsibility focuses on the person as consumer rather than citizen,

and positions the individual within the comfort zone of consumerism, diverting people

from more important environmental and citizdad political actiont?® Jennifer Kent agrees

with this asessment, and explains that placing responsibility on individuals means that
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opportunities for citizeded action are lost?” Her evidence for this comes in the form of
studies which illustrate that the growingense of urgency surrounding the effects of
climate change is failing to translate into an international groundswell of socially and
politically engaged public citize#®.For example, in one study conducted in the United
States and United Kingdom, 75% of individuals stated that they were concerned abou
global warming, but only 9% indicated both concern and willingness to take aétidéent
believes that this may be down to individual actéesl their actions are futiléin the face of
climate changé®°In other words, individual responsibility makesiiriduals feel as if they
should act, but at the same time makes them fé®&ir actions arefutile, which renders
them unwilling to take action. What Kent is arguing is that individual responsibility is not
only a distraction from state responsibility, bdémotivates citizens from action. Finally, Gil
Seyfang makes a very similar caShe explains that placing responsibility in the hands of
individuals may imply that there is litle room to ponder the role of the stdtén other
words, individual respoirisility serves as a distraction from the responsibility of agents

which are capable of affecting change.

The criticism that individual responsibility may demotivate individuals, and cause a
distraction from political action and state responsibilitiesaisimportant argument worth
considering. If citizens feéheir actions arefutile and therefore do not engage in political
action, and at the same time states are not held to account, and therefore fail to act, this
will result in a lack of action on clate change on the state and individual level. It may
therefore seem that the argument made by Maniates, Kent, and Seyfang is quite
detrimental to the conception of collective responsibility defended in this chapter.
However, there are two possible resposde the criticism that individual responsibility is a
distraction from state responsibly. The first is to question whether individual responsibility
exclusively leads to lack of political action and distraction from state responsibility. The
secondrespoa S A& (2 SELIX LAY GKFG &aGFG0S NBALRYAAOAL AL

not mutually exclusive. These two responses will be outlined below.
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Kent, Maniates, and Seyfang all argue that individual responsibility discourages individuals
from taking pditical action, and therefore distracts from state responsibility. However, it is
questionable whether this is always the case. As Kent herself points out, there has been an
increase in the number of social and political movements focusing on climate e&hang
organized by individuals. Kent explains that there has beaurgeoning of over a hundred

local community climate action groups in Australia over recent y&amterestingly, Kent

does not argue that this is despite feelings of individual futility, that these feelings of
futility causedissatisfaction with continuing international government inactiétirhese
feelings of dissatisfaction, in turrmauseindividuals to take political action: individuals
recognizing their inability to effect global chgathrough their individual agency leads to
individuals increasinglyo call on their governments to aét!In other words, the very
feelings of futilitythat supposedly mute political action are having the opposite effect, and
are resulting in increased ptical action by individuals. Individuals seem to be increasingly
aware of the fact that states could be doing more about climate change. In reaction,
individuals are taking action on climate change within their community and calling on their
government b act. It should be noted that this does not apply to all individuals, and Kent
points out that individuals who take political action are still in the minority. Nevertheless, it
is worthwhile to stress that individual responsibility does not exclusively te lack of

political action.

In terms of distracting from state responsibility, Peter Singer has made the case that
individuals taking responsibility for issues does not distract from state responsibility, but
rather encourages states to take responiyp. His argument concerns global poverty and

is not specific to climate change, but is nevertheless highly relevant here. Singer explains
that there is an argument which claims th&t 3SNESIF & AR aK2dzZ R 0S5
responsibility, and that therefer one ought not to give to privately run charities. Giving
privately, it is said, allows the government to escape their responsibitfi@nger has

little time for this type of argument. He explains that this argument seems to assume that

the more peoplethere are who give to privately organized famine relief funds, the less

likely it is that the government will take full responsibility for such itHowever, he

believes thatthis assumption is unsupported, and furthermore not plausible. Singer
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believesthe opposite view is true, namely that if no one gives voluntarily a government will
assume that its citizens are uninterested in famine relief and would therefore refrain from
giving more aid® In other words, citizens expressing interest by taking iddizd action
sends a signal to governments that citizens care about a particular problem, and
encourages governments to take more action in order to garner support from citizens. A
lack of individual action would result in the opposite effect.

This is anriteresting point. In the case of climate change, this would seem to imply that
individual action on climate change will encourage states to act, instead of providing a
distraction from state responsibility. This is a direct counterargument to Kent, Maniate
and Seyfang. If notions of individual responsibility cause individuals to act on climate
change, governments will see that citizens care about the cause of climate change, and
therefore be motivated to act on these concerns. Furthermore, as Kent #dhastr
individuals who are frustrated with their lack of impact are increasingly taking political
action, which adds to the pressure on states to &cir. this reason, it is tempting to dismiss
the argument that individual responsibility discourages pdlltiaction and distracts from
state responsibility at this point. However, there is more to be said on the matter. Kent,
Maniates and Seyfang make an excellent point that states have a respiongihich must

not be distracted fromThis concern will bedalressed below.

The conception of collective responsibility defended in this chapter applies to individuals,

corporations, sufstate entities, international institutions and states that are capable of

lowering emissions and/or making a financial contribot Kent, Maniates and Seyfang are
O2yOSNYySR GKIG FaaAadayAiy3a | OG2NA 2dziaiARS 2F GKS
responsibilities. However, morally, states cannot escape their responsibilities in the case of

climate change. Many stateseavery much capable of lowering emissions by implementing

policies within their borders, and on top of this have the financial capability to contribute

to the climate change effort, which implies moral responsibility in line with the argument

from capabiliy made above.The response to Kent, Maniates, and Seyfang is therefore that

individual moral responsibility and state moral responsibility are not mutually exclusive.

Even if individual responsibility distracted from state responsibility, which was @ngoie

to always be the case above, states cannot escape their moral responsibilities in the case of

climate change, due to their capabilities to affect the climate change problem. For this

NBIF&az2ysz aiGladSa IINB SELXAOAGBBDIAYO2NDEANRUYSR 2 NI 2
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specifically, collective responsibility. In addition, the thesis has explicated a specific demand

which is exclusively concerned with the moral responsibility of stqatdee demand that

the distribution of benefits and burdens shidube based on the PATP model. This model

holds states with high emissions and/or high levels of wealth to acctuiis way moral
NEalLlRyairoArAtAde 2F adrdisSa Aa y2G WRAAGNI OGSR
states is considered morallys important as the responsibility of other capable agents.

Now that the second potential criticism against individual responsibility has been
responded to, thechapter turns to the fourth and final criticism: the criticism from

governmentality.

Criticem Four: Governmentality
Thetheory of governmentality seeks to highlight the underlying power dimensions of the

concept of individual responsibilityThe term governmentality was coined by Michel

Foucault in the 1970sGovernmendlity, he explainsA & adtivity that undertakes to

conduct individuals throughout their lives by placing them under the authority of a guide
NBalLRyaiofS F2N gKIG GKSe RiaotheywordsFigidlang KI (K
activity which results in individuals conductingihbehavior based on the understanding

that they are responsible for their own actions, without understanding that they are under

a guiding influence of subversive power. The theory of governmentality stems out of

C 2 dzO Istlely ©f®h® emergence of ndiberalism.Foucault explains that neliberalism

aspires to construct responsible subjects whose moral quality is based on the fact that they
rationally assess the costs and benefits of a certain act as opposed to other alternative
acts®This results it KS WNBalLl2yaioAfAalliAzyQ 2F &dzwaScC
individuals see themselves as responsible for problems which may have previously been

under the domain of social structures, for example unemployment, alcoholism, or
criminality*°What isbeing put forward here is that the ndiberal system has created a

false illusion, or rationality, of individual responsibilitMot only is the rationality of

individual responsibility an illusion, it alspeates conditions through which certain forms

of conduct, or behavior, are creatétt This is referred to as governmentalitimportantly,

as Thomas Lenke explaigevernmentality is not about coercion in a traditional sense, but

138 Foucault, M.Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth. Essential Works of Michel Foucault;11%8#%Volume (New

York: New Prgs, 1997), p. 68
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rather about shifting rationality, which is a form of powétProcessesf governmentality
do not necessarily make an individiakl governed, but instead cause them to conduct
their behavior in a certain way®These individuals do not question their responsibilities

and, importantly, do not turn to social structures for patith these responsibilities.

Processes of governmentality are relevant to the idea of individual responsibility for
climate change. Matthew Paterson and Johannes Stripple explairtthia is anemergent
governmentality within the context of climatenange which results in individuals viewing
themselves as concerned carbon emitters and governing their emissions in various ways

as counters, displacers, dieters, communitarians, or citiz&#aterson and Stripple find

this problematic because governmatity, in the case of climate change, is not only
shaping individual behavipibut internal rationalities, identitiesand what individuals

Fdzy RFYSy Gt e NBII KRhey edplait tha il is & @oodoegaihpleZok 2 NID
how power operates,guiding the ways that individuals behavé® The fundamental

problem with this is that individuals are unaware of the power which lies behind their
02y BAQGA2Yy (2 WR2 GKSANI LI NIQ F3IFAyad OfAYFGS OF

The critique from governmentality is interesting and impaitaThe fact that individuals

are unaware that their behavior is being pletermined is problematiandraises concerns
about the structures which make up societit. seems to reveal a fundamental inequality
between these structures and the individualsaviive within them. Nevertheless, there are
two possible responses to the criticism from a governmentality perspective. The first is that
the theory of governmentality may highlight an important problem, but it does not provide
scope for positive action athange. One of the most famous proponents of this response is
Jiurgen Habermas, whaccused-oucaultof presenting governmentality as something so
ubiquitous and overwhelming that all resistance becomes poinftés¢sabermas goes so

far as to say thatFoucalzf (1 Q& LIKAf 242 LIKe& Scopnamidtoedd ahda LI2f AGA O
conservatismand leaves no room for positive actifiHabermas seems to be suggesting

that governmentality cannot be escaped. This is a powerful argument. If governmentality
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has indeed developed tbugh nealiberal rationality, and controls individual behavior in a
way which cannot be detected by individuals, this leaves very little space for resistance. It
seems to be a fabric of every day life individuals cannot escape. In addition, and perhaps
more detrimentally, Foucault does not provide an answer to how societal structures can be
reformed, he merely provides a critique of these structures. In relation to climate change,
Paterson and Stripple explain that imagining a response to climate chanigh does not
include individual action is manifestly problematic, becaitse difficult to envisage how
limiting globalemissionsmight be achievedvithout individual effort!*°It seems that the
problem with the theory of governmentality is that it doeet provide an answer of how to

take positive action and what to aim for. This provides grounds for rejecting the criticism,
because a lack of positive action is unacceptable in the case of climate change. If
governmentality indeed encourages nihilism, ldabermas claims, then it is dangerous
because climate change requires urgent action, including individual action, to prevent the

violation of the human right to health.

However, the first response to governmentality reveals a second response to tlyeriti
which is worth articulating. Proponents of governmentality explain why Foucault does not
need to leave room for positive action, or indeed lay out alternative social arrangements.
As Brent Pickett explaingoucault cannot lay down how or why one shibdtruggle
because this would amount to a globalistieory which would act as aagentof power,
because it would predetermine the conduct of individudMn other words, if Foucault
provided a scope for positive action, or a blueprint of an alteratwcial arrangement,
this would amount to governmentality in itself. Pitkeexplains that for this reason,
Foucaultdirectly distances himself from the kinds of universahat is to be done?'
formulas. Foucault believes that 'solutions' of this type d@hemselves part of the
problem®' This points to an incompatibility between Habermas and FoucBalicault is a
declared opponent of ideals, understood as definitive answers to ‘what ought | to do?"' or
WgKEFEG A& THThese uesRodsy/dseKphecisdlye questions Habermas tries to
answer ¢ he worksin a 'topdown’' moralist fashion and sketchegprocedures to be

followed.?*® This suggests that Habermas and Foucault have fundamentally different
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approaches to political theory. Interestingly, Bent Flyvbjeetieves this may be down to

the traditions and literatures Habermas and Foucault stem ouEoticault works within a

particularistic and contextualist tradition, artdabermas is an exponent of a universalistic

and theorizing traditiot>*Bo Isenberg aged $AGK Cfe@o2SNHQa | aasSaayvySy
that Habermas and dticault simply speak differentlanguages: they operate within

different ensembles of perspectivabeories, concepts, and logié3.

What the above illustrates is that Habermas and Foucaalhdrom different backgrounds

and therefore fundamentally disagree about how political theory should be conducted. This
thesis is based in the normative, universalist theory of global justice, which is similar to the
Habermasian approach to conducting giokl theory in the sense that global justice trg
attempts to provide morasolutions to problems. What this implies is that there may be a
fundamental incompatibility between the critique from governmentality and the
cosmopolitan position on individuaésponsibility. This is not to say that the critique from
governmentality is not interesting or important, but that the critique from governmentality
does not offer a constructive critique to the cosmopolitan position. To accept the critique
from governmatality would be to reject the basic premise of cosmopolitanism, which aims
to provide a prescriptive moral theory. To accept this as problematic, as Foucault does,
would be counterproductive and potentially nihilistic. Previous chapters have
comprehensivly illustrated that the global justice position is useful in the case of the
climate change problem, and argued that it is a worthwhile endeavor to assess the climate
change problem from this perspective. For this reason, the critique from governmentality

will be considered unconstructive, and be rejected at this point in the thesis.

Now that all four criticisms have been addressed, the chapter will summarize the position
on collective action belowit has been argued above thaents, including indivigals,
corporations, sukstate entities, international institutions, and states can have an effect on
climate change, and should therefore be held morally responsible for lowering emissions
and/or contributing financially to mitigation and adaptation effertaccording to their
respective capabilities, and as long as this does not imply sacrificing something as morally
important as the human right to healthThis position has been defended against four

potential criticisms. The stance on collective actiopresents the third and final explicit

1B4Ct @ J0o2SNBZ . @Zdz@H dzfo BYWI ¢ RA ¥ Y RNk Brifish Joliriaho@Sodiology 21e98)S 1 8 KQ A Y
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demand of justice which must be met under thikmate justiceposition defended in this

thesis.

Conclusion
This chapter constituted the third of three chapters which make up Part Il of the thesis

W5 S@St 2 LIA yudtie land Blimaté Chiange Positicand concerned defining what
climate justice, as defended in this thesis, demandsachieve this, the chapter examined
three main issues associated with the empirical conditions of climate change, namely what
is owedto future generations, how to include less devedojrountries in climate change
FOGA2YZE YR ¢6K2 YI{1Sa dzZJ GKS NBalLkhgpeeA of S
aimed to illustrate how the mixed approach defended in Chapter Three can be applied to
take a stance orach of thesdssues Thefirst section of the chapter addressed how much

is owed to future generations and argued that the Amfational scope of the mixed
position defined in Chapter Three demands that the right to healtfutfre geneations

must be considered to be equally as valuable as the right to health of current generations
and must therefore be protectedThis is the nomelational minimum which cannot be
crossed under any circumstancése section which followedsed the redtional side of

the mixed position to explore the relationship between developed countries lesd
developed countriesand made the case that states should be held to account according to
both their emissions levels and wealth levels, because this estrporatesa solution
which can reasonably be accepted by @His is a relational demand which stems out of the
special relationships created by climate change. Finally, the third section of the chapter

argued that the empirical realities of the climatehange problem imply that the

W
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should include all capable actors, including individudisms, substate entities,
international institutions, and states, irresgiive of the country they live or exist iithis
conception of collective responsibility stemmed out of a relational discussion of the
relationships between actors causimtjmate change and suffering from its effecend

makes up the third demand of juste.

tFNI LL 2F GKS G(KS&aAas Ww58@0St2LAy3I || DE206}

complete. This second part of the thesis has l#@d foundation for the assessment of
current practice, by defining the scope and grounds of justice, andiexmgavhat climate
justice demandsThe three demands of justice defined in this chapter are considered

normative principles which must underwrite a more just global response to climate change
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With these normative principles in hand, the thesan turnto the assessment of the global

response to climate change
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Part Ill: Assessing Current Institutional Practice
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Chapter Sixg Current Institutional PracticeA Conceptual Introduction

Introduction
¢tKS G(GKSaAad Kla y2¢6 OFYLHNESSRNRPONIBYQYSY awssS:
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change andargued that the cosmogiian justice position isappropriate for a normative
assessment of the climate change problem. Part Two developed a unique climate justice
position by defining ascope and grounds of justicand explaining what justice demands

This current chapter, Chtgr Six, and the two which follow, Chapters Seven and Eight, will
make up the final part of the thesis, which concerdemonstrating how current
institutional practicecan be evaluatedsing theclimatejustice position devieped in Part I

of this thesis Thisspeaks to the broader aim of bridging the gap between climate justice
theory and climate change govemee research Byillustratingthat climate justice theory

can be relevant and useful for the assessment of climate governance, the thesis aims to
create a bridge betweetheory and practiceas was explained in thimtroduction of this

thesis.

This current chapter serves to provide a conceptual introduction for the two chattats
follow. Chapter Seven and Eight wabncern the exploratoryassessent of multilateral
climate change governance processes (in Chapter Seven) and networked climate change
governance processes (in Chapter Eighiiis current chapter, Chapter Six, is necessary to
clarify what is meant by current institutional practice, wiactors who operate under
current institutional practice have a responsibility &t on climate changeand how
current instituonal practice will be assesset@ihe chapter will be split into four sections;
beginning with a sectiothat will briefly sumnarize the climate change justice position
developedin Part Il of this thesis. Sectidwo of the chapter will therdefine current
institutional practice, by outlining the processes involved in global climate change
governance: multilateral (United NatiofRsamework for the Convention on Climate Change,
or UNFCCC) and networked climate change governance. Followin§etttion three will
outline why exactly actors in the UNFCCC aatbrs involved imetworked governance
processes can be held responsilite bringing abouta justresponseto climate change
Finally,Sectionfour will outline a methodological framework to clarify how current practice
will be assessed. The chapter will then conclude with a bxiefview of what has beeput

forward.
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The Climate Justice Position Three Demands of Justice
This section will provide a brief summary of the climate justice position defended in Part Il

of this thesis, and outline three demands of justibat must be met in order to achieve a
condition of justicen the case of climate change. These three demands stem from Part Il of
the thesis. Chapter Thredefined the scope of justice as both relational and melational,

and argued thatthe nonrelational conception of justice will be used to define moral
thresholds, while the relational conception of justice will be used to explicate demands of
justice specific to special relationships climate change creates. Chapter Four grounded the
non-relational scope of justice in the right to health, which representsrttegal minimum

all humans are entitled to, no matter the time or place of their birth. Chapter Five used the
scope and grounds of justice developed in Chapters Three and Fdisctssvhat is owed

to future generations, how to include less develop cowtrin climate change action, and
gK2 YIF1Sa dzZlJ GKS NBALRYaAOL inSloiny éb2 ChapSeORive 3SQ Ay O+
aimed to clarify and defendormative principleghat must underwrite a more just global
response to climate chang€hater Five dehed three demands, whictvill be presented

as a list below.

1. The right to healthof future generations must be considered to be equally as
valuable as the right to health of current generatipremd must therefore be
protected

2. The concens of less deeloped countrieamust be properly considered in
climate change action. The distribution of benefits and burdens in global
climate change action should be based in the P&idiel.

3. Capable actors, including individuals, firmsybstate entities, internatonal
institutions, and states, irrespective of the country they live or exist in, must be
held responsible for lowering emissions and/or contributing financially to the
climate change cause, in line with their respective capabilities.

These three demandsf justice represent what is required to meet a condition of justice in

the case of climate change according to theipos defended in this thesisThiscurrent

1Defined as the right to a standard of health which sustainstife minimally decent level, and includes

adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of health.

2t 2f fdziSNRa ' oAfAGe (2 tlFeée Y2RSfY (KS NBaLRyairoAftAaGe (G2 O2)
per capita emissions levels and per capitealth. To illustrate, countries which have high levels of pollution and

high levels of wealth will be asked to reduce their pollution and pay for climate change action, and countries of

low wealth and high pollution will have to reduce their emissiondest possible, as long as it does not push

them under a threshold of a decent standard of living, and only when they rise in wealth will they have to pay

more towards climate change costs and further emissions reductions. Countries which have low engissgion

low wealth will be excluded from action, and those with low emissions and high wealth may be asked to

contribute financially but not lower their emissions.
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chapter serves to explain how these demands can be used in the assessment of current

practie. For now, the chapter moves onto defining current institutional practice

Defining Current Institutional Practice
The current global response to climate chamgasists of a wide array of institutions. This

Ad 0SOlIdzaS WAT Of A YetaloSe revétdeq, Bu§e sacificed Rill havBtod f 2 ¢ S
be shared byall,3 ¢ or more specifically,by individuals, firms,substate entities,
international institutions, and statesas was argued in Chapter Fivgordinating these
sacrifices is a complicated mer. The number of institutions involved in addressing
climate change is almost immeasurable, as institutions are in place at the global, regional,
national, and local level. In order to narrow the vast field of current institutional practice,
the thesiswill concentrate on global climate change governance. The decision to focus on
this area of current institutional practice has been made for two reasons. Firstly, the
coordination for climate change action takes place, in the first instance, at the déofehl

It has been widely accepted that environmental concerns, including climate change, are
transnational collective action problems that are unlikely to be resolved by action at the
level of the nation staté.For this reason, climate change action i®mlinated largely at

the global level, and the decisions made at this level have an effect on all levels below it.
Consequently, it is a worthwhile endeavor to assess this level of current institutional
practice as a priority. Relatedly, recommending desat the regional, national, or local
institutional level may be difficult without an understanding of global institutional practice,
because problems at the lower levels of institutional practice may have been caused by
global level decisions. Secondiythough assessing regional, national or local institutional
practice is naloubt important and interestinghe thesis cannot possibly assess all types of
institutions involved in action against climate change. For these two reasons, the thesis will

prioritize global climte change governance in its assessment of current practice.

¢
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measures aimed at steering the social systems towards preventing, mitigating, or adapting
totKkS NAR&{| & LR &SR SThig broad defiiition Saptdes lthg” A tha® global

climate change governance is a complex array of many different types of institutions,

organizations, regimes, regulatory bodies, decision making procedures and actors.

3Weiss, T. GGlobal Governance: Why? What? Whith&@ambridge: Polity Press, 2013), p616

4 Bevir, M. Key Concepts in Governarftendon: Sage, 2009), p. 78
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Pattberg, P., and Zelli F., (edSlpbal Climate Change Governanced®ely2012: Architecture, Agency, and
Adaptation(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), p. 142
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Although a broad definition is easily found, it is difficult to pin down exactly what global
climate change governance involves. For example, it is difficult to define exactly what
processes are occurring, who has authority over what issues, and whopanséisle for

what action. This is linked to the fact that the concept of global governance is difficult to
define, as will be briefly illustrated below. Nevertheless, this chapter will attempt to
provide some clarity on what processes are involved in g¢lolimate change governance,
how these processes compare, and in the section which follows, why agithis these

processesan be held morally responsible

Governance is a broad termsed in the study of national politid® capture norms or
patterns of rule that arise either when the state is dependent upon others or when the
state plays little or no role, or in other words in absence of an enforcing &denthis
sense, governance is quite a general term, and can be used to explore abstract anélyse
the construction of social orders, social coordination, or social practices irrespective of
their specific context.This is where the difficulty in answering questions about processes,
authority, and responsibility begin to become apparent, becauseehance seems to
cover a wide spectrum of activifyGlobal governance is an equally broad tei@lobal
governance refers to the ways in which a variety of actors come together to address global
problems? These actors produce a global pattern of ruleemvin the absence of an
overarching world staté This is in line with the definition of governance above, as it refers
to patterns of rule in the absencef an enforcing agentGlobal governance is also
sometimes defined as efforts which attempt to respoto or addresssocial and political
issues that go beyond the capacitiesimdividual states to solv& Overall, the conception

of globalgovernance appear® be quite broad in the sense that scholars studying these
processes do not specify specifidas or institutions, but rather outline a process which
can encompass a variety of actofhebroad nature ofthe concept ofglobal governance
above reved the difficultiesin providing a clear overview of processes which occur under
global governanceand how these processes may relate in terms of their authority and
responsibilities. It seems that it is necessary to zero in on one area of global governance

such as climate change, order to gain more insight

6 Bevir, M. Key Concepts in Governarftendon: Sage, 2009), p. 3

7 Ibid.

8Bell, S. and Hindmoor, Rgthinking Governance: The Centrality of the StaModern SocietyfCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009), p. 1

9 Bevir, M. Key Concepts in Governarftendon: Sage, 2009), p. 85

10 |bid.

11 Whitman, J.The Fundamentals of Global Governa(®asingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), p. 8
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Global Climate Change Governance
Althoudh climate change governance is a vast arena of actors and institutions, these

processes can be broken down into two broad categar@amon to global governance as

a whole multilateral and networked climate change governanbuiltilateral governance

involves states working together to solve a problemetworked climate change
governance, on the other hand, isade up of a variety of actors, including multinational
corporations, international organizations, and individuals who coordinate their action
globaly. These actors promote policies, set standards, and call for action both with and
without the cooperation of state& These types of actors are often grouped together

under a common umbrella term, such as experimental governdfasgtworked
governancé?or transnational governanc®.The thesis will use only one term, namely
WySGg2N] SR JI20SNYyIFyOSQ (G2 RSAONARGS 3I20SNYLyY
governance processes in order to avoid confusion. Nevertheless, this term should be taken
toimple WSELISNAYSyiGltQ 328SNYIFyOS 2N WiNFryayl GA

as such.

It is important tooutling, in this chapter, andssessin the chapters which follow, both
multilateral and networked governance, because both processes playpgortant part in
acting against climate chang€.Although multilateral climate change governance
LINEOSaasSa NS LISNKILA Y2NB LWzt AO 2N Tl YALA
response to climate change, and are instead ohisgrmultiple globatesponsegincluding
networked climate change governance respon¥daurthermore, some scholars, such as
Matthew Hoffman, go so far as to claim that networked climate change governance
processes do not merely exist alongside multilateral governance mesgbut that the
center of gravity in the global response to climate change is shifting from the multilateral
treaties to diverse activities outside of this procé&sf networked climate change
governance processes are indeed becoming increasingly iamoit is crucial to research

these processes in order to fully understand global climate change governance.

12Bevir, M, Key Concepts in Governarftendon: Sage, 2009), p. 87

13 Hoffman, M.J.Climate Change Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response after
Kyoto(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011)

14 Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, JD@mocratizingslobal Climate Change GovernafCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2014)

15Bulkeley, H. and Newell, B5pverning Climate Chang@leondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 55

16 |bid. p. 10

17Hoffman, M.J.Climate Change Governance at the Crossroads: Expenmgevith a Global Response after
Kyoto(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 17

18 |bid. p.5
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In addition, while it may be difficult to research networked climate change governance
processes due to their diversity and complexity, Hoffnedaims that networked climate
change governance processes may represent the best hope for effectively responding to
climate changé’If this is the case, it is important to assess whether these processes may
also represent the best hope far just responséo climate changeFurthermore, because

of the apparent growing importance of networked climate change governance processes, it
is increasingly common for climate change governance literature to concern both
multilateral and networked climate change gomance processes. Scholars of climate
change governance go so far as to say that failing to explore networked governance
processes would ignore the complexities of the climate change governance pfbbess.
other words, solely assessing multilateral climateange governance processes would
seemingly ignore a thriving and influential part of climate change governance, and lead to
an incomplete assessment of current institutional practice. The thesis will therefore follow
emerging convention and outline bottypes of climate change governance processes

below.

Multilateral Climate Change Goverhance Processes
Multilateral climate change governance refers to the state led processes of climate change

governance coordinated under the United Nations Framework Quiove on Climate
Change (UNFCCC). The UNHRE@t@ only global multilateral institution tasked, by treaty,
with coordinating global climate change action. It will therefore be the only institution
assessed under the heading of multilateral climathangegovernance processedhe
emergenceof the UNFCC€an be traced back to th#980s, which saw the first attempts at
coordinating international action against climate change during a series of workshops and
conferences that produced political declarationsdaaspirational targets for reducing
global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, such as #da'sbf SR W¢ 22N@yWW2 ¢ NHSG 0Q
climate change was firmly established on the global agenda at the United Nations
Conference on Environment and Development in Ridateeiro, which adopted the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, or UNCBE.Convention, an
international treaty ratified by 195 states, entered into force on 21 March 1994. The

ultimate objective of the UNFCCC is to achieve statidizaof greenhouse gas

19Hoffman, M.J.Climate Change Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response after
Kyoto(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011)5p.

20 Bulkeley, H. and Newell, Bspverning Climate Chan@ieondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 10

21Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, JO®&mocratizing Global Climate Change Governé@eenbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2014), p. 2

22 |bid,
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concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic

interference with the climate syster.

The UNFCCC provides a framework to assess progress and to negotiate policy and
international treaties, réerred to as Protocols. The main actors operating under the
UNFCCC are states, referred to as Parties to the Convention, who meet annually at the
Conference of the Parties (COP) to review progress on commitments and to update them in
the light of the lates scientific advicé? The Parties are the ultimate decision making body

in climate negotiations, which implies that states are the ultimate decision makers in
multilateral climate change governanéeAt the annual COP,states often organize
themselves intdlocs and negotiating coalitions to enhance their influence and to advance
common agenda® The most notable blocs are the European Union (EU), the developing
countries (G77+China), the Association of Small Island States (AOSIS), the Umbrella Group
(compased of the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Russia, Ukraine, Japan,
and Norway), and the Environmental Integrity Group (Switzerland, Lichtenstein, Monaco,
South Korea, and Mexicd)These blocs negotiate at the COPs, assess current measures
taken, and work towards developing protocols and implementation measures. The most
significant outcome of the COPs remains the first and only protocol: the 1997 Kyoto
Protocol, which committed a number of developed countries to GHG reduction and

limitation targets?®

It is important to note that the main actors dii¢ UNFCCC are states. Althogtgtes come
together under the UNFCCC to negotiate treaties, the UNFCCC is itself not an actor with its
own powers. States have the final say on all decisionse$ttllectively set targets and
goals, and individual states then follow these targets and goals within their borders. For
example, states can use carbon taxes, emissions trading, building codes, or encourage
individuals to reduce emissions. It is statesonmust ensure that these efforts collectively

add up to the agreed emissions reduction targets. Therefore, although the UNFCCC has

authority to make decisions about how to act on climate change, this authority is ultimately

Z8UNFCCQJnited Nations Famework Convention on Climate Chang®&lFCCC Secretariat, Bonn (1992), p. 9
24Bulkeley, H. and Newell, Bspverning Climate Chang@leondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 18

25 |bid.

26 |bid.

27 Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, JO&mocratizing Global Climate Change &oance(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2014), p. 63

28|bid. , p. 62

167



derived from stateg® What this type of authority implies for responsibility in climate
change governance will be further discussed belBefore this,an overview of networked

climate change governance processes will be provided.

Networked Climate Change Governance Processes
Alongsidethe UNFCCC, there exists an array of activitiasare attempting to respond to

climate change, referred to here under the umbrella term of networked climate change
governance. These processes of climate change governance are not focused on a single
outcome, suclasa global treaty. Instead, networked climate change governance initiatives
push the global response to climate change in a number of directi@nergy efficiency,
carbon markets, local adaptation, and transformation of the built environment
transportation systems, among othet$Most commonly, networked climate change
initiatives are involved in information sharing or voluntary goal settiigh such an array

of actors and activities, it is difficult to define networked climate changeeg@nce
processesuccinctly. Nevertheless, these processes can be categorized in order to provide

clarity.

One of the most common ways to categorize the processes occuimmvgved in
networkedgovernance processes is to group the activities into puplivate, and hybrid

Public networked climate change governarm®cessesinclude transnational municipal

networks, networks of regional governments or bilateral agreements between subnational

governments®? These public groups usually focus on meethognmon goal$3 Examples

AyOf dzRS GKS /nnX gKAOK A& | ySieg2N] 2F (GKS g2NI
best practices and develop collaborative initiatives on city specific is$uggbrid

networked climate change governanpeocessesncludeboth public and private actors in

various forms of collaboration$.This type of networked climate change governance can

29 Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, JO@mocratizing Global Climate Change GoverngBaenbridge: Cambridge

University Press, 2014), p. 87

30 Hoffman, M.J.Climate Change Governancetiae Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response after

Kyoto(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 5

31See: Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, Dé&nocratizing Global Climate Change Governg§@eenbridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2014), p. 8tkBtiand, KW! 002 dzy G 6 Af Aleé 2F bSGo2N]l SR /tAYLF
governance: The Rise of Transnational Climate Partnef3higséobal Environmental Politi€s(2008), p. 74 and

{ONR LI ST WS yR tlIGGoSNABI t &Y W! #&ESa0@n Bleyhanb,F206 1t /£ AYFGS
Pattberg, P., and Zelli F., (edSlpbal Climate Change Governance Beyond 2012: Architecture, Agency, and

Adaptation(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), p. 14Bualkdley, H. and Newell, Bspverning

Climate Chage (London: Routledge, 2010), p. 61

32Bulkeley, H. and Newell, Bspverning Climate Chan@ieondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 59

33 |bid., p. 61

34 Hoffman, M.J.Climate Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response after Kyoto

(Oxford: Oford University Press, 2011), p. 19

35Bulkeley, H. and Newell, Bspverning Climate Chan@ieondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 62
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involve a range of actors, including host governments, private investors, carbon brokers,
andnon-governmental organizatiasr® An exanple of a hybrid project is the Climate Group,

which involves both public actors (e.g. Germany, California, and London) and private actors

(e.g. M&S, BP, HSBC, Shell), and aims to spread best practices and sOlBtivase

networked climate change goveance processesinvolve a variety of private actors,

including corporate and civilociety sectors, who work together to define issues, set up

rules to follow, and ensure compliance to these rules is monitét&kamples include the

Verified Carbon Standardh private institution which facilitates the exchange of carbon
ONBRAGA o6& WSEtAYAYlIGdAYy3d (G4KS ySSR F2NJ G4KS Lz
LINE2SOGaZQ YR GKSNBT2NB LX F&a I ONHzOAL £ NP

Grouping the pocesses of networked climate governance iptablic private, andhybrid
governance is relatively common in climate change governance literature. However,
processes of networked climate governance can also be grouped according to function. For
example, Hdman defines four groups according to function: networkers, infrastructure
builders, voluntary actors, andaccountable actors *° Another way climate change
governance scholars group networked governapoecessess according tdoth function

and type of ator. Kemeth Abbott, for example, focuses on both functions and types of
actors in his analysis of the different types of networked governance prdfetigese
three common ways to group networked governance processes (actor type, function, or
both) revealthat networked climate change governance is a complex fielthpter Eight

will provide further insight into networked climate change governance proceEsganow,

the current chapter merely serves to emphasize how complex these processes of

governanceire.

It is important to note that whilehe UNFCCC obtains its authority through legal ratification
by its sovereign state members, authority in networked climate change governance

processesis often obtained more informally, for example through fillingpg in

36 Bulkeley, H. and Newell, B5pverning Climate Chang@leondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 61

37Hoffman, M.J.Climate Governance at th@rossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response after Kyoto
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 82

38 Bulkeley, H. and Newell, Bspverning Climate Chan@leondon: Routledge, 2010), p. 65

39 Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, JO®&mocratizing Global i@late GovernancéCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2014), p. 111

40 Hoffman, M.J.Climate Change Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Response after
Kyoto(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 41

41 602003 Y ® natichdl Regim&KGmpleXdoryCimate Chairg&nvironment & Planning C:
Government & Policy0(4) (2012) pp. 578
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regulation?? Whether this difference in authority has an effect on the responsibility of
actors under the UNFCCC awdhin networked governance processes will be explored

below.

Responsibility and Authority in Climate Change Governance
Thischapte has so far, provided an overview of institutional practice, and explained why

the UNFCCC and networked climate change governance processes have been chosen to
represent this practice. This penultimate section of the chapter will defend the idea that

actors in the UNFCCC and those actors who opdratglved in networkedlimate change

governance processes can be held respondiiiea just response to climate changkhis

argument will be made in twgarts. First, thechapter willground the responsibtly of

these actors in a conception of their capability Wnablethe three demands of fgtice

explicated in this thesis, a conception m@sponsibilitywhich will be explained in detalil

below.¢ KAa @gAfft 0SS NBFSNNBR (i %cordithe Whayfet Wik ( dzi A 2 y | §
explore differences in authority of actors in the UNFCCC and networked climate change
governance processes, and will explaifat this difference in authority means for

institutional responsibility.

Institutional Responsibility: Mal Responsibility from Capability
The argument which will be put forward here is similar to the argument made in the

previous chapter, which established the moral responsibility of capable actors to lower

emissions and contribute financially to the cdlita change causeHowever, it will be

argued here that the responsibility of actors within climate governance institutions is not

simply to lower emissions or contribute financially, but®mablethe three demands of

justice set out in this thesi§hediscussion belows A £ £ SELX F Ay 6KI G A& YSIyl
and why this responsibility can be attributed to actors under the UNFCCCaetuus

involved innetworked climate change governance proces3éw chaptewill make use of

t SGSNI { Ay 3S pimént abd draw @i theAviork of ISifbn Caney, who has very

recently made a case for institutional responsibility in the case of climate change. However,

Fa gAftf 0SS Aff dzad NI derBams thebretigatirsthe sdnsé $hat Ddoesl NAH dzY Sy
not aim toinvestigate whether the responsibilities he defines are met. There is more work

to be done in this area, and this thesis will contribute to moving the global justice and

climate change debate forward by investigating actors in specific institutions asdsasg

to what extent they are meeting their responsibilities. Temeaks to theaim of bridging

42 Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, JO®&mocratizing Global Climate change governgi@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2014), p. 87
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the gap between climate justice theory and climate change governance praoéicause it

involves applying the most recent theory in order to assess cumpesttice The chapter

gAtt y2¢ YIS GKS OFasS F2NJ AyadAaAddziazylt NB
work, before explaining how a conception of institutional responsibility will be applied in

this thesis.

{ AYy3ISNIDa I NHdzY S yiliy fran2dsgabilisy Was isedNidbthel@@wodsicBapter,

Chapter Five, to establish the moral responsibility of capable actors to lower emissions and
contribute financially to the climate change cauda recap, Singer argues that if it is

Within our powerto prevent something bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing
Fy@GKAY3 2F O2YLI NIo6fS Y2NIt AYtHeMistralp®©Ss (KS
his argument by explaining that if someonenalking past a shallow pond and sees a child

drowning in it, they ought to wade in and pull the child out, even if this will mean getting

0§ KSANI Of 24iIK@h&r werdgRaR ager® is morally responsible if they are capable

of acting to prevent a moral harm without sacrificing something of equakiimportance.

LG A& I NBdzoftS GKFEG {Ay3aSNRa | 002dzyid 2F NBal
to defend institutional responsibility. Singer himself hints at this in his work on climate

change, where he outlines the need for global indiins to regulate climate change.
{AY3ISN) F NBdzSa GKFG AG RAFFAOQdA G G2 Syo@raal3as
NE lj dzA NE ST TS OU A Pge ald chimns that althoagh i \iildndtAbe easy dap

global institutions to regulate clim& OKIl y3S> GKS OKIffSy3aS y2y!
Y S & Sigyer seems to be implying two points here. The first is that institutions have the
capability to meet the challenge of regulating climate change efforts, and the second is that

it ismorallynecessay that they meet this challenge.

I O0O2NRAY3I G2 {Ay3ISNRA 246y NBvhidiatstes that adtofsi @ T NP
capable of preventing moral harm must & long as they do not sacrifice something of
equal moral importancgthis seems to imply moral responsibility for capable institutions in
the case of climate change.¥ 3If 20t t AyaldAlddziAzya FNB OI LI o
NB3dzA FGAy3a OtAYFGS OKFy3daS STF2NILIAQ |yR (GKAA
that capable globalnstitutions must act¢ KA a Aa O2yairadaSyd eAGK { A

SBSingdE t X WCIF YAY ST | Fhiobopty ¢nd Bublic AfAIR(19323, N231A 18 Q A Y

44 bid.
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FdzidzZNBE: $KAOK KS olasSa Ay GKS FI1O04G GKFG WiKS R
t N2PG202t 3> YR INB y2¢ RAaOdza &/Siiger isfsdeMinglyS NJ a G SLJa
putting faith into global institutions and their potential capability to deal with the climate

change problem, which implies, according to his own logic, that these institutions have a

responsibility to act on their capabilities. While Singer does not makectse for

institutional responsibility explicitly, it is arguably in line with his original argument and

implicit in his work on the climate change problem. This suggests that an argument for the

moral responsibility of institutions could potentially resh dhe same argument from

capability on which the responsibility of capable actors to lower emissions and make

financial contributions rests.

Simon Caney openly advocateach acapability as responsiliiy approach to climate

change Caney explainsth& S ySSR (2 GF 1S WAyadAddziazylf FyR
OKIy3aS Aya2 I002dzyid® ¢KS WLREtAGAOL € NEFfAGEQ 2
automatically comply with their moral responsibilities. Caney explains that thinking

otherwise would be® Sy I OFS A ybasédioSour xpéridiiBeYo iman nature

and the inconclusive nature of the negotiations on climate change for the last two

R S O RIS éthérvords, although the moral responsibilities of actors have been laid out,

this has notresulted in serious action on climate change. For this reason, Caney believes

something must be done to ensure that moral responsibilities are met. He argues that the

WA GAGdzOA2y L f NBIEAGEQ 2F OfAYILIGS OKIFI#3aAS A& GKI
ensuring compliance with moral responsibilities or at least enabling action in the first

place**When applied to theclimate justice position defended y (KA & (GKSaAaszx /[y
I NBdzySyd aSSyvya (2 adza3asSad GKS WLGustikedWillOF £ NBF £ A (
y2i Fdzi2YIGAOFft& 0SS NBIfAT SR YSNBte 6SO0FdzasS 6K
O2yOSLIiA2Y 2F WAYyaAlAlGdziA2yl € NEFfAGEQ AYLX ASa
capability ofensuringthese demands of justicare met which seems toniply that these

actors may have a moral responsibility to act on these capabilities, based on the argument

FNRY OF LI oAfAGe FRO20FGSR o6& {AYy3aASNW® /lySe &asSsy
makes the case for what he refers to as a two tier approaatlinoate justice, split into first

and second order responsibilities.

LAYISNRA OtadT yROG £t AYIEGS / KEFEy3aSyYy |/ 2YYSy (Ehvkidmedtsl al O/ NI 01 Sy =
Valuesl5 (2006), p. 421
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Philosophy22 (2014), p. 134
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/' ySeQa TFANRG 2NRSNI NBalLRyaArAoAfAdAaASa AyOof dzR!
SyFrotS FTRIFILWAZ2YS yR (2 O%ad8oydariredpsnsibdfies L S F 2
by contrast, refer to responsibilities that some have to ensure that agents comply with

their first-order responsibilitie$* What this seems to imply is that Caney is attempting to
differentiate between the moral responsibility to act on climate changed the moral

responsibility to ensure that climate change is acted upathat is interesting to note is

that second order responsibilities are based on capability. Caney lists six kinds of
capabilitiesthat would imply second order responsibility. One of thds enforcement, or

the political power to set up enforcement mechanisth€aney also outlinesnablement,
incentivization, norm creation, undermining resistance, and civil disobedi€ntthat

Caney stresses in his outline of these capabilities is tleptssession of these capabilities

implies the second order moral responsibility to act on them. Caney explains that he wants

G2 FAOONROdzIS aSO2yR 2NRSNI NBalLRyaAroAf*AdarsSa
He posits that those with the power toompel or induce or enable others to act have a
responsibilityto dosé! f 1 K2dzZa3K /I ySe& NBFSNA (2 WLRSSNEQ
clearly an argument from capability. This is implicit in the fact that Caney refers to those
NBalLRyairodlz @l Wwi&2lA6R Ay (G(KS T 0G0 ®Kisd LRsS
Ffaz2 AYyGSNBadAy3da (2 y20S GKIFG [/ FySeQa | NHdAzY
terms of capaility. The previous chapter argued that there is differentiation between

actors in terms of their capabilities to reduce emissions and/or contribute financially, and

OKFG NBaLRyaArAoAtAldASaE aKz2dZd R 6S Fftt20FG4SR I
possible capabilities of second order agethiat these agenthave diffeing capabilities. As

I'ySeé SELXIAyYyayY WiKz2 dz3 Kordar KgertsNdanOnakellaGrariedl S& 1
difference to whether people comply with thefirst-order responsibilitie® T herefore,

the moral responsibility of agents will vary according tbeit capabilities. This

differentiation between actors will be further discussed in the section on the differences in

0/ ySes {dI We¢g2 YAYRaA 2F [/ fAYIlGS TWdiauinal &fSofitical B2 ARAY 3 | |
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 134

511bid., p. 135

521bid., p. 136

53]bid., p. 138

541bid., p. 141

55 | pid.

56 According to the Oxford English fboary -

http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/27353?redirectedFrom=capability&

5/ ySes {@dI We¢g2 YAYRaA 2F /[ fAYIlFGS TWdiauinal &ofal! G2 ARAY 3 | |
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 143
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authority between the UNFCCC and networked climate change governance processes,

because as will be explained, a difference in authoriglies a difference in responsibility.

¢2 adzYYFINART ST /FySeQa | NBdzySyid Aa seéohdi (GK2aS$ 3
order responsibilitieshave a duty to do s&/  ySeQa 02y OSLIiAzy 2F aSo0;
responsibilities will be adopted in this theditow exactly the approach will be adopted will

0S 2dzift AYSR 06St2¢6d Sz 0ST2NB R2Ay3I a2z Ad A& 7
approach to the thesis. Caney, as was noted above, creates his position in order to take

into account the politicabnd institutional realities of climate change. He argues that his

F LILINE | OK WLINPGARSA |y 002dzyli 2F GKS SELX AOAGTE @
S IINB G2 | g2AR & %mBiNE woldls, Mi¥ lapprbadh défikids ywHS & @ Q

exactly isresponsible for meeting demands of justice in the current political context.

Defining who is responsible in the current political context is useful becaumuis an

exploration of the extent to which agents defined as responsible are meeting their

responsibilities. Without an idea of who the responsible agents are, it is not possible to

explore to what extent responsibilities are being met. One efain aims of the thesis is

to normativelyassess the current response to climate chaimgerder to tryand bridge the

gap between climate justice theory and climate change governance pratticarder to

achieve this, demands of justice must be defined, and agents responsiblentisling?

these demands must be identified so that it is clear whom to headountable and for

gKI G ¢S OFy NBlFrazylofe K2fR GKSY Y2NIrftfe NBAaLR

argument will be adapted in order to create a conception of institutional responsibility.

Institutional Responsibility of ActorsMultilateral and Néworked Climate Change
Governance
The chapter will nowdefine the concept of institutional responsibility, by drawing on and

SELI YRAYI /ySeQa | NAdzySy (i Fchapter&ilbaBadgfiRe 2 NRSNJ NB & |
gKEFEG Aa YSt yiincdude aWwseywiew df Bec@pabiliyeR of the actors under
the UNFCCC andithin networked climate change governance, in order to illustrate why
0KSasS Odi2NA OFy 0S lFaaA3daySR Ayadaddziazylt NBaL
argument, which is arguablpased on a responsibility from capability approach, is
SEGNBYSte dzasSTdxd F2N GKS (KSarao 126SOSNE /[ | y§

expanded in order to fit within the remits of the thesis and address some of the limitations

8/ ySes {dX We¢g2 YAYRA 2F /& AYIFGS TWdiuinal & ®ofiticdl 32 ARAY 3 | | NY |
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 146
59 |bid., p. 147
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of his approach. In termsf building on the approach, the first step is to expand the
conception of first order responsibilities. Caney defines first order responsibilities as
Yesponsibilities to mitigate climate change, to enable adaption, and to compensate people
for harm done® This is in line with Demand Three set out in this thesis, which calls for all
capable actors, including individuals, corporations, international institutions and states to
lower emissions and/or contribute financially to the climate change problem dgdipgron

their capabilities. However, the thesis goes beyond this one demand, and outlines two
more which must be met in order to achieve a condition of justice in the case of climate
change. Demand One states thdtet right to healtl§! of future generationsmust be
considered to be equally as valuable as the right to health of current generatiadsamust
therefore be protectedDemand Two states that theoncerns of less developed countries
must be properly considered in climate change actiand that thedistribution of benefits

and burdens in global climate change action should be based in thé#addrel. In other

words, the thesis defines three distinct first order responsibilities.

dZAf RAYy3 2y [/ FySeQa f23A0 ¢ 2 des Rouldl ¥ohdistof G K I
not only ensuringthat actors lower emissions and contribute financially, bueteure the
protection of the right to health of future generationand to ensure thathe concerns of
less developed countrieso be taken into accountand finally ensure thata PATP
distribution of benefits and burdens between states. In other words, the second order
responsibilities of actors would be emsurethe fulfilment of the three demands of justice
set out in the thesislf this cannotbe ens@ RX G KSy &d4SO0O2yR 2NRSNJ NBalL
f SIad Syl anthasy tAreetdéninAd® yIQOO2 NRAY 3 (2 /I yS&Qa LR
G GKAE LRAYG A0 Aa AYLRNIFyG2 NO2WIOE FHNBIFRG oKy
actionCin order to explain whiasecond order responsibility entail/hen Caney discusses

ensuringenabling action orsecondorder responsibilitieshe explains thatagents operate

0/ I ySezr {dX We¢g2 YAYRA 2F [ f AYINRS yaaauinsl & Sofiticdl 32 A RAy 3 | |
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 134

61 Defined as the right to a standard of health which sustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes

adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of health.

62t 2 f f dz{i S NXe§ mddd: zhe redpé@nsitilit to tontribute finances and lower emissions is based on both

per capita emissions levels and per capita wedlthillustrate, countries which have high levels of pollution and

high levels of wealth will be asked to reduce th@idtlution and pay for climate change action, and countries of

low wealth and high pollution will have to reduce their emissions as best possible, as long as it does not push

them under a threshold of a decent standard of living, and only when they riseaith will they have to pay

more towards climate change costs and further emissions reductions. Countries which have low emissions and

low wealth will be excluded from action, and those with low emissions and high wealth may be asked to
contribute finandally but not lower their emissions.

B/ ySes {dI We¢g2 YAYRaA 27F [ fAYIl (S TWdiauinal &fSofitical B2 ARAY 3 | |
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 135
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in social, economic, and political contexts, and it is possible to structure these contexts in

ways whichinduce agents to comply with their firstrder responsibilitie$? For this reason,

Caney argues thahesecontextsshould be restructuretio enable greater complianosith

first order responsibilitie€® This seems to imply thdt I Yy S& Qa O2EHFBAN A Y (1 BRF
first order responsibilitiesare met meangestructuringthe context inwhich agents operate,

in order to\¥nable&agents to meet tkir first order responsibilitiedPut more simply, actors

with second order responsibilities mu&nableQactors to comply with their first order
responsibilities, by restructuring the context these actors operate in. Applied to this thesis,

this means that actors who havimstitutional responsibilitymust ¥nableQthe three

demands of justice by restructuring tlmntext so that these demands can be meéhis,

GKSYy> Aa oKIFG GKS QHdwiaSHsterrSshoyild be aken @y | 6 f A y 3
from this point forwardWw S & i NUzOG dzZNA y 3 (G KS O2y GSEGQ A& | y2iaA
I FySeQa ¢ 2 Nhclde enjoRRing Gomglianck through policy measure§®

incentivizing actors by offering rewards for their actieneating normswhich encourage

compliance by making am-compliance seem unacceptalffeundermining resistane to

compliance for example throug accurate media representation of climate changad

using civil disobedienceto encourage governments to aét This broad notionof

restructuring the contexwill be adapted here, andhe chapter will clarify hovwspecific

actors can enable the three deands of justice byestructuring the contexbelow.

¢tKS aSO2yR &adGSL) 42 o0dZAfRAY3I 2y YR | RRNBaaiAy3a
define actors which are capable of meeting the above defined second order responsibility

of enabling the three demads of justice, or in other wordgnabling a condition of justice

in the case of climate change. Although Caney lists a few potential actarsauid bear

4502y R 2NRSNJ NBaLRyaArAoAfAGASAaT F2NJ SEFYLX S WTA
internationd institutions@®2 NJ W32 @SNY YSyYyd RSLI NIYSyidas 22dNyI
research councils, officials responsible for demographic policy, and charismatic
AYRADNROR (tYaSSy G A2y a GKS W2 ¢ h 3™ asidential@@orceryy R G KS 2 2N

he dces not explore any specific actors and their responsibilities in detail. More importantly,

64/ L ySezr {dI We¢g2 YAYRA 2F [/t AYlFGS TWdiduinal &fSofiticdl 32 A RAY 3 | F NY |y
Philosophy22 (2014), p. 135

8 |bid., p. 141

86 |bid., p. 136

67 |bid., p. 137

68 |bid., p. 138

69 |bid., p. 136

70 |bid., p. 140

711bid., p. 139
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Caney does not attempt to assess to what extent the actors he lists are meeting their
Aa502yR 2NRSNI NBaLRYaAOAf AGASAa® Caghdedtbnda NBI &
contribute to global justice and climate change debates by doing what Caney does not:
choose specific actors, explain why they have second order responsibilities, and explore to

what extent these responsibilities are being met.

This will @d a significant amount of original research to the debate. Importantly, the thesis

gAftt faz2 O2ydNARO6dziS G2 /lySeqQa 321t 2F ONBI
political and institutional realities. The thesis will contribute to thislgmaconducting a
AYy@SaitAaalaAazy 2F AyadAalddziazyrt WNBIfAGezZQ 2
practice, with the aim of pinpointingesponsible actors. This is a usefudeavorin terms

2F SyKIFyOAy3d (KS WNBIwb el approaRh, Kuf @idpy tore2 ¥/ |
importantly, this assessment of the institutional context conducted in Chapters Seven and

Eight will reveatentative positive trajectories and existing hindrances at the institutional

level which need to be encouraged avercome in order to ensure second order
responsibilities are met in the future. The concluding chapter of the th&iapter Nine,

will draw on thefindingsmade in Chapters Seven and Eighd provide a discussion on

what future research on climate jtise should focuson. This will meaningfully contribute

to global justice and climate change debates, because ifagilitate future discussionsn

achieving a more just response to climate change.

Before the assessment of institutional context cameoeence, responsible actors must be

identified. This means identifying actotsat have the capability of enabling the three

demands of justice defended in this thesisy restructuring the context so that the

demands can be meThe capability to enable éhthree demands of justicenplies amoral

responsibility to act, as was explained above. Thizral responsibility to acwill be

referred to as institutional responsibility, a term unique to this thesis, which denotes the

secand tier responsibility to eablethe three demands of justice explicated in this thesis. In

GKAA gltez Fye O2y¥FdzaAizy gAGK /lFySeQa LIRAaAAGA:
institutional responsibility as second order responsibility. Although the thesis builds on his

worke KS FANRG 2NRSNJ NBALRYAAOAfAGASA RSTFAYSR
notion of second order responsibilities will be explored in significantly greater detail. For

this reason, a new term is appropriate. The term institutional respolitgitias been

chosen because it will be used to explore responsibilities of actors in the current
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institutional context of climate change governance. The thesis will now identify two types
actors as having the institutional responsibility of enabling add@n of justice: the actors
operating under the UNFCCC and the actors operatiitigin networked climate change
governance processes. In order to assigtituntional responsibility to these actoyst must

be illustrated thatthey have the capability ofnabling the three demands of justice set out

in this thesis. This capability will be briefly explained below, and elaborated on in Chapters
Seven and Eight, which concern tleploratoryassessment of the extent to which actors
within the UNFCCC and natvked climate change governance processes are meeting their

institutional responsibility.

As was explained earlier in the chapter, the UNFCCC provides a framework to assess
progress and to negotiate policy and international treaties concerning climatageha
referred to as Protocols. The ultimate objective of the UNFCCC is to achieve stabilization of
GHG concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous
anthropogenic interference with the climate systéfit is quite clear that acts under the
UNFCCC have the potential to affect climate change policy because these actors are
charged with designing such policy. Actors in the UNFCCC are thaagjaeblycapable of
enabling the three demands of justicbecause these actors have thmapability of
restructuring the context so that the demands can be pa will be explained below.
Before this can be explained, it must bestated that states are the ultimate decision
makers in the UNFCCC. For this reason, assigning institutionahsdsipity to actors under

the UNFCCC implies assigning responsibility to states who are signatories to the UNFCCC.

In order to illustrate the capability of actors under the UNFCCC to enable the three

demands of justice, each demand will be taken int&S Yl YR hy S adl 4Sa GKIFG Wi
to health” of future generations must be considered to be equally as valuable as the right

to health of current generationsand must therefore be protectedQ / KI LJG SNBR C2dzNJ | YR
explained that this requires that globgemperature rise is kept at or below 2°C, because

gFN¥YAY3 10620S GKAa ffS@St gAft Ol dza S WRI y 3 SNER dza
health* The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) claims, at the time of

writing, that to achieve this gdaemissions would have to be cut by 40%0% by 2050

72UNFCCQJnited Nations Framework Convention on Climate Chatijé~CCC Secretariat, B§h892), p. 9

73 Defined as the right to a standard of health which sustains life at a minimally decent level, and includes
adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of health.

74 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangC Fifth Assessment Repartn®ary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/arS/syr/SYR_AR5_SPMcorr2.fddiccessed 04.11.2014], p. 14
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compared to 2010, and would need to be near zero or below in 2186tors under the

UNFCCC have the capability to endbEmand One because thesetorscan restructure

the context to ensure that apppriate mitigation takes place. Actors in the UNFG@GC

SELX AOAGEE (l1al1SR 6A0GK ONBlFIGAYy3a 3Ft2o0lf GNBI
stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would
prevent dangerous anthréb3 Sy A O Ay i SNF SNB y O S%Insothérkvords K S Of A~
the UNFCCC has been set up exactly for the purpose of developing policies in order to
mitigate emissions. For this reasahe actors under the UNFCCC have the capability to

make decisions whiitccan enable Demand One, becatiBey can restructure the context

to ensure thatemissions are kept to theequired limit which will ensure thaeffects of

climate change are kept to a minimum, thereby protecting the right to health of future

generations.

Demand Two states thathe concerns ofless developed countrieswust be properly
considered in climate change actijoand that thedistribution of benefits and burdens in

global climate change action should be based in the PAfdddel. Actors under the
UNFCCC have the capability to enable the first part of this demand because the UNFCCC
creates a context within which this is possible. The UNR@D@es 195 member states,

and therefore encompasses almost every state in the world. This implies thasactder

the UNFCCC have the capability of ensuring that the concedaesofieveloped countries

are properly considered, becausess developed countrieare members of the UNFCCC

and are included in climate change policy negotiations, and furthermore s same

voting rights as all other state$n this way, actors under the UNFCCC can include less
developedcountriesin the decision making process, ensuring that their concears be

taken into accountThe second part of Demand Two calls for theriigtion of benefits

and burdens between states to be based on a PATP model. Actors under the UNFCCC have
the capability to enable this because the UNFCCC has been charged with drawing up global

treaties to, among other things, regulate the distributiontb& benefits and burdens of

5 Intergovernmental Panel on Clima@hange|]PCC Fifth Assessment Report: Summary for Policy Makers, 2014
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessmenteport/ar5/syr/SYR_ARS5_SPMcorr2.fddiccessed 04.11.2014], p4 1

76 UNFCC@@Jnited Nations Framework Convention on Climate ChahiéFCCC Secretariat, Bonn (1992), p. 9

7t 2ffdziSNR&a !'oAfAdGe G2 tlFe& Y2RStY (KS NBalLRyairoAatAde
per capita emissions levels and papita wealth.To illustrate, countries which have high levels of pollution and
high levels of wealth will be asked to reduce their pollution and pay for climate change action, and countries of
low wealth and high pollution will have to reduce their emiss as best possible, as long as it does not push
them under a threshold of a decent standard of living, and only when they rise in wealth will they have to pay
more towards climate change costs and further emissions reductions. Countries which haveissioesnand

low wealth will be excluded from action, and those with low emissions and high wealth may be asked to
contribute financially but not lower their emissions.
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climate change. For this reason, the actors operating under the UNFCCC have the capability
to change the context bydesigrnng global treaties to be based on the PATP model,

therefore enabling the realization of this model.

Fylffeé>X 5SYFYR ¢KNBS adldisSa GKFG substated 6f S I OG2N
entities, international institutions, and states, irrespective of the country they live or exist

in, must be held responsible for lowering emissions and/or contrilgufinancially to the

Ot AYIF(GS OKFy3S OFdzAS Ay fAYS 6AGK GKSANI NBaLlSOi
have the capability to enablthis demand of justice because the UNFCCC is tasked with

creating regulations around climate changend can therafre create a context within

which actors can meet theiesponsibilities The UNFCCC creates regulatitivag assign a

certain emissions target per state, and this in tatlows statego regulate the emissions of

individuals, corporations, and stub stagatities within their borders. The UNFCCC also has

the capabilityto set up fundraising targets which states could raise money for through

taxes or fines on individualsub-state entities, and corporations. In this way, actors under

the UNFCCC have thepability to enable the realization of Demand Three of justice,

because these actors can desiginbal treaties and creata contextwhich allowsactors to

meet their responsibilities to lower emissions and make financial contributions.

Furthermore, as waslustrated above, actors under the UNFCCC are also arguably capable

of enabling the realization of Demands One and Two of justice. The conception of

institutional responsibility defended above implies that actors under the UNFCCC therefore

have the moralresponsibility to enable Demands One, Two and Thise creating a

context in whichthese demands can be meChapter Seven will provide a detailed

overview of this responsibility and an assessment of the extent to which the actors under

the UNFCCC are eting their institutional responsibility.

Now that the capability of actors under the UNFCCC has been briefly demonstrated, the

capability of actorgnvolved innetworked climate change governance processes will be

briefly outlined, with each demand beirigken in turn. As was explained earlier in the

chapter, actorawvorking within networked governance practices can vary from individuals

to corporations tosubstate Sy G A GAS&asx a2 gKSYy NBFSNBgOS Aa YIRS
types of actors should be tan as implicit to the term. Actorgwolved innetworked

climate change governance processes do not operate under a global treaty or strive

towards a unified goal, as was explained earirethis chapter. In addition, as will be
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further discussed below,atworked climate change governance processes do not operate
under international legal authority like the UNFCCC. However, it is still arguable that the
actorsinvolved in networkedgovernance processes have the capability of enahiey
three demands ofiyjstice set out in this thesisy creating a context in which these demands

can be met

DemandOn& i I 41 S& GKI i WPofuBureydnédidhs mudt bekcbrisidetedto

be equally as valuable as the right to health of current generatiand musttherefore be
protecteddQ ! 4 g+ a SELXFAYSR 106208y GKA& RSYIFYyR N
level to prevent dangerous warming of the planet. Actargolved in networkecclimate
change governance processes are capabknablingthis demandof justice because these
processes include projects which have significant potential to substantially lower global
emissionsIn other words, these projects create a context in which Demand One can be
enabled through the lowering of emissiorige capabity of networked governance actors

to lower emissions will be fully explored in Chapter Eight; two examples will be outlined
below in order to briefly illustrate this capability. One networked governance project, the
C40, is a group of cities which aitm reduce carbon emissions and increase energy
efficiency in large cities across the woffd’he members of the C40 account for one in
twelve people worldwide, formally representing approximately 302 million peéjlide
potential emissions reductions from tke cities is therefore significant, as will be explained

in Chapter Eight. As another brief example, the Climate Group is a networked governance
project which has members from both the public sector (e.g. Germany, California, and
London) and corporate semt (e.g. M&S, BP, HSBC, Shell) wétidbis group funds
projects such a global pilot program to britight-emitting diode LED) street lighting,
which has 5670% lower emissions than traditional lighting, to major global cities including
London, New YorkHong Kong, Mumbai, and Calcuttanitial results from the Climate
DNR dzLJQ&a LAt 20 LINR2SOG Ay bSs 2N I*NBe LRAYG?

possible gains of this project are significddcause street lighting accountor 6% of

5

78 Defined as the right to a standard of health which sustains life at a minimally desveh and includes
adequate sustenance to maintain this standard of health.

%/ nn X hti/cd®dy/ [accessed 04.12.2014]

8t F fG0SNES t dY W¢KS w2ftS YR wSt SO yOS défg, B,&uidg2N] SR / ¢
Zelli F., (edsGlobal Climate Governance Beyond 2012: Architecture, Agency, and Ada(atiohridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010), p. 151

81 Hoffman, M.J.Climate Governance at the Crossroads: Experimenting with a Global Respen&g aifd
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 82

82 Climate Groupl.ighting the Green Revoluti¢®012) available from
http://www.theclimategroup.org/_assets/fileé ED _report web1%283%29.ddfccessed 05.12.2014], p4
83 1bid.
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global emissions levelsg KA OK A& GKS SljdzA@lItSyid 2F SYAaaAizya
passenger vehiclé$.The Climate Group, through projects such as these, has the capability

of significantly affecting global emissions rates, and therefore protecting futur8 §gh G A 2 y a8 Q

rights to health. These examples will be elaborated on in Chapter Eight in order to illustrate

the capability of actorsnvolved in networkedclimate change governance to enable the

realization of Demand One of justibg creating a context wherthis is possibleFor now,

these examples serve to very briefly illustrate this capability.

Demand Tw states that the concerns dkess developed countriemust be properly
considered in climate change actijoand that thedistribution of benefits and lrdens in
global climate change action should be based in the PATdlel. Actors involved in
networked governance processes are arguably capable of enaliiedirst part of this
demand, because networked governance processes allow for a context in whish
demand can be metProjects of networked governancecan include actors froniess
developed countriescan focus ofinancing projects which mee§la & RS @St 2 LISR O2 dzy i NJ
concerns, and can ensure thatS & & R S @St 2vbiieRaredeadBfajettshinsaiver

in networked governance processes are flexible enough to accommodate these types of
aims. As will be illustrated in Chapter Eight, there are projects which include developing
country founders, such as the Global Methane Initiative, wigiddes itself in being the

only international effort to specifically target methane abatement, recovery, andlse.
addition, there are projects which take less developed country concerns into account, such
as the Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Nétwahich focuseson adaptation®’

These examples will laborated on in Chapter Eight.

The second part of Demand Two caguably beenabled by actorinvolved in networked

governance processéisthese actors create a context where Demand Two can be Titnés

8/ £ AYF (S DNE dzhfD://viiv.théclimatkgibKpibigMiEhve-do/programs/LEDJaccessed

05.12.2014]

Bpoldzi SN& ! oAfAGeE (2 tlé Y2RStY (KS NBaLRyaroAtAde G2 02y idN
per capita emissions levels and per capita wedlthillustrate, countries which have high levels of pollution and
high levels of wealth will be ked to reduce their pollution and pay for climate change action, and countries of
low wealth and high pollution will have to reduce their emissions as best possible, as long as it does not push
them under a threshold of a decent standard of living, and/ avihen they rise in wealth will they have to pay
more towards climate change costs and further emissions reductions. Countries which have low emissions and
low wealth will be excluded from action, and those with low emissions and high wealth may be asked t
contribute financially but not lower their emissions.

8Df 20t aSiKFyS LyA il htps/m@dglodaimetBadeiorglbdtt@ersiingek.aspxl G A @S Q
[accessed 13.05.2015]

87 Bulkeleyet al. Transnational Climate Change Governaf@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), p.

117
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context could be created faexample through information sharing or campaigning on the
subject, which could build support for a PATP distribution of benefits and burdens between
states. Networked governance projects often involve campaigning andcady, and
actorswithin these processes frequently attend the annual UNFCCC COPs in the hopes of
influencing decision making. In addition, networked governance projects can include states
which are high emitting/and or wealthy and not held to account unttee UNFCCC
therefore creating a context for these states to meet their responsibilii@s example, the
AsiaPacific Partnership on Clean Development and Clir@BP), which has now come to

an end,consised of Australia, Canada, China, India, Ja@myth Korea and the United
States of Americ& With the exception of Australia, none of these stateas held to
account for lowering emissions and/or contributing financially under the UNRBE@@

time of the APPFor this reason, it is arguably podsilfor actorsinvolved in networked
governance processes to enable the second part of Demand Two of justicegdiing a
context where wealthy and high emitting statesare held to account for their
responsibilities which is required under the PATP madghis will be further discussed in
Chapter Eight.

Finally, Demand Three states that capable actors, including individuals, §uinstate
entities, international institutions, and states, irrespective of the country they live or exist
in, must be heldesponsible for lowering emissions and/or contributing financially to the
Ot AYIF(GS OKIFIy3aS OlFdzasS Ay fAYyS & Anvdived inK SA NJ
networked governance processes asgguablycapable of enablinghis demand, because
networked gwvernance projectreate a context which allowfirms, sub-state entities,
international institutions, and individuals to act on climate charigeolved in networked
governance projects, these actors are, albeit mostly voluntarily, being held respofwsible
climate change action, and engaging in activities which involve both lowering emissions and
making financial contributions to projects which fight against climate change. Chapter
Eight will explore several networked governance projects which indpéeific actors, for
example the Verified Carbon Standard, which involves corporatiand the Regional
Greenhouse Gas Initiative, which invavederal states in the United States of America.
Through thesdypes ofprojects,actors involved imetworked climate change governance
processes arereating a context whicincorporaes new actors who were previously under

no obligation to lower emissions under the UNFCCC. For this reason, it seems the actors

8 AsiaPacific Partnership on Clean Development and Clinte,d6 2 dzi G KS !t t Q
http://www.asiapacificpartnership.org/english/about.aspaccessed 29.12.2014]
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