
Bode, Sven

Working Paper

Equal emissions per capita over time: A proposal to
combine responsibility and equity of rights

HWWA Discussion Paper, No. 253

Provided in Cooperation with:
Hamburgisches Welt-Wirtschafts-Archiv (HWWA)

Suggested Citation: Bode, Sven (2003) : Equal emissions per capita over time: A proposal
to combine responsibility and equity of rights, HWWA Discussion Paper, No. 253, Hamburg
Institute of International Economics (HWWA), Hamburg

This Version is available at:
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/19225

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your
personal and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial
purposes, to exhibit the documents publicly, to make them
publicly available on the internet, or to distribute or otherwise
use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open
Content Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you
may exercise further usage rights as specified in the indicated
licence.



Equal Emissions per
Capita over Time –
A Proposal to Combine
Responsibility
and Equity of Rights

Sven Bode

HWWA DISCUSSION PAPER

253
Hamburgisches Welt-Wirtschafts-Archiv (HWWA)

Hamburg Institute of International Economics
2003

ISSN 1616-4814



Hamburgisches Welt-Wirtschafts-Archiv (HWWA)
Hamburg Institute of International Economics
Neuer Jungfernstieg 21  -  20347 Hamburg, Germany
Telefon: 040/428 34 355
Telefax: 040/428 34 451
e-mail: hwwa@hwwa.de
Internet: http://www.hwwa.de

The HWWA is a member of:

• Wissenschaftsgemeinschaft Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (WGL)
•••• Arbeitsgemeinschaft deutscher wirtschaftswissenschaftlicher Forschungsinstitute

(ARGE)
•••• Association d’Instituts Européens de Conjoncture Economique (AIECE)

mailto:hwwa@hwwa.de
http://www.hwwa.de/


HWWA Discussion Paper

Equal Emissions per Capita
over Time -

A Proposal to Combine
Responsibility

and Equity of Rights

Sven Bode

HWWA Discussion Paper 253
http://www.hwwa.de

Hamburg Institute of International Economics (HWWA)
Neuer Jungfernstieg 21  -  20347 Hamburg, Germany

e-mail: hwwa@hwwa.de

This paper was prepared within the HWWA Research Programme “International
Climate Policy”.
The author would like to thank Jörg Drechsler, intern at HWWA in August 2003 for his
support in setting up the model.

Edited by the Department World Economy
Head: PD Dr. Carsten Hefeker



HWWA DISCUSSION PAPER 253
November 2003

Equal Emissions per Capita over Time -
A Proposal to Combine Responsibility

and Equity of Rights

ABSTRACT

After Future climate policy regimes may be based on the Kyoto-Protocol or on other
policy instruments such as carbon-taxes. Any effective regime based on the Protocol
requires the determination of the concrete contributions by each Party. This involves
namely the time of contribution and the quantification of the contribution itself. By now
many proposals exist for the two issues, as for example thresholds like GDP per capita
for the question of timing or emissions per capita for an allocation of emission rights.
Based on the two justice principle responsibility and equity of rights that form the basis
for the so-called Brazilian Proposal and Contraction & Convergence respectively, a
new approach is developed: Future emission rights are allocated on the basis of equal
emissions per capita over time. By so doing not only are emissions per capita (EPC)
taken into account during the allocation but also their evolution over time. I show that
nations with high EPC may even be allocated negative quantities of emissions right due
to their historical “burden”. On the other hand, Parties with low EPC would be allocated
large amounts of “fair air” which can increase the incentive to accept absolute emission
targets. Even though this approach may currently lack political acceptability, it offers
another analytical reference point for the political bargaining process on future
allocations.
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1 Introduction

Climate is changing (WMO 2003) and there is more and more evidence that this is due
to the human release of greenhouse gases (GHG). This is why the international
community adopted the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC
1992) and its Kyoto Protocol (1997) which sets inter alia the initial step for limiting
GHG emissions in the period 2008 to 2012. Even though the Protocol has not entered
into force by now, the discussion on future contributions to GHG emission reductions
has intensified recently as commitments for subsequent periods shall be initiated at least
in 2007 (Art. 3. 9 Kyoto Protocol). The discussion on the allocation of emission
entitlements1 dates back to 1990’s and since then many approaches have been and are
still presented. Yet, no compromise seems currently reachable as the views between
developed and developing countries are rather contrary.2 On the other hand climate
continues to change and thus some action is likely to be agreed upon. Whether it
constitutes the deep cut in emissions that is demanded by some stakeholders remains to
be seen. The same is true for the Protocol itself: agreements among like-minded
countries may also emerge instead of a global consensus (for example Sugiyama
(2003)). And the question of sharing the burden of adaptation to the adverse effects of
climate change has not even been legitimately addressed in the negotiations, though the
discussion at CoP 8 started to look at this issue.

Assuming a future evolution of the Kyoto Protocol, there are two basic options with
regard to the determination of future allocations of emission permits. The first option
are rolling agreements restricted to the next commitment period, be it five years as the
first one or another duration. Secondly, a long-term - if not eternal – approach for
allocating emission permits to the Parties of the Convention could be agreed upon (see
also Berk et al. (2001) p. 466). An unexpected advocate of the later approach could be
industry. In the run-up of the emission trading scheme on the entity level in the
European Union (EU (2003)), industry has asked for clear perspectives with regard to
the allowance allocation (Anonymous (2003)). Business seeks certainty because of the
long life-time of a number of installations as for example coal-fired power plants (see
also Aldy et al. (2003) p. 10). Furthermore, by establishing a long-term allocation
                                                
1 The terms emission entitlement, emission right, emission permit and emission allowance are used
equivalently in this paper. Note that the term permit is used differently in the EU-directive on emissions
trading (EU 2003).
2 Carraro (1998) shows that an agreement signed by all countries seems quite unlikely from a game
theoretic point of view. On the other hand, Ciscar et al. (2002) show for a sequential game framework that
both Annex-I as well as non-Annex-I countries reduce their emissions after 2010 as they face climate
change.
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scheme, there would be no incentive to re-negotiate the target of an upcoming
commitment period. This could be of interest in case a Party fears non-compliance in an
earlier period (Barret (2002) p. 4, similar Aldy et al. (2003) p. 8).

However, the earlier the targets are set for long-term GHG emissions, the more difficult
the negotiations on international level are. Currently, the principle of “common but
differentiated responsibility”, as set in the UNFCCC; is widely accepted but in the long-
run developing countries will also be asked to contribute to limiting global GHG
emissions. And while trying to determine a Party’s contribution each is likely to call for
a “fair” allocation. Unfortunately, there is no “one and only” viable justice principle.

Against this background, this paper offers a new approach for the determination of a
long-term future allocation. It is based on the so-called Brazilian Proposal (UNFCCC
(1997) and the Contraction & Convergence approach (Meyer 2000). Thus, it combines
the two justice principles responsibility and equity of rights. Throughout the paper I
assume that the future climate policy regime is based on two principles underlying the
Kyoto Protocol. This is namely the quantification of absolute emission budgets for each
Party as well as emission trading. I concentrate on the participation method and the
determination on the  emission targets only. Neither the allocation of burdens from
adaptation to climate change nor the distribution of benefits from mitigation are
considered.

The paper is structured as follows. The following section summarises the key points of
the current international climate policy regime. Section three discusses the key issues
for allocation of emission permits in the future climate policy regime assuming that it is
based on the Kyoto-principles. In section four, a general version of a new approach for
the determination of time of participation as well as the quantification of contributions
for further Parties is presented, followed by a numerical example in the subsequent
chapter. Section six concludes.

2 Key points of the current regime

In this section core points of the existing international climate policy regime which are
relevant in the context of the paper are summarised.

The basic documents of the international regime are as follows: the Framework
Convention, the Kyoto-Protocol, the Bonn Agreement and the Marrakech Accords.
Depending on the issue under discussion others must be considered as well, as for the
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example the decisions of the executive board for the CDM or upcoming papers for the
treatment of LULUCF projects.

The ultimate objective of the Framework Convention (Art. 2) is the “...stabilization of
greenhouse gas concentration in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous
anthropogenic interference with the climate system....”. The main principles for the
current regime are laid down in Article 3 of the Convention. Among others, a “common
but differentiated responsibility”  is acknowledged. However, it is not specified how
long it should be differentiated. Furthermore, it is stated that specific needs of
developing countries should be considered, lack of full scientific certainty should not be
used as a reason for postponing precautionary measures and that these measures
should be cost-efficient.

The differentiated responsibility is considered most importantly by the separation of the
Parties in so-called Annex-I and non-Annex-I countries in the Convention, and in
Annex-B and non-Annex B countries in the Protocol. Annex I countries have more
obligations especially with regard to emission reductions, reporting and support of non-
Annex I countries.3 The somewhat vague emission reduction obligations mentioned in
Art. 4, 2. of the Convention have been specified in absolute emission targets for the so-
called first commitment period, i.e. 2008 to 2012, for the countries listed in the Annex-
B of the Kyoto-Protocol. It is worth mentioning that there has been no “principled
logic” (Babiker et al. 2002, p. 411) for the determination of the emission targets. They
are rather the outcome of a political bargaining process with limited time (Torvanger et
al. 1999 p. 13, Grubb et al. 1999 p. 86)4.

In order to allow a cost-efficient meeting of the absolute emission targets, four flexible
mechanisms have been introduced with international emissons trading (IET), joint
implementation (JI), and the clean development mechanism (CDM), being the most
important options (for more details see for example Grubb et al. 1999, Michaelowa
2001). At this point it is only important to recall that the use of IET and JI between
Annex I countries does not affect the total allowed emissions of Annex B countries. The
generation of so-called Certified Emission Reductions from CDM-projects in
developing countries on the other hand increase the total budget of emission permits as
they are not deducted from any national budget as in the case of IET or JI. This is why
                                                
3 Furthermore, a sub-group of Annex I countries defined in Annex II has more obligations especially with
regard to financial support.
4 Interestingly, allocations based on the one of the pure fairness principles Sovereignty, Egalitarian or
Ability to Pay deviate more from Kyoto outcome than several other proposals under discussion prior to
CoP 3 (Torvanger et. al. (1999, p. 59)).
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special rules for the determination of the reference scenarios, for monitoring, validation
and certification for the CDM are necessary.

Preparation to and bearing of costs of adaptation to the adverse affects of climate
change is also vaguely dealt with in the different documents. As the paper focuses on
mitigation efforts only, adaptation is not discussed any further.

3 Key issues for mitigation efforts in the future climate policy regime

There has been a large discussion on the Kyoto-Protocol itself, its future development
as well as on possible alternatives. The probably most famous comment on the Protocol
was the withdrawal by the Bush administration. It was judged that the implementation
of the Protocol would be too costly to the US economy and that it was lopsided for not
imposing obligations on the developing countries. Unfortunately, the US administration
did not manage to present an alternative until now - even though it seems to be the only
option remaining for the US (Bodansky (2002)). However, this has been done by others,
even prior to the US withdrawal. Most importantly emission trading itself has been
criticised. Instead, taxes have been favoured (Pizer (1997), Cooper (2000)).

Others do not propose to directly reject Kyoto but, for example, to put the stress on long
term issues. For example, Barrett (2002) proposes to focus on collective funding of
basic research into development of new, carbon-saving technologies. However, even
though the possibility for short term protocols, such as the Kyoto Protocol, is briefly
discussed, no reference to the ultimate objective of the framework convention is made -
an aspect that should be generally taken into account when discussing future climate
policy regimes. Edmonds et. al (1999) provide an analyses of a more specified
“technology protocol”. Baumert et al. (1999) propose intensity targets as incentives for
voluntary participation of developing countries. But they also point out that this would
require a re-conceptualisation of the existing framework, in particular with long-term
environmental considerations. An overview and evaluation on 13 alternatives to the
Kyoto-Protocol is provided by Aldy et al. (2003).

As already mentioned, throughout the paper I assume that the future climate policy
regime is based on the Framework Convention and the Kyoto principles. This is namely
the objective formulated in Art. 2 of the Convention, the quantification of absolute
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emission budgets for each nation as well as emission trading.5 Furthermore, a long-term
approach for allocating emission permits is discussed. Shaping this allocation in the
future climate policy regime thus requires a discussion of the following:

(a) Global targets (final and interim targets, i.e. path)

(b) Determination of time of participation 6

(c) Quantification of contributions to limiting GHG emissions by participants

3.1 Global targets and path

Generally, there are several ways to determine a global emission target in terms of net
GHG emissions to the atmosphere. One may for example, minimise the sum of total
abatement costs plus total damage costs. However, the approach faces some general
drawbacks in the context of pollution control (see for example Perman et al. (1999, pp.
290-291)). Another option is to define a concentration target as mentioned in Art. 2 of
the Framework Convention without directly referring to costs.

Even though the objective of the Convention seems quite precise, a lack of clarity
remains. The understanding of a dangerous interference, a threat to food production or
other issues may differ among people and nations. This may complicate the finding of
an agreement on the ultimate global emission. Furthermore, the relationship between
GHG emissions, atmospheric GHG concentration, radiative forcing and the temperature
increase or extreme weather events is not fully understood, as is the role of solar and
volcanic forcing or the effects of aerosols (IPCC 2001a). Nevertheless, a general idea of
allowable total emissions exists (see Table 1).

Apart from the ultimate emission target there has been an intensive discussion on the
interim targets, i.e. the path to take to get there. The most important argument in this
discussion has not been the technical feasibility for near term cuts in emissions, but
rather the associated costs. Some authors argued that postponing emission reductions
would result in lower costs as otherwise existing capital stock would have to be
prematurely retired (Wigley et al. (1996)). Others have argued that by postponing
                                                
5 The latter may well be considered as an integral part of any future regime regardless of how it is design
in detail (SEPA 2002 p. 38). The recent activity in Europe with regard to emissions trading on entity level
may support this assessment.
6 It should be noted that the stabilisation target does not inevitably require all countries to limit their
emissions. Technically it would be conceivable that some countries continue to emit while others invest
in removal from the atmosphere including biological sinks and technical removal as suggested by
Lackner et al. (no year).
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reductions the benefits from learning-by-doing would be foregone (Vuuren et al. 2001).
Other points of discussion have been the way to consider technical change in economic
models or the discount rate to be used (SEPA (2002, pp. 22-25)). Until economists
come up with a coherent solution, policy makers are likely to set interim targets that are
somewhere in between the possible extremes. For the ultimate concentration target,
Jacoby et al. (1999, p. 7) state that it seems most likely that an atmospheric
concentration of 550 ppmv will be selected as it is “...in the middle of what has become
the standard range of numbers, making it a moderate compromise.”

Once the total target(s) have been set, a discussion on the contribution of the different
Parties in order to reach the goal is necessary.7 As this burden sharing is a zero sum
game, it is all but trivial and Parties are likely to put “good” arguments forward in order
to get a sufficiently big piece of the pie.

Table 1: Stabilisation level and related allowable emissions
WRE CO2 Stabilisation Profile

(ppm)
Accumulated CO2 Emissions

2001-2100 (Gt CO2)
Year in which Global

Emissions Peak

450 1314-2646 2005-2015

550 2124-4068 2020-2030

650 2646-4932 2030-2045

750 2952-5400 2040-2060

1000 3258-5832 2065-2090

Source: IPCC (2001b, p.108).

3.2 Excursus: “Good Arguments“ or justice priciples

The discussion on justice in the context of climate change started at least at the end of
the eighties or early in the nineties of the last century (d’Arge (1989), Rose (1990)).
Since then, different sets of relevant principles have been presented and applied, some
of them being quite similar, though called by different names. Table 2 gives some
examples for principles discussed. The reader is referred to the authors for more details.

                                                
7 A theoretically straightforward way to avoid such discussion implying high transaction costs would be
to auction the permits already on the international level.
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Table 2: Examples for justice principles discussed
Author: Rose (1992) a) Blanchard et al. (2001) Torvanger et al. (2002) b)

Principle: Horizontal (initial) a) Equity of rights Responsibility

Vertical (initial) Utilitarian equality Need

Ability to pay (outcome) Democratic equality Capacity

Sovereignty (outcome) Causal responsibility

Egalitarian (outcome) Merit

Market justice (process) Proportional equality

Consensus (initial)

Compensation (process)

Rawls‘ Maxim (process)

Environmental equity

a) Rose et al. (1998) point out that it is important to distinguish whether a “criterion applies to the
process by which a criterion is chosen, the initial allocation of permits, or to be the final outcome of
the implementation of the policy instrument...”

b) Apart from the three fairness principles, six operational requirements are applied.

Even though we have a more or less clear understanding of these different principles,
two major problems are faced when applying them for allocations of emission
entitlements8: Firstly, the different principles are in most cases equally justified. This is
to say that one cannot say which principle is to be preferred in case there are different
opinions. To overcome this problem, Müller (2001) proposes the so-called preference
score method to reach a “compromise-solution” between different principles or
approaches, as discussed below. Secondly, apart from the principle, a reference base,
e.g. population, as well as an operational rule for applying the principle, e.g. allocate in
proportion to population, is required (Rose 1992). However, “there is no one-to-one
relation between a fairness principle and a specific formula, meaning that one formula
can be supported by more than one principle, and one principle can support more than
one formula” (Torvanger et al. (1999 p. 15)). The reference to justice principles may
thus guide negotiations, but it is unlikely that any agreement reached will fit into a clear
systematic concept. Finally, Rose et al. (1998) showed that a mere philosophical
distinction between different criteria may well be mathematically equivalent and thus
have the same welfare outcomes.

                                                
8 Furthermore, Pan (2003) states that equity concerns in the context of burden sharing of mitigation
efforts are generally restricted to equity among nations and points out that there is also an intra-nation
dimension.
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3.3  “Formula“ and “reference bases“ for applying equity principles

When referring to justice principles in the context of the allocation of emission rights in
the future climate policy regime, they have to be specified in way that allows
calculation of an emission target. Theoretically, the number of potential reference bases
seems unlimited. Rose (1992 p. 65) proposes the following reference bases:

� Economic welfare

� Population

� Land area

� Energy use

� Energy reserves

� CO2 emissions

Other bases, as for example GHG emissions, GHG abatement costs could also qualify.
For making them an operational reference, other “units” as for example CO2 emissions
per capita or per unit GDP would sometimes be necessary. Referring to the initial part
of this section, these reference bases could mostly be used for both the determination of
thresholds for participation as well as for the determination of the contribution to
mitigation efforts.9 It goes without saying that the figures can be weighed and
combined.

3.4 Proposals for allocations of permits

The first proposals and analyses for allocation of permits date back to the beginning of
the 1990’s (for example Barret 1992). Subsequently, a larger number of proposals
emerged as a result of the Ad Hoc Group of the Berlin Mandate (AGBM). These
proposals differ with regard to their specification as well as to the reference basis
chosen (Torvanger et al. (1999)). An overview is given in Table 3.

                                                
9  For example, countries could be obliged to limit greenhouse gas emissions when their per capita
emissions exceed a certain threshold. Similarly, allowable emission could be calculated based on certain
per capita emissions.
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Table 3: Type of reference base and frequency in 16 proposals from the AGBM
 (based on Torvanger et al. (1999, p. 18))

Operational
reference basis

CDE CDE /
Cap.

CDE /
GDP

GDP /
Cap

Cum
CDE

CDE exp /
CDE tot

dPop/
dt

EXP/F
F

CDE /
km2

Other

Number of times
applied

3 9 7 7 5 *) 2 *) 2 2 1 4

CDE = (Level of) CO2-eq emissions, Cap. = Capita, GDP = Gross domestic Product, Cum = cumulative
historical, CDE exp / CDE tot = share of emissions resulting from production of goods for export relative
to total emissions, dPop/ dt = Population growth, EXP/FF = Fossil fuel intensity of export, CDE / km2 =
emissions per square kilometer of a country’s territorial basis

*) one proposal based on projected data

Additionally to the proposals presented during the climate negotiations, various
approaches for the allocation of permits – also called burden-sharing – have been
proposed in literature. They differ strongly in specification. Some analyse different
burden-sharing rules applied to a limited number of countries (for example Winkler et
al. (2002), Groenenberg (2001)) whereas others provide an allocation scheme for the
whole world (Meyer 2000). It would be out of the scope of this paper to review all
proposals currently in circulation. A review of selected literature until 1998 is provided
by Torvanger et al. (1999 pp. 31-33). Evans (2002) discusses some other proposals,
which have gained particular attention in the past. The implications of these approaches
with regard to costs have been studied by others as well (den Elzen (2002), den Elzen
(2003)). Below, I only discuss two proposals in more detail as they form the primary
basis for the concept presented in the next section.

Apart from the specification, the proposals differ with respect to the degree of
differentiation. Based on the experience from the European burden-sharing negotiations,
Ringius (1997, p. 5) argues for differentiated agreements, as “the symmetrical approach
... might result in inefficient and unfair agreements and country obligation.” On the
other hand, Torvanger et al. (1999, p. 28) questions whether the EU case can be
transferred to greater number of countries. Furthermore, it may be difficult to define the
indicator for differentiation on a global level, especially if differences among countries
to be considered are based on differences in preferences. To demonstrate this point,
consider Germany that has a problem with nuclear energy and rather prefers electricity
from lignite-fired power-plants. Why should other Parties renounce a certain part of
“their” allocation only because of this particular German preference? A symmetrical
approach may thus be supported by a greater number of countries.
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� The Brazilian proposal

The Brazilian proposal (UNFCCC 1997) has been prepared for the 7th session of the
AGBM. The core element is the allocation of emission permits in proportion to the
historical responsibility for global warming in terms of accumulated contribution to
radiative forcing or temperature increase of certain Parties.10 Indeed, an allocation of
permits was only suggested for Annex-I countries and an overall budget of 30 % below
1990 emissions by 2020 was proposed. CO2 emissions from the energy sector and
cement production should be considered. Non-Annex-I countries were not to make any
binding commitment with regard to emission limitations.

The initial Brazilian proposal has been criticised for several reasons, as for example the
restriction to CO2 emissions from limited sources or the methodology used for
calculating the contributions to global warming. The proposal had been revised but still
some drawbacks remained. Nevertheless, a group of experts came to the conclusion that
“... these deficiencies can in general be readily addressed by improving the model by
corrections or by importing techniques and processes already available in other
models.” (den Elzen et al. (1999). Even though the discussion among experts continued
(for an overview see: IIDS (2003)) no final applicable methodology has been found yet.
Most important issues are the indicators for climate change, the consideration of non-
linearities and feedbacks, as well as the databases. However, they conclude that “... the
Brazilian Proposal is probably the best one to deal with the “common but differentiated
responsibilities ...”” (IISD 2000).

•  Contraction & Convergence

The idea of Contraction & Convergence has been presented by the Global Common
Institute (Meyer 2000). The contraction part refers to the cutting back of emissions in
order to reach an CO2 concentration target, which must be fixed on an international
level. As already discussed above, once a global target has been defined, an allocation
of the resulting emission permits has to be agreed upon. The convergence part reflects
the idea that this allocation should be carried out on an equal basis to all of human kind
– i.e. an equal per capita allocation of emission rights which can be traded. Apart from
the concentration target an agreement on the time of convergence is required. Berk et al.
(2001, p. 475) point out that a late date of convergence is disadvantageous for
developing countries since it results in less cumulative emission permits.

                                                
10 Another element was the Clean Development Funds that should be financed by the non-compliance
penalties of Annex-I countries. The fund later became the Clean Development Mechanism.
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Like the Brazilian Proposal, the idea of Contraction & Convergence has also been
judged as a very good concept for future allocation of emission permits by several
members of governments in both Annex-I and non-Annex-I countries (for a summary
see Meyer 2000, pp. 70-75).

4 Equal Emissions per Capita over Time (EECT)

In the previous section several options for quantifying the Parties’ contributions to the
reduction of global GHG emissions have been discussed. As mentioned some multi-
criteria approaches have also been proposed so far. In this section I present a new
approach for the development of the future climate policy regime by combining the
equal per capita allocation with the historical responsibility approach.

One may generally question whether an allocation based on equal per capita emissions
or on historical responsibility is “equitable” (e.g. Beckerman et al. 1995). However, I
neglect this theoretical discussion and rather analyse the implications of such an
allocation based on these two principles as practical politics may well decide on such a
rule regardless of its support by any justice principle. And as mentioned above, the two
approaches have been judged to be a good candidate for forming the basis of future
burden sharing schemes.

Even though it has not been explicitly said, the path for reaching an allocation based on
equal per capita emissions so far has generally been understood as an monotonously
decreasing curve from the day a Party participates (t1 in Fig 1) until equal per capita
emissions are reached (t3 in Fig 1) for those Parties that have emissions above
considered equal per capita emissions (for example: Torvanger et al. (1999, pp. 20-22),
Groenenberg et al. (2001, p 1018)). On the other hand, those with lower than average
emissions would face an allocation based on a monotonously increasing curve until
equal per capita emissions are reached as depicted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: General understanding of the path to equal per capita emissions

As can be seen in Figure 1, a simple allocation based on equal EPC would result in a
“fair” allocation from the point t3, but if looking at a nation’s average emissions
(allocation) per capita over time one can see that there would be a difference between
high and low emitting countries, which could still be judged as “unfair”. Rose (1992, p.
66) states: “Industrialized countries have developed by abusing the global commons
with little or no penalty. Ignoring the past build-up and simply basing reduction
requirements on subsequent emissions would be equivalent to penalizing developing
countries for the progress, when no such sanction was imposed on industrialized
countries.” Shukla (1999) argues the same way and suggests a more equitable
convergence scheme as depicted in Figure 2. However, the scheme is not further
specified.

I build on this idea and propose to allocate emission rights based on a path such that
average emissions per capita are also equal for a certain period prior to t3. Denoting the
beginning of this period by t1, this means that the sum of the emissions per capita in the
period between t1 and t3 has to be equal for all nations.

Mathematically, this means that the integral in the limits of t1 and t3 of a (piecewise –
see below) continuous function )(tiΦ  which describes the allowed emissions per capita

at the time t in country i has to be equal for all nations. Mathematically,

Adtt
t

t
i� =Φ

3

1

!
)( i∀        (1)

This condition does not inevitably imply that all Parties are allocated a certain assigned
amount from the point t1. This may happen at a later point ti

* with t1 < ti
* < t3 and would

allow for some flexibility with regard to the timing of participation. This is important,

Time

Emissions
Capita Nation A

equal per capita

Nation B

t3t1
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as not every Party would even be technically able to take on an absolute emission
budget promptly. (This would be the consequence if all countries were to start at the
same time, as most Annex B countries are likely to have absolute targets with the
Kyoto-Protocol entering into force soon.) Other authors have argued for example for an
initial voluntary GHG intensity target to take this aspect into account (Baumert et al.
1999). However, the emissions released between t1 and ti* would have an impact on the
allocation between ti* and t3 as the condition in (1) has to be satisfied. Incentives for
early participation are discussed after the presentation of the numerical example.

Keeping in mind that current emissions per capita differ strongly between nations, it
becomes obvious that nations with low EPC would receive higher allocations than
average emissions in future years (see Figure 2). The opposite would hold true for
nations with higher EPC - regardless of whether or not they have an absolute target in
the first commitment period. It is important to note, that only the allocation of the
permits is based on the curves as shown in Figure 2. As these permits are traded there
would be no need for abrupt cuts in emissions.

Figure 2: Schematic depiction of the path for equal emission per capita over time

To determine the concrete allocation in the future for a single nation, it would thus be
necessary:

1. to determine the allowed “sum” in the period between t1 and t3 for the Parties

2. to gather historical emission data, if t1 lies in the past

3. to determine the time of participation for nation i (i.e. *
it )

Time

Emissions
Capita Nation A

equal per capita

Nation B

t3t1
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4. to determine a rule, e.g. equation, how to distribute the “remaining” budget of
permits for the period between *

it  and 3t .

In this context it is worthwhile to note, that by the allocation of emission entitlements,
emission reductions obligations are only allocated implicitly. The reduction obligation
is calculated by the subtraction of the entitlements from the real emissions. However,
the future development of the latter is highly uncertain, especially when considering
long time horizons as in this paper. Thus, the resulting long-term reduction obligations
are uncertain, too.

In the next section a concrete option for the determination of the four steps is presented.

4.1 Numerical example

During the discussion of the concrete option in this chapter one should remember that
many other options are equally conceivable when specifying the approach. The
numerical example is based on CO2 emission from energy combustion as this data was
the most accessible. It goes without saying that the approach can be applied with the
whole basket of GHG specified in the Kyoto Protocol.

4.1.1 Determination of the allowed average emissions per capita

The average emissions per capita are determined as follows: A piecewise continuous
curve is constructed consisting of

a) the world average emissions per capita in the interval from t1 to t2 (where t1 = 1992,
the year the Framework Convention on Climate Change has been adopted and t2 =
2013 the beginning of the second commitment period)

b) a straight line connecting world average emissions in t2 and equal per capita
emissions in t3 (where t3 = 2092, 100 years after the Framework Convention was
adopted). For the determination of the equal per capita emission in 2092 see Annex
1.

A (see equation (1)) is set equal to the area under this curve (see hatched area in Figure
3). For determining the actual allowed emissions, one has to multiply the allowed per
capita emissions with the corresponding population of the year analysed.
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Figure 3: Quantification of allowable average emissions per capita over time

4.1.2 Determination of time of participation

As mentioned above no specific time for participation is set - except for those Annex B
countries having ratified the Protocol. This allows for some flexibility. The only rule
assumed is that once a country takes on an absolute allocation of permits, it cannot
leave the system anymore. As we discuss later, incentives for early participation depend
on the level of current emissions per capita, the treatment of CDM, expectations on
future permit prices, etc.

4.1.3 Determination of  a function for future allocation

As emissions per capita generally differ among countries, a function for each single
Party is needed. I propose to use the same quadratic function of the form

iiii ctbta ++=Φ 2       (2)

for all Parties with only the coefficients a, b and c changing.

Keeping in mind the historical emissions per capita of nation i since t1, equation (1) is
specified as:

*

3

*
,

2 )(
i

i

ti

t

t
iii DAdtctbta −=++�        (3)

where Di describes the cumulative emissions per capita between 1992 and the point
when nation i starts contributing to the global mitigation efforts.

For the determination of the coefficients ai, bi and ci see Annex 2.

Time

Emissions
Capita Nation A

equal per capita

Nation B

t3

World average

t1 t2
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For the finalisation of the numerical example the start of participation of the single
countries (ti

*) has to be determined. This is done for a selection of countries below. Note
that, as future commitment periods after 2012 are studied, all calculations are based on
prognoses only (see Annex 1). Later allocations could be based on, at that time
historical, data from “recent” years as also suggested by GCI (2003).

Figure 4 shows the path for allowed emissions per capita assuming that the non-Annex-I
countries (including the US)11 take on an absolute emission budget in 2022. All other
Annex I countries, other than the US, are assumed to accept and continue with an
absolute budget in 2013. By multiplying per capita emissions by the corresponding
population, one gets the total emissions and assigned amount respectively (Figure 5).
Data is given for both cases, where the US ratifies the Kyoto-Protocol and where it
starts to limit GHG emissions in 2022 as the other non-Annex I countries.

Figure 4: (Assigned) Emissions per capita (CO2 from fuel combustion)
with non-Annex-I incl. US taking on an absolute emission budget in 2022
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11 Australia has been assumed to ratify the Protocol in order to simplify calculations. Given the minor
share of global GHG emissions (esp. compared to the US) this seems acceptable.
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Figure 5: Emissions and assigned amount (CO2 from fuel combustion)
with non-Annex-I incl. US taking on an absolute emission budget in 202212

It goes without saying the individual allocation can strongly differ from the highly
aggregated schedule presented in Figure 5. Table 4 provides less aggregated data for
some countries for the allocation in the next commitment periods. Remember that the
figures given dependent on the simplified prognoses for population and emissions.

Furthermore, one has to note that for non-Annex-I countries the starting point of
participation is of crucial importance with regard to a country’s allocation at a certain
time. Figure 6 and 7 visualise this aspect for two countries: Qatar representing countries
with currently above average emissions per capita and India for below average
countries. As we can see in the case of Qatar, postponing the start of contributing to the
global mitigation efforts allows for an business-as-usual, and therefore increasing
emissions path. However, the increasing emissions are taken into account later and
result in a (more) negative allocation in the last third of the century. The situation for
India is similar. Due to its very low emissions per capita, it will be allocated many
permits after taking on an absolute emission budget. The later the participation, the

                                                
12 World total emissions indeed slightly differ depending on whether or not the US participates early. This
decision influences average per capita emission in 2013, that form the starting point for the reduction path
until 2092. Cumulative emission from 1992 to 2100 are about 1,700 b t CO2 .
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bigger the allocation at the end of the century. Incentives for a certain decision with
regard to the participation are discussed in the next chapter.



Table 4: Emissions (italic figures) and assigned amount for selected countries*
2nd CP 3rd CP 4th CP 5th CP 6th CP 7th CP 8th CP 9th CP

Start 2013-17 %90*) 2018-22 % 90 *) 2023-27 %90 *) 2028-32 % 90*) 2033-20 %90 *) 2038-42 % 90 *) 2043-47 %90 *) 2048-52 %90 *)

Australia 2013 1193 0,92 845 0,65 513 0,40 207 0,16 -65 -0,05 -380 -0,29 -484 -0,37 -626 -0,48

Canada 2013 1733 0,81 1231 0,57 751 0,35 304 0,14 -98 -0,05 -568 -0,26 -728 -0,34 -945 -0,44

Germany 2013 3223 0,67 2337 0,49 1549 0,32 863 0,18 284 0,06 -275 -0,06 -558 -0,12 -827 -0,17

Japan 2013 4099 0,80 3043 0,60 2112 0,41 1318 0,26 660 0,13 109 0,02 -269 -0,05 -560 -0,11

Spain 2013 1056 1,02 847 0,82 658 0,64 491 0,48 346 0,34 255 0,25 122 0,12 41 0,04

Argentina 2022 1323 2,71 1376 2,81 1185 2,42 928 1,90 688 1,41 541 1,11 280 0,57 119 0,24

Brazil 2022 2890 3,00 3034 3,15 3140 3,26 3201 3,32 3207 3,32 3777 3,92 3053 3,16 2912 3,02

China 2022 29033 2,55 30282 2,66 27877 2,45 24375 2,14 20959 1,84 20915 1,84 14760 1,30 12100 1,06

India 2022 8913 3,15 9367 3,31 9845 3,48 10347 3,65 10875 3,84 13785 4,87 12013 4,24 13085 4,62

Nigeria 2022 441 3,01 505 3,44 1299 8,85 2343 15,96 3374 22,99 5348 36,43 5274 35,93 6026 41,05

Saudi Arabia 2022 2623 2,98 2737 3,11 2280 2,59 1461 1,66 522 0,59 -736 -0,84 -1578 -1,79 -2600 -2,96

United States 2022 32177 1,33 33254 1,38 24605 1,02 13321 0,55 2831 0,12 -9050 -0,37 -14992 -0,62 -21827 -0,90

Uzbekistan 2022 1099 1,96 1145 2,04 998 1,78 777 1,38 556 0,99 385 0,69 140 0,25 -39 -0,07



10th CP 11th CP 12th CP 13th CP 14th CP 15th CP 16th CP 17th CP

Start 2053-57 % 92 *) 2058-62 %90 *) 2063-67 %90 *) 2068-72 %90 *) 2073-77 %90 *) 2078-82 %90 *) 2083-87 %90 *) 2088-92 %90 *)

Australia 2013 -724 -0,56 -773 -0,60 -774 -0,60 -727 -0,56 -634 -0,49 -494 -0,38 -305 -0,24 -69 -0,05

Canada 2013 -1089 -0,51 -1160 -0,54 -1157 -0,54 -1080 -0,50 -933 -0,43 -717 -0,33 -436 -0,20 -92 -0,04

Germany 2013 -1003 -0,21 -1089 -0,23 -1093 -0,23 -1019 -0,21 -874 -0,18 -663 -0,14 -388 -0,08 -54 -0,01

Japan 2013 -753 -0,15 -856 -0,17 -880 -0,17 -833 -0,16 -721 -0,14 -547 -0,11 -310 -0,06 -8 0,00

Spain 2013 -18 -0,02 -59 -0,06 -82 -0,08 -89 -0,09 -81 -0,08 -59 -0,06 -24 -0,02 22 0,02

Argentina 2022 -10 -0,02 -107 -0,22 -171 -0,35 -201 -0,41 -197 -0,40 -158 -0,32 -84 -0,17 25 0,05

Brazil 2022 2751 2,85 2538 2,63 2288 2,37 2005 2,08 1688 1,75 1338 1,39 954 0,99 534 0,55

China 2022 9795 0,86 7762 0,68 6050 0,53 4654 0,41 3564 0,31 2766 0,24 2249 0,20 2002 0,18

India 2022 21825 7,71 30575 10,80 35960 12,70 37814 13,36 36035 12,73 30573 10,80 21422 7,57 8610 3,04

Nigeria 2022 6523 44,44 6812 46,41 6812 46,40 6485 44,18 5802 39,52 4741 32,30 3295 22,44 1461 9,95

Saudi Arabia 2022 -3440 -3,91 -4099 -4,66 -4475 -5,09 -4507 -5,12 -4148 -4,72 -3372 -3,83 -2169 -2,47 -549 -0,62

United States 2022 -26831 -1,11 -30024 -1,24 -31159 -1,29 -30120 -1,25 -26843 -1,11 -21316 -0,88 -13582 -0,56 -3737 -0,15

Uzbekistan 2022 -187 -0,33 -297 -0,53 -364 -0,65 -385 -0,69 -359 -0,64 -284 -0,51 -163 -0,29 2 0,00

*) equal per capita emission in 2092, Global assigned amount in 2092: 3 b t CO2
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Figure 6: Emissions (prognosis) and assigned amount as a function of beginning of
contributing to mitigation efforts in the case of Qatar
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Figure 7: Emission (prognosis) and assigned amount as a function of beginning of
contributing to mitigation efforts in the case of India
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4.2 Discussion

The numerical example presented above revealed two important implications of the
approach presented in the previous section. Firstly, an allocation based on equal per
capita emissions considering the historical load can result in a negative allocation in
some future commitment periods for countries with emission per capita above average –
regardless of whether or not they are already Annex-I countries. The negative allocation
on its own, however, is no reason to reject this proposal for theoretical reasons. Indeed,
a negative allocation conflicts with the need principle (CICERO p. 20), but on the other
hand it takes into account the historical burden concept. Nevertheless, the approach may
be politically unattractive right now. A political economy analysis, taking into account
the negotiation power of the countries with higher and lower emission per capita
respectively, would be an interesting next step. Regardless, the approach provides
another analytical input for the political discussion.

The potential financial transfer implied could also be considered as “fair air”, given the
historical burden of the Annex-I countries, and the need for the eradication of poverty is
mentioned several times in the Convention.13 On the other hand one has to keep in mind
that there are also many non-Annex-I countries with per capita emissions above
average. They would not benefit from such fair air.

However, regarding the costs implications of the allocation scheme presented, one must
remember that the long-term reduction obligation resulting from the allocation of CO2

entitlements is highly uncertain, as it depends on the future business as usual emission
path. The same uncertainty is faced with regard to the abatement costs, especially when
considering a time frame of about one hundred years as proposed in this paper. This is
why I refrained from presenting any quantitative data on this issue.

Secondly, the incentives for non-Annex-I countries to join early depend on several
factors. First of all, one has to remember that the overall allocation of permits is
dependent on the population. This can provide certain incentives. For example, a
country with higher than average emissions per capita and decreasing population may
opt for a late entry when calculating the overall allocation: The low or even negative
computed emissions per capita after entry would be multiplied by a small number of
people. The opposite is true for Parties with lower than average emissions per capita and
decreasing population. They could enter early in order to get a larger allocation in the

                                                
13  In case one fears that the revenue from the sale of surplus AAUs could be misused for whatever
purposes, one could dedicate the financial means for climate protecation fund that helps to promote GHG
emission reductions. Whether they should be used for adaption is discussible.
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first half of the century. Whether the aforementioned fact could give rise to a change in
population policy is discussible, even though I do not think it is likely: An increase of
population growth would only be reasonable for countries with per capita emissions
lower than the calculated value for the allocation. The number of these countries is
likely to reduce over time, especially with allowable per capita emissions decreasing.
When per capita emissions are higher than the calculated allocation value, a reduction of
population would be reasonable, however not realistic from the author’s point of view.
Other models also considered population growth as an exogeneously driven factor
(Byrne et al. (1998, p. 339)).

Apart from changes in population other factors would also play an important role for the
decision to join. As mentioned above, not all non-Annex I countries may even be
technically capable to take on an absolute emission budget due to a lack of human
capacity. So far national communications have been submitted much later than
envisioned in the 1990’s.

A country’s market position with regard to both surplus permits and marginal abatement
costs would also be important in this context. Furthermore, a country’s expectation on
technical change and thus future carbon prices is also to be considered.14

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the approach offers no long-term incentive for
carbon leakage. It has been argued in the past that industry may move from countries
with emission targets, and thus resulting stronger environmental regulations, to non-
capped countries in which GHG emission would be free of charge. In the short run this
would still be possible. But the higher early emissions in the un-capped country would
be taken into account and result in reduced allocations in the subsequent periods. Thus,
the overall emissions over time would be unaffected.

4.3 The role of CDM in the future climate policy regime

The CDM is the product of a political discussion that resulted in a second-best solution.
Generally, absolute emission targets for all countries would have been desirable. As the
developing countries were vehemently against stringent emissions budgets, the CDM
was introduced to involve them all the same. And indeed, the CDM offers the
opportunity to realise low cost emission reductions in non-Annex-I countries.

                                                
14 The flexibility with regard to the time of accepting an emission target indeed allows borrowing for
countries, especially when their cumulative emissions per capita exceed their budget.
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Even though some approaches for future distribution of emission permits are quite far
developed, the authors generally do not explicitly discuss the role of the CDM in their
scenarios.

In the approach presented above the CDM would increase the overall emissions. This is
due to the fact that the countries’ overall assigned amount is independent of the
emissions in a certain period (see equation (1)). If a Party, which has not accepted an
absolute emission budget yet, hosts a CDM project, its emissions are reduced compared
to the non-CDM case. Thus, its emission budget after entry into the scheme would
increase. This alone would postpone emissions to a later time and would even be
desirable. However, this affect would be compensated as the issuance of CERs allows
the buying country to increase its current emissions. Against this background, a
continuation of the CDM under the scheme presented above is not reasonable for
environmental reasons.

Apart from that, the CDM has other conceptual drawbacks. First of all, it provides
incentives for governments in developing countries to refrain from stringent
environmental legislation, as only additional projects are eligible for the CDM.15 With
an increasing number of existing projects, the number of opponents to changes in
legislation actually increases as projects would get less CERs after a baseline revision
due to the higher standard. The number of opponents to any phase out of the CDM is
also likely to increase the longer it exists, as project developers, validaters and certifiers,
who have all invested in human capital to satisfy the requirements, would oppose it.

Whether the CDM is cost-efficient can also be disputed especially due to the additional
transaction costs for the baseline determination, monitoring and certification (for a
discussion see Fichtner et al. (2003)). Apart from that, millions of Euro are currently
and will be spent for capacity building programmes in developing countries to make
people able to develop project design documents and to set-up designated national
authorities. Finally, Bode et al. (2003) also showed how a strict investment additionality
test, which is required to prevent illegitimate reduction permits from entering the
scheme - can result in inefficient investments. Recent decisions by the CDM-Executive
Board suggest a rather strong additionality test.

Nevertheless, participating countries could still implement JI projects to benefit from
low cost reduction options instead of only selling surplus allowances. As for the
participation in the CDM, this decision would be up to individual Parties of course.

                                                
15 In this context the term legal additionality is often used to be more specific.
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5 Conclusions

A first step to limiting human greenhouse gas emissions into the atmosphere has been
taken by adopting the Kyoto-Protocol in 1997. However, as emission targets have only
been agreed upon for a limited number of countries for the so-called first commitment
period from 2008 to 2012, some challenging tasks are waiting for the climate
negotiators when discussing future contributions to further limit GHG emissions.

A major source of conflict is the different notion of what an equitable contribution is.
Literature provides many justice principles. However, none of these principles is per se
more just than the others. Some kind of compromise will have to be found. And apart
from these theoretical considerations, it is not easy to institutionalise principles with
regard to the allocation of emission rights either. Nevertheless, a number of proposals
have now been suggested. They differ with regard to their specification and to the
justice principles they refer to. Thus, they are supported differently by developing and
industrialised countries as the burden implied changes considerably.

In this framework, a new proposal for the long-term allocation of emissions rights based
on the so-called Brazilian Proposal and the Contraction & Convergence approach was
presented. It is thus based on the two principles responsibility and equity of rights. The
main feature of the proposal is that the average emission per capita in a period to be
defined has to be the same for all countries. By determining this allowable average
value, the question of the exact starting point of contributing to limitation of global
GHG emissions becomes less important. With an overall fixed budget set, higher
emissions in the near future result in a smaller allocation of emission permits after a
Party decides to join the scheme. This allows for a lot of flexibility for the countries that
do not want to accept an emission target right now, be it because they are technically
unable to do so or for other reasons. Flexibility in timing can also be one aspect of
“differentiated responsibility” (Matsui (2002)).

As the overall allocation is calculated on the basis of a per capita value, the total
population is a dominating factor in this calculation. Whether this gives incentives to
change population policy is discussible. A numerical example that considered emission
since 1992 showed that the allocation may well be negative in some periods for certain
countries. In this context, one should note that for the latter issue it is not important
whether it is a developing or industrialised country, but rather whether it has
considerably higher per capita emissions than average.
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The numerical example was restricted on CO2 emissions from energy combustion. The
number of sources could be extended. Future work could also analyse the resulting costs
which have not been studied for certain reasons so far. The same goes for the impact on
atmospheric GHG concentrations. All errors are mine.
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6 Annexes

Annex 1:

Data used for the numerical example.

Population:

Population data and prognoses until 2050 on country level have been taken from UN
(2002). For the prognoses, the medium variant was used.

Further projections are only given for the year 2150 on continental level( UN (1999)).
The continental trend between the period 2050 and 2150 has been used on the country
level as well. For the time in between, a regression curve of the type
f(x)=ax6+bx5+cx4+dx3+ex2+fx+g has been used. Population was assumed to be constant
from 2150 onwards. Figure A 1 shows the population development for selected regions.

Figure A 1: Population development as assumed for the numerical example
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Emissions:

For the future development of GHG emissions, a great number of scenarios is available
(see IPCC (2000) that provide a wide range of potential GHG emissions in 2100. In this
report, it is stated that “no judgement is offered in this report as to the preference for any
of the scenarios and they are not assigned probabilities of occurrence...”.

This is why a rather straightforward approach has been used to calculate future emission
on country level for the numerical example. Historical emissions for the years 1992 to
1998 have been taken. Emissions have been restricted to CO2 emissions from energy
combustion. Data was taken from OECD/IEA (2000). After 1998 emission were
assumed to grow annually by 1%. Note that emissions in the numerical example are
only shown as long as a Party has not accepted an absolute emission target. Once it
participates, the assigned amount is presented. The difference between emissions and
assigned amount is not analysed further.

The global budget for CO2 from energy combustion in 2092 has been set somewhat
arbitrarily to 3000 Mio. t CO2.

Annex 2:

Three equations are available for the determination of the allocation function )(tiΦ :
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tiii epct ,
*)( =Φ  (A3)

(A1) specifies the remaining budget on per capita basis, when Party i accepts an
emission target in ti

*.

(A2) describes the equal emissions per capita to be reached in t3. The same value
applies for all countries.

(A3) are the emissions per capita for Party i when it starts to join the system.
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The system of the three equations solves as follows:

3
3

2
3

*2*
3

3*
13232

*
1

*

33
2

tttttt
ytytAytyta

iii

ii
i

−+−
−−++=

)2)((
)3232(2

3
*2

3
2*

3
*

2
2

331
2

313
**

23
*

2
2*

1
2*

tttttt
ytAtytytttytAtytytb

iii

iiiii
i

−+−
−+−+−++−=

)2)((
622

3
*2

3
2*

3
*

3
313

*2
3

*
1

2
3

*
223

2*2*
312

3*

tttttt
tytAtttyttyyttttyytc

iii

iiiiii
i

−+−
−+−−++=



30

References
Aldy, Joseph E.; Barret, Scott; Stavins, Robert N. (2003)

13 + 1: A Comparison of Global Climate Change Policy Architectures, Resources
for the Future, Discussion Paper 03-26

Anonymous (2003)
Kanzler und Energie-Bosse treffen sich zum Gipfel, in: Die Welt, 12. Aug. 2003,
p. 12

Babiker, Mustafa H.; Eckhaus, Richard S. (2002)
Rethinking the Kyoto Emission Targets, in: Climatic Change, Vol. 54, pp. 399-
414

Barett, Scott (2002)
Towards a Better Climate Treaty, FEEM Paper, retrievable on: www.feem.it

Baumert, Kevin A.; Bhandari, Ruchi; Kete, Nancy (1999)
What might a developing country climate commitment look like? Climate Notes,
World Resource Institute, Washington

Beckerman, Wilfred; Pasek, Joanna (1995)
The equitable international allocation of tradable carbon emission permits, in:
Environmental Change, Vol. 5, No. 5, pp. 405-413

Berk, Marcel M.; den Elzen, Michel (2001)
Options for differentiation of future commitments in climate policy: how to realise
timely participation to stringent climate goals, in: Climate Policy, Vol. 1, pp. 485-
480

Blanchard, Odile; Criqui, Patrick; Trommetter, Michel; Viguier, Laurant (2001)
Equity and efficiency in climate change negotiations: scenario for world emission
entitlements by 2030, Cahier de Recherche No. 26, Institut d’economie et de
politique de l’energie, Grenoble

Bodansky, Daniel (2002)
U.S. Climate Policy After Kyoto: Elements for Success, Policy Brief, Carnegie
Endowment, Washington DC.

Bode, Sven; Michaelowa, Axel (2003)
Avoiding perverse effects of baseline and investment additionality determination
in the case of renewable energy projects, in: Energy Policy, Vol. 21, pp. 505-517

Byrne, John; Wang, Young-Doo; Lee, Hoesung; Kim, Jong-dall (1998)
An equity- and sustainability-based policy response to global climate change, in:
Energy Policy, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 335-343

Carraro, Carlo (1998)
Beyond Kyoto. A game theoretic perspective, University of Venice

CICERO (2001)
Sharing the burden of Greenhouse Gas Mitigation, Final Report of the joint
CICERO-ECN project on the global differentiation of emission mitigation targets
among countries

Ciscar, Juan Carlos; Soria, Antonie (2002)
Prospective analysis of beyond Kyoto climate policy: a sequential game
framework, in: Energy Policy, Vol. 30, pp. 1327-1335

http://www.feem.it


31

Cooper, Richard N. (2000)
International Approaches to Global Climate Change, in: The World Bank
Research Observer, Vol. 15, No. 2, pp. 145-172

d’Arge, Ralph C. (1989)
Ethical and Economic Systems for Managing the Global Commons, in: Botkin,
Daniel B. (ed.) et al., Changing the Global Environment – Perspectives on Human
Involvement, Academic Press, San Diego

Den Elzen, Michel (2002)
Exploring Climate Regimes for Differentiation of Future Commitments to
Stabilise Greenhouse Gas Concentrations, in: Integrated Assessment, Vol. 3, No.
4, pp. 343-359

Den Elzen, Michel (forthcoming Nov. 2003)
Analysis

Den Elzen, Michel; Berk, Marcel; Schaeffer, Michiel et al. (1999)
The Brazilian Proposal and other Options for International Burden Sharing: an
evaluation of methodological and policy aspects  using the FAIR model, National
Institute of Public Health and the Environment, Report No. 728001011,
retrievable on: http://unfccc.int/sessions/workshop/010528/rap728001011.pdf

Edmonds, Jae; Wise, Marshall (1999)
Exploring a technology strategy for stabilizing atmospheric CO2, in: Carraro,
Carlo (ed.), International Environmental Agreements on Climate Change, Kluwer
Academics, Dordrecht

EU (2003)
Directive 2003/.../of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a
scheme for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading within the Community and
amending Council Directive 96/61/ EC, Provisional, unofficial version, Brussels

Evans, Alexander (2002)
Fresh air? Options for the future Architecture of international climate change
policy, New Economic Foundation, London

Fichtner, W.; Graehl, S.; Rentz, O. (2003)
The impact of private investors’ transaction costs on the the cost effectiveness of
project-based Kyoto mechanisms forthcoming, in: Climate Policy

GCI (2003)
Detailed Ideas behind Contraction and Convergence, Global Common Insitute,
http://www.gci.org.uk/, accessed: August 2003

Groenenberg, Heleen; Phylipsen, Dian; Blok, Kornelis (2001)
Differentiating commitments world wide: global differentiation of GHG
emissions reductions based on the Triptych approach - a preliminary assessment,
in: Energy Policy, Vol. 29, pp. 1007-1030

Grubb, Michael; Vrolijk, Christian; Brack, Duncan (1999)
The Kyoto Protocol – A Guide and Assessment, London

IISD (2003)
The Brazilian Proposal and its Scientific and Methodological Aspects – Working
Draft, International Institute for Sustainable Development

IPCC (2000)
Special Report on Emissions Scenarios, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change [Electronic Version]

http://www.gci.org.uk
http://unfccc.int/sessions/workshop/010528/rap728001011.pdf


32

IPCC (2001a)
Climate Change – The Scientific Basis, Technical Summary, Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

IPCC (2001b)
Climate Change – Synthesis Report, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Jacoby, Henry D.; Schmalensee, Richard; Wing, Ina Sue (1999)
Toward a Useful Architecture for Climate Change Negotiations, Report No. 49,
MIT Joint Program on the Science and Policy of Global Change, Cambridge

Krey, Matthias (2003)
Transaction Costs of CDM Projects in India – An Empirical Study, HWWA
Report, forthcoming end 2003

Lackner, Klaus S.; Grimes, Patrick; Ziock, Hans-Joachim (no year)
Carbon Dioxide Extraction from the Air? Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos

Matsui, Yoshiro (2002)
Some aspects of the Principle of “Common but Differentiated Responsibilities",
in: International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, Vol.
2, pp. 151-171

Meyer, Aubrey (2000)
Contraction & Convergence, Green Book Ltd, Dartington

Michaelowa, Axel (2001)
Rio, Kyoto, Marrakesh – groundrules for the global climate policy regime,
HWWA Discussion Paper 152

Müller, Benito (2001)
Varieties of distributional justice, in: Climate Change, Vol. 48, pp. 273-228

Pan, Jiahua (2003)
Emission Rights and their Transferability - Equity concerns over Climate Change
Mitigations, in: International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and
Economics, Vol. 3, pp. 1-16

Perman, Roger; Ma, Yue; McGilvray, James; Common, Michael (1999)
Natural Resource & Environmental Economics, 2nd Edition, Pearson Eduction
Ltd.

Pizer, William A. (1997)
Prices vs. Quantities Revisited: The Case of Climate Change. Resources for the
Future, Discussion Paper 98-02

OECD/IEA (2000)
CO2 Emissions from Fuel Combustion 1971-1998 Highlights, Paris

Ringius, Lasse (1997)
Differentiation, Leaders and Fairness - Negotiating Climate Commitments in the
European Community, CICERO Report 1997:8

Rose, Adam (1992)
Equity Considerations of Tradable Carbon Emission Entitlements, in: Combating
Global Warming – Study on a global system of tradable carbon emission
entitlements, UNCTAD, Geneva, pp. 55-84

SEPA (2002)
Kyoto and Beyond – Issues and Options in the Global Response to Climate
Change, Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, Stockholm



33

Shukla, Priyadarshi R. (1999)
Justice, Equity and Efficiency in Climate Change: A Developing County
Perspective, in: Tóth, Ferenc L, (ed.), Fair Weather? Equity Concerns in Climate
Change, Earthscan Publications Ltd., London

Sugiyama, Taishi (2003)
Orchestra of Treaties, presentation at the Workshop: Developing post-Kyoto
Architecture. Retrievable on: http://www.hwwa.de/Projekte/Forsch_
Schwerpunkte/FS/Klimapolitik/PDFDokumente/Taishi.pdf

Torvanger, Asbjorn; Godal, Odd (1999)
A survey of differentiation methods for national greenhouse gas reduction targets,
Report 1999:5, Center for International Climate and Environmental Research,
Oslo

Torvanger, Asbjorn; Ringius, Lasse (2002)
Criteria for Evaluation of Burden-sharing Rules in International Climate Policy,
in: International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, Vol.
2, pp. 221-235

UN (1999)
The World at Six Billion, United Nations Population Division

UN (2002)
World Population Prospects: The 2002 Revision Population Database, United
Nations Population Division, http://esa.un.org/unpp/, accessed: August 2003

UNFCCC (1992)
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UNFCCC (1997)
Implementation of the Berlin Mandate: Additional Proposals from Parties –
Addendum – Note by the secretariat, United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change, FCCC/AGBM/1997/MIS.1/Add3

van Vuuren,  D. P.; de Vries,  H. J. M (2001)
Mitigation scenarios in a world oriented at sustainable development: the role of
technology, efficiency and timing,  in: Climate Policy, Vol. 1, pp. 189-210

Wigley, Thomas; Richels, Richard; Edmonds, Jae (1996)
Economics and environmental choices in the stabilization of atmospheric CO2
concentrations, in: Nature, Vol. 379, pp. 240-243

Winkler, Harald; Spalding-Fecher, Randall; Tyani, Lwazikazi (2002)
Comparing developing countries under potential carbon allocation schemes, in:
Climate Policy, Vol. 2, pp. 303-318

WMO (2003)
ACCORDING TO THE WORLD METEOROLOGICAL ORGANIZATION,
EXTREME WEATHER EVENTS MIGHT INCREASE, Press release No. 695,
World Meteorological Organization

http://www.hwwa.de/Projekte/Forsch_Schwerpunkte/FS/Klimapolitik/PDFDokumente/Taishi.pdf
http://www.hwwa.de/Projekte/Forsch_Schwerpunkte/FS/Klimapolitik/PDFDokumente/Taishi.pdf
http://esa.un.org/unpp

	HWWA DISCUSSION PAPER 253
	Impressum
	Equal Emissions per Capita over Time -A Proposal to Combine Responsibility and Equity of Rights
	ABSTRACT
	1 Introduction
	2 Key points of the current regime
	3 Key issues for mitigation efforts in the future climate policy regime
	3.1 Global targets and path
	3.2 Excursus: “Good Arguments“ or justice priciples
	3.3 “Formula“ and “reference bases“ for applying equity principles
	3.4 Proposals for allocations of permits

	4 Equal Emissions per Capita over Time (EECT)
	4.1 Numerical example
	4.1.1 Determination of the allowed average emissions per capita
	4.1.2 Determination of time of participation
	4.1.3 Determination of a function for future allocation

	4.2 Discussion
	4.3 The role of CDM in the future climate policy regime

	5 Conclusions
	6 Annexes
	Annex 1
	Figure A 1: Population development as assumed for the numerical example
	Annex 2

	References
	Figures
	Figure 1: General understanding of the path to equal per capita emissions
	Figure 2: Schematic depiction of the path for equal emission per capita over time
	Figure 3: Quantification of allowable average emissions per capita over time
	Figure 4: (Assigned) Emissions per capita (CO2 from fuel combustion) with non-Annex-I incl. US taking on an absolute emission budget in 2022
	Figure 5: Emissions and assigned amount (CO2 from fuel combustion) with non-Annex-I ...
	Figure 6: Emissions (prognosis) and assigned amount as a function of ... to mitigation efforts in the case of Qatar
	Figure 7: Emission (prognosis) and assigned amount as a function of ... to mitigation efforts in the case of India

	Tables
	Table 1: Stabilisation level and related allowable emissions
	Table 2: Examples for justice principles discussed
	Table 3: Type of reference base and frequency in 16 proposals from the AGBM
	Table 4: Emissions (italic figures) and assigned amount for selected countries


