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Preface

The aim of this report is to serve as a point gfagteure for discussion among
members of the scientific community of UNESCO, H®Os working with
UNESCO, and member states of UNESCO on the etbiadlenges posed by global
climate change. In particular, the focus of thisutaent falls on a clarification of:
1. Thecentral ethical issuesthat are brought about by global climate change
2. Thegeneral and specific principles that could be adopted to form a basis
of responding to these issues
3. Possiblerecommendations on different levels, contexts, and scales of
intervention that follows from a sound ethics afdte change.

It is taken as an important point of departure fiabal climate change is a matter of
great concern for humankind, posing perhaps thatgsechallenge that humankind
has faced in its entire history. However, this recharacterized not so much by a
language of concern, as it is by a language oforesg In this ethics of response to
the various effects of global climate change, twotal points, among others, will be
highlighted: the importance of sharing the burdethese responses, and the
importance of building a sound basis of scienifiowledge to guide these responses.

As it will be shown in this report, it is not alwaglear how to formulate many of the
ethical questions raised by the various effectgl@bal climate change, and on what
basis to choose between different formulations.il8rty, it is not always clear
whether our conventional approaches to moral datisiaking, or the dominant
conceptual frameworks we use in this regard, aegaate to articulate the ethical
challenges of global climate change and our regsotusit. It is exactly with this kind
of uncertainty in mind that this report was draftedparticular to offer some
guidelines in a situation where few, if any guideB are obvious. At minimum, one
of the objectives of this report is to stimulateéamal debate about the moral basis of
our responses to climate change, on the policyl Eevevell as in the domain of action.

Building on previous work done in COMEST on envirental ethics,this report is
not intended to duplicate any of the work done lonate change in UNESCO or the
broader family of United Nations Organizations, tather to support it — by
highlighting the often subtle, but nonetheless ligmportant ethical implications of
climate change that are often shifted to the bamkas when issues of hard science,
economics, and international politics are discusbethct, this report has been
initiated in direct response to the request ofGea@eral Assembly of UNESCO
addressed to the General of UNESCO to develdplBSCO Strategy for Action on
Climate Changéhat aims “to build and maintain the requisite Wiexige base, and to
adopt measures to adapt to the impacts of clintetage, contribute to the mitigation
of its causes, and strengthen sustainable develupiiiexecutive Board Document
180 EX/16, p. 1§.Without serious attention to the ethical implicas of climate
change, this Strategy for Action may not be asgfra@s it can be.

! Details about previous work done in COMEST on emvinental ethics can be
found atwww.unesco.org/COMEST

2 For an overview of the work done in UNESCO on dlienchange, the following
website can be consultegdww.unesco.org/en/climate-change
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Similarly, this report acknowledges and supporteptvork that is done on climate
change within the network of United Nations orgatians, for instance the United
Nations Framework Conference on Climate Change (©GIE), and the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCa@)whas formed in 1988 by the
World Meteorological Organization and the Unitedibblas Environmental Program
(UNEP)3 The ongoing work of the IPCC in establishing &stfic basis for
discussions on climate change, and the ongoingtia¢igos between parties to the
UNFCCC with a view to entering into binding intetioaal agreements on
mechanisms and targets to address the challengésmate change — these are all
accepted as points of reference for the work of &3W on an ethics of climate
change.

It is furthermore acknowledged in this report tivetny of the ethical dimensions of
climate change are already implicitly recognizeth@ work of bodies such as the
IPCC and the UNFCCC - and in the internationaltjsliaround it. In this regard, the
Fourth Assessment Report of the IPCC (publishe2Dbv) is of particular
importance, as well as the Bali Road Map that wasdyxed at the 13Session of the
Conference of the Parties to the UNFCC (COP-18)dnember 2007, as well as the
resolutions of COP 14 that was held in DecembeB20®oznan, Poland. It is clearly
important to foreground these implicit ethical dmsmns so that they can be
explicitly debated, as well as to clarify the etiibasis of our responses to global
climate change. The outcomes of this report, thihtoe made available to member
states of UNESCO during October 2009, can thusgdigyhrelevant to the
discussions of COP 15 that will be held in Coperinag December 2009 to finalize
the climate change dispensation that will be imgeted from 2012 when the
commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol expires.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that this report ldawot have been possible without
the valuable work that was done by the pioneediwiate change ethics, in particular
Dale Jamieson, Dan Brown, Stephen Gardiner, Patge§ and the Rock Ethics
Institute of Pennsylvania State University (whemnBrown plays a leading role).
The White Paper on the Ethical Dimensions of Clar@hange (not dated), and the
The Buenos Aires Draft Declaration on the EthicahBnsions of Climate Change
(2004) were both initiated by the Rock Ethics lngé, and both of these documents
serve as invaluable points of reference for thi®re

% For an overview of the work done in the Unitedibias on climate change, the
following website can be consultdadip://www.un.org/climatechange/
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1. I ntroduction

Global climate change has, without any doubt, bexte “defining issue of our era”,
as the United Nations Secretary-General, Mr. BaMKon has pointed out. After the
Fourth Assessment Report of the IPPC that was ghdddi in 2007, it can be stated
unequivocally that global climate change existat this caused by past and present
human activities, and that it poses one, if notiiggest threat to the future of life on
earth as we know it. Entailing much more than gsaamerage temperatures, but also
long-term changes in precipitation amounts, ocadinig/, wind patterns and extreme
weather events, including droughts, heavy predipitaheat waves and the intensity
of tropical cyclones, that include hurricanes amhbons (IPCC 2007a: 7), global
climate change confronts humanity with the prattotallenge of building a sound
scientific understanding of the mechanisms throwgtch it unfolds, and on the basis
of that knowledge, to mitigate its intensity asdaris humanly possible, or adapt to its
effects that cannot be avoided.

As such, global climate change confronts humantyably with the most serious
ethical challenge that it has ever faced. Indesdrdaching ethical questions can be
asked about the continuation of human actionsrtbeonly cause climate change, but
also contribute to its intensification and accdlera Equally serious ethical questions
arise in the context of our responses to globataie change. Is there a duty to
mitigate the intensity of global climate changed #rthere is, how far does this duty
extend, and who carries the burden of this dutwbat basis? Similarly, is there a
duty on those who have caused global climate chaagessist people who are
already suffering, or will suffer in future, thegaive consequences of it, but are not
in the position to adapt to, or avoid these consrges on their own? Is there a duty
to share knowledge about the nature, extent angderhglobal climate change, in
particular with those vulnerable to its negativepauts that are not in a position to
gather or use that knowledge on their own? And kbeauld we refer to those people
who have been displaced by climate change effects as droughts or floods: should
we refer to them as “climate change migrants” d¢infate change refugees”, and on
what basis do we choose between these two desigaatiwe know that the first
commonly entail refusal of entry into a neighbogrstate, while the latter implies
that entry into a neighbouring state cannot beaténhindeed, what would principles
such as “fairness” and “responsibility” and “jugfiand “freedom” mean in the face
of global climate change? And do these principkeglithe same connotations and
implications in the contexts of science, mitigataond adaption respectively?

It is questions like these that point to the ethicglications of global climate

change, and the importance of these questions abpeaks for itself: the answers we
give to them have far reaching implications for itthenediate or future well-being of
vast numbers of people who are the immediate vgcbfrglobal climate change, or
fall in the vague category of those causing it. Tdet of the matter is, however, that
these ethical questions are mostly not made ekxplicliscussions about climate
change, and therefore are not adequately scrutimzedebated. What is commonly
found, is that climate change discussions predomtiyn#ake place on a factual and
technical level, i.e. they focus on factual issaksind the causes, the impacts and the
effects of climate change, or on technical polgsuies regarding responses to its
challenges, while the ethical implications of glbtlanate change are not clearly
articulated and explicitly discussed in these factnalyses and the policies that are
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built on them. As Ten Have (2006: 11) has pointetvath regard to responses to
environmental problems in general, there seems ttendency to move directly

from concerns about climate change to climate chaatyon, without self-

consciously and critically reflecting on the airtitee nature, the extent and the
justification of these actions. Thus, the ethieceady embedded in concerns about and
responses to global climate change are shifteldetdackground, and effectively

taken off the agenda of matters that need to beusty considered.

Accordingly, the aim of this report is to foregralitme ethical implications of global
climate change, and to demonstrate what differen@esild make if these ethical
implications are taken seriously in the policy prsals that are made at international,
regional and national levels with a view to devéigpa sound scientific
understanding of climate change, to mitigate itsnsity, and to adapt to its
unavoidable effects. However, it is not obvious tthase ethical implications are,
and it is sometimes difficult to articulate the mldpasis of our responses to these
ethical challenges. In part this has to do withékzeme complexity of global climate
change as a concrete phenomenon unfolding in botdn part it also has to do with
the conventional conceptual frameworks and decisiaking strategies with which
we conceptualize and respond to the challengekbéabclimate change.

Furthermore, the ethical implications of globahwite change are often obscured by
the combination of (a) epistemimcertainties that relate to the nature, scope and
possible outcomes of the phenomena constitutimgaté change; and (b) ethical
uncertainties that relate to the overlapping of petimg grounds for obligation and to
their unclear application to complex issues. Inithaldl, public debate has often tended
to short-circuit such uncertainties and to giveithpressions that things are clearer
than they are.

In order to come to grips with the ethical impliocas of global climate change, a
good place to start is with an overview of the epigc and ethical uncertainties
conjured up by the complexity of global climate ha. These uncertainties will be
articulated in Section 2 within the framework afidawith reference to that which is
not disputed in our knowledge about climate chaagd,that which is not disputed
about ethics in general. The last part of sectimd®voted to an overview of the
characteristics of global climate change, in wipahticular emphasis will fall on the
complexity of this phenomenon as it unfolds in tiraed how this complexity affects
our understanding of the ethical implications afl@l climate change.

Section 3 of this report will provide an overviewte principles that are already
available in the international arena to addressetlathical issues. Section 4 will be
devoted to a discussion of a number of core thehasare recommended to form an
essential part of critical dialogue in the conteitieveloping ethically justifiable
responses to the challenges of global climate ahadngSection 5 a summary of the
main argument of this report is provided.
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2. Conceptual, epistemic and ethical uncertaintiesrelated to
climate change

Substantively speaking, climate change is a praatitallenge to human societies that
has, in recorded history, led to the collapse ableltivilizations. Current processes
of climate change, however, are specific in sevaspects that create challenges
above and beyond what is inherent in the usualdaot®ns between human societies
and ecosystems:

1. Analytical and predictive knowledge is availablattenable us to foresee,
to mitigate and to adapt to the effects of clin@iange in a manner that
was not possible in earlier times.

2. On the basis of that knowledge, it is also posgible to discern a causal
link between human action and current processebroate change, as
well as to establish that earlier processes ofatinchange were
predominantly natural phenomena.

3. Humanity collectively has greater capacity thenrdnefore to address
climate challenges, but at the same time the spkeldange may exceed
adaptation capability, and some groups may be mdreerable than in
earlier periods.

4, Due to a growing “universalization” of ethics, theope and nature of
ethical concerns currently acknowledged globallyehavolved to include
issues wider than only those related to human-huntaractions.

5. On the basis of these concerns, there is a grorgagation that human
well-being is dependent on ecosystem integritydiviersity, and a stable
climate system, and therefore that a purely hungantred approach to
policy- and decision-making can no longer be takemranted.

6. However, our current knowledge of ecosystems aeadntipacts of our
actions on these ecosystems is incomplete, angehisrates uncertain
obligations to foresee, to prevent, to mitigate emddapt to the negative
effects of our impacts.

Taken together, these observations point to a @éasétl of uncertainties that,
paradoxically, emerge from within a framework oflvestablished and undisputed
knowledge about global climate change. On the @melhin spite of scientific
consensus that global climate change indeed eaiststhat it is caused by past and
present human action, there are a number of epistemertainties about climate
change that make it difficult to form a clear pretwf the ethical implications of
global climate change. On the other hand, in siige growing consensus that global
climate change is seriously affecting the well-lgewh the whole of humanity living
now and in the future, and also that it is affegtsome groups and some nations more
than others, it is in some cases not clear whattlxthe ethical challenges of global
climate change are, and on the basis of which noaradiderations we should take
what action to address these challenges. But beferteirn to a discussion of these
uncertainties, it is necessary to clarify the relaghip between the concepts of “the
greenhouse effect”, “global warming” and “climateaage” — particularly because
they are commonly confused with one another in faplebates about climate
change.
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2.1 Climate change, global warming, and the greerse effect

It is important to separate the notionctifnate changdérom the narrower concepts of
global warmingand thegreenhouse effedn the Fourth Assessment Report of the
IPCC, it is stated that the “earth’s natural greerge effect makes life as we know it
possible. However, human activities, primarily thening of fossil fuels and clearing
of forests, have greatly intensified the naturaegihouse effect, causing global
warming”. (IPCC, 2007a: 98) Basically the greenteefect consists of a physical
process by which thermal radiation emitted by tbeams and land, is absorbed by
greenhouse gasses present in the atmosphere,imgciudter vapour (kD), carbon
dioxide (CQ), methane (Chj, nitrous oxide (MO) and ozone (§), and reradiated
back to earth. Analogous to a greenhouse builtasfsgwalls warming up from the
inside when the sun shines on it, the earth’s teatpee thus rises to levels that are
higher than it would have been without the presarfiggeenhouse gasses. As such,
the greenhouse effect is a natural process, althbuman activities, as pointed out
above, can greatly intensify this natural processauise global warming.

Global warmingrefers to “the gradual increase, observed or ptejk in global
surface temperature, as one of the consequencadiafive forcing caused by
anthropogenic emissions”. (IPCC 2007c: 101) Théaglaverage surface temperature
of the earth is calculated from changes in the-argighted global average of the sea
surface temperature and land surface air temperatgpectively. (IPCC 2007a: 134)
Human induced global warming is caused by addingergeeenhouse gasses to the
earth’s atmosphere, whereby the greenhouse effeéttiensified. In the Fourth
Assessment Report of the IPCC it is stated thatmrgomnecedented increase in
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmospheleebasecorded since the onset of
the industrial era in 1750, and that this has teadcreases in the average global
surface temperature of the earth over the lasty#ags.

Article 1 of the UN Framework Convention on Clim&bkange (UNFCC), defines
climate changes:
... a change of climate which is attributed directtyindirectly to human
activity that alters the composition of the gloBthosphere and which is in
addition to natural climate variability observedeoeomparable time periods.
(UNFCC, Article 1)

In principle this means that climate change caa mislude global cooling, and even
an ice age, as some scientists predict may octhe isalinity of the sea is altered to
such an extent that the flow of the North Atlar@ialf Stream is interrupted.

In contrast, the IPCC defines climate change ag thiange in climate over time,
whether due to natural variability or as a restiiuman activity”. (IPCC 2007a: 2) It
furthermore states, however, that “warming of tlwate system is unequivocal, as is
now evident from observations of increases in dlaarage air and ocean
temperatures, widespread melting of snow and i@ riging global average sea
level” (IPCC 2007a: 5), and to this it adds thédeing:

The understanding of anthropogenic warming andicgahfluences on

climate has improved since the TAR (Third AssesdrRaport), leading to

very high confidencthat the global average net effect of human daivi

since 1750 has been one of warming ... (IPCC 2007a: 3
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Climate change, however, entails much more thamgrgverage temperatures. It is
also evident from long-term changes in precipitagmounts, ocean salinity, wind
patterns and aspects of extreme weather, includtiogghts, heavy precipitation, heat
waves and the intensity of tropical cyclones, thalude hurricanes and typhoons
(IPCC 2007a: 7).

2.2  Epistemic uncertainties

Climate change confronts us with a strange paradaxhe one hand, we currently
have analytic and predictive knowledge that enabl® foresee, prevent, mitigate
and adapt to aspects of climate change that weneassible in earlier times. On the
other hand, we are still confronted with a numidexmstemic uncertainties that
combine to put constraints on our ability to exaptledict when and where which
effects of climate change will emerge. The souafdbese uncertainties include:

1. Incomplete factual data on aspects of climate chdng. uncertainties caused
by observation gaps).

2. Limitations in science (i.e. uncertainties causgdhe applicability, and
predictive capacity of scientific models).

3. The boundaries of our conceptual schemes; (i.eertainties caused by the
nature and scope of current theoretical framewavieslable to understand
global climate change).

4. Epistemological constraints (i.e. uncertaintiessealby the methodologies
typically followed by natural science — that comryoexclude the human
dimensions of climate change).

In the sub-sections below a thumbnail sketch ofitisetwo of these sources will be
given — with a view to demonstrating that the utaiaties that they give rise to are
already in themselves ethical challenges.

2.2.1 Gaps in our observation of climate change

All predictions about future climate change tremdene way or another start with
gathering factual data at a certain place ovexsnded period of time. Currently,
the most comprehensive interpretation of clima@nge data can be found in the
assessment reports of the IPCC. Drawing on histmecords, as well as biological,
fossil and geological “records” it is possible gmience to determine what climatic
conditions were for hundreds of thousands of yddosvever, in spite of this
impressive data set that has been built up, th#rare numerous gaps in the
observation basis of our knowledge about climatnge. At a conference that was
held from 3-6 of March 2009 in Monaco on the thesh€limate Change and
Sustainable Arctic Development, it was for instapoted out that scientists have
gaps in their observational data about:
1. The tempo of the melting of the ice
2. The interaction of the ice in the Arctic with thatsrs of the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans that meet and mingle underneathdlae ice cap.
3. The influence of cloud cover on the melting of ice.
4. The influence of wind and ocean currents on se¢éh@ehas broken off from
the polar ice cap.
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These scientists also pointed out that data abmuaie conditions in the Arctic were
captured by different scientists following diffetgmotocols, and that there was no
standardized format to store this data in datab@gzordingly, the correlation and
interpretation of data about the same region becamedifficult, which in turn can
influence the validity of deductions and the accyraf predictions based on these
datasets.

Observation gaps of another kind exist of climatadn southern countries and
continents. This is evident from the fact that fryra 30 000 odd studies of climate
that form the basis of the Fourth Assessment Rép&#) of the IPPC, only about a
1 000 contain data of southern countries or contgidRelative to the abundance of
data about climate conditions in the North, the@ddout climate conditions in the
South thus appears to be thin, and again thisrdarence the validity and accuracy of
predictions about climate trends in the South.

2.2.2 Limitations in climate change science

Besides uncertainties generated by gaps in obsemwddta, scientists acknowledge
that they also experience uncertainties with regéwdhe predictive models that are
used to interpret observation data. To this thésrras problems of science. While
many of these models take into account both natarénce and the contribution of
human actions to climate change trends, it is siomestnot possible to use these
models for predictions that are other than gerardlvague. Most of the time, the
scientists would concede, it is not possible taljateextreme climate events long in
advance. Nor is it possible to predict with accyraxactly how a specific region may
be affected by climate change trends. And yet,aténscientists claim with very high
levels of confidence that if we can manage to daritee average global temperature
to levels of less thar®@ above pre-industrial levels, we are likely tddtae climate
change trends, and avert catastrophic effectseifuture. At the same time,
predictive models show that if average global teraees are allowed to soar to
about 8C above pre-industrial levels, a “tipping point” yrize reached by the end of
this century that will introduce dangerous andviersible climate change effects
(Northcott 2007: 21). When it comes to more ace@paedictions however, one
would be hard pressed to find a climate sciertiat would claim absolute certainty
for it. For example: some predictive models enwvesagyradual melting of Arctic ice
that will eventually lead to a “blue Arctic Ocean’2070. Other predictive models,
though, taking into account other observationahdatedict a “blue Arctic Ocean” as
early as 2030. The upshot of this is that evemssiis are uncertain about specific
events that may occur because of climate change.

2.2.2 The precautionary principle

This unpredictability (i.e. scientific uncertaintyj the effects of climate change, in
particular at regional level, clearly has far reaghmplications for policy-making

and action with regards to climate change. Can faménstance, reasonably expect of
national governments and international organizatiorallocate scarce resources to
study climate change trends, and on top of thahuest further resources in measures
not only to mitigate the intensity of climate chanfut also to adapt to circumstances
that may not materialize? Is this not too big afas

10
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The short answer to this question, is found inpezautionary principlevhich,
formulated in ordinary language, states that adtigorevent serious harm to the
humans or the environment should not be postpongldrigorous scientific proof is
established about the causes and effects of thai lifom a more comprehensive
working definition of the principle that was prepdry COMEST in 2005, it is clear
that scientific uncertainty in the context of reskd potential danger does not establish
grounds for inaction, but rather for action, inchglan active pursuit of further
knowledge about the risk or danger. For the salaanity, the complete formulation

of this working defining is reproduced here:

When human activities may lead to morally unacdaptharm that is
scientifically plausible but uncertain, actionslsba taken to avoid or
diminish that harm.
Morally unacceptable harm refers to harm to hunwaribe environment that
is

= threatening to human life or health, or

= serious and effectively irreversible, or

* inequitable to present or future generations, or

» imposed without adequate consideration of the hungguts of those

affected.

The judgement of plausibility should be groundedarentific analysis.
Analysis should be ongoing so that chosen actiomsubject to review.
Uncertainty may apply to, but need not be limitedcausality or the bounds
of the possible harm.
Actions are interventions that are undertaken leefiarm occurs that seek to
avoid or diminish the harm. Actions should be cinaeat are proportional to
the seriousness of the potential harm, with comataen of their positive and
negative consequences, and with an assessmem wfcifal implications of
both action and inaction. The choice of action &thde the result of a
participatory process. (COMEST 2005:14)

What we already know beyond reasonable doubt atidseientific plausibility about
global climate change is that it poses a morallgogeptable harm that is uncertain.
So, in terms of this working definition, humanityoaild not delay action with regards
to global climate change. On the contrary, the wergertainty around global climate
change constitutes an imperative to study the ¢érohange phenomenon at least up
to the point where it can be established with cetyahat no danger from it exists.
Until such time, however, the wise and ethical @pis apparently to take the threat
of climate change very seriously, to study it vatkiew to better understand its
causes and effects, and to establish a scientibavledge base that can enable
humanity to prevent its dangers from getting ouhaid, and to prepare in time to
adapt to those detrimental effects of it that catmeoavoided. In the sections below,
this imperative will be discussed in more detail.

2.3 Ethical uncertainties
Climate change confronts us with a different sairafertainties with regards to

ethics: we seem to be uncertain about the basis@mstance of our obligations to
foresee, to prevent and to adapt to the effectéimfite change; we seem to be

11
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uncertain about how to act on the knowledge thextetis a causal link between
human action and climate change; and we are umceatiaut how to relate to those
that are vulnerable to climate change. A bettereustdnding of these uncertainties
will emerge when we consider what we know in gelnalaut the basis, the nature,
and the scope of ethics, what we know in particabarut the threats that global
climate change already pose to the well-being opfeeliving now and in the
immediate future, and when we consider some otliagacteristics particular to
global climate change.

2.3.1 The basis, the nature, and the scope of ethics

Besides a special narrow notion of ethics as agigrhilosophy, which provides a
theoretical explanation and interpretation of mityain a broad sense ethics, or
morality, is commonly understood as knowledge efftmdamental values of human
existence. Generally speaking, values are genppaéhensions about the importan
of objects (material or ideal, physical or spirljusccording to certain criteria. There
are different kinds of values. For exampiestrumental valuemark objects, which
are important for their usefulness in gaining otvedues. The extreme opposite of
instrumental values aretrinsic values which identify the importance of objects for
their own sake. Environmentalists, developingpa-anthropocentri@approach
towards nature, animals, biosystems or ecosystegug dhat these objects are
valuable regardless of their usefulness to hunmBms.idea of intrinsic values has
been proposed by philosophers, sometimes underatine of metaphysical values to
identify essential qualities of objects constitatnf their beingEthical valuesdorm

the basis of decision-making and action in accardamith an ideal, accepted in a
given moral system. They are expressed in the mtd good and evil, right and
wrong, just and unjust, what deserves respect Dretn

In comparison with merely desirable things, sitiadil, pragmatic, and prudential
preferences, political convictions or instrumentles, ethical values are different
by theiruniversalizablecharacter. Thus, decision-making and action orb#ses of
ethical values are not matters of arbitrary chdice,rather of following precepts that
are of such importance that they are deemed tangénly on all rational human
beings on earth. In comparison with aestheticales|or judgments of taste, ethical
values are distinguished by thpnescriptivecharacter. What makes ethical values
different from all kinds of practical values, isthoverriding character: they
articulate an imperative or a “must” that cannotbeaped if there is adherence to
ethical values. Conversely, if the imperative ousnhdo” that follows from an ethical
value is denied, then that value and its importatsedf are denied. Such a denial
however, is also not a matter of arbitrary chokalowing from the universalizable
character of ethical values, when an ethical vahekthe imperatives following from
it are denied, society has a legitimate expectdatansist that the dissenter provide a
sound rational justificationfor doing so, and if such a justification cannet b
provided, to place some kind of sanction on theatiter.

Ethical values are implemented into practice (irdiial or group behavior, corporate

or public policies) through principles and rulesigh together with valuesonstitute
an important part of ethics.

12
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Among fundamental ethical values are:

= the goodof individuals and communities,

= solidarity andunity between individuals and within communities,

= virtues(or character traits that typically enable ratioagénts to promote the
good of individuals and communities, or solidagatyd unity between
individuals and within communities), and

= excellencen the good, solidarity, and virtues expressecharal ideals

Such values are promoted through ethical princilikes

= Do not cause harm,

= Contribute to others’ good,

= Be nonviolent and just,

= Be tolerant and respect others’ dignity.

A further characteristic of the ethical domainhattit primarily deals witlhuman
agencythat is: human action (including decision-makiagyl its effects. As such, the
basis of the ethical domain is constituted by thiétg of humans to freely and
rationally choose between different value-ladenamst, and the expected
consequences following from these choices. Accglgirthe ethical domain is not
only circumscribed by the value choices made bydnsnbut also by the critical
weighing of the expected consequences of theircelsoi

In this context, the ability treely choosdetween value laden options again does not
imply arbitrary choice. It rather entails freedarorh coercion, i.e. freedom from
external pressure that actually deny rational agtdir ability to exercise their own
judgment. Indeed, the ethical domain entails teedom to independently form one’s
own assessments on rational grounds alone withergfe to the dictates and
requirements of ethical values. From this it foltotliat the ethical domain allows for
different interpretations of ethical values, buthe same time, when differences

occur in this regard, it also lays down an imperafor those who differ from one
another, to engage inrational debateabout their differences.

The importance of this rational debate is undedibg the fact that all ethical
analyses, and the critical reflection associatet wj are conducted in tr@ntext of
uncertainty the moral agent can never claim to have comieteviedge about a
situation, or that all consequences of all actiarthat situation are known or can be
foreseen. Within such a context of uncertaintyaoton and no decision is self-
evident; on the contrary, from an ethical poinvigiwv every action and every decision
made in the face of uncertainty ultimately requaesound justification, and it is at
this point that, rational ethical debate and aaiitiethical reflection can help to
explicate and clarify the value basis of actiond decisions, and to deepen insight
into their expected consequences.

Since there are numerous uncertainties with regardkbal climate change in so far
as that all of its causes, and all possible meadormitigate or adapt to it are not
known, an ethics of global climate change will h&wexplicitly deal with the
complicating factor of uncertainty. In the sectidcredow, the meaning and importance
of this will be articulated in more detail.
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Having made these general observations about #is, Imeture and scope of ethics, it
is now possible to turn to the details of the ethdimensions and implications of
global climate change. One of the questions thkthave to posed in this regard is
what themoral basiscould be of taking ethical action in responseht¢hallenges of
global climate change — exactly because this mmasis is not self-evident. Part of
the problem in this regard, is that climate charae mistakenly be placed outside the
realm of serious ethical consideration on the gdsuhat it entails an inevitable
natural process that is unfolding in time followingtural cause-and-effect
relationships in which no human intervention carkenany difference. As such, this
argument goes, climate change falls outside thatawhbuman agency. However,
even if some aspects of global climate change Isrgaihain of natural causes and
effects, it is important to acknowledge that it magquivocally been established that
past and present human actions is an importanatfactor in this chain of events,
and that even if some of the effects of global alienchange are unavoidable,
humanity still can mitigate some of these effeatg] will have to adapt to those
effects that it cannot avoid or mitigate. In thisw, global climate change falls
squarely within the domain of human agency, anit\&sl be demonstrated below,

an appropriate response to its challenges willilesgaous decisions of an ethical
nature.

Other questions that will have to receive attentmreally come to grips with the
ethical dimensions and implications of global climmehange, include the following:
what are the ethical principles that should guislénuour responses to climate change;
how should we make our decisions when we facecditfchoices, and what should
we do if we seriously differ from one another iedk processes of decision-making?
The best point of entry into thigoblématiques to start with an overview of the
obvious impacts that global climate change alrdalye had on the well-being of
people living now, or will have on people livingtime immediate future, as and then
to turn to the characteristics of global climatamte. In both of these contexts, the
fault line of ethical uncertainties will be pointedt, as well as its implications for an
ethics of climate change.

2.3.2 Threats of global climate change to human well-gein

It is well-established that global climate changesinot only entail rising average
temperatures on earth, but also long term chamgpecipitation and weather
patterns. Both of these trends already are, addneileasingly be manifested in
extreme weather events that include floods in spants of the world and droughts in
other parts, as well as an increase in the inteasid frequency of typhoons, tornados
and hurricanes. Also directly associated with glatienate change is rising sea levels
due to the melting of polar and other ice bodiesr@nd above natural variances
because of rising average temperatures. In additienbest climate change models
currently available, are predicting that these geanin spite of all mitigation efforts,
will set in at a pace that even under the best sesearios, hundreds of millions of
people will be directly affected by its effects kit the next 100 years, while no
nation on earth will escape its indirect effectsnitigation targets envisioned for the
next 50 years are not reached, these effects may seich sooner, and affect more
people than currently expected and planned for.
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People most vulnerable to the directs effects abagll climate change are those living
in low lying areas prone titooding such as small islands, large river deltas and
certain coastal areas, as well as those livingenArctic where thenelting of polar
iceis threatening their livelihoods and traditionaynof life. Equally vulnerable are
those people who will be, or already are the vistohprolongediroughts— that are
predicted in particular for parts of Africa, sohkia and South America. A third
vulnerable group is that of the poor, the sick traelderly living in inner cities and
other urban areas such as slums, and do not havedans to avoid or adapt to rapid
changes in the climate, or to extreme weather eveas it has been demonstrated
already by the xxx deaths in Europe during the heat of 2003, or the impact of
Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans in 2005. In thaertb place, a less well defined
group of possible victims of global climate charage those people who will bear the
brunt ofextreme weather evergach as flooding, or storms such as typhoons,
tornados and hurricanes. A fifth category of pdssuictims of global climate change
are those people who will be exposedhfiectious diseasekat were unknown to
them before because of shifts in the range of desgactors due to rising average
temperatures. In the sixth place, it is importantiention that global climate change
does and will not affect humans alone, but alsardsh the flourishing and integrity
of the bio-sphere as a whole, which include a reédnén biodiversity, deteriorating
ecosystems, and adding to the suffering of coumt@anals, domestic as well as
wild.

All of these categories of vulnerabilities are kakto the harm that can follow from
the immediate threats of extreme climate eventh agcstorms, floods, droughts,
rising sea levels etc. Formulated in specific terthis general category of harm can
be broken down in more detail to include:

1. Threats to the lives of people and animals livingsmall islands, or in large
river deltas or other low lying areas.

2. Threats to the wealth, property and livelihoods|uding traditional
livelihoods, of people exposed to climate changmes/such as regular floods,
prolonged droughts, or melting ice.

3. Threats to the health of people and animals thatrine exposed to disease
vectors that shifted in range as a result of chaungelimate.

4. Threats to cultural heritage, mainly to traditionalys of living, or to
architectural masterpieces of various kinds, paldity in the case of sudden
irreversible submergence of inhabited land.

5. Threats to local, regional and global ecosystems.

6. Threats to political and economic stability in etafirst and foremost
vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate cleang

7. Threats of possible mass migrations by victimshefeffects of climate
change, patrticularly in the case of sudden irrebkrsubmergence of
inhabited land.

8. Possible threats to the economy or health-statesuritries forced to accept
refugees.

9. Possible threats to the world order and world eoono

10. Threats to the dignity of people who become victohslimate change.

Formulated thus, it is clear that global climatamfe poses a clear and present threat
to the well-being of the community of life on earthwhich includes non-human life,
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but also the social and cultural dimensions of huerastence. As such, global
climate change clearly is a matter of serious attdgoncern. However, as clear as it
may be that climate change deserves focused etlonalderation and intervention, it
is not obvious how to do so — which brings us toeraf the ethical uncertainties that
have to be taken into account with a view to fomadequate understanding of the
ethical challenges posed by global climate chafgken together, these uncertainties
cluster around a set of more subtle threats thainathharm to the material or physical
well-being of the community of life; they have to dith threats to the dignity or the
rights of people, and include issues of the folloyvkind:

1.

Issues of distributive justice — some people amdespations carry an unfair
burden in suffering the negative consequencesmaté change, and these are
not the same people and nations who contribute ofast to climate change.

In this regard the ethical uncertainty lies in deti@ing exactly what is unfair
and unjust in the distribution of the negative @mngences of climate change;
but at the same time determining exactly what fainand unjust in the
distribution of the benefits of actions that caokmate change. Another
uncertainty directly following from this, lies iretermining exactly what to do
in the face of distributive injustices such as,thssuming that these injustices
can be rationally demonstrated.

Issues of compensatory justice — if people whoesuffe consequences of
climate change are not those who caused it, can¢lggimately claim
compensation from those who caused it? While argéethical principle
exists that those who have caused harm to othetddshe held accountable
for it and even compensate those that have beemeldait is not exactly clear
within the context of global climate change howd&termine causal blame.
This is because climate change is the result ofdiiective action of
numerous agents: nations, institutions, businemsesndividuals. It is also
not clear how to determine causal blame if it isordy the collective action
of the present generation that is contributingltdngl climate change, but the
collective action of a series of previous generetigoing back to the
beginning of the industrial era around 1750. Budrei these issues can be
resolved, another ethical uncertainty in this cenkbas to do with the nature
and extent of compensatory justice, who exactlybereeficiaries should be,
and how exactly the benefits of compensatory jastioould be distributed.

Issues of procedural justice — who should partieipawhich processes of
decision-making about measures to prevent, mitigagelapt to climate
change? The questions and uncertainties thatiartbés regard are numerous
and are not resolved yet: Who are currently in ifiaciuded and who are in
fact excluded from this decision-making — throudtickh mechanisms? Who
are entitled to take part in these decision-makirngesses? How can it be
ensured that vulnerable groups (the elderly, tblg ¢he poor, indigenous
peoples) can effectively participate in decisiorking about climate change
responses?

Issues of human rights. In this regard some okth&al uncertainties lie in

the question whether the human rights guaranteedtégnational instruments
such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights9d8 are put under
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threat by global climate change, and if so, to vehaént, and what, if
anything, could be done about it? Other ethicakuanties lies in the
converse of this question: Can nations or indivislappeal to the human
rights guaranteed by, for instance the Universall&ation of Human Rights,
to coerce certain nations, institutions or indiatiuto stop those actions that
cause global climate change, or to claim compemsdtom them if they don’t
stop those actions? If yes, how could this be dokthrough which
mechanisms and structures? And if not, why notadne particular terms, the
guestion could be asked whether global climate ghdras any implications
for the basic right to liberty, which include thght that a person can use
his/her property to enhance his/her well-beingeishe sees fit, as well as the
right to freely choose one’s own way of life. Theegtion that arises, in this
regard, is whether global climate change is undangithis right to liberty; or
conversely, whether anyone can legitimately apfetie right to liberty to
pursue actions that contribute to the causes wiaté change.

Within the context of global climate change, iht obvious how to answer these
guestions related to justice and human rights, gxoemention that they point to
some of the most difficult questions that can desdsn ethics, namely how to
recognize and respect other persons, in partisthan they are vulnerable and do
not have the power to make their voices heardenrtiternational, regional or
national contexts. In the context of decision-mgkabout ways and means to
prevent, mitigate or adapt to global climate chartge apparently even more
difficult to answer these questions of recognitam respect.

2.3.3 Ethical uncertainties related to the main charactcs of global climate
change

An overview of the main characteristics of globlahate change reveal a number of
other uncertainties that makes it difficult to deyean ethical discourse about some
aspects of climate change, specifically with regdadthe agencies — nations, states,
policy-makers, corporations and consumers — mosflgonsible for activities which
have caused climate change, and apparently mesjonsible to take responsibility
for its mitigation. These characteristics include:
= the global dispersion of the causes and effectéiofite change
= the fragmentation of agency that makes it diffitaltespond to global climate
change
= institutional inadequacy that makes it difficultrespond to global climate
change
= the resilience, non-linearity and backloaded natfirdimate change.

Gardiner (2006) discusses these characteristicknote change with insight, and
concludes that they make it very difficult to resgddo the challenges of climate
change. It is commonly acknowledged that the edfe€tlimate change are typically
not experienced at the source of emission of gr@esdgasses, but at distant
locations, and with a time delay of decades, ifaestturies. It is also commonly
acknowledged that climate change is caused by lang#ers of people and
institutions that are geographically dispersed, moidunited by a common framework
of interests or action. This clearly makes it extedy difficult to determine which
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agents exactly are to blame and to be held accolafiar causing climate change.
Similarly, this makes it extremely difficult to adtnine who should take the lead in
responding to climate change. Is there, for instaacspecial obligation on those who
have caused climate change, or those who enjdeitsfits, to act first in responding
to climate change challenges? But exactly howlaesd agents to be identified, and
how far would their obligations extend?

However, regardless of the answers to the prewqoestions, the unity and the
coordination of responses between nations, and gmgents within nations, to
adequately respond to the challenges of globalatBrohange seems equally difficult
to achieve, not only because the nations and agettis the current time frame are
divided by different geographical locations, instseand political agendas, but also
because it is not only this generation that neea@xt, but also future generations. In
the latter case, the obvious ethical dilemma isdiféerent generations do not share
the same time horizon, and thus cannot influenesamother reciprocally. The
important ethical uncertainty that emerges thuspisso much what we should appeal
to when we consider the interests of future germratwe obviously have to respect
the dignity and well-being of future generationsragch as we do of our own), but
exactly how much can be reasonably and ethicalbgeted of us to sacrifice in our
time for the sake of the well-being of future gextems, and for exactly how many
generations should we make these sacrifices? 8irsceery easy for any current
generation to make no sacrifices at all for thelAweing of future generations,
another important ethical uncertain that arisebis context, is how we can ensure
that our current generation really do what is asteninimally required to put the next
generation not in a position that is worse tharseuin so far as this is physically
possible in the face of global climate change tsettlilis preventing the cynical
response in which it is argued that future genenatcan take care of their own
challenges, we do not have to worry about them rothird ethical uncertainty that
arises in this context, lies in the question whethe present generation, since it has
enjoyed the benefits of actions that caused clirdlasmge, has a special obligation to
equip and empower the next generation with knowdetiechnologies and
opportunities that enable them to better cope thighchallenges of climate change
than we do currently.

A third complicating factor in responding to theattanges of climate change
identified by Gardiner (2006) is institutional iregplacy. Besides the fact that it is not
clear which institutions should take the lead ispa@nding to the challenges of climate
change, it is also not clear whether the currestititions that do take the lead (nation
states and international organizations) are gdaretfectively respond to these
challenges. Part of the problem in this regardysei® be that current structures and
strategies for international decision-making areaamducive towards international
cooperation, collective decision-making and joicti@. Dominated byhe principle

of national sovereignfyit seems as if the interests of individual nattates continue
to be an obstacle in finding agreement on inteonalitreaties geared towards jointly
tackling climate change challenges. But even ifsom@tions express their willingness
from international platforms to implement bold m&as to address climate change
challengesthe principle of conditionaliff/always seems to apply, with the result that

* Formulated in popular terms, the principle of dtindality states that Nation A will only act iflal
other Nations commit to joint action, and in faatficipate in joint action.
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only one dissenting nation can prevent any intéwnat action from being
implemented. Within this context, one of the ethigacertainties lies in the question
whether there exists an obligation on each andyewation, or agent, for that matter,
that can act on the challenges of climate chamgke that action regardless of what
other nations or agents say or do. If such an abbg exists, a further uncertainty lies
in the question how much of that action shoulddb@n and for how long; and what
should be done about those nations or agents whaatdut don’t, but at the same
time enjoy the benefits of others’ actiohs.

Gardiner (2006) further points out that climaterdconstitutes a resilient problem
with effects that are non-linear and seriously t@m#ied. Climate change experts
agree on the fact that GQone of the most important greenhouse gasses, istdlye
earth’s atmosphere for a very long time, for thowseof years in fact. Since it is
extremely difficult to extract Cgrom the atmosphere once it is deposited there,
constant increases in, or even a steady contimuafi€Q, emissions will lead to an
accumulation of this greenhouse gas that is nalyeasersible. According to
Gardiner (2006) all climate change effects ardatsame time seriously backloaded.
This means that any effects of climate changewilea¢xperience now, have been
caused by greenhouse gas emissions of a previauSietilarly, current C®
emissions will only have an effect in some futuineet

But climate change experts also agree that thetsfté increases in atmospheric £O
increase in a non-linear fashion — which meansttieeffects in terms of rising
average temperatures, droughts, floods and extwerather events such as typhoons,
tornados and hurricanes increase exponentiallyoRattime lime crossing
generations, this means that if nothing is donaiablimate change by generation A,
generation B following it, does not merely receavpackage of problems of the same
magnitude that generation A has faced, but a @iffieset of problems of a far greater
magnitude than existed before. Another way to nthkesame point is to say that if
generation A does nothing about climate changiyes not merely add to the
problem of the next generation, but multipliesiitways that cannot easily be
predicted.

Taken together, the resilience, the non-lineaniy the backloaded nature of climate
change effects point to the disconcerting obseyadtiat at the time when humanity
starts noticing negative effects, it is only thaersbf worse, and even unpredictable
effects to come. Formulated in graphic terms: e/Bomanity was able to shut down
all greenhouse gas emissions today, and evendld@f CQ in the atmosphere
would thus stabilize in the future, the effectpabt emissions would still be felt for
centuries to come.

The ethical uncertainty that follows from these-la®ntioned characteristics of
global climate change lies in the question whelthwnanity is really ready to make
the hard choices that will be required to mitigatene of its intensity, and to adapt to
those of its effects that are unavoidable. Is hutpaeally able to visualize and
imagine the challenges that if faces with regandgidbal climate change? And are
the ethical guidelines currently available in theernational sphere, adequate to help

® These uncertainties are generated by what is gyn&nown in game theory as the prisoner’s
dilemma. Gardiner (2006) discusses the implicat@frtse prisoner’s dilemma for decision-making
about climate change at length.
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us make these decisions. In the sections thatwplimese and related questions will
be tackled. First, an overview will be given of #thical principles and guidelines
that already have substantive support in the iateynal community, and have been
captured in a number of normative documents, inotythternational law.

3. Ethical principles and guidelines available to the inter national
community to addressthe ethical issuesrelated to climate
change

A number of international documents exist that ddag used to articulate the already
existing international consensus on the ethicalesthat should inform our responses
to global climate change. These documents include:

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights — the URDéf 1948.

The Earth Charter.

The United Nations Framework Convention on Clin@kange.

The United Nations Convention on Biological Divéysaf 5 June 1992.
The UNESCO Declaration on the Responsibilitieshef Present
Generations Towards Future Generations of 12 Noeerh®97.

The Kyoto Protocol.

The Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Humaghi& (UDBHR).

The Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable Deweopof 2002.

agrwnE

© N

Against the background of the discussion in Se@i@nl, it is important to note that
each one of these documents is based on certaiasvahd principles — for which
there already exists universal support in the nagonal arena. Accordingly, these
values and principles could be explored with a viewletermine their relevance and
applicability to addressing ethical issues reldtedlobal climate change. It can be
expected that the values and principles in thegenational documents may not be
fully relevant or fully adequate to address theoathssues related to climate change,
so it will be expedient to identify where the gapshese documents lie, and to aim
future work on the ethics of climate change tothikse gaps.

Among these international documents, the followpngciples are expressed that are
highly relevant to responding to the ethical chadles of climate change:
1. The right to life, liberty and personal security.
2. The right to a standard of living adequate forlkealth and well-being of
people ... including food, clothing, housing and necaticare.
3. A social and international order in which the riglahd freedoms set forth in
the UDHR can be fully realized.
4. The universal right to access the benefits of $ifieprogress (which implies
the duty of sharing scientific data).

3.1 Problems in applying international instruments gnahciples
The problem with such human rights is that unlbsset are adequate enforcement

methods, any assertion that these rights are “bgidire at best optimistic, and at
worst misleading, as the recent ignoring of thétrigpt to be tortured has illustrated.
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However, the Universal Declaration of Human RigluBHR) put a duty on “every
individual and every organ of society” “lpyogressive measures, national and
international, to secure the universal and effectecognition and observance both
among the peoples of Member States themselvesraodgathe peoples of territories
under their jurisdiction of these rights.” Whanere, Art 28 specifies: “Everyone is
entitled to a social and international order inathihe rights and freedoms set forth
in this Declaration can be fully realized.” Thistpa binding obligation on the
signatories to work towards such an order including dealing with environmental
threats to human rights.

In the preamble of the Universal Declaration ondBcs and Human Rights
(UDBHR ) the General Assembly declartResolvingthat it is necessary and timely
for the international community to state univers@hciples that will provide a
foundation for humanity’s response to the everagasing dilemmas and controversies
that science and technology present for humandaradfor the environment,” and
specifically “recalls”.a. the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 10 &aber
1948 and “notes” a number of international documentluding the United Nations
Convention on Biological Diversity of 5 June 199#lahe UNESCO Declaration on
the Responsibilities of the Present GenerationsardsvFuture Generations of 12
November 1997. In other words a number of prinailed ethical norms from those
documents, which have been internationally acceptedbeing further endorsed.
Among the aims of the declaration particularly velet to the ethics of global climate
change are the following:

1. To safeguard and promote the interests of the ptesel future generations;

2. To underline the importance of biodiversity andcitsiservation as a common

concern of humankind.

If we consider the impact global climate changerexdicted to have on the living
standards, health, livelihood and even the lifpagulations who will be most
vulnerable to storms, droughts, rising sea levets@her consequences of climate
change, a good case can be made for a very strorgd duty, if not a legal

obligation, for all signatories of the UDHR and UBR to put in place measures that
will protect the human rights which the internabnommunity has accepted. This
argument is being forcefully put forward by Pacitanders whose islands, or those
of their neighbours, are likely to disappear unisng sea-levels.

There are two quite different problems involvedhis regard:

1. How to get all states to co-operate in effectivetyting future greenhouse
gas emissions so as to slow down, halt or everrgegobal climate change.
This is an urgent problem for the post-Kyoto period

2. How to cope with the damage that is already hapeand that is expected to
increase before any measures to limit emissiondaaa a perceptible effect.

While a global, mandatory regime to limit emissigm#ogically the first step that
needs to be put in place, it may be that internatiaid to flood, drought and storm
victims is politically easier to organize, since thvait and see” and “we won't till all
the others do” (i.e. conditionality) reasons feiusing to agree to binding global
emission limits cannot be used as excuses forirgfumimane aid when disasters
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strike. It may be that the increasing cost of satérnational aid, if climate change
damage becomes more widespread and serious, edlklolown present day political
resistance to a comprehensive international refmmemissions limitation.

The particular problem whether future emissionscations should be based on a per
capita basis (as the contraction and convergerogepal suggests) or on a country
basis, might be seen in a different light if huntaman aid were internationally
organized on a basis of each country’s abilityag p i.e. the greater duty of rich
countries to contribute to such aid might be pwdiliy easier to accept than more
stringent emission limits imposed on “more pollgtimnd “past polluting” countries
than LDCs (least developed countries), which waldt cost “richer” countries

more.

An even greater impetus to accepting mandatorysaoms limits might arise in
reluctant countries if the international commuragreed that there was a legal
obligation to accept climate change refugees ipgution to a country’s ability to
support them. The prospect of having to acceptdands of immigrants from
climate-change devastated countries might makepéingethe economic loss from
reduced emissions more politically acceptable. T course not an ethical, but a
Real-political consideration.

Meanwhile the Earth Charter, UNFCCC and the Kyatmtdtol have articulated a
number of principles and values which appear tgdyeerally accepted, even if
implementation is not. The Kyoto Protocol, whiclmaainto effect on February 2005,
is an international and legally binding agreementtuce greenhouse gas emissions
for the period 2008-2012. It sets binding targets3f7 industrialized countries and the
European Community under the principle of “comman differentiated
responsibilities”. However, these countries cantrttesr targets by three market-
based mechanisms: emission trading, clean develtppmechanisms, and joint
implementation, which have caused a certain amoiueriticism and political
controversy. 182 Parties to the Convention havBadthe Kyoto Protocol to date
and it could therefore be assumed that the priesiphd values set out in the
UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol have been widely accepted

3.2 Drawing on already shared and accepted prilesp

There exist a number of already shared and accepiecples in the international
arena that could also be drawn upon to provide ehtsnof a value basis for an ethics
of climate change. For reasons that are explaimsédtion 3.4 below, no detailed
definitions of each one of them (of which numerexamples are available) will be
provided here, nor will examples of specific apglions of these principles in the
context of climate change be provided here. Instealy a list of these principles is
given, that include:

= The precautionary principle.

= The principle of shared but differentiated respbitisies.

= The principle of safeguarding and promoting therests of the present

and future generations.
= The principle of protecting human rights.
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= The principle of equitable access to medical, sgierand technological
developments as well as the greatest possibledtwivthe rapid sharing of
knowledge concerning those developments and thenghat benefits,
with particular attention to the needs of develgpinuntries.

= Sustainability.

3.3 Aresponse to the ethical challenges of climatengeamay entail more than
just applying existing values and principles

There could be merit in questioning whether ancstbf climate change merely
entailed applying existing principles to a new peol. There seems to be adequate
grounds to suggest that we rethink the meaningagptication of the ethical
principles that we commonly use to make moral dexss Lack of imagination and
sensitivity to issues could be a part of these gsuAnother ground can be found in
the challenge that global climate change posdsa@ery possibility of ethics (or:
moral decision-making).

As it was suggested in the discussion of sectiBrizn the basis, nature, and scope
of ethics, ethics presupposes human agency (onauny), i.e. the ability to act on
foreknowledge about the effects of one’s choicéss presupposes a rational subject
with the ability to consider options in the ligttfairly well-defined cause and effect
relationships, as well as the freedom to choosed®t different options.

These presuppositions of ethics are clearly chgdldrby climate change. In the
context of climate change, agency seems to besgiffucauses and effects seems to
be dispersed and non-linear; while freedom andreumy seems to be undermined by
the fact that everyone’s fate is determined bycti@ces that a multitude of others
make. Projected to future generations, this proldespens, since climate change
starkly underlines that the well-being of futurengeations, human as well as non-
human, are dependent on the choices that pastajiemsrhave made.

Climate change thus seems to deeply challengeg@mdestabilize the fundamental
concepts and presuppositions we conventionally dgaowv in moral decision-making.
A word of caution is appropriate at this point, lewer, because the profound
challenge that climate change poses to our fundeheroral concepts can create a
sense of despair and resignation, and this canromake our will to take international
action in response to the problem-cluster thatafeénchange constitutes. Instead, a
more moderate response can be proposed, entailiagkmowledgement that the task
of an ethics of climate change cannot be reducedeiely picking an ethical
framework and a few fundamental principles and tinemnely applying them to a new
problem. The task rather seems to lie at a deepel,Iconsisting of rethinking the
manner in which we formulate and respond to problamd issues. As such, climate
change provides us with an opportunity to rethink:

= Issues of responsibility and accountability;

= Human dignity — including the dignity of indigenopeoples (living, for

example in the Arctic region, or small islands);

= National interests and identity;

= International cooperation and decision-making;

= Current views of minorities;
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= Current views of resilience and vulnerability;
= How to handle differences of opinions in the intgional arena;
= The ownership of scientific knowledge, and the stgpof scientific data.

With this in mind, it can further be observed ttied ethical challenge of climate
change does not fundamentally lie in clashes betwemmpatible frameworks, but
rather in creating an opportunity to establish@dpctive dialogue between nations
and other relevant agents from which a new consemsly emerge about the issues
listed immediately above. In the next section exlas\pf five core themes that should
form part of this dialogue are highlighted — nothwa view to settling the issues, but
rather to foreground their importance and to indicghy each of them deserve
serious discussion in the context of developingcatly justifiable responses to the
challenges of global climate change.

4. Corethemesfor critical dialoguein the context of developing
ethically justifiable responsesto the challenges of global climate
change

If it is true that no-one has the final answer ¢aldvith the challenges of global
climate change, and if it is true that every agdtegmpting to respond to it are faced
with the challenges of collective action and derisnaking, complexity and
uncertainty, it is perhaps a wise move not to nstkeng proposals about exactly
what to do and how to act, but rather to raiseraber of core themes and central
guestions that cluster around them that can enable engage with one another in a
rational dialogue, and by doing that, can helpousibve forward step by step and
inch by inch towards finding adequate, practicalmane and ethical responses to the
challenges of climate change. These core themasimthe link between
foreknowledge and the duty to act upon it, the @laichuman rights in an ethics of
climate change, and the role that risk and uncgstqulay in the set of issues that an
ethics of climate change is expected to respon@dacerns about future generations
in the context of global climate change should @le@dded to this list, as well as the
effect on future generations of discounting in deri-making about present options.
The general theme of collective and shared respiifigiand the many strategies that
are commonly used to avoid action on climate chamgelld also be foregrounded in
these dialogues.

4.1  The link between foreknowledge and the dusigton it

In ethics generally, the worth of actions and peSadepends not only upon the values
and principles they realize, but also upon thdeat$. An agent should thus foresee
possible effects of his/her actions, and act teesehthe best results. In the context of
an ethics of climate change this foreknowledgetbako with knowledge about the
impact of collective human action on the globainate system, and the effects of
changing this system for the worse. Thus at ldasttduties can be discerned:
= The duty toactively pursue knowledge on the impact of human action on the
global climate system, as well as the impact ohate change on human
activities.
= The duty tosharethat knowledge when it is available.
= The duty toact timeously and appropriately on that knowledge.
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Given the characteristics of global climate chadigeussed above, the identification
of these duties raises the question of who shdtildately take responsibility for
generating this knowledge — what kind of experi &hich institutions should be
involved, and how should they go about it? Andhi§tknowledge is generated,
further questions arise about who should take mresipoity to disseminate and share
it with others, and who should take responsibiiityact on this knowledge?

In an effort to look for answers to these questi@amsobvious place to start seems to
take a critical view of the current organizatiorsofence in the world, and to ask
whether the typical research activities taking elacit, and the structures through
which research is promoted, funded, published arttidér disseminated are optimally
geared to enable humankind to understand, prenetigate or adapt to climate
change.

Another question that needs to be asked, is whétkejuestions that guide climate
change scientists in their research, adequatdbcteghe information needs of those
that are most vulnerable to the effects of clinitange, and if this is not the case,
further questions seems to open up: why is this#ise, and what can be done to
make climate change science relevant to those aiie immediate and short term
knowledge needs to adapt to or avoid rapidly chamgircumstances because of
climate change? To illustrate this with a concextemple: Are polar scientists
studying the formation, structure, movement, bnegkip and melting of Arctic ice
responsive to the knowledge needs of indigenouplesdiving in the Arctic who
experience in their daily lives that the ice on ethihey live are disappearing from
underneath their feet and sense that they maymypiase their traditional
livelihoods, but the very place in which they ahdit ancestors have lived for
centuries? Are these polar scientists open to @spbnsive to the contributions that
these indigenous peoples can make to their saerggearch, and are they geared to
engage with indigenous people, and share their leuge with them.

On a different level, questions could be askedhatvextent scientists from different
parts of the world and from different nationalitea® optimally geared to cooperate
with one another, to share their observations ata @ith one another, and to jointly
interpret that data to make it available in a farthat is accessible to the relevant
agents that can act upon it. At the same timeqiestion can be asked if national
governments and international scientific organ@aimake available resources and
know-how to develop and implement science poliaies systems that enable climate
change scientists to form the networks that araired to build an adequate scientific
knowledge base to understand, prevent, mitigateadagt to global climate change.
In this context it is also important to ask if maial governments and international
educational organizations are making appropriangements to adequately prepare
the next generation of climate change scientistd,vehether this is done in a manner
that prepare them to deal with complexity, uncettgiand the integration of and
mutual interaction between the natural, sociakucal, political, economical and
ethical dimensions of global climate change.
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4.2 Determining the place of human rights in anastlof climate change

One of the important issues that need to be adeléssan ethics of climate change is
the impact of climate change and its effects ondnunights, as well as the question
whether the measures that nations and internataygahizations may need to take
with a view to adequately respond to the challerjetimate change, could ever
justify a weakening of the human rights currentaganteed by the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and if so, under whiohditions and to what extent.
The converse of this question is whether victimsliohate change can appeal to their
universal human rights in an attempt to stop others actions or inactions that
cause or exacerbate climate change and its effaotven claim compensation from
those that have caused climate change. Relatédststthe question whether victims
of climate change can appeal to their human rightts a view to be accommodated
in another country in the case of their own couymryparts of it, becoming
uninhabitable because of the effects of climatengha

There also seems to be good reasons to questidhevteefocus on human rights will
really enable us to address the ethical issuesdrdimate change. It could be
argued that it is much more important to focusrahvidual human and public
interests in an ethics of climate change, or te gikiority to individual human and
public interests before human rights. Another dibpecin this regard could be that
human rights language could perhaps not be giv#arket priority in decision-
making about responses to climate change, sinceragtances can arise in which the
immediate needs of victims of extreme weather ionate events, or those most
vulnerable to climate change trends, can trump neéaigns to human rights. To
determine when circumstances like these have indegehn, is clearly an issue that
cannot be settled in advance in theory, but ratguire a thorough case-by-case
analysis.

4.3 Determining what role risk and uncertainty playthe set of issues that an
ethics of climate change is expected to respond to

This section is still under construction. Issuesiad risk assessment models,
probability assessment and the willingness to aatgs (i.e. risk as a subjective
category) are themes that should be taken intoustamder this heading. To be
further discussed.

4.4  Concerns about future generations in an ethicdiofate change

It goes without saying that concerns about globalate change entail concerns
about the impacts of global climate change on &ugenerations, including distant
future generations that may live a thousand yeara how. Some climate change
models indeed predict a rise in average tempeiaanég seal levels that, under certain
circumstances, may continue over such time spamslaly, concerns about
sustainability and sustainable development entaiterns about sustainable
development. In the widely accepted definitionred Brundlandt Report (Our
Common Future) of 1987, sustainable developmetgfimed as “development that
satisfies the need of present generations withmuipcomising the ability of future
generations to satisfy their needs”.
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In both these contexts it is clear that the ethtoalcern about future generations turns
around the ability of present generations to hartaré generations in the sense of
leaving them worse off than the present generatath: less resources or
opportunities than the present generation is engpyor with more burdens and risks
to deal with. The present generation is alwaysposition to close down options that
the future generation may otherwise have had. &ltlkimncerns about future
generations also have to do with the obvious urabdity of placing a future
generation in a position to make tragic choicesiti@herwise may not have taken.
The present generation, for instance, can compsothes position of a next generation
to such an extent, that in order to save itsetfiay inflict more harm to a next
generation than it would have otherwise done. Ttaaguture generation in such a
position seems to be fundamentally unfair, sineait do nothing about the position it
has inherited from the decision-making and policiea previous generation.

The source of these concerns is located in the m&grcal position that any present
generation occupies vis-a-vis any future generafieept, roughly speaking, with
regards to the next two, or perhaps three genesatitbe present generation is in a
position to fundamentally influence, and for thattar compromise, the well-being
of a future generation that it will never meet, \@tor that generation it would be
impossible to reciprocate towards the generatidh thie power to act in the present.

The troublesome condition of the present generatitimregard to any future
generation at a remove of more than three is tizivays already finds itself in a
unilateral position: it is always in a positiongot with impunity, since there is no
basis for reciprocity from those future generatidResciprocity, however, is a central
presupposition of the well-established deontoldgi@tian, utilitarian, or
contractarian frameworks for moral decision-makifige conditions for the Golden
Rule test which states in its more acceptable negfirm that we should not do to
others as we do not wish them to do to us, foaimst, seem to be impossible to
satisfy over the divide of four generations. Remgty is ruled out in advance.

The same applies if we revert to the language ohhar rights or needs to
conceptualize our moral relation with future getierss: a future generation that does
not overlap with ours, cannot hold us accountabte@aim compensation from us, or
exercise any rights with reference to us, becalsswhey do so, we do not exist any
more. Similarly, it would be impossible for us tetermine what the needs of future
generations would be that do not overlap with aun:ahey will live in

circumstances different from us, even if we hawapsid those circumstances by our
present decisions and actions. And the irony ohtléer is that we will never know
exactly how we have shaped those circumstanceaubeconce again, when they
come into existence, the present generation daesxsi any more.

Under one possible interpretation this asymmetrizailateral relationship of the
present generation with regards to future generatiwhich is in fact no relationship
at all in any ordinary sense of the word, seentht@dlenge and undermine the well-
established moral frameworks available to us forahdecision-making. It is as if we
find ourselves in a moral vacuum when it comesutare generations. We always
seem to be in trouble, no matter which moral frawréwve invoke to think in ethical
terms about “duties” and “obligations” towards figgenerations. Whatever duties
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and obligations we propose, they can always bdestgedd on the grounds that they
are impossible to actually realize.

Under another interpretation that does not leavie asstate of ethical paralysis, the
asymmetrical, unilateral position sketched aboeggtitens and intensifies our
responsibilities with regards to future generatidnghis situation, the responsibility
always ends up with us. This means that it is enfilmal analysis left to us in this
generation to decide how far and how much we wasmpact on the lives of future
generations. In fact, it is in our power to deterenivhether any future generation will
exist or not. However, if we wish to make theseiglens in an ethical manner, and
thus wish to establish our reputation in historpéoremembered as an ethical
generation, we will make these decisions with egiee to the classical ethical values
discussed in section 2.3.1 above — bearing in ngivén the considerations discussed
earlier in this section, how difficult it is to tik clearly about that which we
justifiably owe to future generations.

In terms of this approach to thinking about futgemerations, the challenge is to find
strategies and mechanisms to turn future genesatibo a concrete reality in our
minds — so that we can be more focused in our id@cimaking and actions that have
long-term impacts. One such a mechanism could bermduce arustee for future
generationsnto our decision-making mechanisms, and to empsweh a trustee
with a veto right on any decision that may haveichental impact on the well-
being of future generations. The problem with fisposal, however, is that it suffers
from the same epistemic constraints that was ededir above with regards to the
very possibility of gaining insight into the circgtances and interests of future
generations. We may thus never know whether trsteeuhas in fact exercised the
trusteeship or not, and so we are confronted wighparadox of trusteeship, namely
that in the act of exercising the trusteeship vigtwy possibility of actually doing so is
irrevocably undermined.

To overcome this difficulty, it could be considettedet go of the assumption that the
present generation has obligations to an infiniteper of future generations not
overlapping with it. Besides the epistemic diffiguihat this creates to imagine the
circumstances of those living even a hundred yeans now, let alone a thousand
years, the impact that this assumption can hawauourrent lives is equally
unimaginable. It can for instance lead us to madteeme sacrifices that may turn out
to have been futile in light of the future livesfafure generations. It therefore seems
to make sense to take a more modest claim as irqgfaleparture, and that is to
limit our moral obligations to the future generasahat we in principle will be able

to meet.

In concrete terms, this effectively means that aeehto include in our moral
considerations the impacts of our decisions andrbn our grandchildren and
great-grandchildren, the third and fourth generatifsom us. Another way to identify
the class of people whose future interests we ghialle into moral consideration
with regards to climate change impacts, is to racgthat they already may have
been born. These people may well be our own childrdeo, due to the increased life-
spans guaranteed by good nourishment and medivédese may be alive in 80 or a
100 year's time — the time span in which some efdatastrophic effects of climate
change are predicted to become a reality.
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Now, it may be legitimately objected that conceathsut future impacts in the
relatively short time frame of a 100 years mayns# to the challenge of making any
real difference to the longer term or catastrogfiiects of climate change. However,
this smaller time frame makes it possible for uthtok of future people in terms of
interests and needs and harms that we still cagiimaand realistically respond to,
and it enables us to think of them as holdersgifts and claims that we can support,
negotiate about or even plan for in the presenth\tis approach, we then
effectively place ourselves in a position of “reoipating in advance” or
“reciprocating in anticipation” which at the sanmaé entails opening ourselves up
towards, on the one hand, the future with a pr@aatf an anticipated responsible
action, and on the other hand towards the podsilfibeing corrected by what
actually unfolds in the future. The fact of the taats that we may be partially or
totally wrong in our projections of possible futuesponsible actions in support of
the third or the fourth future generation.

As such, the consideration of future generatioesnseto be an essential element of
an ethical response to the challenges of climaa@gé. It opens us up to consider
wider interests than that of the present generaione, and it moderates the claims
we tend to make about the “solutions” we have fomnour time to the challenges of
climate change. New scientific knowledge of a rgteration may unmask our
“grand insights” at best as only partially valisidaat worst as totally misguided. In
terms of the “modest approach” to climate changdlehges that is unfolding here,
this is not a cause for despair and resignationtdiber a call to be sensitive to new
insights, to learn from other perspectives, andawaliscard our own cherished
views if other arguments turn out to be more coawvig than ours, if other models
and theories explain more and predict with moreigsmy over longer time spans than
we were able to do till now.

4.5 Concerns about discounting

This section is still under construction, but ithaddress assumptions, implications
and confusions about the practice of discountiady¢n potentially disrupt a rational
dialogue about responding ethically to the chaksnof climate change.
Acknowledging that discounting is a technical t@t is legitimately used to
compare future and current costs, or to companeticosts to future benefits, and
without going into the technical details of discting, the focus in this section will
fall on the ethical issue of how to discount. Skiailere be a single rate over people;
a single rate over time? And what should this bate

Furthermore: Discounting is based on the assumpfigmowth — implying a positive
discounting rate based on growth in the economy,grawth in the ability of future
generations to deal with problems. But: What wendar, may render future
generations less able to deal with problems. Smyldithe discount rate then not be
negative? And if this should be accepted, whattegemplications of a negative
discount rate for the arguments of those climatnglk skeptics who claim that
present investments in responses to climate changational because of the poor
return on investment that it is expected to yield.
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4.6  Obstacles in the way of sharing and differentiatiagponsibilities

One of the core themes that need serious discussamethics of climate change, is
the obstacles that are commonly found in the wagalizing the principle of
“common but differentiated responsibilities” in kding the causes and effects of
global climate change. This principle is clearlyarlated in the Kyoto Protocol, and
acknowledges that the actual ability to take actopaddress the knowledge,
mitigation, and adaptation challenges of globahelie change, varies from country to
country, and from region to region. Within coungtiéhere are similar differences
between parts of the population that can take aatiahe face of climate change
challenges, and other parts that cannot.

From an ethical point of view, it is a well-establed principle that there rests a clear
duty on those who have the ability to prevent ahte harm suffered by others, and
are in a position to exercise that ability witheatrificing a greater value than what is
rescued, to assist those who are, or will be saffedrom that harm. For example: it
would not be reasonable of us to expect someonecatoot swim to rescue a child
that is drowning in the heavy swells of a rough $&@awvever, we will find it ethically
apprehensible if a well-trained life saver who kisdvow to brave such conditions
and has the equipment to do so, for instance af $its, a rope or a float, would
refuse to come to the rescue of the child and matahd by as the child drowns. He
would have to provide very good reasons before weladvtake his inaction as
ethically acceptable.

Similarly we would take the inaction of the lifevea as unethical if he was able to
execute the rescue, but quoted as a reason forduson that he was waiting for a
delivery of new equipment that was promised to hinhis life-saving club. This new
equipment would include state of the art fins, amdpe that is lighter to swim with,
but stronger and able to bear heavier loads. I€Eligent equipment are still
serviceable and not creating any severe risksettifthsaver or to those that are
rescued, we would typically not find this excuseé teoact acceptable.

To extend the example somewhat: We would alsottakéaction of the life saver as
unethical if he was able to execute the rescuegbotted as a reason for his inaction
that he was about to go off-duty and had to stéh tis night job as barman at the
nearby beach hotel. In this case, his groundsimstion would be damage to his
economic position: he will have to forfeited a rtiglwages to rescue the child.
However, if this wage for one night's work is natatter of life and death for the life
saver, but only a modest sacrifice that he wilabte to make up in due course, then
we would find it morally unacceptable if he made thoice to maintain his economic
position and sacrifice the life of the drowningldhi

A third excuse that the life saver could have usgdstify his inaction, was to claim
that he waited for someone else to step forwardgoue the child, and that he was
not prepared to do the rescue unless someonessiséea him. If the conditions at
sea were indeed so rough that a successful resale anly be achieved with
assistance, we would accept his inaction as reagorao some extent, because if
nothing is actively done to call for assistance aa help is extended to the child that
is already in a detrimental position in the ses, itaction may still have the result of
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the child drowning while the life saver looks oorfr the beach. In this case, we still
would not fully support the life saver’s choicechase he could have swum out to the
child and kept him afloat while waiting for assista to arrive in the water.

By way of this extended example, attention canraevd to three of the arguments
that are often offered as justification for inaatioy those agents who are able to act
on the challenges of global climate change, bubsbmot to do so. One is the
argument that such action may cause damage tcmahg8oonomies. Another is the
argument that we have to wait for new technologpamature. And the third one
displaying the classic structure of the prisondifemma is the conditionality
argument: | will not act alone; | will only act aoncert with others, and for that
matter, only if we all act together.

It is not necessary to explain these argumentsoirerdetail, except to point out that
their existence and their functioning in decisioakmg (or lack thereof) about the
action that should be taken to address the chakaofjglobal climate change, should
be central in the dialogues that we need to hatte avie another to determine what
the ethically justifiable options available to us avhen we have to decide what to do,
and who to assist when the effects of global clen@tange literally or metaphorically
lead to people drowning (or dying from drought, tiesit matter). If these arguments
merely serve as excuses for inaction, i.e. to ndtla solid base of scientific
knowledge to understand the causes and effecigmdte change, to pay little if any
attention to mitigate the intensity of climate cganor to do nothing with regards to
adapting to the unavoidable effects of climate geanthat frequently manifest
themselves in catastrophically intense weathertsvethen big ethical question
marks need to be placed behind the utilizatiorne$é¢ arguments.

5. Conclusions
5.1  Global climate change itself constitutes ancetihchallenge

While acknowledging that there is a wide rangetbical issues related to climate
change that each requires a specific response, #tey seems to be a widespread
international consensus that climate change iif ts@stitutes an ethical challenge
that requires a collective response from everybaedontributes to causing it. As it is
articulated in the documents of the IPCC and indiléoerations of the Conference of
the Parties to the UNFCCC, the shortest way towdie this “general” ethical
challenge is to state that:
1. Climate change through global warming is causedf tgast contributed to,
by human activity.
2. Climate change has already caused harm to humanambuman
populations alike, and this harm is likely to irese as climate change
intensifies — as it is expected to do for some tatile
3. Since climate change is caused by global warmism{ average
temperatures of the sea and the earth’s atmospla@ctsince global warming
is in its turn caused by emissions of greenhousseaga(including carbon
dioxide and methane), it is generally accepteddhistate change can be
arrested, mitigated and even reversed if optimediteof greenhouse gas
emissions can be established and enforced.
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4. Since past emissions of greenhouse gas emissigasalraady brought about
unavoidable climate change effects, internationtiba should also focus on
adaptation to long term climate change trends,elsas immediate disaster
aid in response to extreme weather events causelihigte change.

Seen from the point of view of this consensus,dlseems to be a duty resting on
individual, national and international agents tswee that they do not (further)
contribute to causing climate change, but rathatrdmute towards reversing it — and
at the same time, to take measures, on the one teamitigatethe current and future
negative effects of climate change that will conério be felt until such time that the
measures to reverse climate change take effecpmtite other hand, to put measures
in place that will facilitate effective adaptatitmthose effects of climate change that
cannot be mitigated. Following from this, thereoadgems to be a duty on everyone
who can, to assist those who have, or will becoriEnws of climate change but
cannot help themselves.

Formulated thus, this general response to climaaege seems to be justified and
reasonable, and therefore something that canneasity dismissed or rejected. The
trouble, however, is that this consensus is chgéidrfrom various angles from
outside and within.

From within the general consensus around what ghmeidone about climate change,
there seems to be disagreement on, for examplégltbeing issues:

1. The average rise in the average temperature @dtih that can be allowed
before a tipping point is reached after which datgdhic climate change will
be irreversible. (Some argue that we have a maifgihdegrees centigrade
above the average temperature of the pre-industidalothers argue that the
margin is 4 degrees, while others point out thanex 2 degree rise in average
temperature will have catastrophic effects for pgapons living on small
islands, large river deltas, or other low lyingas¢

2. The time frames within which we have to reversegieeral trend of rising
average temperatures. (Some set 2050 as the teatgetvhile others argue for
a longer or shorter timeframe.)

3. The ceiling that should be set for greenhouse gasséons. (On the one hand,
some propose that optimal levels of emissionsr&duire a reversal of
emission levels to that of 1990, while others ps#pa return to emission
levels of 2000; on the other hand, some propogectireent emission levels
can be doubled with no serious detrimental effegksle others still argue that
no ceiling should be set because market forcesawdlre optimal levels of
emissions at the best possible trade-off betwests @nd benefits to sociefy.)

4. The question whether the solution is to be foundeuatralizing current levels
of greenhouse gas emissions by offsets, suchaglaating, or by replacing
old with new technologies. (Some argue that a sthrero emissions can be
reached by neutralizing or offsetting emissionsilevbthers argue that a state

® The extreme suggestion that emission levels sHueildtversed to that of pre-industrial times iseblas
on the assumption that any interference with theate system of the earth is unacceptable. This is
clearly a problematic position, because it will gérumankind all the benefits that have been brought
about by industrial activity. A more realistic ptien accepts that the survival and flourishing of
humankind is compatible with some interference lith earth’s climate system, as long as this
interference does not lead to upsetting the cliragstem.
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of negative emissions can be provided when mosetsfare put in place than
is required to neutralize emissions.)

The question whether the solution is to be founidwering current levels of
greenhouse gas emissions, or finding more effideargls sequestrating
emissions. (Some argue that we need a drastic etadridestyle and
character to ensure lower levels of emissions,enbtihers say that we can
continue with our current consumerist lifestyles/d can find ways to
prevent, for example, carbon emissions to reaclatim@sphere.)

From without, the general consensus sketched abaiallenged on the basis of:

1.

Skepticism about the causes of climate changearticplar the claim that
current climate change is human-induced. (This iesghat nothing should be
done about climate change, because nothing caoreeabout climate
change; it should be left to take its natural cepesd the most humans can
hope for, are effective measures to adapt to fiextsf)

Skepticism about the effectiveness of fighting eliexchange by reducing GO
emissions. (While accepting that climate changmised by human activities,
the argument in this regards is that most of thasuees taken to cut current
levels of CQwill have little if any effects, and that the fir@es required to
achieve these cuts, could be used more effectteedgldress other world
problems like eradicating poverty, or fighting angamic like malaria (see the
arguments of Bjorn Lomborg 1998, 2004, 2008). Witiiis challenge is
important as a reminder that resources should &ée efficiently, even when it
comes to addressing the causes and effects ofl gliaipate change, it can be
guestioned on the basis of its extremely narrowhooktlogy of financial cost-
benefit analysis in which there is no place foreottihan monetary values.

While it may seem as if these challenges from witimd from outside the ethical
consensus sketched above is detrimental to thiseosis, a closer look reveals that
these differences of opinion for the most part dbdeny that global climate change
poses a serious ethical problem, and that actionldlbe taken to do something about
it. As such, these differences of opinion ratherehi@ do with the question what
action should be taken, and how it should be execs to the question how these
differences should be settled, the consideratis@idsed in this report suggest that a
process of rational dialogue with reference toaathvalues should be followed on a
case by case basis, rather than formulating ppsms based on fixed points of
departure that are not open for discussion.

5.2

There is not a single basis for an ethical e to the challenges of global
climate change, but many

There is a certain seduction in the notion of fingda single basis or point of departure
for all ethical action. Such a point of referenaea tmakes one’s life easy in many
respects, one of which is that there is alwaysaipy principle available to settle
differences. Another advantage is that it resulta coherent set of beliefs, providing

a framework in which decision-making and action take place in a relatively
uncomplicated fashion. The trouble with this apphgdowever, is that it is too
simplistic. It does not take into account that maalies can be relevant to a

situation, and that different values can pointittedent courses of action in the same

context. It also tends to reduce moral decisionintato a matter of calculation,
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instead of deeply engaging with the issues andtiqussand challenges of a situation,
and slowly sorting out what to do in dialogue wathers.

Within the context of this report, it has been segigd, and can now be explicitly
stated, that there is not a single basis for ethicton in the face of the challenges of
global climate change, but many. This directlydals from the complexity of global
climate change as a phenomenon unfolding in titreso follows from the fact
different actions are required by different agentdifferent contexts to appropriately,
humanely, and ethically respond to the challenge$irmate change. For instance:

When the disaster managers of a nation or a rdgseno engage in
contingency planning to address the challenge opleebecoming victims of
extremely intense storms, a language based oratbe vfimmediate neefor
preventing harm) is required.

When a minister of science of a country has todiewihich bouquet of
research programmes should be financially repohtednay, on the basis of
themedium term needs the country’s poorer population to adapt to the
challenge of rising sea levels flooding a largerrigielta, choose to support
that research bouquet that focus on mass migrptitierns and alternative
settlement needs.

When a scientist (for example a geo-hydrologis$) teadetermine which
guestions should inform his research design, hepedyaps consider a wide
array of options, and eventually choose those mqresthat serve the
information needsf a population that is struggling to find adegudéposits
of ground water for their livestock.

When a Pacific island population find themselvethmsituation of having to
abandon their land and finding alternative langeéamanently settle on, the
language that they could use could at the samedppeal to the ethical
values ofimmediate needolidarity with fellow human beings, and special
obligations stemming from having contributed in fast to theauseof
climate change.

A botanist studying a certain plant on the highkotficentral Africa may
stumble inadvertently on the discovery of a popafadbf malaria mosquitoes
at an altitude that never could have existed bdfatenow can because of
rising average temperatures, may choose to infooal | national and
international health organizations about this,racthus with reference to the
duty of acting on the basis of foreknowledag well as thduty to share
knowledgeabout matters that can detrimentally affect others

On the basis of these examples, it can be conclidgdn ethics of climate change is
in actual fact not a field of investigation separiitom and over and above the
phenomenon itself and the actions taken in respngeAn ethics of climate change
is rather part and parcel of every bit of knowledgéhered about climate change
trends, their causes and effects, and every stegision and action based on that
knowledge with a view to mitigate or adapt to partar effects of it.

Climate change ethics is thus not something addddmof other issues related to
climate change; it is rather a constitutive paralbbf the aspects of climate change
and responses to it. Therefore, it can be statequinocally that climate change
cannot be dealt with adequately and properly if¢hethical dimensions are not
highlighted, well understood, and taken into ac¢aumlecisions made about
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responses. The purpose of this report was therefureo make climate change a
(new) theme of ethics, but rather to make ethicsra and necessary element of all
and any debate about climate change and its clgaiéen
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ADDENDUM A

Proposed Recommendationsto the Director General of UNESCO

Note: Thisis merely an example of the kinds of recommendations
that could be proposed, and it also ismerely a proposal to structuring
it. Thislist of recommendations and headingsis neither complete,

nor final. Commentatorsareinvited to fill in the gaps and to expand
on these proposals

Preamble and background

A summary of the general principles of an ethics of climate change

Recommendations around contingency planning and immediate disaster relief
Principles applicable in this context

The ethical basis of duties, in this context, & phinciple of extending immediate
assistance to those in dire need by those coumtngsgents that has the ability to do
So.

A priority principle that is applicable in this daxt is that the most vulnerable should
be helped first.

Duties and possible actions following from them

Logically, the first step that needs to be putlacp, is that the international
community, possibly under the leadership of thetéthNations, develop reserve
plans for international aid in case of unforeseggd scale disastrous effects of
climate change. This could entail, for example,apraf routes and a schedule of
logistical support for mass evacuations in casajid, irreversible submergence of
inhabited land, including evacuation of culturalues’

Motivation:

International aid to flood, drought and storm vitdiis politically easier to
organize, since the “wait and see” and “we wotl'edi the others do” (i.e.
conditionality) reasons for refusing to agree tadimg global emission limits
cannot be used as excuses for refusing humanehead disasters strike.

If humanitarian aid were internationally organizada basis of each country’s
ability to pay — i.e. the greater duty of rich cties to contribute to such aid
might be politically easier to accept than morangent emission limits

" The urgent need for such an emergency plan waka&siged by Javier Solana in March 2008 in a
report to the European Council entitled “Climatamge and international security” (Document
S113/08, 14 March 2008).

36



For comments only.

imposed on “more polluting” and “past polluting”wdries than LDCs (least
developed countries), which would also cost “ri€le@untries more.

An international agreement should be brokeredttiatrecognize a legal obligation

to accept climate change refugees in proportiamdountry’s ability to support them.

Explanation
The prospect of having to accept thousands of imanig from climate-
change devastated countries might make acceptmgdbnomic loss from
reduced emissions more politically acceptable.
Recommendations around mitigation
A global, mandatory regime to limit greenhouse g@asssions needs to be put in
place within the near future. The work of the CORhe UNFCCC is therefore
commended, and it should be intensified and sthemgd to achieve this goal.

Recommendations around adaptation

In the discussion in the report above, it is sutggethat adaptation should receive t
bulk of the attention, if not the priority in thist of recommendation. Commentator
are invited to suggest recommendations under gasling in the format proposed in

he

the rest of this list.

Recommendation around the duty to act on foreknowledge, and the duty to
share knowledge

Principles applicable in this context

Scientific uncertainty about the causes and effectgobal climate change and the
precautionary principle form the basis of an ethicgerative to study all of the
aspects of global climate change on a global scale.

Other principles that support these duties include:
= The right to enjoy the benefits of scientific pregs.
= The right to education.
= The right to information (including media rights).
= The right to knowledge (to be informed) about ttaesof one’s living
conditions

Duties and possible actions following from them

The duty to share knowledge can be broken dowmumaber of specific duties.
These include:
= The duty to feed back the results of studies tqtwple that have been
studied, or need these results for contingencynatan or the implementation
of adaptation of mitigation measures.
= The duty to publish scientific papers.
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= The duty to ensure access to climate change ddtdatabases among fellow
scientists.

= The duty to make relevant climate change data aontvlkedge accessible to
people who need it.

= The duty to inform those whose conditions of liveng affected by climate
change. [Question: Who has this duty? And how ghidudde discharged when
children are involved, or mass panic may ensue?]

Comment: Unrestricted access to climate changendayebe highly
controversial.

38



For comments only.

4, BIBLIOGRAPHY

Audouze, J. 1997 The Ethics of Energy. UNESCO,sP&hivailable at
http://portal.unesco.org/shsjen

COMEST, 2005 The Precautionary Principle. UNESC&i< (Available at
http://unescodoc.unesco.org/images/0013/001395/A3R02pdj

Executive Board of UNESCO, 2068 port by the Director-General on a
Refined UNESCO Strategy for Action on Climate CleaDgcument 180 EX/16.

Gardiner, S.M. 2004 Ethics and Global Climate Cleakthics114 (April 2004):
555-600.

Gardiner, S.M. 2006 A Perfect Moral Storm: Clim@ieange, Intergenerational
Ethics and the Problem of Corruption. Revised dra& paper delivered to a
workshop orValues in Naturet Princeton University. (Available at:
http://faculty.washington.edu/smgard/GardinerSta@ma)

IPCC, 2007&limate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basian&ry for
PolicymakersPublished by the IPCC.

IPCC, 2007kClimate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vwbdgity. Summary
for PolicymakersPublished by the IPCC.

IPCC, 2007cClimate Change 2007: Mitigation of Climate Chan§ammary for
PolicymakersPublished by the IPCC.

Kimmins, J.P. 2001 The Ethics of Energy: A Framédwior Action. COMEST,
UNESCO, Paris. (Available at
http://unescodoc.unesco.org/images/0012/00123511128bpdf

Lomborg, B. 1998 he Skeptical Environmentalist. Measuring the F&tate of the
World. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Lomborg, B. 2004 (Ed.§lobal Crises, Global Solution€ambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Lomborg, B. 200& ool it. The Skeptical Environmentalist's GuideXimbal
Warming Vintage Books, New York.

Lord Selbourne, 2000 The Ethics of Freshwater Bsgurvey. UNESCO, Paris.
(Available athttp://portal.unesco.org/shsjen

Northcott, M.S. 200A Moral Climate. The Ethics of Global Warmir@rbis Books,
Maryknoll, NY.

Rock Ethics Institute, not dated White Paper ongtiecal Dimensions of Climate
Change. (Available dittp://rockethics.psu.edu/climate

39



For comments only.

Solana, J. 2008 Climate Change and Internationair@g. Paper from the High
Representative and the European Commission touhgpEan Council (Document
S113/08, 14 March 2008) (Available at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/ffiysessData/en/reports/99387.p

df)

Ten Have, H.A.M.J. (Ed.) 20aBnvironmental Ethics and International Policy
Ethics Series. UNESCO Publishing, Paris.

The Buenos Aires Draft Declaration on the Ethicahensions of Climate Change.
Buenos Aires, Argentina, 9 December 2004. (Avadail
http://rockethics.psu.edu/climate/declaration)pdf

FOR FURTHER READING

Schwartz, P. and Randall, D. 2003 An Abrupt Climakeinge Scenario and its
Implications for United States National Securi#véilable at
http://www.grist.org/pdf/AbruptClimateChange2003)pd

40



