
                                                                                                                    
 

Negotiating outcomes 
 
At the end of the negotiations parties will be required to vote on a number of potential outcomes. The options that will be ‘on the table’ 
are listed here, under the headings of mitigation, adaptation and governance: 
 

 

MITIGATION 

 
1. No action – allow greenhouse gas emissions to increase at current levels. 

• No threat to short-term economic growth and fossil fuel industry profits. 

• Allows developing nations to expand their heavy industrial sectors and tackle poverty. 

• Accelerating global warming. 

• Increased likelihood of extreme weather events. 
2. Stabilisation – agree that all countries be allowed to maintain, but not increase, their current greenhouse gas emission 
levels. 

• Provides stability for oil-based economies. 

• Prevents heavy job losses in fossil fuel related industries throughout North America. 

• Does not address current problems of global warming. 

• Provides little incentive for countries to look for alternative energy sources to replace depleted fossil fuel supplies. 

• Is unfair in that it allows heaviest polluters to continue to produce most pollution. 
 3. Return to 1990 levels by 2020 (Barack Obama’s short-term goal). 

• Much more likely to receive support in the US Senate than proposed cuts. 

• No reduction in emission levels. 

• Only seeks to address the acceleration of climate change.     

• The EU, in contrast, recommends a 20% cut of emissions (on 1990 levels) by 2020 
4.  20% reduction – ratify agreement whereby all countries are required to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by 20% 
(compared to 1990 levels) by 2020. 

• Major loss in profits for North American oil companies and associated job losses. 

• Could threaten important industrial sectors in the developing world. 

• Increased cost of living for average European families of $4,100 per year. 

• Would affect counties with higher greenhouse gas emissions in a disproportionate way.   

• Would begin to alleviate the immediate threat of global warming. 

• Provides an impetus for countries to invest in alternative, sustainable energy sources (like solar power, wind and hydro-
electric schemes). 

6.  80% reduction – ratify agreement whereby all countries are required to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 
2050 (Britain’s new domestic goal). 

• Possible collapse of national economies of Middle Eastern (OPEC) nations and associated regional instability. 

• Threat of rising levels of poverty and unemployment in developing world. 

• Massive loss in profits for North American oil companies, resulting in political turmoil and emergence of pro-oil political 
opposition to government in the USA. 

• Need for major restructuring of coal-powered economies like China and India. 

• Problems of fuel poverty as costs of domestic energy supply increase. 

• Reflects realistic attempt to try and keep global temperatures below a 2 degree Celsius “critical increase.” 

• May prevent the most catastrophic risks associated with climate change. 
7. 80% reduction – ratify agreement whereby all countries are required to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 
2030 (recommended by many scientists as the key to preventing threshold temperature changes) 

• The end of air travel and the collapse of the airline industry. 

• An end to many of the basic elements of the capitalist world economy as we know it! 

• Perhaps only guarantee of avoiding the collapse of major global eco-systems and of preventing global temperatures rising 
above critical levels. 

• Promotes move towards a more sustainable pattern of social development throughout the world. 
 

Parties can also agree to set variable limits and timescales for different countries. These can be binding or voluntary. 

 

 

ADAPTATION 

 
1. No new funds – No additional funding to be made available to support adaptation programmes in the developing world. 

• In an era of financial instability and European and North American recession, this will limit the commitments of national 
governments and prevent domestic opposition. 

• In the medium and long term this will place state structures in much of Africa, Asia and Latin America, as well as vulnerable 
Pacific islands, under huge strain. 

• It is likely to result in huge levels of climate induced migration, crop failure, food and water insecurity, flooding, and new risks 
of diseases – and a lack of resources to deal with them. 

 
 



                                                                                                                    
 
2. Shifting funds – moving existing development funding towards climate adaptation measures. 

• States already spend large sums of money on supporting development efforts in poorer countries: funding education, anti-
corruption, gender awareness, healthcare, crop improvement, environmental protection, and other social welfare 
programmes. Increasing proportions of this money will be devoted to climate adaptation programmes. 

• This will allow the construction of flood defences in some at-risk areas, the development of drought-resistant crops, the 
improvement of disaster-management and relief programmes, and early warning systems for diseases and famines. 

• The withdrawal of aid funding from existing programmes will mean abandoning progress on many of the Millennium 
Development Goals, such as on poverty, maternal and child health, education and literacy, HIV/Aids and so on. National 
governments will find budgets collapsing for non-climate-related programmes, and NGOs working in other sectors may be 
closed down. 

3. Additional funding – meeting the Copenhagen pledge of commiting to $100 billion per year by 2020 for poorer countries, 
channelled through the Green Climate Fund. 

• A major new redistribution of wealth from North to South, in addition to existing development funding, and specifically 
targeted at programmes to adapt to climate impacts.  

• This will allow the construction of flood defences in some at-risk areas, the development of drought-resistant crops, the 
improvement of disaster-management and relief programmes, and early warning systems for diseases and famines, whilst also 
allowing work on other important issue areas (health, education, corruption, gender issues, etc) to continue. 

• Raising such sums will be challenging, and imposing an extra burden on Western tax-payers will be politically unpopular and 
economically risky. How this money is raised will depend on the governance structures adopted. 

 
 

GOVERNANCE 

 
1. Voluntary commitments – The commitments on mitigation and adaptation are seen as voluntary aspirations to which states 
should aim, but with no penalities for non-compliance. 

• This option puts least pressure on governments to secure the agreement of their own citizens and parliaments. 

• It requires countries to set positive examples and provide leadership on climate action. 

• It allows countries to abandon or modify their promises in the future. 

• It raises the problem of ‘free-riding’: if everyone else is cutting back emissions and providing adaptation funding, then one 
country not joining in will not have that much impact on global emissions, but they will benefit from not cutting back (from an 
improved climate). So every country has a rational incentive not to comply. 

2. Flexible market mechanisms – Binding targets and goals are set for mitigation and adaptation, but a variety of flexible 
market mechanisms are designed to help meet those goals: emissions trading, carbon offsets, private sector funding for 
adaptation projects, public-private partnerships. 

• The Kyoto Protocol allowed for emissions trading between countries, as well as the purchase of ‘carbon credits’ by investing in 
projects in Eastern Europe (Joint Implementation) and developing countries (the Clean Development Mechanism). More of 
these schemes, such as Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD), would be developed to help countries 
meet targets efficiently. 

• Emissions trading schemes – nationally, locally, and internationally – would allow some investors to make money from 
financial trading on carbon credits. 

• Private sector sources of finance could be secured to meet adaptation funding targets. 

• Leaving the governance structures in the hands of the market might reduce states’ ability to control these arrangements, and 
will mean that poorer countries, where profits are smaller, may well get forgotten as investors focus on China and India. 

3. A two-track process – Binding legal targets and timeframes for developed countries (OECD states) and a parallel 
voluntary/market process for developing countries, including China and India. 

• A similar two-track process to the UNFCCC and Kyoto, with binding legal targets for developed countries and voluntary action 
for developing countries, based on the principle of ‘common but differentiated responsibilities’. 

• Involves a mixture of market mechanisms and state-led regulation. 

• Risks becoming increasingly ineffective on overall emissions levels as China, India and Brazil continue to grow. 

• Developing countries point to the historic emissions of Europe and North America as justification for a two-track process. 
4. Global legal process – All states agree to be bound by fixed legal targets on emissions and providing funds for adaptation 

• A one-track process, in which all countries have binding targets, and these targets are monitored and verified by international 
observers. 

• Fines or other penalities and sanctions are applied if countries do not meet their targets. 

• Strengthening of international organisations like the UN to monitor the agreements. 

• States have responsibilty for meeting targets on mitigation and adaptation, but can use market mechanisms to help them meet 
their commitments. 
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