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	哥本哈根氣候變化峰會將無法達成目標。這要緊嗎？既要緊也不要緊：說要緊，是因為採取行動的理由極其充分；說不要緊，是因為可能達成的協定將不足以解決問題。應對氣候變化將是一項艱巨的工作。我們必須有效且高效地達成目標。可能出現的進一步拖延，就應該用於實現這一目標。
我認為有必要採取果斷行動的觀點引起了爭議。懷疑論者提出了兩點反駁意見：首先，作為氣候變化依據的科學存在高度不確定性；其次，成本大於收益。
但僅僅爭辯科學具有不確定性是不夠的。鑒於存在的風險，在聽信懷疑論者之前，我們必須確信科學是錯誤的。等到我們發現它沒有錯，再要採取有效行動，可能就為時已晚了。我們只有一個地球，無法重複進行實驗。
值得慶幸的是，證據表明，行動的成本應該不至於令人望而卻步。世界銀行(World Bank)最新發佈的《世界發展報告》(World Development Report)提出，實施更嚴格排放限制的成本不會很高。就收益方面，我想強調避免氣候災難危險的重要性。我們沒有權利冒這樣的風險。
不過，懷疑論者發揮著寶貴作用。他們提醒我們要不斷監測氣候的實際變化。他們還告訴我們，行動是要付出成本的，而有些成本——令數十億人陷入貧困——是無法容忍的。值得慶幸的是，正如世行所指出的那樣，貧困人群的排放量很小。只要把美國的大批運動型多功能車(SUV)替換為符合歐盟燃油經濟性標準的轎車，所實現的減排量就足以覆蓋為迄今用不上電的16億人供電所需的排放量。
雖然有理由採取行動，成本可能也不是高得嚇人，但它仍將是一項艱巨挑戰。正如國際能源機構(IEA)在其《世界能源展望》(World Energy Outlook)中所指出的那樣，我們必須對增長進行「去碳化」，把大氣中的二氧化碳當量濃度控制在450ppm（百萬分之450）以下——人們認為，這一濃度對應著全球平均氣溫上升大約2攝氏度。我們必須竭盡所能來實現這一目標（見表格），包括降低需求，開發可再生能源，投資核能，發展碳捕捉和儲存技術，從用煤轉向用氣，保護森林。
我們做得怎樣？一句話，糟透了。儘管這方面的討論不絕於耳，但不僅是存量，連排放流量也在不斷上升。雖然本次衰退有所幫助，但我們不能——顯然也不應該——依賴於經濟浩劫。正如IEA指出的那樣，與能源有關的二氧化碳排放量已自1990年的209億噸上升至2007年的288億噸。IEA在其「參考情景」中預測，二氧化碳排放量將在2020年達到345億噸，在2030年達到402億噸——期間平均每年增長1.5%。至關重要的是，「到2030年前，能源相關排放的預計增量將全部來自」發展中國家和新興國家，其中55%的增量來自中國，18%來自印度。
之所以要儘快改變這些趨勢，是因為如果不這麼做，抑制氣溫大幅升高的成本將變得極其高昂，甚至無法承受。IEA指出，如果以把溫室氣體濃度控制在450ppm以下為目標，那麼每推遲一年向所需的軌跡靠近，就會使全球10.5萬億美元的估計成本再增加5000億美元。這些成本源於發電所需資本資產的超長壽命，以及甚至更長的大氣中二氧化碳的壽命。
另一種情形截然不同：2030年，與能源有關的排放量將僅為264億噸，而非402億噸——差距非常懸殊。歐洲氣候基金會(European Climate Foundation)的一份簡報顯示，各國在哥本哈根會議前所作的承諾不足以填補這一差距。即使按照最樂觀的看法，要把二氧化碳當量濃度控制在450ppm以下，目前各項提議距離2020年所需的減排量還差三分之一左右。
因此，哥本哈根將僅僅是個開始。鑒於美國政府不能做出有約束力的承諾，而發展中國家不願做出此類承諾，它或許連個開始都談不上。不過，哥本哈根似乎標誌著序幕已經拉開。人們已經達成共識：世界應當採取行動。同樣達成共識的是，儘管口頭表態不絕於耳，但迄今取得的實際進展寥寥。採取行動的時機就是眼下——如果不是在哥本哈根會議上，那就是在會後不久。
遺憾的是，這並不意味著我們將達成正確的共識。我們採取的政策必須盡可能有效且高效。這意味著什麼？我想強調三條標準。
首先，我們需要適用於相應規劃階段的碳價格。這一價格不能永遠保持不變，而是應該隨著情況的改變而調整，但其穩定性必須遠高於歐盟的許可證交易市場（見表格）。正因為此，在我看來，徵稅似乎比「限量及交易」更具吸引力。
其次，減排的發生地應與成本支付方相分離。我們需要在最能產生成效的地方實施減排。這就是為什麼要把發展中國家納入其中的原因所在。但減排成本應由富國承擔。這不僅是因為它們有能力承擔，也是因為它們產出了過去的大部分排放量。
最後，我們需要在所有相關技術領域開發和應用創新成果。歐洲智庫Bruegel的一份報告極具說服力地提出，僅僅提高碳排放價格，會鞏固成熟技術的地位。我們還需對創新進行大規模補貼。
應對氣候變化的風險，是人類有史以來面臨的最複雜的集體挑戰。要想取得成功，需要由多個國家，代表尚未出生人的利益，在不採取行動的成本勢必難以確定的情況下，為應對一個遙遠的威脅而採取成本高昂且協調一致的行動。不過，我們已經取得了一定進展：對於這一威脅的性質以及我們所需採取的應對政策，目前已經存在廣泛共識。我們可能無法在哥本哈根達成協定，但做出決定的時刻已經到來。我們要麼儘快行動，要麼等著最終揭開懷疑論者正確與否的謎底。如果我們沒能採取行動——這似乎很有可能——那麼我希望他們是正確的，但我對此深感懷疑。
*「評估與反思」(Taking stock)，2009年11月17日，www.project-catalyst.info
**「綠色增長離不開創新」(No green growth without innovation)，www.bruegel.org
譯者/章晴
 


Why Copenhagen Must be The End Of The Beginning
 Martin Wolf 2009-12-04
The Copenhagen summit on climate change is going to fall short. Does this matter? Yes and no: yes, because the case for action is so strong; no, because the likely agreement would be inadequate. Tackling climate change will be hard. It is crucial that we achieve the goal effectively and efficiently. The likely further delays should be used to achieve just that.
My view that decisive action is justified is contentious. Sceptics offer two counter-arguments: first, that the science underlying climate change is highly uncertain; second, that costs exceed benefits.

Yet it is not enough to argue that the science is uncertain. Given the risks, we have to be quite sure the science is wrong before following the sceptics. By the time we know it is not, it is likely to be too late to act effectively. We cannot repeat experiments with just one planet.

Fortunately, the evidence suggests that the costs of action should not be prohibitive. The World Bank's latest World Development Report argues that the costs of tighter restrictions on emissions would be modest. On the benefit side, I would stress the importance of avoiding the danger of a climate catastrophe. We do not have a right to take such risks.

Nevertheless, sceptics perform an invaluable service. They remind us to keep monitoring actual climate developments. They tell us, too, that action has costs and some costs – leaving billions of people in poverty – would be intolerable. Fortunately, as the World Bank notes, poor people emit little. The reductions in emissions secured by switching the US fleet of sport utility vehicles into cars with European Union fuel economy standards would cover the emissions from providing electricity to 1.6bn people now without access.

While action is justified and probably not prohibitively expensive, it is going to be a huge challenge. As the International Energy Agency points out in its World Energy Outlook, we would need to “decarbonise” growth to limit atmospheric concentrations of “CO2 equivalent” to 450 parts per million, the level believed consistent with a global average temperature increase of about 2°C. We would need to do everything – reduce demand, expand renewables, invest in nuclear power, develop carbon capture and storage, switch from coal to gas and protect forests – to achieve this. (See charts.)

How have we been doing? In a word, dreadfully. For all the talk, not just the stock but the flow of emissions has been rising. The recession has helped. But we cannot – and, self-evidently, should not – rely on economic armageddon. As the IEA notes, energy-related CO2 emissions have increased from 20.9 gigatonnes (Gt) in 1990 to 28.8 Gt in 2007. The IEA forecasts CO2 emissions, on its “reference scenario”, at 34.5 Gt in 2020 and 40.2 Gt in 2030 – an average rate of growth of 1.5 per cent a year over the period. Crucially, developing and emerging countries “account for all the projected growth in energy- related emissions to 2030”, with 55 per cent of the increase coming from China and 18 per cent from India.

The case for changing these trends soon is that the costs of curbing large rises in temperature would otherwise become extremely high or, at worst, prohibitive. The IEA argues that if the aim is to limit greenhouse gas concentrations to 450 parts per million, every year of delay in moving towards the required trajectory adds an extra $500bn of costs to the estimated global cost of $10,500bn. These costs result from the extremely long life of the capital assets used in power generation and the even longer life of CO2 in the atmosphere.

The alternative scenario is quite different: instead of the 40.2 Gt of energy-related emissions in 2030, we would have just 26.4 Gt. The gap is huge. A briefing paper from the European Climate Foundation shows that the pledges made in advance of Copenhagen would not close it.* Even on the most optimistic view, current offers fall short by about a third of the reductions needed by 2020 for a pathway to a ceiling of 450 parts per million of CO2 equivalent.
Copenhagen then would only be a beginning. It is likely not even to be that, since the US administration is unable to make binding commitments and developing countries are unwilling to do so. Yet Copenhagen seems the end of the beginning. Something close to agreement exists that the world should act. There is, equally, agreement that, despite the rhetoric, little useful has been achieved so far. The time for action is now – if not at Copenhagen, then soon after.

Unfortunately, this does not mean that the right sort of agreement will emerge. The policies we employ must be as effective and efficient as possible. What does that mean? I would emphasise three criteria.

First, we need prices for carbon that apply over relevant planning horizons. That price cannot be fixed forever, but must change with events. But it needs to be far more stable than in the European Union's market for permits (see chart). A tax seems more attractive to me than “cap and trade”, for this reason.

Second, where the abatement occurs must be separated from who pays for it. Abatement needs to happen where it is most efficient. That is why emissions of developing countries must be included. But the cost should fall on the wealthy. This is as much because they can afford it as because they produced the bulk of past emissions.

Finally, we need to develop and apply innovations in all relevant technologies. A paper from the Bruegel think-tank argues, persuasively, that merely raising prices on carbon emissions would reinforce the position of established technologies. We need large-scale subsidies for innovation as well.**

Tackling the risk of climate change is the most complex collective challenge humanity has ever confronted. Success requires costly and concerted action among many countries to deal with a distant threat, on behalf of people as yet unborn, under unavoidable uncertainty about the costs of not acting. We have reached the point, however, where a broad consensus exists on the nature of the threat and the sorts of policies we need to follow to deal with it. We may not reach a deal in Copenhagen. But the time for decision has come. Either we act soon – or we finally discover whether the sceptics are right. If we fail to act, as seems likely, I hope they are. But I very much doubt it.

* “Taking stock”, 17 November 2009, www.project-catalyst.info

** “No green growth without innovation”, www.bruegel.org
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