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4.
MAPPING CLIMATE JUSTICE
Abstract
Climate justice accounts for the most challenging global governance goal.  In the current climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts, high and low income households but also developed and underdeveloped countries as well as various overlapping generations are affected differently.  This chapter maps international climate change mitigation and adaptation regimes in order to derive fair climate stability implementation strategies.  Based on insights on the current endeavor to finance climate change mitigation and adaptation around the globe, a 3-dimensional climate justice approach will be introduced to share the burden of climate change fair within society.  First, climate justice within a country should pay tribute to the fact that low- and high income households share the same burden proportional to their dispensable income, for instance enabled through a progressive carbon taxation.  Those who caused climate change could be regulated to bear a higher cost through carbon tax in combination with retroactive billing through inheritance tax.  Secondly, fair climate change burden sharing between countries comprises of argumentations that those countries benefiting more from a warming earth and stable climate, hence those with a larger landscape or higher population, who have more access to climate than others, should also bear a higher burden of climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts.  Countries that reap benefit from a warming earth should be obliged to finance international aid for those who are impacted negatively by climate change, e.g., climate refugees.  In addition, building on case and international law, those countries that have better means of protection or conservation of the common climate should also face a greater responsibility to protect the earth.  Thirdly, climate justice over time is proposed in an innovative climate change burden sharing strategy.  Innovative compensation schemes to share the burden of climate change with bonds help weight the burden of climate change more equally between today’s and tomorrow’s society.  A climate tax-and-bonds mix could subsidize the current world industry for transitioning to green solutions and future generations, who will enjoy a less carbon intensive industry and more stable climate but should repay those bonds.  Thereby the current generation is advised to mitigate climate change financed through bonds to remain financially as well off as without mitigation while improving environmental well-being of future generations.  This respective intergenerational tax-and-transfer policy-mix could turn climate change mitigation into a Pareto-improving strategy.  All these efforts should alleviate the contemporary global governance predicament that seems to pit today’s generation against future world inhabitants in a trade-off of economic growth versus sustainability.  Deriving respective policy recommendations for the wider climate change community is aimed at ensuring to share the burden but also the benefits of climate change within society, between countries and over time in an equitable and fair way.  
4.
MAPPING CLIMATE JUSTICE
Climate stability accounts for one of the most pressing problems of our time.  Climate change has leveraged intergenerational equity as contemporary challenge of modern democracy and temporal justice an ethical obligation for posterity.  As never before in history since the birth of the earth, there is an environmental sensitivity to economic growth calling for concurrent climate change mitigation and adaptation approaches (Centeno, Creager, Elga, Felton, Katz, Massey & Shapiro, 2013; Rovenskaya, 2005; The World Economic Forum Report, 2015).  As a complex, multi-layered problem, ensuring climate justice is a formidable task.  The perils of globalization appear to challenge contemporary law and economics frameworks – demanding for a whole-rounded systems analysis solution. 
Climate justice accounts for the most challenging global governance goal. But the burden of climate change abatement and adaptation appears to be placed disproportionally in society.   In the current climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts, high and low income households but also developed and underdeveloped countries as well as this generation and the following are affected differently.  The following chapter therefore proposes to map international climate change mitigation and adaptation regimes in order to derive universally fair climate stabilization strategies based on innovative compensation schemes to share the burden of climate change more equally within society, between countries as well as over time.  Legal and economic analyses will unravel how to allocate the burden of climate protection in a fair manner and ensure mankind to feel a fair solution was found to enjoy a stable climate in today’s and tomorrow’s world.
Climate justice within society: In order to finance climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts, a diversified taxation scheme is proposed.   To find a fair and just distribution of the burden of climate change, a taxation mix of (1) consumption tax, (2) progressive tax and (3) inheritance tax is recommended.   Carbon emission consumption tax appears fair in light of placing a heavier burden on those who engage in activities that offset climate change.   Consumption tax can also curb harmful emissions and directly nudge behavior towards sustainability.  Yet to place a fair share of the burden of climate change mitigation upon society, these taxes have to be adjusted to the disposable income level of individuals in order to not heavier charge low-income households.   In addition, the redistribution of the benefits of climate change will be discussed.  Retroactive taxation of past wealth accumulation at the expense of environmental damage through inheritance tax will be proposed. 
Climate justice between countries: When comparing the burden of climate change distributed throughout the world, legal arguments from the past may be subsumed to ensure a fair and just solution for tomorrow’s climate stability.   In the past, private property rights were in some cases weakened for establishing common goods for the greater good.   If the possessor of goods was not alive anymore and previously private goods would be turned into public goods for the greater good, private property rights could be overruled.   Using argumentation points of unknown possessor of tomorrow’s stable climate but also drawing attention to the benefits of the common good of a favorable climate, will be main argumentation points to draw a case how to distribute the burden of climate stability among different countries in a fair manner throughout the world.  Countries with higher access to a stable climate and more population will be argued to necessarily having to bear a higher share of climate change abatement.  Based on legal subsumptions, argumentations of the first world having better means of protection and conservation of a stable climate, will lead to insights on natural differences between the developed and the undeveloped parts of the world and therefore naturally having to bear a differing weight of climate change. 
Climate justice over time: In order to finance climate change abatement, a climate bonds financing mix will be proposed to subsidize the current world industry for transitioning to green solutions.  Sachs (2014) introduced to fund today’s climate mitigation through an intertemporal fiscal policy mix backed by climate bonds and carbon tax.  Bonds are primarily used by companies, municipalities, states and sovereign governments to raise money and finance future-oriented long-term projects.  Through debt investments investors loan money to an entity in bonds, which borrows the funds for a defined period of time at a variable or fixed interest rate.  This solution appears as real-world relevant means to tap into the worldwide USD 80 trillion bond market in order to fund incentivizing the transition to a sustainable path (World Bank, 2015).  Sharing the costs of climate change aversion between and across generations appears as important strategy to immediately instigate climate change mitigation and adaptation.  Overall this turns climate change burden sharing into a Pareto improving option over time.  

Overall mapping climate justice within society, between countries and over time is targeted at finding a fair, just and feasible climate solution. 
4.1
Climate justice within society
Global warming has become reality in temperature anomalies, extreme weather events, unprecedented hurricane seasons and up to 50 inches’ sea level rise predicted until the end of the century.  History has also been made in reaching an iconic agreement on global warming mitigation at the UN Paris COP21 climate change conference, which now faces the currently most urgent need for climate change mitigation and adaptation policies alongside a substantial financialization approach.
Regarding creative financing strategies, a focus group was staged during August 2016 at the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) in Laxenburg Austria with 39 young scientists representing diverse disciplines, well-balanced gender composition and differing nationalities.  In addition, several sustainable development financing approaches were discussed during the 2016 Alpbach Retreat comprising of open source investment platforms, innovative public-private partnership plans as well as self-financing tools to create constant revenue streams to settle expenses long-term.  One of the most prominent forms to create revenues for public causes are taxes. 
Taxation is codified in all major societies and a hallmark of democracy.  Aimed at redistributing assets to provide public goods and ensure societal harmony, taxation improve societal welfare and fairness.  Tax compliance is a universal phenomenon based on cooperation in the wish for improving the social compound.  Taxpayers voluntarily decide to what extent to pay or avoid tax that limit the personal freedom.  In a social dilemma, individual interests are in conflict with collective goals.  From a mathematical and economic perspective, the optimal strategy of rational individuals would be to not cooperate.  Short-term the single civilian tax contribution does not make a significant difference in the overall maintenance of public goods – if only a few taxpayers evade taxes, public goods will not disappear or be reduced.  But if a considerable number of taxpayers do not contribute to tax over time, common goods are not guaranteed and ultimately everyone will suffer from suboptimal societal conditions (Dawes, 1980; Stroebe & Frey, 1982).  

Contemporary economic research has focused on costs and risks of tax evasion (Tyler & De Cremer, 2006).  Coercive means – such as audits and fines – were found to crowd out tax morale and ultimately result in greater non-compliance as people feel controlled and not being trusted (Cialdini, 1996; Feld & Frey, 2002; Frey, 1992; Hasseldine, 1998).  Andreoni, Erard and Feinstein (1998) recognize the importance of incorporating morals and social dynamics in economic theory on tax behavior as positive drivers of tax compliance to overcome the ‘burden of taxes’ and associations of losses (Kirchler, 2007).  Convincing the public that tax are fair and lead to a public good appears to require a multidimensional conception of taxes as a dynamic phenomenon (Braithwaite, 2003).  

When analyzing tax behavior, recently behavioral economics insights have drawn attention to social influences.  Behavioral economists widen the lens of incorporating sociological and socio-psychological understandings of tax compliance (Kirchler, 2007).  Social dilemmas have been replicated in laboratory settings that capture participants’ decisions to cooperate or defect common pools in order to derive theoretical models on tax compliance (Davis & Holt, 1993; Green, Kahneman & Kunreuther, 1994).  

Most recently, social nudge theories apply behavioral economics insights to change people’s tax behavior by studying the impact of the situational setting on tax compliance (Braithwaite & Ahmed, 2005; Eichenberger & Frey, 2002; Frey, 1997; Lewis, 1982; Torgler, 2002).  From the psychological perspective, individuals are altruistic but human comparisons with each other play an unexplored role for tax compliance.  Apart from governmental control and sanction mechanisms, the social situation was found to determine cooperation on tax payments (Hanson, 2012; Poppe, 2005).  In social dilemma experiments, participants’ cooperation increases if their behavior is publicly known, if they are allowed to communicate with each other and if mutual sympathy is established (Dawes, 1980; Van Lange, Liebrand, Messick & Wilke, 1992).  

Social comparisons determine social norms that define internalized standards how to behave.  Social norms are therefore potential tax ethics nudges.  Taxpayers internalize social norms and act accordingly.  Yet internalized social norms are based on comparisons with others that then may determine tax morale (Frey, 1997; Mumford, 2001; Schmölders, 1960).  Social norms elicit concurring behavior when taxpayers identify with the goals of a group but also if they feel they are treated in a fair manner by that group.  If taxpayers believe that non-compliance is a widespread and socially-accepted, then it is more likely that they too will not comply.  Non-compliance may stem from the notion of unfairness in how the tax burden is weighted heavier on some parts of society.  

People tend to adhere to a social contract in the relationship with their government.  According to this psychological bonding with the community and relation to the government, taxpayers feel an obligation and willingness to comply with tax requirements (Puaschunder, 2015).  Governmental actions are believed to ensure tax compliance.  In a tit-for-tat strategy, taxpayers’ compliance may depend on public goods provided by the government as well as procedural and distribute justice.  Based on the interaction between tax authorities and taxpayers, tax payers perceive themselves as members of a social group, whose social norms to follow.  Fairness in tax codes may also bestow the feeling of being treated in a respectful way by the government.  
Research on tax compliance has focused on personal ethics and subjective perceptions of behavioral habits in taxpayers’ reference group.  Innovative tax psychology studies refer to social situations breeding tax ethics (Kirchler, 2007).  Citizens’ approval of tax politics are hypothesized to depend on fairness notions and cooperation between citizens and the community.  Social fairness considerations in a tax reference group may breed taxpayer compliance.  

When bearing the burden of climate taxes in a fair and just way, finding the optimum balance between consumption tax adjusted for disposable income through a progressive tax scheme will aid to elicit tax compliance in the sustainability domain.  If climate taxation is perceived as fair and just allocation of the climate burden, this could convince tax payers to pay one’s share.  A ‘service-and-client’ atmosphere could promote taxpayers as cooperative citizens who are willing to comply if they feel their share as fair contribution to the environment.  Taxpayers as cooperative citizens would then be willing to comply voluntarily following the greater goal to promote taxpayer collaboration and enhance tax morale in the environmental domain.  

Regarding concrete climate taxation strategies, a carbon tax on top of the existing tax system should be used to reduce the burden of climate change and encourage economic growth through subsidies (Chancel & Piketty, 2015).  Besides progressive taxation schemes to imbue a sense of fairness in climate change burden sharing, inheritance taxation is also a flexible means to reap past wealth accumulation, which potentially caused environmental damage.  Future research could outline how to allocate the burden of climate change mitigation and adaptation fairly within society.  International comparisons of tax behavior also reveal tax norms being related to different stages of institutional development of the government, which is an essential consideration in sharing the climate change burden in a fair manner between countries.
4.2
Climate justice between countries
The legal argumentation about climate stability touches on different fields of law (Mayer, 2015).   While climate is historically understood as a common good, which is non-excludable and non-rivalrously shared and beneficial for all world members, this perception is currently challenged by climate change.  If climate becomes less stable, climate may not be considered as common good any more.  For instance, if climate instability impacts certain world areas by weather extremes such as sea level rise, flooding, severe droughts, desert formation, storms, and hurricanes more severe than other parts of the world that may even benefit from a warmer climate (e.g., consider Russia’s and Canada’s access to natural resources when ice is melting in their Northern territories), a quest for living in a beneficial area of the world may leverage climate as a quasi-luxury.  Living in a favorable climate may become an exclusive privilege that is rivalrously contested.  Under these circumstances, climate would not be considered as classical common good.   But also take the example of rising sea levels.  If climate gets warmer, sea levels rise and put landscape under water.  Predictions of Venice disappearing and Manhattan being almost by half under water in 200 years
 if we continue on a business-as-usual path, underline the direct impact of the common good climate on private property rights.  If temperature rises, private property will be destroyed or more expensive to maintain.

In these regards, climate justice concerns directly touch on human rights.  Climate justice links human rights and sustainable development to safeguard the rights of those affected by climate change.  The claim for a human right of access to a stable climate ensures intergenerational fairness.  The goal of climate justice is that not one generation creates irreversible lock-ins for future generations.  But considerations of human rights in the light of a changing sea level will also determine the conditions of climate refugees.  From the Arctic to the Indian Ocean to the South Pacific, small island states and coastal lines have nowadays become home to the most vulnerable communities.  The threat of rising sea levels in the wake of climate change pushes populations to relocate to safer areas.  Contemporary legal frameworks do not recognize and protect the rights of climate migrants as climate refugees do not fall under Geneva Convention
 protectorate.  Climate justice may thus be leveraged as a quasi-human right in the years to follow.  

As the destabilization of climate will directly destroy, damage or intensify maintenance costs of private property; the climate stabilization efforts therefore also have entered private property considerations.  In the financing of climate stabilization, private market rational has been proposed following World Bank and United Nations approaches to pricing natural resources.  These financialization and commodification of nature efforts, however, have just started.  In the commodification of climate, economic rational should be applied but with the caution of legal oversight.  The basic economic rules of supply and demand suggest that an over-demand of climate elevates the price of a stable climate.  Legal rational following the quest for justice between countries subsumes the rising price of a stable climate to those countries that benefit more from a stable climate, should also be paying a higher price for climate.  Fair climate change burden sharing between countries could therefore comprise of two argumentations:  First, those countries who benefit more from a stable climate, hence those with a larger landscape or higher population, who have more access to climate than others and hence a greater summed up utility over all their individual nationals, should also bear a higher degree of the burden of climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts.  Second, those countries that benefit more from global warming and reap benefits from a warmer earth temperature should redistribute some of the wealth accumulation due to climate change to offset the costs arising from global warming at other countries of the world that suffer from a decline in living conditions due to rising temperatures.   The legal foundation for this rational can be found at the heart of the climate problem having been declared as one in which countries have ‘common but differentiated responsibilities,’
 which were first discussed in Principle 7 of the Rio Declaration at the first Rio Earth Summit in 1992.
  New to this rational, however, is the argumentation that the benefits of global warming – which are real and exist, for instance, in melting ice allowing unprecedented access to below surface resources and larger arable landscape – should be shared globally to offset costs and harms produced from a higher temperature at other parts of the world.   

In addition, building on case and international law, those countries that have better means of protection or conservation of the common climate should also face a greater responsibility to protect the earth.  The legal basis for this argument stems from an inverted subsumption of the argumentation whether climate stability is a common good or impacts on private property and draws on historical cases of legally-justified expropriation.  Private property rights are some of the starkest legal claims existent around the world.  Private property rights hold through time, distance and space.  If a neighbor goes on vacation, one cannot simply move in his home and claim oneself as sole possessor.  But there is one interesting case in history, where private property rights could be neglected for the sake of common goods.  In history, the private property claim of a country was legally-justified neglected if (1) those who possessed a good were not alive anymore and direct attribution of the possessor non-existent; (2) the former private property was turned into a common good; and (3) the new possessors had better means of protection and conservation than the good had experienced before.  Take historical examples such as the Stone of Rosetta and the ‘Elgin’ Parthenon Marbles as part of the Athenian Acropolis (Downs, 2008).  Historically the stone of Rosetta was discovered by Napoleon Bonaparte in 1799 in the small town of Rosetta in Egypt, and is now exhibited in the British Museum for more than 200 years. 

There are several arguments for not restituting former private property to the countries of their origin as in the case of the Stone of Rosetta: (1) The actual former possessors are not alive anymore and unknown, which turns any direct claim to the international law domain, hence Egypt contests Great Britain over possession.  Great Britain claims (2) to turn the former private property to a common good through granting a large and diverse group access.  London – as a vibrant metropolitan hub with a vast array of visitors – is a better stage to explain the meaning of the stone to a broader public than Rosetta, a small town near Alexandria Egypt.  The display of the stone in a museum adds additional value: (3) The British Museum has better means of protection, preservation and conservation of the stone than if it were displayed by itself in a desert town.  (4) The surrounding in a museum grants the stone meaning and a Gestalt bringing to life the mysteries of the ancient Egypt and the stone’s importance as a historical artefact in deciphering Greek, Hieroglyphs and demotic Egyptian (Downs, 2008).  

Instead of asking whether ancient colonial claims have still today the right to retain misplaced cultural heritage, the argumentations on which the justification for these items to remain in former colonial powers could be subsumed to the case of climate protection.  In the arguments whether the first and the second world should bear the same burden of climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts and China arguing to have a right to economic growth by the same – unfortunately climate-change causing – means of economic transition as the first world had in previous centuries
, one could subsume from the above argumentation:  (1) That climate change will potentially infringe on private property rights of future possessors who are currently unknown.  (2) Those countries should bear a higher burden of climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts, who have more access to climate, hence those with a larger landscape and/or those with a larger population.  (3) Those countries should bear a higher burden of climate change mitigation and adaptation who have better means of protection, preservation and conservation, hence the first world may have to take on a greater responsibility in averting climate change.  (4) There is a natural Gestalt over time regarding climate.  Over time, the sum of a stable climate over time is more precious than the individual generation’s costs incurred to maintain a favorable climate.  Shedding light at these deficiencies underlines the need for considering climate justice a natural law over time that connects the past to our future.
4.3
Climate justice over time
Society as a whole outlasts individual generations.  Pareto optimality for society over time differs from the aggregated individual generations’ preferences.  As the sum of individual generations’ preferences does not necessarily lead to societally favorable outcomes over time (Bürgenmeier, 1994; Klaassen & Opschoor, 1991), discounting based on individual generations’ preferences can lead to an unjust advantage of living generations determining future living conditions (Rawls, 1971).  In the climate domain, intertemporal questions arise whether to invest in abatement today – in order to prevent negative effects of global warming – or to delay investment until more information on climate change is gained (Rovenskaya, 2008).  In general, resources are balanced across generations by social discounting to weight the well-being of future generations relative to those alive today.  Regarding climate justice, current generations are called upon to make sacrifices today for future generations to cut carbon emissions to avert global warming (Sachs, 2014).  Intergenerational balance is therefore accomplished through individual saving decisions of the present generation (Bauer, 1957).  Policies curbing preferences and taxes distributing welfare between the present and future generation may, however, decrease economic growth.   But this climate change mitigation at the expense of lowered economic growth seems to pit the current generation against future ones.   Costly climate change abatement prospects are thus hindering currently necessary action on climate change given a shrinking time window prior to reaching tipping points that make global warming irreversible (Oppenheimer, O’Neill, Webster & Agrawal, 2011).  

As an innovative angle in this debate of economic growth versus sustainability that seems to pit the current generation against the future, a novel climate change mitigation approach with bonds funded through debt and taxation imposed on future generations will be proposed in the following.  In order to avoid governmental expenditure on climate change hindering economic growth but also to instigate immediate action on climate change abatement (Barro, 1990); Sachs (2014) proposes to fund today’s climate mitigation through an intertemporal fiscal policy mix backed by climate bonds and carbon tax (Marron & Morris, 2016).  Bonds are debt investment in which investors loan money to an entity, which borrows the funds for a defined period of time at a variable or fixed interest rate.  Bonds are primarily used by companies, municipalities, states and sovereign governments to raise money and finance a variety of future-oriented long-term projects and activities.  A climate bonds financing could subsidize the current world industry for transitioning to green solutions as a real-world relevant means to tap into the worldwide USD 80 trillion bond market in order to fund the incentives to a transition to a sustainable path (Puaschunder, 2016; World Bank Report 2015).  

The bonds are proposed to be financed through individual and institutional investors but also through taxation, such as for instance carbon or inheritance tax.  Carbon taxes can raise substantial revenue until the economy is largely decarbonized (Marron & Morris, 2016).  In Sachs (2014) 2-period model, climate change mitigation is financed by debt to be repaid by tax revenues on labor income in the future.  Leaving the current generation with unchanged disposable income allocates the burdens of climate change mitigation across generations without the need to trade off one generation’s well-being for another’s.  While today’s young generation is left unharmed, the second period young generation is made better off ecologically.  Taxes on later generations are justified as for the assumed willingness of future generations to avoid higher costs of climate change prevention and environmental irreversible lock-ins.  Shifting the ultimate costs of climate change aversion to later generations leverages climate stability into a Pareto improving strategy for mankind.  

Overall, in this tax-and-transfer mitigation policy all generations are better off with mitigation through climate bonds as compared to the business-as-usual (BAU) non-mitigation scenario (Sachs, 2014).  While future generations enjoy a favorable climate and averted environmental lock-ins; the current populace does not face drawbacks on economic growth.  Sharing the costs of climate change aversion between and across generations appears as important strategy to instigate immediate climate change mitigation through incentivizing emission reduction and provide adaptation.  The following empirical introduction of climate justice within society, between countries and over time.  Empirical analyses reveal novel innovative climate justice approaches and climate stabilization financialization in order to aid global governance policy makers to efficiently herald climate justice in the 21st century.
4.4
Mapping climate justice
In the following, the contemporary evidence on the burden of climate change being unevenly distributed within society, between countries and over time will be introduced.  Presentations of climate change winning and losing areas around the globe will inspire novel insights on how to implement climate justice and finance climate stabilization.  Based on GDP optimal temperature measurements, outlining climate change winners and losers around the globe is targeted at deriving universally fair climate stabilization strategies.  The results will help working out innovative compensation schemes to share the burden of climate change more equally within society, between countries as well as over time.  

The empirically consolidated results will help understand the structure, nature, and challenges of these complex interaction and feedback systems of climate, climate change mitigation and adaptation choices.  The complexity and number of interactions will also require a qualitative analysis on the challenges of climate policy funding.  Mapping solutions will help to monitoring, inspection, and surveillance of climate change impacts around the globe.  These results will innovatively help derive adaption and mitigation policies.  The graphical solution will allow for employing further macroeconomic modeling approaches that help recommend optimal climate change policies with respect for country-specificities in order to design and calibrate a well-balanced climate change adaptation and mitigation policy mix with real-world relevance.  In addition, the map will help calibrate and estimate the development level on the mitigation versus adaptation policy mix scale in order to retrieve well-balanced, efficient climate modeling strategies around the globe.  Outlining costs and benefits of mitigation and adaptation strategies is key in determining security strategies for vulnerable cities, communities and countries and protect them from the variegated climate change risks (Nordhaus, 1994).  The link of climate change mitigation and adaptation initiatives at the regional level helps develop real world-relevant climate change policy prescriptions for governments, private sector stakeholders as well as IPCC executives.  A framework of costs and benefits of climate change mitigation and adaptation infrastructure will help derive implications how to balance global warming responses with economic growth postulates (Greiner & Semmler, 2008).  The results achieved target at aiding multivariate stakeholders for shaping economic growth and sustainable development.  The described models will become the basis to be used for modeling climate change burden sharing through bonds.  Another important aspect of this type of work will be to also allow for compensation if the cost of mitigation has very uneven distributional effects.  Legal and economic analyses will be steered on how to allocate the burden of climate protection in a fair manner and ensure mankind to enjoy a stable climate in today’s and tomorrow’s world.
In its entirety and interdependence, the mapping climate justice approach will allow recommendations on how to share the benefits and burdens of climate change in a fair and just manner within society, between countries and over time.  All these efforts will help leading to important political contributions for the international climate negotiations.  The over-arching mapping endeavors are targeted at redesigning of governance structures and institutional arrangements that harmoniously distribute the costs of climate change mitigation and adaptation within society, between countries and over time.  In the following cutting-edge behavioral economics ‘wink’ communication strategies but also the most novel educational case-study based training tools will be employed to innovatively communicate the findings to a broad array of stakeholders and leave a lasting impact for this generation and the following (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).  
Overall, the followingly climate justice model and presented preliminary results will innovatively develop new interpretations, understandings and concepts of climate risks within society, around the globe and over time.  The mapping of the derived results will help guideline balanced approaches to implement climate justice through mitigating climate change and adapting to global warming.  In compiling scholarship and theories on risk mitigation strategies in the climate action domain coupled with insights on how to finance climate justice, the innovative research will help create a central reference point and resources on aggregate information on the implementation and sophistication of climate justice.  

The findings are meant to elevate the importance of climate justice scholarship whilst deriving implications for climate stability.  Emphasizing areas where to apply climate mitigation and where to promote climate adaptation strategies will lead to practical implications for the private industry and public policy sector.  Understanding the different climate risk attitudes but also shedding light on previously unknown climate mitigation and adaptation interdependencies will aid environmental sustainability to ensure a future mankind.  

For practitioners the results will help lowering institutional downfalls of increasingly interconnected and fragile global networks. For academia, the project will spearhead interdisciplinary research on climate justice in academic journal articles, conferences and university teaching.  For the general public, literature compilations and documentaries as well as other resources on the coping strategies in light of a warming earth will hold short-term innovative practical advantages as well as long-term historic invaluable assets to capture attempts to cope with a warming earth in the 21st century.
References
Andreoni, J., Erard, B. & Feinstein, J.S. (1998). Tax compliance. Journal of Economic Literature, 36, 2, 818-860.

Barro, R. (1990). Government spending in a simple model of endogenous growth. Journal of Political Economy, 98, 103-125.

Bauer, P.T. (1957). Economic analysis and policy in underdeveloped countries. Chapel Hill, NC: Duke University Press. 

Braithwaite, V. (2003). Dancing with tax authorities: Motivational postures and non-compliant actions. In V. Braithwaite (Ed.), Taxing democracy: Understanding tax avoidance and tax evasion (pp. 15-39). Aldershot, UK: Ashgate. 

Braithwaite, V. & Ahmed, E. (2005). A threat to tax morale: The case of Australian higher education policy. Journal of Economic Psychology, 26, 4, 523-540. 

Bürgenmeier, B. (1994). Environmental policy: Beyond the economic dimension. In B. Bürgenmeier (Ed.), Economy, environment, and technology: A socio-economic approach (pp. 166-175). New York, NY: Armonk Sharpe. 

Centeno, M.A., Creager, A.N., Elga, A., Felton, E., Katz, St.N., Massey, W.A., & Shapiro, J.N. (2013). Global systemic risk: Proposal for a research community. Princeton University, NJ: Princeton Institute for International and Regional Studies working paper.

Chancel, L. & Piketty, Th. (2015). Carbon and inequality: From Kyoto to Paris. Paris, France: Paris School of Economics.

Cialdini, R.B. (1996). Social influence and the triple tumor structure of organizational dishonesty. In D.M. Messick & A.E. Tenbrunsel, (Eds.), Codes of conduct (pp. 44-58). New York, NY: Sage.

Davis, D.D. & Holt, C.A. (1993). Experimental economics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Dawes, R.M. (1980). Social dilemmas. Annual Review of Psychology, 31, 1, 169-193.

Downs, J. (2008). Discovery of Rosetta: The stone that unlocked the mysteries of ancient Egypt. London, UK: Constable & Robinson.

Eichenberger, R. & Frey, B.S. (2002). Democratic governance for a globalized world. Kyklos, 55, 2, 265-288. 

Feld, L.P. & Frey, B.S. (2002). Trust breeds trust: How taxpayers are treated. Economics of Governance, 3, 2, 87-99.

Frey, B.S. (1992). Tertium datur: Pricing, regulation and intrinsic motivation. Kyklos, 45, 2, 161-184. 

Frey, B.S. (1997). Not just for the money: An economic theory of personal motivation. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 

Green, D., Kahneman, D., & Kunreuther, H. (1994). How the method and scope of public funding affects willingness to pay for public goods. Public Opinion Quarterly, 58, 48-67.

Greiner, A. & Semmler, W. (2008). The global environment, natural resources, and economic growth. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Hanson, J.D. (2012). Ideology, psychology, and law. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Hasseldine, J.D. (1998). Prospect theory and tax reporting decisions: Implications for tax administrators. International Bureau of Fiscal Documentation, 52, 11, 501-505.
Kahneman, D. & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk. Econometrica, 47, 2, 263-291. 
Kirchler, E.M. (2007). The economic psychology of tax behaviour. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Klaassen, G.A.J. & Opschoor, J.B. (1991). Economics of sustainability or the sustainability of economics: Different paradigms. Ecological Economics, 4, 93-115.
Lewis, A. (1982). The psychology of taxation. Oxford, UK: Martin Robertson. 
Marron, D.B. & Morris, A.C. (2016). How to use carbon tax revenues. Washington, D.C.: Tax Policy Center Urban Institute & Brookings Institution.

Mayer, B. (2015). Conceiving the rationale for international climate law. Climate Change, 130, 3, 371-382.
Mumford, A. (2001). Taxing culture. Aldershot, UK: Ashgate. 
Nordhaus, W.D. (1994). Mapping the global commons: The economics of climate change. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Oppenheimer, M., O’Neill, B.C., Webster, M. & Agrawal, S. (2011). Climate change: The limits of consensus. Science, 317, 5844, 1505​-1506.
Poppe, M. (2005). The specificity of social dilemma situations. Journal of Economic Psychology, 26, 3, 431-441.

Puaschunder, J.M. (2015). Trust and reciprocity drive social common goods allocation norms. Proceedings of the 2015 Cambridge Business & Economics Conference, Cambridge, UK: University of Cambridge.  
Puaschunder, J.M. (2016). Intergenerational climate change burden sharing: An economics of climate stability research agenda proposal. Global Journal of Management and Business Research: Economics and Commerce, 16, 3, 31-38.
Rawls, J. (1971). A theory of justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Rovenskaya, E. (2005). Sensitivity and cost-benefit analyses of emission-constrained technological growth under uncertainty in natural emission. Laxenburg, Austria: International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis Interim Report, September 2005.

Rovenskaya, E. (2008). Optimal economic growth under stochastic environmental impact: Sensitivity analysis. Laxenburg, Austria: International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis Interim Report, January 2008.
Sachs, J.D. (2014). Climate change and intergenerational well-being. In L. Bernard & W. Semmler (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of the macroeconomics of global warming (pp. 248-259). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
Schmölders, G. (1960). Das Irrationale in der öffentlichen Finanzwirtschaft. Frankfurt am Main, Germany: Suhrkamp.

Stroebe, W. & Frey, B.S. (1982). Self-interest and collective action: The economics and psychology of public goods. British Journal of Social Psychology, 21, 2, 121-137.

Thaler, R. & Sunstein, C. (2008). Nudge: Improving decisions about health, wealth, and happiness. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
The World Bank (2015). Green bonds attract private sector climate finance. World Bank Brief, 2015.
The World Economic Forum 2015 Report. (2015). Davos, Switzerland: World Economic Forum.

Torgler, B. (2002). Speaking to theorists and searching for facts: Tax morale and tax compliance in experiments. Journal of Economic Surveys, 16, 5, 657-683. 

Tyler, T.R. & De Cremer, D. (2006). How do we promote cooperation in groups, organizations, and societies? In P.A.M van Lange, (Ed.). Bridging social psychology: Benefits of transdisciplinary approaches (pp. 427-433). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Van Lange, P.A.M., Liebrand, W.B.G., Messick, D.M. & Wilke, H.A.M. (1992). Social dilemmas: The state of the art. In W.B.G. Librand, D. Messick and H.A.M. Wilke (Eds.), Social dilemmas: Theoretical issues and research findings (pp. 3-28). Oxford, UK: Pergamon. 
World Bank 2015 Report. (2015). Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
��
	� http://www.businessinsider.com/map-shows-how-much-of-nyc-could-be-underwater-in-200-years-2015-7


��
	� https://www.icrc.org/en/war-and-law/treaties-customary-law/geneva-conventions


��
	� http://cisdl.org/public/docs/news/brief_common.pdf


��
	� http://www.unep.org/documents.multilingual/default.asp?documentid=78&articleid=1163


��
	� http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/12/23/views-on-china-and-copenhagen/?_r=0






