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1. Some common moral ground amongst COP would be of great help for the further development of FCCC and KP. A commonly shared interpretation of Art. 2 FCCC would provide such common ground.

2. The term „dangerous“ in Art. 2 has no strict scientific meaning. It is inherently related to normative questions. Therefore, no serious interpretation of Art. 2 can avoid to address ethical questions. 

3. The concept of risk (danger, hazard) is intrinsically related to ethical concepts (gain, damage, precaution, risk aversion, care). There is no risk theory without any implicit ethics.

4. It has been often said that there should be a serious debate about how to understand Art 2. Let us take this claim seriously and choose discourse ethics (J.Habermas) as (meta)ethical framework. This procedural framework makes much room for substantial arguments.

5. The concept of a political objective entails the requirement that it should be specified in its decisive parameters (quantity, time-frame, actors). (Unspecified objective are ideals which lack any binding force upon agents.)  

6. It is a truism to state that any specification is “for the time being” since there are large uncertainties (as climate sensitivity). 

7. IPCC does not provide a convincing interpretation of Art. 2 in the TAR. On the one hand, it refuses to make a value judgement, while, on the other hand, it mentions several high-risk criteria by which some degree of precaution seems to be implicitly recommended. (High risks are normally called “dangerous”). 

8. None of the sceptical arguments which have been made against the possibility to reach a commonly shared interpretation of Art. 2 deserves much ethical credit. 

9. One can’t combine coherently a sceptical emphasis of pervasive scientific uncertainties with a general optimism about technological progress and adaptive capacities. 

10. Interpretation of Art 2 should avoid naturalistic and epistemic fallacies. „Physical“ criteria (as TWA) are always related to judgements about the acceptability of risks. 

11. Well considered, reflective and balanced judgements are a third category between strictly defined scientific proofs and arbitrariness. There are viable ethical strategies of “arbitrariness-reduction” in determining Art. 2 in order to reach such judgement. One strategy is to look for convergence.

12. If all current ethical theories E converge toward the same judgement J, one has a reason to adopt this judgement. Ethical convergence counts morally and politically. 

13. To refuse No. 12 comes a the price of either relativism or egoism. Technically spoken: 

( E (e1, e2, e3....en( ( J

( J ( ((( E)

14. If most, but not all ethics theories converge toward the same (or very similar) judgment, and if one wishes to avoid both scepticism and egoism, one has to adopt the remaining ethical theories. (One can not adopt a general ethical theory only for special cases.) 
15. The general structure of Art. 2 is this: Three basic requirements („constraints“) must be obeyed simultaneously in the overall course of action which is devoted to reach specific non-dangerous GHG-levels in a certain time frame. These requirements themselves are open for interpretation. The more moral requirements are embedded in the three constraints, the more stringent the obligation to reach low stabilization levels will be.
16. Future generations have strict moral claims upon us. No-obligation-arguments fail. Thus, a given set of deontological principles must be applied to sets of probable consequences (deontologic approach); the overall future hedonic changes which are involved in climate change must be taken into account to its full extend (welfarist approach).
17. High stabilization levels can’t be justified by discounting future events. Unmodified general discounting implies the possibility of severe accounting errors. (B. Lomborg’s so called “Copenhagen Consensus” was strongly biased in this respect, due to a (poor) paper by R. Mendelsohn.)

18. There is a strong internal convergence in utilitarianism and welfarist approaches towards low stabilization levels (J. Boome, C. Lumer). No utilitarian can agree upon high stabilization levels since the overall hedonic changes are negative at a high confidence level. (Utilitarianism has always opposed to discount future utilities.)

19. To deontologists, there is a fundamental obligation to avoid injuries in actions as well as in institutions (O. O’Neil). To deontologists, CO2-emissions can be regarded as kinds of indirect and systematic injury to other persons. If the burden of climate change will probably fall onto vulnerable groups whose members didn’t contribute much to the problem, this should be perceived as a case of environmental victimization. (Such injuries can’t be undone by using the Kaldor-Hicks-Criterion in Cost-Benefit-Analyses.)

20. Under a Rawlsian veil of ignorance which covers time and place, rational persons would clearly opt for low stabilization levels.

21. Aristotelian ethics argues that a broad agreement of different groups of experts counts as a presumption in favor of practical reason.

22. All approaches in physiocentric environmental ethics converge strongly towards low stabilization levels.

23. In cases of global and unique environmental problems, the choice of criteria of risk evaluation should be independent from one’s personal degree of risk aversion. Most ethicists agree that in such cases society should better err on the side of caution. If so, more “tutioristic” criteria should be chosen (H. Jonas). Tutioristic criteria speak in favour of low stabilization levels. 
24. Result: Most current ethical theories (utilitarianism, welfarism, Kantian deontology, Aristotelianism, Rawlsian approaches, Hans Jonas’ tutioristic ethics of responsibility, physiocentric environmental ethics) suggest low stabilization levels. There is a strong and remarkable convergence in “climate ethics”. 

25. Who wishes to opt for higher stabilization levels on ethical grounds, has to favor either contractarianism or neoclassical economic ethics. If one makes such choice, one is committed to such theories as a moral person. Seen as general ethical theories, both approaches have severe moral shortcomings and flaws. 

26. All things considered, 450 ppmv CO2 seems to be a reasonable number.

27. The requirement in Art 2 to secure food production should not only focus on the dimension of global harvest but also on the dimensions of local or regional food security. If so, we should consider carefully impacts for tropical and subtropical regions.

28. The ongoing combination of a) destruction and fragmentation of more natural habitats and b) ecosystemic impacts of climate change which puts an additional threat on natural systems is regarded wrong by all approaches in environmental ethics. The interpretation of the „ecosystem-adaptation“-constraint of Art. 2 should be rather strict. 

29. There are different interpretations of the “sustainable-development”-constraint of Art 2 due to different approaches in the “sustainability”-spectrum (weak, intermediate, strong). There are strong reasons to argue in favor of strong sustainability. 

30. The wording of Art. 2 does not exclude the option to prevent a dangerous level by means of adaptation. The ecological, cultural and social dimensions of adaptation should not be underestimated by using simple examples as paradigm cases (as building dikewalls). 

31. It seems possible to judge different emission scenarios morally. The SRES-“story lines” can be made objects of ethically informed choice, as WBGU has done recently. From the SRES report, different emission paths are conceivable. There are clear advantages of Scenario B1.

32. IPCC should address specification of Art. 2 on the way toward the Fourth Assessment Report (FAR) of IPCC. There should be more serious debate about the ultimate goal in the Post-COP-9-debates.

33. Ceterum censeo: The scientific community should reject the misleading idea to calculate an economic optimal climate path. 

