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Abstract: The problems of climate change and global poverty are intertwined, and so are their solutions. The persistence of extreme poverty is a moral catastrophe that demands immediate response from the wealthier of the world. The effects of global warming are already disproportionately affecting the world’s poor, and will increasingly fall more heavily on them. World poverty and climate change exist because relatively few have appropriated an unjustifiably large share of the earth’s resources—including the atmospheric sink—and have excluded others from use. Limitations on carbon pollution through carbon taxes (or carbon caps) and distribution of the revenue to those who have been excluded and who can least afford the burden of transition from fossil fuels is a policy that can help address climate change and poverty.

The first catastrophe referred to in my title is the global persistence of extreme poverty, of 1.29 billion people struggling to survive on less than PPP $1.25 a day (2008; World Bank). While the number has fallen since 1981, the pace of change is too slow, and the persistence of so many in such conditions remains a moral catastrophe. Many of those who have risen above this appallingly low poverty line are still trying to survive on less than $2 per day, and the progress in reducing the numbers of poor by this slightly more generous measure is even less impressive. 39.7 percent of humankind [(2004); Pogge 2008 ] lives on less than $2.15 per day. Much of such progress as there has been is because of economic development in China; most of the rest of the developing world is stagnating. We should remind ourselves what these numbers mean: illiteracy; child labor and prostitution; lack of access to clean water, sanitation, adequate shelter, necessary medical care, and education; vulnerability; hunger, and preventable disease. As Thomas Pogge noted, “Every year, some 18 million of [the extremely poor] die prematurely from poverty-related causes. This is one third of all human deaths—50,000 each day, including 29,000 children under age five” (Pogge 2008, 2).

Philosophers disagree about how to characterize what this situation requires of citizens of affluent countries. Pogge argues that such citizens, by their complicity in a world economic system that causes poverty, are imposing avoidable harm on the world’s poor, and thus have a negative duty to alter the system. He provides some practical suggestions (some of which I will discuss later). Others who are not persuaded that people in the affluent countries are responsible for “harming” the poor nonetheless think we have a positive humanitarian duty to aid people in extreme poverty; even if we are not killing them, we have a duty not to let them die.
 Only a few outlying libertarians maintain that, unless we can be shown to be responsible for harm, we have no duties to those in extreme poverty.

In this paper I want to explore the case for universal and unconditional cash transfers—a basic income for all—both at national and global levels, and more specifically as financed by resource and carbon taxation. What I will propose is something very similar to Thomas Pogge’s Global Resource Dividend.
 The GRD is a dividend based on a global tax on energy use, which is deposited in a fund and distributed to poor countries to relieve poverty. Pogge himself is skeptical of only cash payments. He agrees with Paula Casal that “globally, providing public goods is simpler than administering regular payments to over six billion individuals, many of whom lack bank accounts” (Casal p. 323), but adds that “delivering cash to poor people is becoming vastly easier now through various electronic services accessible through cell phone technology. We should explore all promising ways of spending GRD funds on poverty avoidance and adopt a diversified approach that makes it possible to reach each impoverished population in the most effective ways.” (Pogge 2011, 351) I agree that a diversified approach is important. Basic income should be one tool in the toolbox, not a panacea to replace all other social programs. But it should be included in the toolbox because the alternatives also have their problems. For people living in remote locations, or under corrupt or tyrannical regimes, (whom Pogge thinks it may be difficult to reach with cash payments) it may in fact be more difficult to deliver public goods such as health care or education than a cash payment.  Embezzlement, which a flow of cash invites, can also occur with in-kind programs, and with the latter it is easier to disguise. And while spending on public goods such as clean water, basic health care, and the like will bring benefits to the poor, in some cases more benefit than if the same amount were spent in cash payments, these public goods do not reach all of the poor equally, and in other cases the inefficiencies in delivery can reduce the net benefit to the poor. (see Pogge 2011: 347). Thus my aim is to make the case for including basic income as at least part of the expenditure of a resource dividend, particularly in comparison with other forms of cash transfers (conditional and means-tested).

The history of development aid is full of examples of well-meaning (or not so well-meaning) aid that has done little to mitigate poverty, or even made things worse: food aid that doesn’t get to the intended recipients, or that causes local food prices to fall, undermining local agriculture; aid designed to provide a market for producers in the donor country; aid that creates dependency on donors, etc. [Dichter; Ellerman]; welfare programs that squander much of the wealth on bureaucracies and corruption (as in the Indian example discussed below). 
Conditional versus Unconditional


Against this background, many countries, particularly in Latin America, but increasingly also in Asia and Africa (Garcia and Moore), have turned to conditional cash transfers (CCTs) with some success. Brazil’s Bolsa Familia serves 11 million families (46 million people); Mexico’s Oportunidades has grown from 300,000 households in 1997 to 5 million, about 20 percent of the population in each country at a cost of .5% of GDP (Schady and Fiszbein 2009).

One study of the programs in Brazil and Mexico found:

Improved lives of the poor; programs well-targeted to poor households; reduced poverty; higher consumption; greater use of health and education services; substantial decreases in child labor (16); smoothing of consumption [cf. Karelis]. There has been only modest reduction in labor market participation, and cash transfers have not crowded out remittances, increased fertility significantly, or affected wages and prices significantly. There has been mixed evidence of better learning or nutritional outcomes (Schady & Fiszbein).

“Word of the success of the three trailblazers [Mexico, Brazil, South Africa] has spread across the Global South. At least 45 countries now have cash transfers, giving money to more than 110 million families.  Immediate poverty is being reduced. Hundreds of thousands of children are now in school because their families can afford to buy them shoes and school clothes— and can get by without the few pennies the children could earn. And families are investing small amounts to raise their own income. Now that they have boots, they are pulling themselves up by their bootstraps” (Scanlon et al., 167).


What about the conditions? If the goal is human capital development, and if it is necessary, in order to garner popular support, to attach conditions to cash transfers to the poor, then the conditions attached to cash transfers may have merit. The evidence is mixed.
 But if the goal is abolition of poverty and lower income inequality, then CCTs fail to reach many of the poor (eg., childless households), who have needs but do not qualify. 

[Some of the support for conditionality is based on questionable assumptions about the motivations and behavior of the poor. 
Charles Karelis challenges these with a memorable image:

Suppose you are stung by a bee, and you are offered enough salve to relieve the pain of that sting. Most people would consider that daub of salve to be worth quite a bit. Now suppose you have 7 other bee stings. Will you still value a daub of salve sufficient to relieve one sting as much as you did when you had only one sting? If you think about it, you will value that one daub less, because it will do nothing to relieve the 7 other stings that remain. Now suppose with these 8 stings that you are given salve for 7 stings. Now you have increased motivation to relieve the one sting that remains, because that additional daub will free you from pain. This simple example is an important exception to a widely accepted principle of economics, the principle of declining marginal utility (PDMU). According to the PDMU, the more you have of something, the less each additional unit is worth at the margin. For example, after you have had one piece of cake, the second is worth less to you than the first, and after two, a third is worth even less. PDMU applies well to what Karelis calls “pleasers,” like the dessert example. But it does not apply to what he calls “relievers,” like the sting salve. In the case of relievers, the more you have of something, the more an additional unit is worth at the margin. The utility of that last daub of salve is worth more to you, not less, than the first daub, because the last daub is the one that gets you out of misery. 


Now it turns out that many of the goods that matter to poor people are relievers, not pleasers, or they are hybrids, functioning like relievers when one has less than enough, and like pleasers once one crosses a threshold of sufficiency. Transportation is an example of a hybrid. If you have a 20 mile journey to work, you are not apt to pay bus fare for the first mile of the journey, leaving 19 miles to go on foot. But you might well be willing to pay bus fare to relieve you of the last mile after having walked 19. And transportation beyond what you need declines in value.


Poverty means troubles, and like multiple bee stings, they drown each other out. Relief from one problem will not necessarily be pursued by someone if she is left in other troubles. If we keep this in mind, we can explain much of the behavior of poor people, not as due to some character defect, but rather as what any reasonable person would do in such circumstances. Consider low work effort. If money from work were a pleaser then the first dollar should be the most valuable, and a rational person should be eager for work, no matter how poorly paid. But if money from work is only a reliever, as it is for someone in poverty, then that first dollar won’t be worth much, like the first daub of salve, since it leaves one in a sea of troubles.


Or consider a failure to save. Saving makes sense as a means of deferring consumption, and as a way of insuring for unexpected shocks to one’s income from layoffs, illness, emergency home repairs, etc. But when one’s current consumption is taken up with basic needs, the value of deferred consumption is much less. And it may be more rational to address the ups and downs of income shocks than to try to smooth out these shocks through saving. Going back to the bee sting analogy, suppose you are getting two stings a day, but have only enough salve for, on average, one sting per day? Are you going to relieve only one sting every day, or relieve two stings, every other day? The latter makes more sense, but it is the opposite of the smoothing out strategy that saving makes possible. Yet it is more reasonable, given that one is dealing with relievers.


What are the policy implications of this analysis? Karelis argued that a guaranteed income would be counterproductive for people who are not poor, as it would undermine work motivation. However, a negative income tax, guaranteeing income up to the poverty line, would actually increase the incentives for a poor person to get out of poverty.  It would supply the reliever goods up the point where the additional unit of income is worth more, and so in pursuing it one is stepping out of poverty, not remaining stuck in it. The poor are just like everyone else, except that they have less money. This analysis makes at least as much sense for conditions of extreme poverty as it does for the relative poverty Karelis discusses in developed countries.] 

 Universal versus Means-tested

Most current policies are not only conditional, but means-tested rather than universal. In the conventional wisdom, means testing is desirable, because with a given amount of resources to fight poverty and reduce inequality, targeting these resources to the poor will achieve these goals better than distributing the same amount over the entire population.
 But means testing, like conditionality, lets some fall between the cracks. The take-up rate is higher with universal benefits.
 Although a universal benefit may start small, because it is universal, there is often political pressure to increase it over time. “A means-tested benefit runs the risk of becoming smaller and smaller relative to wages and per capita GDP.”
 And there is a way to achieve the desired effect of the targeting without means testing: distribute a basic income universally, then claw it back in income tax from those above the poverty threshold. This is possible with an efficient income tax system that is well integrated with the transfer system. Where this is not possible, means testing, perhaps in the form of a negative income tax, may be preferable. 

But perhaps most important of all, universal programs, even though they may spread given resources more thinly, may result in more benefit for the poor than targeted programs, because universal programs are more popular. (Segal 119-120). Every Alaskan receives an unconditional income of around $1000 per year, as a dividend on shared common wealth. This benefits the poor and has reduced inequality. But if Alaskans had been asked whether they would have supported even a smaller amount targeted only to the poor, they would probably have rejected it. In the debates leading up to the creation of the Alaska Permanent Fund and the Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD), poverty relief and income inequality played little or no role.

There are now studies of universal unconditional cash transfers, which provide some support for basic income as a part of the solution to extreme poverty.
 A preliminary report on a one-year basic income pilot project in India is particularly noteworthy. With the help of the Self-Employed Women’s Association (SEWA), researchers selected 20 villages in Madhya Pradesh. In eight villages every resident received an unconditional cash payment. In twelve other control villages, no one received the payment. Adults receiving the payment got 200 rupees/month (about US$3.75/month or $45/year, equal to about 30 percent of subsistence [Standing 2013]), and children received 100 rupees paid to the mother.
 Compared to the control villages, the villages receiving cash transfers experienced increased consumption of healthy food, increased purchase of regular needed medications, increased spending on education (fees, appropriate clothing, supplies, tuition), increased school attendance (62% increase in girls attending school), home and infrastructure improvements (toilets, roads, drainage) often from pooling of resources, more economic activity (double in the households receiving the CT) including such things as purchase of sewing machines, housing construction, and savings.  Those villages that had some higher level of social organizing because of the presence of SEWA had even better results. 

One reason to favor unconditional cash transfers over conditional aid and in-kind programs as an essential component of anti-poverty programs is their efficiency in getting limited funds to the poor. In India, by the government’s own accounting, 72 percent of government expenditure on anti-poverty programs never reaches the poor (Standing 2013). This is not an argument against spending on health care or education, or a case for privatizing such programs as exist. But it does indicate that one needs to take account of the context in which cash payments are considered, and whether, especially for the very poor, some level of CTs might have a greater impact on poverty than the same sum spent on services. The “clogged pipes” for social services are one reason why SEWA is supporting cash transfers. 
The universality of the cash transfers is harder to defend, because, it might be argued, the same funds targeted to the poor will do more for the poor than when those funds are spread over a larger population including relatively wealthy people. But here again we need to consider the difficulty of accurate means testing, the unpopularity of targeted programs, and the cost of administering them. The Indian case brings to light an additional advantage of universality. Wealthy women welcomed the cash transfers because it enabled them to have a bank account and some cash of their own, when otherwise they would have been economically dependent on their husbands.

Keeping this example in mind, I now want to consider a couple of possible funding sources, both national and global.
Resource Dividends 

First, what contribution might resource dividends—universal unconditional cash payments like the PFD—make toward the eradication of extreme poverty? Paul Segal (2012) has calculated that “if all developing countries were to implement [a resource dividend] then global poverty would be better than halved.” (110) For example, in India, resource rents (2002-2006) amounted to 4.9 percent of GDP. If collected and distributed as a per capita dividend to the entire population, each person would receive $2.90 per month (= PPP $11.1 in rural areas, $7.3 in urban). This small dividend would reduce the number in extreme poverty (PPP $1.25/day) from 455.4 million to 247.8 million, from 41.6 percent to 22.6 percent (117). Perhaps targeting the resource rents could do more for the extremely poor, since there would be more per person. But this supposes that everyone in need can be effectively targeted, and that a policy of unconditional cash transfers can be passed politically.
Carbon Tax Dividend?


I will come back to India in a moment. But first, I want to bring in the second catastrophe alluded to in the title: the looming catastrophe of climate change. The scientific consensus is that climate change caused by global warming is real, and that global warming is being caused largely by greenhouse gases resulting from burning of fossil fuels. To slow the pace of climate change and keep the concentration of greenhouse gasses (GHGs) in the atmosphere from rising to levels that will bring much more violent storms, droughts, rising sea levels, and species extinction, the consequences of which will affect the global poor more severely than the global rich, we need to put a price on carbon, through a carbon cap and auction of permits, or a carbon tax, adequate to reduce carbon emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by mid-century. This will be costly, and the burden should be shared fairly. Polluters should pay, and those who are more able to pay should pay more.
 Both of these principles point toward the developed countries taking on the primary responsibility for the costs of climate change. 

But international negotiations have been stalled since the Kyoto Treaty, which the US failed to ratify, on the grounds that developing countries were exempted from emissions reduction targets. There were also concerns about enforcement and free riding. China and India rightly point out that the developed countries have created the problem and are still polluting much more per capita than they would be if they were held to an equal per capita share of a safe level of emissions. Is there a way out of the impasse? And might this dovetail with policies that could begin to have a real impact on extreme poverty?


Joseph Stiglitz proposed a few years ago that the enforcement/free rider problem and the distribution problem could be bypassed, simply by agreeing globally on a carbon tax, calibrated to bring about the required reduction in emissions. The trade system provides a mechanism of enforcement.
 Governments not imposing the carbon tax would in effect be giving their industries unfair trade advantages, and would find their exports boycotted or subject to tariffs equal to the carbon content of the exports.
  The governments would each keep the revenues from carbon taxes for their own public uses, and could shift taxes away from capital and labor. Everyone would be better off.

While this approach might get beyond the impasse, it does not adequately address the equity issue. Tax shifting might be a win-win for everyone. But countries like India would be worse off, compared to the relative gains they could expect from exemption from emission targets for a brief window of time, and from equitable transfers of technology and resources to compensate them from foregoing carbon emissions in the process of development, as envisioned under Kyoto.
 But the selfishness of the big powers may leave them no alternative. 


How might a uniform carbon tax, collected at the national level and retained by each nation, relate to the alleviation of poverty? Suppose that the revenue from carbon taxes were distributed as a resource dividend. The atmosphere is a common resource, and a carbon tax simply charges everyone for the right to pollute the atmosphere, and rations such pollution by means of pricing so that the commons is not ruined. Specifically, what might this mean in a poor country like India?


India has a carbon tax of about $1 per ton on coal, yielding annual revenue of $535 million in financial year 2010-11 (Carbon tax). If this revenue were distributed as a dividend per capita to India’s population, it would amount to only 43 cents per person per year, hardly significant even for those in extreme poverty. A coal tax of $20 per ton of coal would still yield under $10 per year per person. But if all of India’s carbon dioxide emissions (1.74 billion tons) were taxed at $25 per ton, in line with policies elsewhere,
the dividend would be the same per year as Segal’s resource dividend,
 which, as we have seen, could significantly reduce extreme poverty. If all goes well for climate change, the revenue would eventually decline: although the tax rate would ratchet up (20 percent is clearly inadequate for the needed emission reductions)
, this would be offset by declining carbon emissions. But the transition will occur over several decades, during which income support from other sources could be phased in, and in the meantime, carbon taxes can be an important source of revenue for a dividend large enough to have an effect on extreme poverty.
 
A Global Dividend?


The Stiglitz proposal thus could serve both to reduce carbon emissions and have a significant effect on extreme poverty. But it imposes the same emissions reduction obligations on all countries and all emitters, rich or poor, and regardless of past responsibility for polluting the atmosphere with CO2. A fairer policy would take account, as the Kyoto Treaty required, of responsibility for pollution, and ability to pay. 

As a step in this direction, what if the revenue from a global carbon tax were to be shared globally on a per capita basis? India emits only 6% of the over 30 billion tons of CO2 emitted globally per year. (in 2008 “List of countries by carbon dioxide emissions”)  If there were a global carbon tax of $20/ton on CO2 emissions, this could support a dividend globally of $86 per person—nearly double the basic income in the Indian experiment (actually a little less than $86, because the tax would reduce emissions)
. In countries like India, this would make a much more sizable dent in extreme poverty than a resource dividend or carbon tax within India alone. 
However, such a globally egalitarian policy would probably weaken support for carbon taxing in affluent countries like the US, where a $20 per ton carbon tax could otherwise be used for a per capita annual dividend nationally of $367 (again, not discounting for declining emissions). But if even a fraction of national carbon taxes in wealthier countries could, by treaty, be set aside for transfer to developing countries, it could help to cushion the burden of transition that will fall more heavily on the poor everywhere, who will face higher transportation costs, food prices, and other consequences of taxing carbon, not to mention the already discernible destructive effects of climate change from past emissions.


Is it fanciful to combine policy on climate change with policy on extreme poverty? Is it not more realistic to focus on linking carbon tax revenue with policies that directly address climate change, such as investment in alternative energy? One of the most powerful drivers of climate change is population increase. Granted, the United States, with 4 % of the world’s population, produces 18 % of the CO2 emissions (and much more per capita than most other countries, and has produced a much higher percentage of historical emissions (nearly 30 percent between 1850 and 2000). But with the world’s population expected to rise from its current 7 billion to 9 or 10 billion by mid-century, and the poor aspiring to live like the rich, population increase is a key part of the problem. Population growth levels off when people rise out of poverty and women become educated and in control of their reproduction. Thus, addressing poverty, and doing so in a way that empowers women, should be seen as part of the strategy for fighting climate change. Linking the revenue from carbon taxes to universal dividends can be one part of that strategy.

Transfers to Governments or Individuals?


The aim of a policy linking carbon taxation with poverty reduction is to get support directly to poor individuals. Often this may not be feasible without transferring it first to governments. Should there be any conditions attached to the transfer of revenue from a carbon tax to governments? 

Environmental conditions

Governments failing to reduce carbon emissions in accordance with treaty obligations might be deprived of the revenue from carbon taxation. But this would hurt most the poor under those governments. So if other ways of enforcing compliance are available, the distribution of revenue should be decoupled from the issue of emissions reductions.

There is reason to be optimistic that environmental, egalitarian, and politically popular policies can work together. In Indonesia, for example, the government is phasing out fossil fuel subsidies, which are inefficient, regressive, and environmentally counterproductive, and is compensating the poor for rising fuel costs by means of cash transfers (Braithwaite et al., 8). Cash transfers in Indonesia have been popular, contributing to the election victory of President Yudhoyono by more than 60 percent of the vote in 2009 (Hanlon et al. 176-177).

Human Rights conditions

Governments that violate human rights are justly subject to sanctions. Again, if withholding of revenue for poverty reduction would only hurt the poor, the international community, or member states, should use other types of sanctions. But if the government in question cannot be counted on to use the revenue it receives from global carbon taxation to help its poor, or is known to use it to oppress the poor, withholding of the revenue seems like a permissible, even necessary, sanction.
Policy conditions

Should global carbon tax revenue be distributed only to states adhering to certain policy conditions, such as distributing the revenue as cash dividends? Because local conditions can vary considerably, however strong the case for universal UCTs, the distribution of revenue to governments should not be conditional on adoption of particular policies, so long as they are in some way aimed at poverty reduction.

Transfer directly to individuals


One way to circumvent the difficulties arising from transfer of carbon tax revenue to governments is to transfer it directly to individuals. This would not solve the problem of unjust or noncompliant regimes, because governments would at least need to allow international banking transfers to go on, and to allow bank accounts to be set up for the poor. But if there are no such obstacles, transfers can occur without the mediation of governments. When feasible, this could at least be an option, for some states, in the disbursement of global carbon tax revenue.

Conclusion


Cash transfers are spreading as one efficient instrument, among others, to reduce poverty. Unconditional cash transfers are in some ways superior to CCTs—they do not exclude those who fail to qualify, and the evidence for undesirable consequences is not strong. Universal UCTs—basic income—may be more effective than targeted UCTs in reducing extreme poverty, when politics is taken into account. The funding needed for a small basic income aimed at extreme poverty is available from resource taxation, even in a resource-poor country like India. A carbon tax also has promise as a basis for a universal dividend, with greater funding available if the revenue is shared equally across the globe, rather than differentially at the national level. While there is a case to be made for other uses of a global carbon tax, serious consideration should be given to using at least part of the revenue for unconditional cash transfers.
Notes and References
Paul Baer, T. Athanasiou, S. Kartha, and E. Kemp-Benedict, “The Greenhouse Development Rights Framework, Second Edition,” November 2008. Online at http://gdrights.org/2009/02/16/second-edition-of-the-greenhouse-development-rights/ (Accessed June 30, 2009)
Bauman, Yorum, and Shi-Ling Hsu, “The Most Sensible Tax of All,” New York Times, 7/4/12.

Braithwaite, David, et al., Indonesia’s Fuel Subsidies: Action plan for reform (Geneva, Switzerland: International Institute for Sustainable Development, 2012) http://www.iisd.org/gsi/sites/default/files/ffs_actionplan_indonesia.pdf. Accessed 4/12/13.

“Carbon tax,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carbon_tax  Accessed 3/6/13.
Casal, P. “Global Taxes on Natural Resources,” Journal of Moral Philosophy 8 (2011) 307–327.

Dichter, Thomas W. (2003). Despite Good Intentions: Why Development Assistance to the Third World Has Failed. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press.
Ellerman, David  (2005). Helping People to Help Themselves. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Haarmann, Claudia, and Dirk Haarmann, “Pilot Project,” Basic Income Grant Coalition (South Africa), 2012. http://www.bignam.org/BIG_pilot.html. Accessed March 13, 2013.
Hanlon, Joseph; Hulme, David: Barrientos, Armando. Just Give Money to the Poor : The Development Revolution from the Global South. Sterling, VA, USA: Kumarian Press, 2010.
Howard, Michael W., “Sharing the Burdens of Climate Change: Environmental Justice and Qualified Cosmopolitanism,” in Ethics and Global Environmental Policy: Cosmopolitan Conceptions of Climate Change, ed. Paul G. Harris (Chiltenham, UK; Northhampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar, 2011).

Jabhvala, Renana, Guy Standing, and Shikha Joshi. “Introducing a Basic Income in India: Context and Necessary Steps” panel discussion, 14th BIEN Congress, Munich, Germany, September 15, 2012. posted on YouTube by Friedel Hans. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a6mYSNpcscQ
Jaggar, Alison. Thomas Pogge and His Critics. Malden, MA: Polity, 2010.
Karelis, Charles. The Persistence of Poverty (Yale University Press, 2007).

Kleiss, Karen. “Alberta not meeting government’s own emissions targets,” Edmonton Journal, February 28, 2013 http://www.edmontonjournal.com/technology/Alberta%2Bmeeting%2Bgovernment%2Bemissions%2Btargets/8025892/story.html
Komanoff, Charles, “Carbon Tax 6-Sector Model,” spreadsheet downloadable from Carbon Tax Center,  carbontax.org. 5/30/13. Accessed 7/15/13.
“List of countries by carbon dioxide emissions,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_carbon_dioxide_emissions Accessed 3/6/13.
“List of countries by carbon dioxide emissions per capita,”

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_carbon_dioxide_emissions_per_capita . Accessed 3/6/13.
Marito Garcia and Charity Moore, “The cash dividend: the rise of cash transfer programs in Sub-Saharan Africa,” World Bank, 2012. http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2012/03/01/000386194_20120301002842/Rendered/PDF/672080PUB0EPI0020Box367844B09953137.pdf
Ministry of Finance, British Columbia, “Myths and facts about the carbon tax.” http://www.fin.gov.bc.ca/tbs/tp/climate/A6.htm
Ministry of Small Business and Revenue, British Columbia. “British Columbia Carbon Tax,” February 2008. http://www.sbr.gov.bc.ca/documents_library/notices/British_Columbia_Carbon_Tax.pdf
Orton, Ian. “The International Labour Organisation’s analysis of social transfers worldwide augurs well for a Citizen’s Income in the context of middle and low-income countries”, Basic Income News, June 9, 2011. http://binews.org/2011/06/the-international-labour-organisations-analysis-of-social-transfers-worldwide-augurs-well-for-a-citizens-income-in-the-context-of-middle-and-low-income-countries/  

Pogge, T. (2011). “Allowing the Poor to Share the Earth.” Journal Of Moral Philosophy, 8(3), 335-352. doi:10.1163/174552411X588982
Pogge, T. (2008). World Poverty and Human Rights. Second Edition. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Prakoso, Rangga It's Time to Raise the Price of Fuel to Rp 6,000: Kalla  |  Jakarta Globe, April 03, 2013 http://www.thejakartaglobe.com/business/its-time-to-raise-the-price-of-fuel-to-rp-6000-kalla/583420
Schady, Norbert R., and Fiszbein, Ariel, Conditional Cash Transfers : Reducing Present and Future Poverty (Herndon, VA, USA: World Bank Publications,02/2009).
Segal, Paul. “Alaska’s Permanent Fund Dividend as a Model for Reducing Global Poverty,” in Karl Widerquist and Michael W. Howard, eds. Exporting the Alaska Model: Adapting the Permanent Fund Dividend for Reform around the World (New York: Palgrave-Macmillan, 2012) 109—122.

Singer, Peter. “One Atmosphere,” in The Global Justice Reader, ed. Thom Brooks (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2008)

Standing, Guy. “Can Basic Income Cash Transfers Transform India?” Basic Income News, February 4, 2013. http://binews.org/2013/02/opinion-can-basic-income-cash-transfers-transform-india/
Stiglitz, J. “A New Agenda For Global Warming,” Economists’ Voice July, 2006, 1-4.  http://www2.gsb.columbia.edu/faculty/jstiglitz/download/papers/2008_New_Agenda_for_Global_Warming.pdf 
van Loon, Jeremy, and Andrew Mayeda, “Why Canada Oil-Sands Industry Wants CO2 Tax Harper Hates: Energy,” Bloomberg News, February 01, 2013 http://www.businessweek.com/news/2013-01-31/why-canada-oil-sands-industry-wants-co2-tax-harper-hates-energy#p2
Widerquist, Karl (2008). “BIG Pilot Project in Namibia Has Positive Impact.” USBIG Newsletter (9:50),  Fall; online at  http://www.usbig.net/newsletters/50Fall2008%2001.html
Widerquist, Karl, and Michael W. Howard, eds., Alaska’s Permanent Fund Dividend: Examining its Suitability as a Model (Palgrave Macmillan, 2012).

Widerquist, Karl, and Michael W. Howard, eds., Exporting the Alaska Model: Adapting the Permanent Fund Dividend for Reform around the World, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2012).
World Bank, “World Bank Sees Progress Against Extreme Poverty, But Flags Vulnerabilities,” February 29,  2012, http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS/0,,contentMDK:23130032~pagePK:64257043~piPK:437376~theSitePK:4607,00.html Accessed March 13, 2013.
Endnotes
� Pogge 2008; See also essays in Jaggar 2010. 


� Pogge 2008, Ch. 8. Pogge makes the case that a dividend for those subjected to “radical inequality,” based on a global energy tax, can be justified for multiple reasons: because of the effects of shared social institutions, because of unjustifiable exclusion from common resources, and because of the effects of a common and violent history. 


� Even with respect to behavioral outcomes, UCTs sometimes have an advantage. In Malawi, CCTs were more effective in improving school outcomes (enrollment, attendance, test scores), but UCTs appeared superior in decreasing teen pregnancy (Garcia and Moore 2012: 115). “In South Africa primary school attendance was already 96%, but the child support grant cut non-attendance in half, with 98% of children in grant families going to school. This is a greater impact than in Mexico, where the increase on a similar base was just over 1%. This is surprising, because school attendance is a condition of the grant in Mexico, and the South African grant is unconditional.” (Hanlon, et al., 56).


� As Stephen Devereux argues, “universal programmes are more expensive by orders of magnitude than are targeted interventions. Giving a dollar a day to everyone costs five times as much as giving a dollar a day to the poorest 20%. Alternatively, . . . a given resource envelope will have five times more impact on poverty if it is disbursed to the poorest 20% than if it is thinly spread over an entire population. Poverty targeting may be tricky to do well, but it may also be the most cost-effective and equitable use of scarce public resources for achieving poverty reduction” (quoted in Hanlon et al., 94).


�  In the UK, “The Child Poverty Action Group rejected [targeting], arguing that the take-up rate of the child benefit is an incredible 98% only because it goes to everyone, which means it is easy to claim and carries no stigma. But the critics respond that the state should not be supplying “middle-class welfare”” (Hanlon et al., 102).





� Larry Willmore, of the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) in Austria, quoted in Hanlon et al., 107. Focusing on pensions, Willmore adds that means-testing pensions discourages recipients from saving or working.


� Alaska’s Permanent Fund Dividend: Examining its Suitability as a Model Karl Widerquist and Michael W. Howard, eds., Palgrave Macmillan, 2012.


Exporting the Alaska Model: Adapting the Permanent Fund Dividend for Reform around the World, Karl Widerquist and Michael W. Howard, eds., Palgrave Macmillan, 2012.


� On the basic income pilot project in Namibia see Haarmann and Haarmann, � HYPERLINK "http://www.bignam.org/BIG_pilot.html" �http://www.bignam.org/BIG_pilot.html� and Widerquist 2008. On India, see Standing (2013) and the video of a panel presentation on a basic income pilot project in Madhya Pradesh, � HYPERLINK "http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a6mYSNpcscQ" ��http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a6mYSNpcscQ�


For a summary of an ILO Report on social transfers, see Orton, 2011.


� If 200 Rupees per month were paid to every Indian, the gross cost would be US$54.9 billion in nominal dollars, or 2.8 percent of India’s GDP in 2012. A lower rate for children as in the pilot program would reduce this by maybe 15 percent, to $46.9 billion. The cost could be further lowered if the basic income were to replace basic food subsidies, which account for almost one percent of GDP � HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/08/business/global/a-failed-food-system-in-india-prompts-an-intense-review.html?pagewanted=all" �http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/08/business/global/a-failed-food-system-in-india-prompts-an-intense-review.html?pagewanted=all� say roughly $19 billion, bringing the cost down to $27.9 billion.


A $25/ton tax on CO2 emissions would yield $43.5 billion, more than enough to cover the remaining cost, and almost enough to cover the cost without cutting subsidies. Or the remainder might be made up by raising upper income tax rates enough to claw back the basic income going to those who don’t need it. 


� I work out the implications of these two principles in Howard 2011.





� Stiglitz 2006.


� Some energy companies in Canada are actually supporting a carbon tax, because otherwise they may lose access to certain markets (van Loon and Mayeda).





� To see why this is so, assume, along with Peter Singer, that the average annual carbon emissions per person compatible with keeping global warming below 2 degrees Celsius are 1 metric ton (the limit may by now be lower). This is roughly equivalent to 3.67 tons of CO2 (roughly, because net carbon emissions include other factors such as methane and other GHGs, and deforestation. But CO2 is the most important component. The ratio of carbon to CO2 per molecule is 1/3.67.) The US in 2009 emitted 17.2 tons of CO2 per capita, almost 5 times the sustainable level. Per capita emissions in India in 2007 were 1.4, or 38 percent of the sustainable level. (China’s emissions were 5.3 tons per capita in 2008, above the sustainable level by 40 percent.) Wikipedia: � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_carbon_dioxide_emissions_per_capita" �http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_carbon_dioxide_emissions_per_capita�


An “equal per capita shares” (EPCS) principle of distribution of rights to emit carbon would require high per capita emitters to purchase the right to emit above their per capita shares from others who were not using their full share. Countries like the US (or the wealthy therein) should be both reducing their emissions, and compensating countries like India (or the poor therein) for foregoing emissions up to or in excess of their per capita shares. As Singer puts it, “Americans who think that even the Kyoto Protocol requires America to sacrifice more than it should are really demanding that the poor nations of the world commit themselves to a level that gives them, in perpetuity, lower levels of greenhouse gas production per head of population than the rich nations have. How could that principle be justified?” (Singer, p. 682) Even Singer’s EPCS principle is generous to developed countries, as it ignores most past emissions, focusing only on responsibility for pollution since 1990, and EPCS neglects ability to pay. Taking account of ability to pay would require even more of the burden to be shouldered by the wealthier countries, or wealthier individuals. But the burden would be fair. Why should the world’s poor be required to reduce their aspirations to escape poverty and develop, so that the wealthy need not moderate their luxury? See Baer et al. 2008, and Howard 2011. 





� Denmark, $18/ton; France considered $25/ton in 2009; Ireland in 2010, $20/ton; Netherlands, about $20/ton; Sweden 101Eur/ton in 2007; Norway, avg. $21/ton credited with reducing emissions by 2.5-11% below the business as usual rate of increase. British Columbia (Canada) introduced a carbon tax starting in 2008 at $10/ton and rising to $30 in 2012 (“Carbon tax”).  


� More accurately, the dividend would be somewhat less, because the carbon tax should also be reducing carbon emissions. 


� I say this because at rates ranging from $10 to $30/ton of CO2, emissions are still rising (in Norway, by 15 percent between 1991, when its $21/ton tax was introduced, and 2008) or not declining fast enough. The carbon tax in British Columbia started at 10 percent in 2008 and has risen to 30 percent in 2012, but emissions have declined by only 4.5 percent in 4 years (Bauman & Hsu). Another estimate puts the B.C. per capita decline at 10 percent between 2008 and 2010 (van Loon and Mayeda), significant but still not as much as the 7 percent or so per year that is needed. Alberta, with a $15/ton carbon tax, is falling substantially below its emissions reduction target for 2020 (Kleiss 2013).


� The Carbon Tax Center model that takes account of declining emissions starts at $15 per ton of CO2, with $12.50 per year increments in the tax per ton of CO2, shows a rising per capita dividend, starting at $249 in the first year (2014), and rising to  $2658 in 2030, with 100 percent return of revenue in dividends. This level of tax is projected to reduce carbon emissions by 50 percent below 2005 levels by 2034 (Komanoff spreadsheet 2013).


� 	If the tax reduced emissions by 25% in 5 years (an optimistic assumption), the total emissions in the 5th year would be 22.5 billion tons, and the dividend would be $65. ($73 is the five year average.)





� “Indications are that the grant must be not less than 20% of poor households’ consumption, and where this criterion is not met, the grants are unlikely to have the desired effect” (Hanlon et al., 179) The Indian basic income pilot study suggests that grants at a lower level can still be quite effective.


� Fuel subsidies remain popular. It will take courage and successful education for the government to succeed in reducing subsidies in exchange for cash transfers (Prakoso). Perhaps part of the political unpopularity of raising fuel prices has to do with the fact that  the transfers are targeted. 


� “One question that is always raised is how the money would be delivered. Cash transfers provide an obvious answer. Child poverty expert Peter Townsend promoted a worldwide child benefit, which could be funded through such a tax. But the most important point is that successful cash transfers are locally designed and transparent. Local people make the choices about targeting and about whether to impose conditions, but the distribution of funds is much easier to audit with cash transfers than with conventional northern-funded development projects. Thus with cash transfers, northern taxpayers could be assured that their money was being distributed to children, to poor families, or to the elderly” (Hanlon et al., 177; cf. 162).





