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Introduction. From obligations of means to an obligation of result 
For thirty years, scientists have been telling us that we are heading for disaster. Thirty years of laws, scenarios, regulations and declarations with great fanfare. We have been setting objectives that are so far away that no political leader has really taken responsibility for them. Thirty years of finding out afterwards that the policy implemented has fallen far short of what was needed and of the stated objectives. Enough is enough. 

It is time to change gear. It is time to assume an obligation of result, which can be verified year after year. In 2021, there will be plenty of opportunities to debate this: preparation of the new Green Pact and the climate law at European level; debate on the climate and resilience law in France; a conference on the future of Europe where citizens will have their say; relaunching of international dialogue with the return of the United States to the Paris Agreement. But the proposals on the table must be equal to the ambition. This is the purpose of the cycle of nine debates organised in France by a small group of volunteers, independent of institutions, with a view to clarifying, with the contribution of more than 70 prestigious speakers, the terms of the debate, the state of initiatives, and the various ways of meeting the obligation to achieve results. And to ask, beyond theoretical proposals, how and under what conditions citizens themselves will assume co-responsibility and implementation. 

Over the course of the sessions, the initial question was subdivided into two:

-What is the responsibility of our societies with regard to the climate and how can we assume it? How can it be measured? How can it be translated into legal, accounting and political terms? With which actors? This question was mainly addressed during sessions 1, 2, 3 and 8

-What policies should be put in place to meet our obligation of results? According to what criteria should they be chosen? What are the alternatives? How to combine them? This question was mainly addressed in sessions 4, 5, 6, 7

Session 9, the final session, enabled the political lessons of the Conferences to be drawn and the follow-up to be identified for this new exercise in democracy. In the space of two months, it enabled the right questions to be asked, alternatives to be identified, points of view to be confronted and the issue to be radically shifted out of the rut in which it has been mired for the past thirty years, showing in passing that, while confinement and social networks are a threat to democracy, they can also be used to revitalise it. 

This summary does not follow the order of the sessions, but takes up the themes discussed by classifying them according to the two main questions, that of the nature of the responsibilities and that of the solutions to be envisaged. Readers who wish to do so can find the lessons learned from each session on the website www.assisesduclimat.fr or on the website www.citego.org, as well as the full recording of the two-hour sessions and the twenty-minute video summary for each session.

A What is the responsibility of our societies towards the climate and how can we assume it? 
Nine theses have emerged which we will review:

1. The main responsibility stems from our standard of living and is reflected in the ecological footprint of society, wherever GHG emissions have occurred; 

2. We need to reduce our ecological footprint to 2 tonnes of CO2 equivalent per EU inhabitant per year by 2050, or in the case of France, a reduction rate of 5% per year for 30 years;

3. This obligation to achieve results must be translated into law. One solution: a European Convention on Human Responsibilities, complementing the European Convention on Human Rights;

4. The right political level at which to define our obligation to achieve results is the European Union, but on condition that we overcome a number of major obstacles that remain despite the political will to make the fight against global warming a priority for the Union;

5. In order to assume leadership in the fight against global warming, the European Union must impose this obligation of result and promote a globalisation of responsibility

6. Several national, European and global deadlines will be decisive in the coming year to promote our commitment

7. Only multi-level governance will make it possible to coordinate efforts between the EU, the States, the Regions and the territories

8. The reduction of the ecological footprint requires the emergence of sustainable and equitable supply chains. Effective traceability of emissions throughout the supply chain is essential

9. Implementing the obligation to achieve results will mean revising the a priori principles of our economic doctrine

1 . The main responsibility stems from our standard of living
The basic facts are simple. Our societies have three responsibilities towards the climate, one major and two minor. The major responsibility is to reduce our ecological footprint, i.e. the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from our lifestyle and consumption, by 80% by 2050. Wherever these emissions are produced, on our soil, on European soil or elsewhere. And it concerns the three main greenhouse gases: carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O). Methane and nitrous oxide are less well known and emitted in much smaller quantities than carbon dioxide, but cannot be neglected because of their very high greenhouse effect potential. 

To put things in perspective: France's ecological footprint is estimated at 10 tonnes of CO2 equivalent per inhabitant per year in 2020. Despite all the talk, it has not been reduced significantly since 1990. In order to respect our international commitments, we must reduce this footprint by 80% in thirty years to reach a footprint of 2 tonnes per year per inhabitant. This implies a radical upheaval of our economic development model and our production systems, our energy sources, our lifestyles and even the administration and public services (which today alone emit about 1.5 tonnes per inhabitant per year, i.e. 3/4 of what our footprint should be in 2050!)

The majority (54%) of carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide emissions associated with our lifestyle are emitted outside the European Union. Direct emissions from households, mainly from heating our homes and fuel for travel, which often get the most attention, actually account for less than 20% of our ecological footprint. Most of this comes from intermediate goods and services purchased by our companies outside Europe, transformed into finished products and sold on European soil. We must also include the significant effects of our agriculture and food model which, with intensive livestock farming, fertilisers and deforestation, accounts for a quarter of the ecological footprint. 

2. We must reduce our ecological footprint to 2 tonnes of CO2 equivalent per EU inhabitant per year by 2050
Respecting an obligation of result and making it annual means in concrete terms: that the ecological footprint is capped; that this cap decreases by 5 or 6% per year in the case of France: a total break with the rate observed until now. This cap means in plain language: rationing of emissions; affirmation of their scarcity, not because of the limitation of resources as we imagined thirty years ago but because of the consequences of emissions. Assuming our collective responsibilities therefore means first and foremost recognising this rationing and defining the rules for distributing scarcity among all actors. 

In addition to this main responsibility, there are two other, subsidiary ones: ensuring that the energy incorporated in the goods and services we export has an ecological footprint that is itself reduced, and ensuring that our investments abroad do not contribute to the increase in emissions. 

The ecological footprints of the various European countries are very different from one another, with an average slightly higher than that of France, ranging from 5 t for Romania to 25 for Luxembourg. The principle of the performance obligation is that everyone starts from where they are and ends up at 2t in 2050: thus with an annual reduction rate in Romania that is much lower than in Luxembourg.

Why has the problem not been posed in these terms for thirty years? 

There are four main reasons: 

a) The "international community" as it functions today is in fact an assembly of heads of state, all jealous of their sovereignty. In international negotiations, including the Paris Agreement, it is therefore not the ecological footprint of societies that is taken into account but what is called "territorial emissions", the emissions on our French and European soil. This choice has considerable consequences. First of all, it allows us to turn a blind eye to the fact that, over the last few decades, the reduction in territorial emissions in our countries has been the result not so much of sobriety efforts or progress in energy efficiency (of housing, cars, production systems, etc.) as of the relocation outside Europe of all the economic activities that are major emitters of greenhouse gases. This is why countries that are presumed to be virtuous, such as Sweden or Denmark, have a real ecological footprint per capita that is greater than that of France.

b) By focusing on emissions on our own soil, we have dispensed with a detailed knowledge of 'imported' emissions, i.e. those incorporated into the goods and services we consume. Moreover, the current estimate of the ecological footprint is a flat rate, an average, but the companies that are at the heart of the imported goods and services do not have the duty and do not feel the responsibility to totalise the emissions throughout the chain;

c) International law and, until recently, European and national law lag far behind the reality of our interdependencies. International law applies to relations between states, not to large companies. Responsibility is deduced from the competition between the rights of one another, without extending to responsibility for the global commons of the climate. Until now, states and political leaders have not been held accountable by an obligation to achieve results: objectives are set for 10 or 20 years, and in a democracy no one is held accountable when it is found that they have not been achieved;

d) With regard to global interdependence, three opaque veils mask reality today: the veil of sovereignty, which prevents us from seeing what is happening elsewhere; the legal veil, which limits the responsibility of companies to their corporate purpose and absolves them of any responsibility for the behaviour of the countless suppliers and subcontractors who together make up the global supply chains; the accounting veil, which says everything about financial flows and nothing about emissions.

Faced with the urgent need to remedy this situation, initiatives remain timid: the condemnation at the end of 2020 by the Council of State of the French government for "climate inaction", giving it formal notice to assume an obligation of result year after year; the French law on the duty of vigilance, soon to be extended to the European level, which requires companies, to a still limited extent, to assume responsibility for the behaviour of their subcontractors and suppliers. 

Focusing only on emissions on national or European soil leads to the following modes of action 

This aspect is generally overlooked, but it is essential in the choice of a strategy to combat global warming: we are interested in the actors who are at the direct source of emissions: households, companies, administrations. As a result, policies are almost always broken down by actor: households, for example, with the issue of thermal insulation of housing or mobility management; agricultural and industrial companies with emissions during the production and distribution process; administrations, which are often ignored. If, on the other hand, we want to assume our real responsibility for our ecological footprint, we must go directly to what we might call the end users or beneficiaries, who are the households themselves. They are the ones who consume the goods and services, they are the ones who benefit from public services. This creates a huge difference: in the choice of strategies; in the way citizens are involved in their definition and implementation. When we look at the actors separately, action towards companies and administrations is very distant for ordinary citizens. On the contrary, if they are considered as the end users, it is among them that the rationing of greenhouse gases will be distributed, and it is their consumption decisions or their attitude towards public services that will bring about the transformations in the production system and governance. 

3. This obligation to achieve results must be translated into law.
Our current conception of responsibility, both ethically and legally, is based on a conception of limited responsibility. It leaves little room for the idea of co-responsibility and no room at all for co-responsibility with regard to a global common such as the climate. In practice, however, this addition of limited responsibilities leads to societies with unlimited irresponsibility, particularly with regard to the climate. In practice, this amounts to wanting to preserve the global commons with human rights as the only ethical reference, forcing us to make endless contortions to base the protection of the planet on the competition between the rights of one person and another, the rights of future generations or the rights of children. This does not allow each actor, starting with the most powerful, the leaders of States, the economy or finance, to assume their share of responsibility in safeguarding the common good. 

A global challenge requires global ethics and law. The common ethic is that of responsibility, the need to account for our actions to each other, and the common law will have to be very different from current international law, which only governs relations between States. The European Union, which wishes to become the world champion of the climate cause, has the opportunity to prove itself by adopting a European Convention on Human Responsibilities or a Charter of the Rights and Duties of Mankind, and by extending the powers of the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg accordingly. For irreversible ecocides are not the result of isolated acts but are the result of the irresponsibility of all.

4. The right political level at which to define our obligation of result is the European Union
Whatever the solutions envisaged, the European Union is the most natural level for two major reasons: 

-The single market is the backbone of the European Union and it is therefore difficult either to operate with different carbon prices from one Member State to another or to set individual quotas in one country when there is complete freedom to buy on the other side of the border; 

-Whatever the system chosen, the more it is generalised on an international scale, the less perverse effects such as black markets and relocations appear. The European Union, by adopting an obligation to achieve results, is in a position to set an example or, if it fails to do so, to effectively manage the flows crossing its border; this is not the case for a Member State that goes it alone. 

Without going into detail for the moment, the different families of solutions are not in the same position in relation to Europe. Action through the price signal presupposes a global reform of the tax system, without which the system is socially unacceptable. Yes, but taxation is a national competence! Reconciliation is simpler for the third family, that of individual quotas, because from the point of view of an obligation to achieve results set at European level, it can be applied by country, with each country then being invited to set up its own quota system, probably with an independent regulatory body at European level to guarantee the stability of the system in the face of the onslaught of lobbies of all kinds. 

5. To assume leadership in the fight against global warming, the European Union must impose this obligation to achieve results and promote a globalisation of responsibility
The election of Joe Biden in the USA has given new life to the international dialogue on the fight against global warming. What will be the position of the European Union in this dialogue? The EU has often stated its desire to be at the forefront of these issues, but in reality it is hampered for two reasons. Firstly, it is hesitating between setting a high carbon price and preserving the competitiveness of European industries with high carbon emissions and of its agriculture, which is itself a major emitter of greenhouse gases (methane, nitrous oxide): the recent decision to maintain, in the context of the extension of the ETS, free allowances for certain industrial sectors puts it in a very poor position to justify "carbon adjustments at the borders", a pudimentary expression for taxing the carbon emitted by imported goods in order to rebalance the conditions of competition. Secondly, focusing on emissions on European soil makes its international position hardly credible, since the bulk of European emissions reductions to date have resulted from the relocation of major emitting industries outside Europe. Another approach, based on the ecological footprint and the will to assume an obligation to achieve results, would restore the European Union's credibility.

Likewise, a global common good should have a global right of responsibility. How can we contribute to its emergence? The adoption by the Union of a European Convention on Human Responsibilities would give credibility to a plea for the adoption of a Universal Declaration of Human Responsibilities, in order to found what Mireille Delmas Marty calls "a universalisable jus commune": the common foundations of a global law with its variations in regional and national legal systems.

6.  Several national, European and global deadlines will be decisive during the year
At the French level, the first deadline, which is probably already compromised, is the debate on the "Climate and Resilience" law. The mandate of the Citizens' Climate Convention, CCC, excluded from the outset the consideration of the whole ecological footprint and the efforts of some members of the citizens' panel to introduce a global mechanism guaranteeing an obligation of result were disqualified by the experts appointed by the organisers of the debates.  So the current debate on the extent of the measures recommended by the Convention that will be included in the law is the wrong battle: without a major reorientation that takes into account the reflections and proposals of the Assises, it will be a shot in the dark, especially since the objectives assigned by the government to the Convention fall short of the objectives defined at the European level.

At the European level, the new Green Pact, despite its stated ambition, does not take into account in its objectives either the total ecological footprint or the conditions under which the Member States will be bound by an obligation of result. The logic of obligations of means remains. The challenge now is to feed the Conference on the Future of Europe, and in particular the part of the Conference involving a citizen dialogue, with the work of the Assises.

At the global level, the Climate Day Summit convened by Joe Biden on 22 and 23 April will be an opportunity to reaffirm the objectives of the Paris Agreement, but there is still a schizophrenia between the objective of keeping warming to between 1.5 and 2° and the sum of voluntary, non-binding commitments, with no legal sanction, which put us on a likely trajectory of +3.5°. On the other hand, international dialogue will be relaunched and we will have to find ways of injecting into this dialogue, with other civil society networks, the reflections and proposals of the Conferences. 

At all levels, it seems that we are still under the illusion that dividing our ecological footprint by five will be painless, without radically questioning our lifestyles and our technical and economic models. Politicians continue to suggest that creating renewable energy sources, rich in jobs, will be enough to create a sustainable economy. We continue to "pretend". A performance requirement to reduce the annual cap on greenhouse gas emissions would put managers and companies on the spot, and this is the root cause of the reluctance to accept what is simply common sense.

7. Only multi-level governance can coordinate efforts
Whatever the solution envisaged to achieve an obligation of result, two collective actors are needed as a space for coordination: territories, understood as the whole of society that shares the same living space, ensure the "horizontal" coherence of society; sectors, understood as the whole of economic entities that collaborate within global production sectors, ensure the "vertical" coherence. In order for these two pivotal actors of the transition to fully assume their role, which is not the case at present, new conditions must be met.

The "territories", regions, cities, are at the European and global level ahead of the States in terms of designing and conducting the transition to sustainable societies. However, in reality, their action remains hampered: most of the ecological footprint of the society living in a territory is "imported", associated with lifestyles and production methods over which territorial leaders have little control. Territorial action is limited to direct emissions on the territory, such as the ecological footprint of the territorial authorities themselves or the housing and mobility of households, which is respectable but represents at best a quarter of the ecological footprint of society.

An aggravating factor is that, in most countries, State leaders underestimate the potential of territorial action and do little to coordinate their actions with those of local leaders. Yet, without coordination between the levels of governance, from Europe to the most local level, even if only in the short term with the joint implementation of European and French recovery plans, territorial action will come up against a glass ceiling. It is therefore essential, if the territories are to mobilise all their potential, that an obligation to achieve results and the mechanisms likely to make it effective be set at European and national level, and that the principles and practices of multi-level governance be adopted.

Several factors make the territories the central actors in the implementation of an obligation of result. Firstly, it is a space for building a consensus between the various political, economic and social actors. Secondly, it is a space where we can move away from the silo approach typical of traditional public action. Finally, it is a space where citizen initiatives can be supported and stimulated, because, as the mayor of Le Mené says, "a pot boils by its base and not by its lid". And local and regional authorities, both at European and French level, have woven networks that could be better structured to form vast learning communities that circulate experiences.

The fact remains that there is a strong knowledge deficit at territorial level and among citizens themselves. For both citizens and local authorities, the ecological footprint and the obligation to achieve results are areas for new investment. In the months and years to come, more and more citizens' groups will have to be set up at local level to address these issues and to enable them to "think locally and act globally", in contrast to the slogan adopted in 1992 "think globally, act locally", by using networks of territories, towns and regions as spaces for pooling local ideas to be taken to the national and European level.

8. The reduction of the ecological footprint requires the emergence of sustainable and equitable supply chains.
Greenhouse gas emissions throughout the production process and the life cycle of products determine the ecological footprint of our lifestyle. Knowing and taking into account these emissions is crucial, whatever the solution chosen to achieve a performance obligation.

The establishment of a greenhouse gas emissions balance for legal entities is not a new issue. As early as 2004, ADEME, which manages the database of carbon assessments of public and private legal entities, had developed a methodology. Article 75 of the 2010 Grenelle 2 law stipulates that public and private legal entities with more than 500 employees and local authorities with more than 50,000 inhabitants must assess their greenhouse gas emissions annually and specify the measures adopted to reduce them. This assessment is gradually being incorporated into the balance sheets, but this is only a first step and a much more thorough reform of accounting standards will be needed. Several projects are on the table on this subject, aiming to take into account financial capital, natural capital and human capital equally.  

For the moment, the emissions of the sectors are average emissions. A real assessment will have to be made because for a given product the footprint can vary considerably depending on the production method. This is particularly true for the agri-food sector: contrary to what is sometimes believed, agricultural production methods are much more important than transport costs. As Bruno Parmentier puts it, reducing the ecological footprint associated with food consists first of all in going "from beef to carrots to carrots to beef", by reducing the quantity of meat consumed each day, but it also and above all consists in asking how the carrots were produced and how the beef was raised: from one method of agriculture to another, a factor of 1 to 10 is involved in terms of global warming.

Is this traceability a utopia? Bernard Soulage shows that it is not by drawing a parallel with VAT, which, because of its simplicity, was created in France in 1948 and has since spread throughout the world: at each stage of production, it is necessary to "record the carbon added in the same way that we record the value added". This is the first step towards evaluating all the social and environmental impacts of the sectors in order to move towards sustainable sector contracts through forums bringing together all the players.

9. Implementing the obligation to achieve results will mean revising the a priori principles of our economic doctrine
The performance obligation in terms of the ecological footprint sets a ceiling on greenhouse gas emissions, linked not to the scarcity of resources but to the limits of emissions into the atmosphere. It is therefore an example of rationing management that invites us to rethink an economic doctrine that considers only two categories of goods, private goods, managed by the market, and public goods. For Dominique Potier, the global common good that is the climate is not the only one that invites us to go beyond this vision. Land is also part of it: land, from the local to the global, from the land as a garden to the land as a homeland. Everywhere in the world, he says, where land has been considered as a market good similar to industrial goods, this has led to the destruction of land and society. In contrast, over three centuries, where land is shared, democracy and prosperity have flourished.  Land must be treated as a common good, and a new issue must be addressed: the trade-off between land as a productive factor and the sharing of land as a green resource. Climate and land, two common goods that require collective management of scarcity and lead to the invention of the most appropriate governance systems.

B. What are the possible solutions? 

Three families of solutions
The debates at the conference showed that there were basically three families of solutions, with different possible combinations between them, but each with its own logic. 

The first family is the "price signal". This is the "natural" solution for classical economists. If we want to reduce the ecological footprint, and therefore the demand for products with a high ecological footprint, we need to increase the price of emissions evaluated in CO2 equivalent, if possible at a predictable annual rate over ten, twenty or thirty years. This massive and predictable price increase will have several virtues: households will no longer be able to afford goods and services with a high ecological footprint, which will become too expensive; massive research and development efforts will be carried out to find technical alternatives to fossil fuels; companies with low emissions efficiency will no longer be competitive. Debated for several decades, this strategy has met with a great deal of resistance or has revealed perverse effects: growth of social inequalities; relocation of industrial activities. 

The second family is the combination of 'sectoral' strategies. Each actor's emissions are reviewed and a combination of investments, innovations, awareness-raising and regulations are used to reduce emissions on the basis of multi-year technical scenarios that show "everything that could be done". These are the strategies that have been dominant for the past thirty years. In practice, they have never lived up to the expected results. The new European Green Pact, the French proposals of the Citizens' Climate Convention, the resulting "Climate and Resilience" law and, more recently, the "low carbon" strategies all belong to this family. The main question about them is: if they have been unable to achieve the desired results for the past thirty years, what makes us think that they will succeed this time? 

The third family is the one that takes the issue of the ecological footprint and the rationing requirement as its starting point: individual quotas of CO2 equivalents are allocated annually to each citizen and the quota is reduced by 5 to 6% from year to year. It is then the citizens who take control of the ship and who, because of the need for the cumulative ecological footprint of their consumption not to exceed their quota, will directly influence, through their vote and their consumption choices, the strategies of companies, States and local authorities, including the effort of technical innovation. This solution, which implies breaking with several of the dogmas of classical economics, has never really been implemented.

Four criteria for comparing the three families of solutions
The families are not mutually exclusive. In particular, the second family can be put at the service of the price signal or at the service of quotas. The major difference compared to what has been happening up to now is that, either with the price signal or with the quotas, there is a global mechanism, an annual result obligation, which exerts constant pressure in the direction of transformations in the economy and public services. 

Four main criteria were used to compare the different solutions: 

1. is there a real obligation to achieve results and on what geographical scale? is the rationing of greenhouse gas emissions effectively assumed?

2. Is the total ecological footprint of the company being taken into account?

3. Is the requirement for social justice respected?  If not, in the current context of growing inequalities, the sacrifices required of society to preserve the climate and the living conditions of future generations will not be accepted. Do the solutions allow for a real decoupling between the development of well-being for all and greenhouse gas emissions?

4. How can all actors, starting with citizens, be mobilised in a vast collective effort to transform the economy and society? We have seen such extremely rapid transformations of the productive apparatus and the management of public finances when the short-term survival of society was at stake, for example during the Second World War or, less dramatically, during the financial crises or the pandemic. Is a similar leap of faith possible when it comes to sacrificing routines, acquired advantages and living standards for the perceived distant goal of preserving living conditions on earth?

1. Capping and the obligation to achieve results 
Some believe that action through carbon pricing and action through quotas are similar, leading in both cases to a carbon price. On the contrary, the debates have shown the profound differences. The link between the evolution of the carbon price over time and the lowering of the emissions cap is particularly complex, to the extent that economists disagree among themselves on the price of carbon that would eventually be reached, some seeing it rise astronomically, others on the contrary falling due to technical innovations. 

The same difficulty applies to the second family, that of sectoral actions. The scenarios showing the actual possibility of obtaining an obligation to achieve a result have a fairly long time horizon, often excluding year-by-year evaluation. Moreover, the diversity of sectoral policies rarely allows their effects to be added up. The fact that the different actors, citizens, companies, banks and territories, are considered separately does not allow a ceiling to be allocated to each of them, nor does it allow imported energy to be easily taken into account: the idea of rationing is in a way outside the scope of the reasoning. 

The European Commission, whose Green Plan is part of this family of solutions, says it has decided to set a footprint reduction trajectory for the various Member States, with a progress report every two years and the desire, in the image of what happens in other areas, such as public deficits or human rights, to impose graduated sanctions on States that do not respect the trajectory. This optimistic view is not shared by all European actors. 

Only individual tradable quotas guarantee the obligation of result. Classical economic theory sets aside the issue of scarcity: rationing is associated with wartime shortages. It prefers to consider the negative impact of our consumption on the climate as an "externality" whose cost must be determined. Quotas, on the other hand, are, in the mind of the third family, the normal management of the relationship between an ever-increasing humanity and the finiteness of the biosphere; as in the case of fishing quotas to preserve the fishery resource. 

Can we, in democracies, guarantee the continuity of a strategy over twenty or thirty years and resist the pressure of lobbies? This is not a theoretical question. Economic circles are quick to invoke the imperatives of international competitiveness and competition is indeed tough. Hence, today, a diversity of energy prices depending on the economic sector. The European Union, which considers allowances allocated to high emitting companies freely tradable on a carbon market, the ETS, to be one of its most effective tools, has not resisted, until recently, a new allocation of free allowances to companies that consider themselves threatened by international competition. This allocation distorts the whole system and makes it unthinkable for Europe to defend, within the framework of WTO rules, a "border carbon adjustment", an adjustment that is, moreover, indispensable if we do not want a high domestic carbon price to result in massive new relocations of industry.

In the case of the second family, sectoral policies, the difficulty is of a different nature. Each individual company is able to reduce its own footprint through a combination of technical innovation and management rigour, but it does not go beyond that, leaving unthought the major lifestyle changes without which the result will never be achieved. 

The system of individual quotas, provided that it is indeed uniform and that it is not made more complex, using the situation of a particular social group in a situation of forced consumption as a pretext for multiplying the exceptions, is better able to resist the lobbies. And its adoption at European level, by making it the subject of multiannual commitments by the Member States to each other, would make it possible to transcend the political changes within each Member State. 

2. Taking into account the entire ecological footprint
Whatever the family of solutions considered, the development of tools and methods for adding up greenhouse gas emissions throughout the production chain is essential. The difference between the three families of solutions does not lie in the need to ensure this traceability but in the coherence between this need and the overall system. In the case of the third family, it stems from the very definition of individual allowances where no distinction is made according to the location of greenhouse gas emissions. As we have seen, there is a parallel with VAT. It was not a priori any easier to totalise the value added throughout a sector than to totalise greenhouse gas emissions: it is because VAT was created that this addition became natural, not because it was natural that the tax was created. The same thing would happen with quotas.  

3. Social justice and decoupling
Social justice
In order to compare the responses of the three families to this fundamental question, some basic facts must be kept in mind. Whether analysed on a national or global scale, emissions are not proportional to income because even the poorest households have incompressible expenses for housing, food and even mobility. Greenhouse gas emissions therefore grow more slowly than income. This means that taxation, particularly of oil products, is a regressive tax, i.e. the tax rate is higher for the poorest than for the richest. 

Moreover, in periods of rising energy prices, the effort rate of the poorest households, i.e. the proportion of their budget devoted to energy expenditure, increases while it decreases for the wealthiest households. Moreover, all this is taking place in a global context of increasing social inequalities within each country over the last thirty years. While, on a global scale, the rapid growth of emerging countries has meant that the poorest 50% of households have been able to capture 12% of the growth, the fact remains that the richest 1% have captured 27% of the growth. According to OXFAM, the richest 10% alone account for 46% of the growth in CO2 emissions. These figures are subject to debate, but the overall trend is clear. This is why, on a global, European and national scale, the question of social justice is central to any policy to combat global warming. 

How can this be addressed in the first family, the "price signal"? The inadequacy of the link between energy taxation and social justice has been the source of the rejection of the measures envisaged or taken in France: from the censure by the Constitutional Council of the taxation planned by Nicolas Sarkozy in 2009 to the yellow waistcoats movement. The lesson has been learned: no taxation without redistribution. Several hypotheses are being debated: a total redistribution, equal for all, of the proceeds of the tax; the introduction of a universal income in exchange for the tax; the allocation of the proceeds of the tax to the transition, etc. But there is still a risk: as soon as the tax on fossil fuels is a tax, it goes into the large common pot and is likely to be used for purposes other than the low-carbon transition. Thus, at both the European and French levels, the temptation would be great, in the years to come, for the revenues from a carbon tax that increases each year to be allocated to reducing the public debt, which has grown vertiginously with the Covid epidemic. 

The proponents of the price signal are aware that there can be no annual increase in the price of carbon over thirty years without a global reform of the tax system, firstly to re-establish its progressivity according to income, and secondly to reduce the taxation of labour and increase the taxation of non-renewable natural resources. However, the hypothesis of a "great evening" of simultaneous tax reform in all European countries seems quite utopian. However, only a single European carbon price would make it possible to come close to an obligation to achieve results. 

In the second family, sectoral policies, we must succeed in combining the four pillars of the strategy: a sober lifestyle; improving the energy efficiency of equipment; substituting renewable energy for fossil energy; and changing industrial manufacturing processes and agricultural models. But how can we deal with the issue of sobriety in this context? This obviously concerns the richest people. The proponents of this family of solutions advocate defining "just needs" or fighting "superfluous needs". But who decides? The temptation is to multiply regulations or even bans, with the state replacing the free choice of citizens in the name of social justice. What is certain is that by tackling the issue of sobriety, this second family of solutions evolves towards the idea of capping demand, typical of the third family. 

In this third family, the general philosophy is that social justice implies a fair sharing of the global commons. This problem was already posed thirty years ago when the Indian ecologist Anil Agarwal pointed out that the functioning of the market was leading to the appropriation of "carbon sinks" by the richest (we know that without the absorption of 3/4 of our excess CO2 emissions by the oceans and the great steppes, the planet would already be a frying pan). The principle of individual tradable quotas therefore corresponds to the idea of a fair use by all of a global common good. This is what is expressed by the management of rationing through a ceiling on demand. On the other hand, each person is free to manage his or her quota: if he or she makes sober efforts that do not allow him or her to use it completely, he or she is free to sell it to those who have a lifestyle that involves high greenhouse gas emissions and are not able or willing to reduce it abruptly. With allowances being cut by 5% each year, the trading price between them will quickly rise to astronomical levels. In contrast to the second family, we refrain from defining for the citizens what the right needs are.  

Decoupling
After two and a half centuries of development of the standard of living based mainly on the increased consumption of fossil energy, this decoupling is vital. 

In the case of the first family, the price signal, the decoupling is indirect: a tax reform is expected to stimulate the demand for labour and reduce the demand for non-renewable resources. The fact remains that the price of goods and services continues to mix, in proportions imperceptible to the customer, labour and the use of scarce or non-renewable resources. 

In the second family, the issue of decoupling is not addressed head-on. The proponents of this approach refer to the many studies that show, both nationally and internationally, that beyond the satisfaction of basic needs, an increase in wealth and personal and social fulfilment are largely decoupled. The fact remains that, despite the timid efforts to introduce human development indicators into international comparisons or to highlight other ways of living, society must evolve to produce this decoupling. It is true that it is already underway in some quarters, but it would be unwise to wait for it to affect the whole of society before proceeding with this decoupling. Even if the issue of global warming is at the forefront of the younger generation's concerns, the link between individual behaviour and long-term impact on the planet remains tenuous: something that we reject from our consciousness, something that lies beyond our limits of representation, something over which we have no control. 

Individual negotiable quotas, the third family, are based on the idea of decoupling. We break with the illusion of a single currency, which is at the heart of the traditional economy, and use two different currencies for each purchase: euros on the one hand, and "carbon points" deducted from the allowances on the other. Is this technically complicated? Less and less so with the substitution of digital money (bank cards, mobile phones) for paper money. The objection often made to this third family is that it creates a "police force" for citizens whose consumption choices are thus known. Let us note that this is already the case! It is even the basis of "open banking".  The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) limits this risk. Moreover, the sale by GAFA of personal data on our consumption choices is the basis of their business model, which shows how much this is already in the public domain. The confidentiality of quota allocation choices is part of the current effort to protect content privacy by imposing new constraints on GAFA.

4. Mobilisation of all stakeholders
An 80% reduction in the ecological footprint in thirty years is a radical upheaval in the economy and lifestyle. But it is not without precedent. In France itself, we have experienced a series of major upheavals since the end of the Second World War: the collapse of the proportion of the working population in agriculture, the almost total disappearance of the mines and the steel industry, the changes in distribution from small shops to large-scale distribution and perhaps now to TV shopping, and tomorrow, no doubt, the change in banks with the disappearance of counters. 

Let's remember what a horse's medicine had to be implemented to reduce inflation from the 1980s (12%) to the 2% of the 2000s: dividing it by 6 was not easy. We therefore have some experience of the need to accompany these changes through public policies, through aid for reconversion and through regional planning. We know that if the 'winners' are not very visible and the 'losers' are not supported, the transformation process will quickly collapse. Moreover, the objectives must be clear and perceptible to all. 

Here we face a new challenge: tangible sacrifices by all in the short term in favour of a global, somewhat evanescent, long-term objective. This is something that authoritarian regimes, such as China and the Soviet Union, are able to do, allocating a considerable proportion of the country's resources to gross fixed capital formation, GFCF, but in the name of a mobilising objective such as revenge on history. When it comes to the climate and, more generally, to everything that concerns the preservation of the planet, the 'merchants of doubt', in the service of the lobbies, have a field day, precisely, casting doubt on the reality of the climate threat and the justification for sacrifices. Conducting this radical transformation in democratic regimes and mobilising all the actors in the service of this transformation is therefore a major criterion for evaluating the different families of solutions.

The citizens

Today, they are somewhat lost, confronted with contradictory information, and find it difficult to make the link between their actions and the distant issue of the climate. However, we note that when citizens are offered tools to act, they want to be actors and are ready to act, provided they can see their concrete impact.

In the case of the first family, the price signal, citizens have a rather passive role. They will note their loss of purchasing power, and will reorient their consumption according to price trends, but they have no grip on reality.

In the case of the second family, they have the possibility of taking part in local projects or behaving as consumer-actors, aware of the importance of their personal choices such as reducing heating, non-motorised modes of transport, organic products, use of bulk products, careful waste management, choice of sustainable equipment, participation in local projects for the production and use of renewable energy, etc. What remains more difficult for them is the fact that they are not aware of the importance of their choices. What remains more difficult for them, as for this family of solutions as a whole, is to know whether this sum of local actions is up to the challenge.

With the third family, that of quotas, they are in the driving seat. The amount of the quota determines the contribution of each individual to the overall objective. The link between individual behaviour and the preservation of the planet is established automatically. Consumption choices, including the sale or purchase of a share of the quota, put citizens in a position to decide what they want to favour or abandon and the nature of the restructuring to be undertaken in the production system: in fact, companies and administrations do not receive quotas; it is the sales of goods and services including carbon points that enable them to continue to operate. Even before knowledge of the ecological footprint is refined through the traceability of emissions in the various sectors, the flat-rate data available already allows citizens to assess the size of their footprint themselves.

The territories

Living areas are at the heart of the collective organisation of lifestyle and consumption.

In the case of the first family, they too are in a rather passive situation. They will have to deal with the consequences of price increases. In the second family, they already have a more active role in organising sectoral or systemic transition policies. In the third family, they will initially have a major educational role, with the organisation of local committees of citizens familiarising themselves with the handling of quotas. The weight of emissions linked to public administrations and services will put local authorities under pressure to reduce the footprint of public services. The measurement in terms of carbon points will be the judge of peace to assess the scope of territorial policies, whether it be the organisation of mobility, the promotion of short circuits, the development of the circular economy, etc. It is also at the territorial level that we can collectively seek to promote more sustainable sectors.

In the long term, if the system of individual quotas were to be retained, the regional level would be the first level of organisation of quota trading, giving a high profile to the effectiveness of the various territorial models in terms of reducing the ecological footprint. Indeed, only the systemic approach is relevant. For example, large cities are more efficient in terms of daily mobility, but the population of large cities compensates for this sobriety with leisure trips with a high ecological footprint.

Industries

Like territories, global production chains are aggregators of actors, the level at which the ecological footprint of our consumption can be assessed. By construction, they are less tangible in the first two families, which were built on territorial emissions and not on the ecological footprint. The obligation of result based on the footprint will gradually change this state of affairs, but it will not be without difficulty. Indeed, as we have seen, taking the sector into account presupposes a carbon adjustment at the borders, the legal bases of which remain fragile and which will be limited to the economic sectors concerned by the enlargement of the scope of application of the ETS. It is not unthinkable that the laws on due diligence and the evolution of accounting will make it possible to fill the gap, but not in the immediate future. Understanding the whole value chain is hardly easier in the case of the second family, even if society is increasingly aware of the global impact of food, thanks to extreme examples such as Brazilian beef or Asian palm oil. On the contrary, it is organic in the case of individual quotas, which will soon give rise to multi-stakeholder forums for discussion on the sustainability of the sectors.

Public administrations and services

Reflection on the "carbon budget" of local authorities seems to be more advanced than that of the State; who has yet mentioned the carbon budget of defence policy, which is nevertheless significant? Within the framework of local "climate plans", the evaluation of the carbon budgets of local authorities and public services is becoming more widespread. The three families of solutions have an impact on these budgets, the first family through the increase in the cost of public services, the second through the application of various sectoral policies to local authorities. But it is again the third family that will put the most direct pressure on the evolution of public services, since taxes will be paid in two currencies, euros and carbon points.

By way of a provisional conclusion: the initial follow-up to the Conferences
The experience of the Assises, which lasted more than two months and built up an issue step by step, involving more than 60 high-level speakers, shows that the confinement was an opportunity for democracy.

The end of the Assizes is also the beginning of another process, that of the valorisation of all the material collected. A survey on the website www.assisesduclimat.fr allows you to give your opinion on the nine theses set out above and on the capacity of the different families of solutions to satisfy the four evaluation criteria that have served as our analysis grid.

On the initiative of various networks, we need to multiply the number of citizens' groups at local level to address these issues and allow them to draw on the reflections gathered here.

The Conference on the future of Europe is about to begin. It must make a significant place for exchanges between the citizens themselves. We must ensure that it is fed with the materials and conclusions of the Assizes.

The networks of regions, cities and territories, such as the Committee of the Regions, Energycities and Climate Chance, should join forces to discuss at local level the capacity of territories to think and lead a systemic transition and to break through the double glass ceiling: that of the fossil fuel governance regime defined at European and national level; and that of governance, in order to impose the principles and practice of a real multi-level governance. 

