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Abstract: Talking about environmental justice also implies addressing the much-discussed yet under-theorized concept of intergenerational equity. What does intergenerational equity actually mean, and how to concretely achieve it? This paper attempts at answering these key questions by analyzing the case of the youth movement in Copenhagen during the COP15 climate negotiations. An initial literature review will draw attention to the fact that, although the concept of intergenerational equity has not (so far) been translated into a legal obligation in the sense that it is not explicitly embedded within international, national or regional legal instruments, it represents a moral responsibility vis-à-vis future generations, which deserve the right to be accounted for in today’s climate change-related decision-making. From a more practical point of view, intergenerational equity, other than being a philosophical behavioral guideline, needs also to be given concrete opportunities for implementation. The youth movement that has generated in Copenhagen before, during and after the COP15 negotiations is an exemplary case in point. More specifically, we will observe that the mobilization of the world’s youth at local, national, regional and international levels has proved crucial for operationalizing the concept of intergenerational equity during the COP15 event. The decisive conditions that have allowed for this successful outcome to be achieved, we will argue, are the establishment of reciprocal commitments, the definition of common values and actions, and a constant investment on education and capacity-building, leading to the creation of a transnational network. Our reflection, therefore, significantly stresses the importance for intergenerational equity not only to embody a requirement for our predecessors to take measures to address the problems they have caused in the past. Additionally and fundamentally, intergenerational equity means that we, the young generations of today, also act towards avoid perpetrating those environmental injustices that we accuse others of. This basically involves moving our lifestyle away from comfortable consumptive patterns and towards a more aware and informed behavior that first and foremost conforms to morality and nature. 
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Explaining the concept of intergenerational equity: 
the youth movement at Copenhagen

“We did not inherit the earth from our ancestors, 

We borrowed it from our grandchildren.” 

–Native American Proverb-

1. Introduction

Throughout history, the concept of justice has been the subject of philosophical, legal, and theological reflections and debates. What is justice? What does it demand to individuals and societies in order to be achieved? What is the proper distribution of wealth and resources within human communities? There are a myriad of possible answers to these questions, all coming from divergent social, political, and cultural perspectives. Before the Enlightenment, justice was traditionally associated with the idea of fate, or the Divine Providence, i.e. with a life that was conducted in harmonious accordance with the cosmic plan. It is only in modern times, and prevalently in the Western world, that justice has started being described as a form of fairness, according to which goods are distributed to all human beings regardless their personalities, social statuses, moral characters, wealth, talents and life plans. According to this view, and citing the illustrious philosopher John Rawls, justice may be assumed to mean that “each person has an equal right to the most extensive total system of equal basic liberties, and that social and economic inequalities are arranged in such a way as to bring the greatest benefit to the least disadvantaged.”

If justice is about ensuring the proper distribution of wealth and resources in societies, then ecological justice more narrowly focuses on the question of how to allocate those natural resources upon which the life of human beings critically depends, such as water, land, ecosystems, and the climate. Such reflections importantly have two dimensions: one concerns the present only, i.e. the use and access of natural resources within the same generation of human beings; the other adds the future into the equation, thus looking at the legacy that our activities today has on those of the next generations. For example, ask anyone about climate change, and they will agree: while it is true that we must act to mitigate the effects of climate change and help the most vulnerable to adapt, we also have a moral responsibility to give the generations to come a global environment that is at least no worse than the one we received from our predecessors. This is what the idea of intergenerational equity actually suggests. It appears, therefore, that ecological justice needs to be theorized and discussed in close relation to the concept of intergenerational equity as the two are inextricably and reciprocally connected. 

Although much has already been written on intergenerational equity and justice by philosophers, sociologists, jurists, and economists alike, the political science and international relations literatures still fail short in thoroughly and coherently explaining what intergenerational equity actually implies in terms of ecological justice, as well as how it can be achieved in practice. This is why we attempt here at providing an informed view of this concept from a political science perspective, with the final objective of demonstrating its concrete implications for today’s climate change-related decision-making at national and international levels.

The first part of this paper will present the literature on intergenerational equity. More specifically, we will provide a definition of the concept under analysis, and consequently explore it in light of existing philosophical theories of justice. This exercise will allow identifying three principles that transform intergenerational equity into intergenerational justice, and thus make the concept applicable to environmental, and more specifically, climate change-related considerations. In the second part of this work, and in order to empirically substantiate our position, we will present the case of the youth movement that gathered in Copenhagen in December 2009 in occasion of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 15th Conference of the Parties (COP15).
 In conclusion, and from the analysis of youth participation in COP15, we will note that intergenerational justice can be achieved only when intergenerational cooperation is in place, i.e. there exists a form of active collaboration and constant dialogue between the representatives of today’s generation (adults) and the future generation (youth). Intergenerational cooperation, in turn, is facilitated by the establishment of reciprocal commitments, the definition of common values and actions, as well as a constant investment on education and capacity-building, leading to the creation of a transnational network. 

2. Literature review

We have been facing threats to our environment and the risk of depletion of natural resources for a very long time, and to such an extent that they even appear to be determining factors in the decline of certain civilizations.
 The scale and the nature of these issues have admittedly evolved over time. Yet, philosophical theories on justice fall astonishingly short of expectations when attempting to deal with the normative issues that are raised by environmental and resource depletion problems. Emphasis on the long term, the concept of pollution and the issue of externalities are potent challenges to our attempts at articulating equitable rules for individual behavior and social organization. Simultaneously, new concepts are emerging from political and scientific debates; one of these is the concept of intergenerational equity.

Generally speaking, intergenerational equity refers to the idea of fairness or justice in relationships between children, youth, adults and seniors, particularly in terms of treatment and interaction.
 This concept was originally set out in 1974 by the economist James Tobin, who wrote that “the trustees of endowed institutions are the guardians of the future against the claims of the present; their task in management the endowment is to preserve equity among generations.”
 Intergenerational equity, therefore, is presented mainly as a value concept, viewing the human community as a partnership among all generations. In recent times then, the ethical principles lying behind intergenerational equity have become the constituting pillars of the concept of sustainable development. In fact, sustainable development is most popularly defined as development that “meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”
 
Some authors have observed that the concept of intergenerational equity may “well become an intellectual leitmotif of the new century.”
 Achieving intergenerational equity basically means fulfilling the requirement for intergenerational justice, existing when “the accumulated capital, which the next generation inherits, is at least as high as what the present generation inherited.”
 According to Jörg Tremmel, the founder of the German-based Foundation for the Rights of Future Generations (FRFG), this capital comes in several forms: natural capital, which is the stock of environmental assets important for supporting human life, such as biodiversity and the atmosphere; real capital, such as consumer goods and infrastructure; financial capital, such as financial claims and debt between countries; social capital, which derives from solidarity within society, stable relationships between individuals and groups, and values; human capital, derived from our health, education, skills, and knowledge; cultural capital, including institutions such as the political, economic, and legal systems; and knowledge capital, which is the accumulation of individual knowledge within a society.
 

All in all, it appears clear that we cannot define intergenerational equity without recalling the deeper conceptual and theoretical foundations of the concept of justice in general, and of intergenerational justice in particular. On this line, we can identify three broad approaches to justice.
 Having its roots in the work of Thomas Hobbes “Leviathan”
, the first approach sees justice as a mutual advantage. Accordingly, an arrangement is just if each party to it has good reasons to believe that it provides him/her with the best benefit he/she can obtain compared to the costs he/she is required to support as part of the arrangement. Justice can thus be likened to a rational bargain, in which each party to an arrangement tries to get the best deal that he/she can from cooperating with others.
 As a consequence, there are no obligations for people to make unrequired sacrifices for the sake of present or future individuals; whatever contribution they make to the common good, it is fair only if it is balanced by at least as much benefit to themselves. However, this approach results problematic in that it makes assumptions about peoples’ motivations, which may be implausible in reality. Moreover, those with little bargaining power – that is, those who have great needs and little ability to provide benefits- will get the worst deals, and nothing is specified about the fairness of the conditions which affect the bargaining power of individuals and generations.

The second theoretical approach looks at justice as an entitlement; it starts from the plausible moral idea that individuals ought to have what they deserve and that, so far as possible, social and economic arrangements should ensure that this happens. This view stipulates that whatever benefits and burdens people end up with in their lives, fairness is established only if those benefits and burdens have resulted from people’s free choices, and if everyone has started on an equal footing. Clearly, the difficulty with this approach lies in establishing equal starting points.
 In fact, the entitlement view relies on assumptions about people’s opportunities, capacities and resources being equal to start off with, which is highly unlikely as people start their lives in very different and unequal conditions. 
Finally, justice can be conceived of in terms of fair outcomes. On this line, all individuals should be able to enjoy their fair share of resources or have their needs met regardless of their history, opportunities, or their personal deserts. This conception is certainly forward-looking. It aims at producing a particular result as far as the distribution of goods and services is concerned. An obvious question that arises, however, is: what counts as a fair outcome? Different theories provide different answers. The most significant outcome theory of our times, that of philosopher John Rawls, holds that inequalities are justified if and only if they tend to increase the well-being of the least well off groups in society.
 Outcome theories are generally concerned with distribution among contemporaries. However, they should also be applicable to future citizens – and particularly those in proximate generations. Yet, there are two major shortcomings with this conception. First of all, we are uncertain about how people of the future will fare, meaning that we cannot know how to arrive at a just outcome.
 Secondly, the nature of the intergenerational social contract is such that we cannot reach an agreement with the unborn about intergenerational policies because they do not participate in the political process. 

Despite the many and oftentimes confusing issues and considerations that underlie discussions on the concept of intergenerational justice, three characteristic principles can be evinced with clarity from the literature.
 Together, they provide a foundation for determining when law adequately protects future generations from climate change harms. The fundamental premise is that each generation receives a natural legacy in trust from its predecessors, which it then holds in trust for future generations. This trust relationship imposes duties on the current generation and grants rights to beneficiaries in future generations. To determine one generation’s ecological legacy to the next, we should hence assess how what is passed on conserves: a) options; b) quality; and c) access for the next generation.
 

More specifically, and as argued by international environmental law Professor Edith Brown Weiss, intergenerational equity is achieved when each living generation conserves options for future generations by “not unduly restrict[ing] the options available to future generations in solving their problems and satisfying their own values.”
 To conserve quality, the current generation must “maintain the quality of the planet so that it is passed on in no worse condition that [the generation] received it.”
 But notably, mere conservation is not sufficient: “if one generation fails to conserve the planet at the level of quality received, succeeding generations have an obligation to repair this damage, even if it is costly to do so.”
 Finally, in order to conserve access, the current generation must “provide its members with equitable rights of access to the legacy from past generations” and “conserve this access for future generations.”
 By using these principles to constrain the actions of current generations, we may achieve a minimum level of equality among generations.

The three principles of intergenerational equity of which above hence form the basis of a set of intergenerational rights and obligations, or “planetary right and obligations” that are held by each generation and are integrally linked one to the other.
 Planetary rights and obligations coexist in each generation and may be regarded as group rights, as distinct from individual rights, in the sense that generations hold these rights as groups in relation to other generations – past, present, and future.
 They exist regardless of the number and identity of individuals making up each generation. More broadly, intergenerational rights provide a theoretically attractive framework for linking a number of disparate rights that inherently have a temporal dimension, including cultural rights and the right to development. 
3. Operationalizing intergenerational equity
The literature has evidenced a few key aspects related to the concept of intergenerational equity that turn particularly useful for informing our attempt at demonstrating its concrete implications for today’s climate change-related decision-making at national and international levels. First of all, we have noted that intergenerational equity is inextricably linked to, and supported by, various theories of justice, so that we can also talk about intergenerational justice. In fact, “equity derives from a concept of social justice. It represents a belief that there are some things which people should have, that there are basic needs that should be fulfilled, that burdens and rewards should not be spread too divergently across the community, and that policy should be directed with impartiality, fairness and justice towards these ends.”
 Secondly, intergenerational equity represents one of the constituting pillars of the sustainable development approach, so that the latter, and related policies at the national and international levels, are increasingly becoming focused on the three principles of conservation of options, conservation of quality, and conservation of access. Finally, it has emerged from the literature that one of the main reasons why intergenerational equity has not yet been translated into legally binding tools at national and international levels is linked to the fact that future generations seem not to be able to participate in today’s decision-making processes.
 
In reality, some overlapping does occur as children and youth that live in the present are actual representatives of future generations. Therefore, it can be argued that intergenerational equity is achieved by, inter alia, including children and youth into the decision-making process. If one way to achieve intergenerational equity (as far as the climate change issue is concerned, at least) is through the inclusion of youth into political decision-making, then we shall identify the conditions that favor such an outcome. More specifically, we hypothesize that intergenerational equity is achieved through intergenerational cooperation, meaning the active collaboration and constant dialogue between today’s political decision-makers and representatives of the future generation, i.e. the youth. Intergenerational cooperation, in turn, requires reciprocal commitment, a common agenda (values and actions) embedded within a network, and continuous education and capacity-building.

The political science literature considers commitments as a fundamental condition for establishing cooperation at the international and national levels, especially in situations of difficult and asymmetric communication.
 This is surely the case for intergenerational cooperation; as communication between adult decision-makers representing the current generation and the youth is often difficult, if not inexistent, and certainly asymmetric, commitments from both sides are required in order for cooperation to be established. And this is where the element of reciprocity comes into the game. Reciprocity represents a fundamental strategic concept in international relations, indicating that conditional cooperation works better than the provision of unilateral benefits.
 

Importantly, intergenerational cooperation requires the youth to be empowered in order to be able to deal on an equal footing with more experienced decision-makers who already detain the political power. Indeed, the relationship between these distinct groups of actors is highly asymmetrical, and, therefore, needs to be rebalanced on the side of the youth. Such a re-equilibration process can be favored by the constitution of ‘youth networks’, i.e. systems of people belonging to the same generation and united by common values, actions, and objectives – a common agenda-. On this line, a new growing body of literature in international relations has recently emerged, which focuses on transnational politics and global civil society, and highlights the role of “transnational advocacy networks” (TANs) in fostering cooperation at the international level.
 TANs are defined as “those relevant actors, working internationally on an issue, who are bound together by shared values, a common discourse, and dense exchanges of information and services.”
 
These networks include non-governmental organizations (NGOs), charitable foundations, media organizations, churches, and even parts of governments, and are likely to emerge when domestic groups cannot resolve problems by appealing to state authorities, and/or when political entrepreneurs believe that networking will aid their cause. Given these considerations, the youth movement on climate change can be classified as a TAN. In fact, it was formed when existing youth groups in individual countries realized that their actions were not powerful enough to impact on their governments. Thanks to the diffusion of new media and communication technologies, these youth groups exchanged information on problems and strategies with their colleagues around the world. This way, they soon found out that they shared the same objectives and values and that common action was possible and indeed desirable, and transformed themselves into a worldwide network that started operating at the international level. 

To summarize, our hypothesis is that intergenerational equity requires intergenerational cooperation in order to become a concrete objective to be achieved, and not only a moral obligation we somehow feel towards our children and grand-children to come. Intergenerational cooperation, in turn, calls for, as a first step, a re-balancing of the asymmetrical power relationship between today’s decision-makers and the youth. To this end, a number of conditions must be put in place: reciprocal commitment, a transnational network of youth with a common agenda and shared values, and continuous investments on education and capacity-building.
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Figure 1: Theoretical concept.

4. Case study: the youth movement at COP15

In order to empirically substantiate our supposition on how the concept of intergenerational equity can be operationalized, we will now examine the case of the youth movement that gathered in Copenhagen in December 2009 in occasion of the COP15. Different reasons justify why this case is particularly significant. First of all, we are concentrating on the issue of climate change, which is already happening now (and we are witnessing its impacts in the intensification of extreme events, the melting of glaciers, and instances of desertification and water scarcity in some areas of the world), but will worsen in the future. Indeed, climate change is the issue that will define the generation of today’s youth. In this context, the COP15 represented a landmark event, upon which the whole world’s eyes were focused, and which gathered extraordinary attention and expectations from the media, civil society, general public, governments, and international and regional organizations alike. As such, it makes sense for us to take the COP15 as the context within which to analyze youth participation in political decision-making on climate change, as well as the extent to which intergenerational cooperation actually takes place. 
Youth movements focusing on environmental problems have started arising all since the 1970s in the context of students’ mass protests in the United States and Europe. Until recently, however, they were prevalently acting at the national and municipal levels, lobbying for change with their governments or local representatives. When the issue of climate change started making a headline in national and regional politics, the youth got involved in pushing decision-makers towards concrete and effective mitigation and adaptation strategies that would have, if not solved, at least contributed to rendering the problem less dramatic. A youth constituency was first discussed at COP10 in Buenos Aires in 2004. As youth participation grew, from less than 50 youth at the beginning to over 200 by 2007, and then to over 500 in 2008 (in occasion of COP14), it was clear that a more constant, more committed, and more global youth climate network was developing and rapidly growing.
 Youth organizations prepared together for COPs, and cooperated constantly throughout years by sharing strategies and ideas, independently from other NGOs. This independence demonstrated the need for a separate constituency. 
In 2009, youth and children’s participation in the UNFCCC process took a great step forward: under the name of “YOUNGO” (Youth Non-Governmental Organizations), the youth movement formally submitted the constituency application to the UNFCCC. In the past, in fact, the youth had attended UN climate negotiations only on an informal basis, i.e. without being recognized as a legitimate stakeholder group, and hence without the possibility of having their voices at the table. The YOUNGO’s application was approved ‘on probation’ by the UNFCCC, thereby enabling it to be acknowledged as an independent stakeholder group at the COP15 in Copenhagen in December 2009.
 Coupled with generous financial support from the government of the Netherlands, and facilitated by the UNFCCC Secretariat, the YOUNGO constituency contributed to increasing not only the legitimacy of youth participation in the UNFCCC process, but also their numbers and global representativeness, as well as the public profile of youth in media and civil society. 

Over 1,500 youth from more than 130 countries participated in COP15 as part of YOUNGO: it was the largest and most differentiated group of young people ever that attended a UNFCCC session.
 Members of YOUNGO came from diverse cultural, academic, political and socio-economic backgrounds. For example, many youth had very advanced academic careers with specializations in international environmental law, climatology, or social change theory. Others derived their experience on the issues at stake from their belonging to communities that witnessed first-hand climate impacts; still others worked full-time on climate issues within their organizations. The constituent youth groups and organizations also used different tactics – from peer-to-peer education to political campaigning, civil disobedience, diplomacy and government negotiation, and implementation of ground-level change in local communities. They were motivated by concerns spanning from environment to poverty, economics, or human rights. However, youth in YOUNGO arrived at Copenhagen united, sharing a common ambition, a common voice, and a common enthusiasm to work together, and understand each other, to solve the climate crisis. 

Defining and adopting a common agenda was not an easy task for such a diverse group of people coming together for two weeks only. This challenging prerequisite was nevertheless achieved through a well-defined and successful preparation strategy that members of YOUNGO had started implementing all since the end of COP14. A program of regional consultations and preparation projects was carried out by regional networks, with the support of the Government of the Netherlands. These workshops aimed at identifying regional priorities, enhancing preparations for COP15, and fostering greater understanding and rapport among youth networks. Regional preparation events occurred in Nepal, Sweden, Senegal, China, Copenhagen, and even via the Internet for the “Mass Dialogues” project, which virtually gathered youth groups from a range of different English and French-speaking countries.
 Of course, the capability of the youth in using new media and communication technologies, such as Facebook and Twitter, just to cite two amongst many, greatly facilitated the success of this preparatory phase. 

In addition, and already since COP11 (Montréal, 2005), youth delegates started gathering prior to the official negotiations for the ‘Conference of Youth’ (COY). This two-day event typically focuses on capacity-building through workshops, collective discussions, networking, and thought-provoking keynote speakers. It thus provides orientation to youth that are new to the UNFCCC process and YOUNGO, but, more importantly, offers a space for strategizing and organizing shared youth initiatives to be carried on during the official negotiations. For example, in the context of COY5, which took place the week-end before the official beginning of COP15, youth discussed, debated and coordinated policy positions, and established greater understanding and stronger friendships between youth communities around the world, finally coming up with a shared ‘youth agenda’. Over 700 youth, from over 100 countries, attended. Many youth organizations presented their projects and swapped advice and support with others. This way, youth also established communication mechanisms for the duration of COP15 – meetings, announcement boards, email systems, and even an innovative mass instant-messaging system, which enabled them to respond quickly to developments in negotiations. COY also constitutes the main capacity-building venue of YOUNGO, and is the annual highlight of the international youth movement’s calendar. More specifically, during COY5, two main workshops were organized with the aims of: a) building trust and solidarity among youth attending COP15, so that they could share ideas, thoughts, experiences, and skills; and b) building a truly global movement to stop the climate crisis.
 
And last, but certainly not least, youth participation in the COP15 contributed to the establishment of a real transnational network, thanks to the intensive and collaborative environment that typically characterizes YOUNGO. Such a network physically manifests during international events, and remains active beyond them with the support of social networks and communication technologies that facilitate constant contacts between members. These relationships bring great benefit to the movement beyond the UNFCCC process, and sort of ‘legitimize’ its coherent and unitary action in the climate change political arena. The network form also allows for more capital (both human and financial) to be available for capacity-building activities, as well as lobbying and concrete participation in negotiation processes. In addition, it contributes giving young people an easier access to decision-makers both at the national and international levels, which, in turn, helps building relationships of trust and commitments between the two generations: that of the ‘adult’ politicians and negotiators, and that of the ‘young’ representatives of the future. 

Going back to our first concern dealing with intergenerational equity, we may then ask in what sense, the participation of the youth movement in the COP15 can be said to have contributed to the achievement of intergenerational cooperation, and hence, of intergenerational equity. The many examples of interactions between the youth and member states and international organizations’ representatives during COP15 are surely a first step in the right direction. Although the results coming out of COP15 were not even minimally satisfactory in terms of concrete steps towards mitigation of and adaptation to climate change, with national and personal interests and mere profit-oriented considerations prevailing over what was commonly perceived as a ‘fair and just’ outcome, the youth movement still represents a success story. Youth participation proved not to be only tokenism. Youth influenced the text of the negotiations via official participation in government delegations, policy submissions, and by developing relationships and influence with national negotiations.
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6. Conclusion
We started this paper with the idea of defining what the concept of intergenerational equity actually means, and we achieved this scope by recalling theories of justice that philosophers, academics, but also laymen have elaborated throughout history. Indeed, all human beings have, sooner or later, interrogated themselves about the nature of their relationship with those who lived in the past, as well as with those who will live in the future. While before this merely translated into reflections about the dead or caring attitudes towards sons and daughters, today a new awareness has been brought about by current environmental threats, of which climate change is surely the most daunting one. What type of world are we supposed to leave to the next generation? Who shall pay the costs for environmental degradation? 
What we tried to argue here is that there is indeed, some generational overlapping between the present generation and the future one: this overlapping is embodied in today’s children and youth. If, therefore, we want to operationalize the concept of intergenerational equity, so that it does not play the easy role of a vague theoretical idea, we need to achieve some sort of cooperation between ‘adult’ decision-makers and the children and youth. We have presented a number of obstacles that may come into the way when attempting at establishing such kind of relationship; a relationship that ought to be based on mutual commitments and trust between very diverse people. At the same time, however, we have also tried to propose some solutions to overcome such generational differences, and we have proved that such change can happen by illustrating the case of the youth movement during the COP15 negotiations on climate change. 
The YOUNGO example demonstrates that the youth, through participation in and around negotiations, are actively shaping their future. Youth are empowered, influencing national politics, and building their skills, capacities and understanding in a global network. They are also contributing to creating change locally, and bringing ambitious global climate agreements closer to becoming reality. COP15 was a modest but important step forward in global climate politics, despite the many disillusioned hopes that were thrown upon it and the overwhelming inadequacy of the COP15 outcome. At least, more heads of state and government are now personally engaged in the climate issue, and civil society is more determined and active than ever. It also became evident that the youth climate movement was, and still is, a key vehicle through which the liberation of transformative power is occurring. 
Nevertheless, to achieve this ideal, a greater societal understanding of youth’s strengths and real respect for their unique contribution is required. Youth participation, representation, coordination, communication, governance and continuous capacity-building must be well supported via partnerships, funding and training. The rapid growth of the youth movement in the past few years has been largely fuelled on raw, volunteer energy and passion, and without a formal international structure. Modest investment of funds, time and energy in international youth coordination – from individuals, organizations and governments- will have a dramatic and tangible effect in the coming years. Engaging with the youth climate movement today will have an immeasurable impact in the long-term. In fact, as the youth of today grow older, they will take their valuable connections, experiences, knowledge and their globally-conscious ethic into their governments, businesses, civil societies and their communities and families, thereby creating change at every step along the way. 
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Box1: YOUNGO’s activities at COP151:





• Youth-led side events: Youth organizations held official side-events for delegates, media and civil society, presenting their work and recommendations. For example, the European Youth Forum (YJF) hosted a panel on the topic of intergenerational equity, inviting Tracy Bach, a legal scholar from the University of Iowa, and Margareta Auken, a Swedish Member of the European Parliament, to discuss, together with the youth, how to more effectively become involved in all levels of implementation and decision-making up until developing into powerful agents of change. Also, the Service Civil International (SCI) led a discussion between expert actors in education for sustainable development, addressing the past and future contribution of education to behavioral changes, mitigation and adaptation.


• Youth policy: In article 17 of the recently adopted UN General Assembly resolution on “Policies and Programs involving Youth”, member states are urged to: “consider including youth representatives in their delegations at all relevant discussions in […] relevant United Nations conferences. […] Such youth representatives should be selected through a transparent process that ensures that they have a suitable mandate to represent young people in their countries.”2 Following this line, at COP15 at least 25 countries in Asia, Europe, Africa, the Pacific, and the Caribbean included a number of politically independent youth from civil society into their official delegations. Official Youth Delegates learned much about their government processes and policies, but also had the opportunity to input the youth voice more directly into the negotiations by means of the strong relationships that they established with their governments’ delegations. Experiences varied depending on how each government structured its youth participation. For example, European youth delegates, mainly selected by their own country’s National Youth Council, were more independent from their governments, had their own agenda and acted as true ‘observers’ of the process. Instead, African youth delegates were often dynamically involved into the work of their delegations, acting more like government aides as in an internship experience.


• Working groups: Youth groups, being registered as observer organizations, had the right to submit their recommendations to the UNFCCC negotiations’ formal consultation processes. In YOUNGO, international working groups prepared such policy recommendations on behalf of the whole constituency, and presented common youth positions in statements known as ‘interventions’ during negotiating sessions. In their recommendations, the youth called for ambitious and equitable policies – in mitigation, adaptation, climate finance and forests- informed by sound science, and in solidarity with those who will suffer most from the impacts of climate change: future generations, but also climate-vulnerable nations, women, and indigenous people. 


• Involvement in national politics: Being able to participate in the negotiations on climate change at the international level was already an extraordinary success for the youth movement in Copenhagen. However, decisions made internationally within the framework of the UNFCCC (a consensus-based body) are not binding at the level of individual member states. Thus, while youth engagement towards improving the negotiating text during the COP15 was an important step, its potential was deemed to remain limited due to political conditions. To create the much needed large-scale political shits, the youth must also influence public opinion and their national governments, to ensure that the interests of future generations are adequately protected. Participation in COP15 provided youth with a much higher level of access to their own governments than they would have otherwise been able to achieve at home. This happened especially during UNFCCC meetings, when the negotiation teams and government ministers were obliged to meet with stakeholders. In this context, youth organizations succeeded in establishing relationships of trust and gain legitimacy in the eyes of their governments – relationships to then be leveraged domestically throughout the year. For example, the European Youth Climate Movement hosted a successful roundtable to exchange views with Environment Ministers from Ireland and Belgium, the French Secretary of State and special envoys on climate from the Netherlands and Finland. 


• Briefings: The UNFCCC Secretariat hosted a series of briefings for youth during the COP15 to facilitate dialogue between them and other influential actors in the negotiations, such as Dr. Rajendra Pachauri (Chair of the IPCC), Connie Hedegaard (Minister for Climate Change of Denmark, and COP15 President), Ban Ki-Moon (UN Secretary General), and others. Senior officials discussed their perceptions of the negotiations and the role that youth should play within them. Youth reciprocated by sharing their intentions, concerns and questions. Briefings represented a great opportunity for youth to access political leaders and enhance their understanding of political processes. Agendas were jointly crafted by youth delegates, participating dignitaries and the UNFCCC Secretariat. Briefings also served as useful opportunities for the media to understand youth perspectives.3





1 For more information on the youth activities in Copenhagen, see: 


� HYPERLINK "http://live.tcktcktck.org/cop-15-copenhagen-event-calendars/copenhagen-events" ��http://live.tcktcktck.org/cop-15-copenhagen-event-calendars/copenhagen-events� [last access: August 23, 2010]. 


2 United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) Resolution on Policies and Programmes Involving Youth A/RES/64/130, 3 February 2010. 


<� HYPERLINK "http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/469/63/PDF/N0946963.pdf?OpenElement" ��http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/469/63/PDF/N0946963.pdf?OpenElement�> [last access: August 20, 2010].


3 To view a complete list of the briefings for youth that took place during the COP15, see: 


� HYPERLINK "http://unfccc.int/cc_inet/information_pool/simple_search/items/3522.php?displayPool=1309" ��http://unfccc.int/cc_inet/information_pool/simple_search/items/3522.php?displayPool=1309� [last access: August 23, 2010].
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� Rawls (1971), p.266.


� The United Nations process under the “Framework Convention on Climate Change” (UNFCCC) is the only truly global governmental forum for negotiating humanity’s shared solutions to global warming. The UNFCCC was established in 1992. For eighteen years, the negotiations have attempted to bring all nations together to “stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.” 


See: < � HYPERLINK "http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/background/items/1353.php" ��http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/background/items/1353.php�> [last access: August 19, 2010]. 


� For example, one of the explanations given for the collapse of the Easter Island civilization is resources overexploitation. See: Ponting (1993), and Diamond (2005).


� Foot and Venne (2005).


� Tobin (1974). 


� WCED (1987), p.53.


� Tremmel (2006), p.1.


� Tremmel (2006), p.1.


� Tremmel (2004). See also: Norton (2005), p.305.


� Thompson (2003).


� Hobbes (1651). 


� Guthier (1986).


� For further critical comments on mutual advantage views, sometimes referred to as ‘justice as reciprocity’, see Barry (1989), and Buchanan (1990).


� Thompson (2003), pp.13-14.


� Rawls (1971).


� Beckerman and Pasek (2001).


� Brown Weiss (1989).


� Brown Weiss (1989).


� Brown Weiss (1989), p.38.


� Brown Weiss (1989), p.38.


� Brown Weiss (1989), p.24.


� Brown Weiss (1989), p.38.


� Beder (2000).


� For a thoughtful analysis of group rights in relation to goods that are enjoyed together, see: Waldron (1987). 


� Falk et al. (1993), p.2.


� Dasgupta et al. (2000).


� See, for example: Schelling (1966).


� Axelrod (1984)


� See, for example: Keck and Sikking (1998).


� Keck and Sikking (1998), p.2. 


� The theoretical concept underlying this paper is schematically presented in Figure 1. 


� See: UNFCCC (2009). 


� A final decision on constituency status will be made prior to COP17 in 2011, on the basis of the assessment of the constituency’s work in relation to the UNFCCC process. 


� It should be noted that prior to COP15, the vast majority of youth representatives to UNFCCC sessions came from the Global North, and were largely self-financed or backed by local sponsorship. Youth participation from developing countries was constrained primarily due to a lack of funding. In 2009, youth from all over the world worked hard to rectify this imbalance by ensuring that funds were available to support global south youth participation. Funding provided by the Government of the Netherlands enabled 50 youth from the Global South to attend COP15. Also, additional funding from bilateral north-south youth partnerships, and direct fund-raising by global south youth organizations, enabled hundreds of global south youth to participate. 


� Youth Climate (2009). 


� Youth Climate (2009). 


� See Box 1 for more details about the youth participation in COP15.
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