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THE COST OF CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY

Climate change (global warming) can be considered as one of the major environmental problems.
However, the climate change policy is difficult and expensive. It requires a comparison of the costs and
benefits, and a comparison of costs of action to diminish negative effects of climate change and costs of
inaction [1]. The costs and benefits are uncertain. Moreover, they occur in different time periods.

The estimates of costs of mitigation of global warming are controversial. For example, according to
one of the most famous and influential review of the economics of climate change — the Stern Review of
2006 — the cost of long-term actions to avoid worst impacts of climate change and reduce greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions would be approximately 1% of global GDP each year. It is the cost of achieving GHG
stabilisation in the range of between 500 and 550 ppm CO2e. N. Stern estimated also the cost of inaction.
According to the report it would be at least 5% of global GDP per year. In other words, we will annually
lose one twentieth of our income. The damage cost could be even higher (for example 20% of global
GDP) if wider range of risks and impacts is taken into account [2]. As noted in the literature, majority of
spending for climate change programs will come from developed countries [3].

W. Nordhaus of Yale University have analysed costs of various trajectories for reducing carbon
dioxide emissions over the next years. According to his study, the net present-value global benefit of the
optimal climate policy is $3.4 trillion relative to the baseline (uncontrolled case — no policy to reverse
climate change). It is a relatively small amount — it corresponds to only 0.17% of the discounted value of
total future income. The reduction targets have to be achieved by carbon tax. According to the study, the
optimal tax rate per tonne of carbon (that is carbon price) should be $95 in 2050 and $207 in 2100 [4]. It
corresponds to respectively $26 and $56 per tonne of carbon dioxide.

Carbon taxes (carbon charges) are climate change policy instruments which can provide a cost-
effective distribution of mitigation efforts across different countries [5]. However, this would require an
introduction of international uniform carbon tax which minimizes the total abatement cost. Currently,
such taxes on carbon content of fuels or on carbon dioxide emissions are applied only in some European
and non European countries. There are large differences in tax rates: for example in Poland the rate of the
CO2 charge is lower than 0,10 euro per tonne. The tax rate in Sweden is more than 100 euro per tonne of
carbon dioxide.

Harmonised carbon taxes could be levied and collected by national governments [6]. The example
of how such taxation harmonisation can be done is the 2004 EU energy tax directive which sets minimum
tax rates for energy products [7]. Alternatively, such tax could be levied internationally. The tax revenues
would be allocated to the special fund for GHG emissions mitigation programmes in selected countries.

The emission reduction targets can be also achieved by quantity instruments, particularly
international cap-and-trade scheme. However, it seems that price instruments (international carbon tax)



provide greater certainty about the possible costs of tackling climate change and lowering GHG emissions

8.
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LOGISTYKA W GOSPODARCE SWIATOWEJ XXI WIEKU

Gwaltowny rozwoj logistyki na przetomie XX 1 XXI wieku, a takze rewolucja informatyczna
spowodowaty, ze odwazne kiedy§ wizje racjonalizowania przeptywu produktéw i ushug pomigdzy
panstwami i kontynentami, wtasnie dzigki logistyce, staly si¢ mozliwe. To skracanie proceséw zamowien,
czasu dostaw, unowocze$nianie infrastruktury logistycznej warunkuja osiaganie przewagi
konkurencyjnej. W dobie globalizacji, logistyka zaczyna odgrywa¢ nie tylko istotng role w
funkcjonowaniu  pojedynczych przedsigbiorstw, ale ro$nie takze jej =znaczenie w skali
makroekonomicznej. Zaczyna eksponowac si¢ jej oddzialywanie na caly system gospodarczy danego
kraju, kontynentu, a nawet §wiata. Wspodlczesnie, udziat logistyki w §wiatowym PKB wynosi 13,8%
(pierwsza dekada dwudziestego pierwszego wieku - 5,4 biliona euro). Roczne wydatki na logistyke w
Europie 1 Ameryce Potnocnej ksztaltuja sie na poziomie okoto 1 biliona euro w kazdym z tych regionow.
W Unii Europejskiej, logistyka stanowi 13% PKB (przy uwzglednieniu catoksztaltu czynnoSci
logistycznych). Biorac pod uwage spodziewane tempo rozwoju logistyki w skali makroekonomicznej o
okoto 50% do 2020 roku, wyraznie wskaza¢ mozna tu na tendencj¢ wzrostowa (wyniki badan podano za:
Ojala, Andersson, Naula 2011, s.26; Schwarzler 2002).

W zwiazku z powyzszym zasadnicze tezy opracowania autorka formuluje w nastepujacym
brzmieniu:

1. Logistyka stanowi coraz istotniejszy czynnik poprawy konkurencyjnosci gospodarek
narodowych, a w konsekwencji rozwoju gospodarki Swiatowej. Dla potwierdzenia tezy nalezy
wskaza¢ na:

e zalezno$ci wystepujace pomiedzy logistyka 1 gospodarka (poprawa sprawno$ci procesow
logistycznych przedsigbiorstw wplywajaca na postep w zakresie specjalizacji 1 kooperacji prowadzacych
do rozszerzenia rynkow zbytu; podnoszenie efektywnosci obstugi logistycznej wptywajace na tworzenie
warunkow do obnizania cen, dzigki efektom ekonomii skali 1 skracaniu czasu realizacji dostaw;
lokalizacja publicznych centréw logistycznych wptywajagca na stopien dostgpnosci produktow
wytwarzanych w odlegtych miejscach kraju 1 $wiata; infrastruktura transportowo-magazynowa
ksztattowana przez panstwo wplywajaca na zachowania potencjalnych inwestoréw przemystowych i
handlowych; integracja przedsigbiorstw zlokalizowanych w najodleglejszych miejscach kraju,



