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Executive summary

Against the backdrop of rising inequalities and 
the accelerating climate and environmental 
crisis, this paper proposes additional taxes – or 
surtaxes – on the profits of the fossil fuel industry. 
The purpose of these surtaxes is to speed up 
the transition away from fossil fuels, to increase 
equity and to generate additional revenue for the 
pursuit of sustainable development objectives 
and climate action. For example, if a 20 per cent 
surtax had been applied on the global profits of 
the world’s 100 biggest oil and gas companies 
since the adoption of the Paris Agreement, an 
accumulated US$1.08 trillion of additional tax 
revenues could have been collected.

Mainstream environmental taxation policy, 
such as carbon pricing, often carries a high 
risk of regressivity, directly or indirectly placing 
disproportionate burdens on consumers and 
the poorest. This bias can lead to social injustice 
and insufficient environmental protection, and 
contributes to opposition to climate action and 
environmental protection more generally. In 
contrast, taxing the profits of polluting companies 
is a progressive, supply-side strategy that aligns 
economic responsibility with environmental harm.

With its excessive ecological footprint, the fossil 
fuel industry bears particular responsibility for 
the escalating climate and ecological catastrophe. 
Record profits for the fossil fuel industry over 
the past years have yielded significant returns 
to shareholders, while the sector’s investments 
in the transition away from fossil fuels remain 
largely insignificant. Instead, the sector is further 
expanding its fossil fuel business, investing 
in more extraction and production. This is 

diametrically opposed to the need to accelerate 
the transformation of its business models away 
from fossil fuels.

Additionally, the fossil fuel industry’s profits 
are extracted at the expense of a safe and 
stable climate. But this is only part of the cost 
borne by society. Due to structural flaws in the 
current international tax system – including tax 
havens, harmful tax practices and loopholes 
– multinational corporations continue to
significantly reduce their tax payments, avoiding
paying their fair contribution to society.

The current international corporate tax rules 
are particularly problematic when it comes to 
the taxation of extractive industries. This system 
creates avenues for these companies to shift their 
profits away from the source country and into tax 
havens, depriving countries of crucial domestic 
revenues. This has an impact on countries all 
around the world, but hits particularly hard in 
the global south, where public tax revenues are 
desperately needed to improve citizens’ lives. 
Profit shifting in the fossil fuel sector flips the 
polluter pays principle on its head, with the 
polluter profiting and society at large paying  
for the damage.

A truly historic opportunity
The coming years offer a historic opportunity 
to rebuild the global tax architecture and 
to end the exploitation of the public purse 
by multinational corporations and climate 
polluters. A new United Nations (UN) Framework 
Convention on International Tax Cooperation 
is currently being negotiated with the aim of 
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establishing an “international tax system for 
sustainable development”. Such an agreement, 
which is set to be finalised by 2027, would 
open up an avenue towards binding global 
rules that can ensure equitable taxation of all 
multinational corporations; effective taxation of 
the super rich; and international tax initiatives 
to promote sustainable development, including 
environmental protection and taxing the 
companies and polluters at the root of the global 
ecological collapse.

Effective climate action requires urgent 
transformation of the business models 
of polluting industries. At the same time, 
international tax rules must be reformed to 
become more progressive and equitable – 
ensuring they mobilise the financial resources 
needed for climate action and sustainable 
development. A surtax on profits from pollution, 
as outlined in this paper, offers a complementary 
fiscal climate policy tool that ensures payments 
from polluters for the damage they cause and 
incentivises fundamental changes to industry 
practices. 

These kinds of fossil fuel profit surtaxes have 
already been introduced and implemented in 
Europe. For example, the so-called ‘EU solidarity 
contribution’ – the European Union’s (EU) fossil 
fuel industry windfall profit tax levied in the fiscal 
years 2022 and 2023 – generated €28.66 billion 
in additional tax revenues. Profit surtaxes on 
the fossil fuel industry in Norway and the UK are 
other examples that show such taxes are feasible 
and effective.

This paper proposes a three-level approach to 
fossil fuel profit surtaxes, covering the global, 
regional and national levels. 

Key recommendations:
X As a part of the UN Framework Convention on

International Tax Cooperation, governments
should introduce a polluter pays surtax
applied to the global profits of fossil fuel
companies. This report illustrates a surtax
of 20 per cent, which – if it had been levied
in the fiscal years 2022, 2023 and 2024 and
applied on the world’s 100 biggest oil and
gas companies – would have generated an
estimated US$236 billion, US$184 billion
and US$147 billion respectively. If the 20
per cent surtax had been applied since the
adoption of the Paris Agreement in 2015, an
accumulated US$1.08 trillion of additional
tax revenues could have been collected.
These revenues should form additional
contributions, complementing the currently
highly inadequate international climate
finance commitments. This report also
argues that in line with the international
objective to transition away from fossil fuels
and accelerate action, the global tax should
be gradually increased over time, and set to
reach 100 per cent by 2050.

X 	While the international rules are being
negotiated at the UN level, governments
around the world should immediately apply
profit surtaxes on fossil fuel companies
taxable in their own country. These taxes
should be designed to co-exist with the global-
level surtax, once this has been introduced.

X At the regional level, governments could
determine a minimum surtax rate and
coordinate its implementation. For the EU,
that means continuing its ‘EU solidarity
contribution’ with a minimum tax rate of 33
per cent and a modified tax design, while
integrating provisions for the future global-
level surtax.
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Introduction

This paper puts forward a proposal to contribute to effective and equitable 
taxation in support of nature protection and climate action. It comes at a  
time of escalating climate catastrophe, inadequate policy responses and 
increasing inequality – both within and between countries – exacerbated by 
a flawed global financial architecture, a severe shortfall in climate finance  
and notoriously unfair and ineffective international tax rules.

While taxing polluters is a valid environmental and 
fiscal policy option, it should not burden lower-
income groups that carry a very limited share 
of the responsibility for global environmental 
crises and spend relatively more on essentials 
like heating or transport that still rely on fossil 
fuels. Traditional environmental tax approaches 
– including carbon pricing – risk increasing
inequalities at both national and international
levels. Instead, progressive environmental
taxation – as proposed in this paper – is targeting
the corporate income of polluting industries,
aiming for revenue generation combined with a
steering effect for the allocation of capital away
from polluting business.

This paper zooms in on the fossil fuel industry, 
but surtaxes on polluting businesses should also 
be applied to other highly polluting sectors and 
environmentally harmful businesses. While this 
paper focuses on taxation as the key policy tool, 
regulation – including the outright banning of 
certain activities – is an option that should always 
be considered when it comes to addressing 
highly polluting businesses. In the cases where 
polluting industries continue to operate, this 
paper argues that those businesses should, at 
the very least, face financial consequences for 
the environmentally damaging impact of their 
activities, according to the polluter pays principle.
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In Chapter 3, this report first revisits the 
state of the global climate emergency 
and highlights the stark shortfall 
in international climate financing 
commitments – not to mention the even 
greater funding gaps to reparations.

Chapter 4 provides a snapshot of the 
inherent flaws of the current international 
taxation system, and the reforms needed 
to address these.

Chapter 5 then explores the structure 
and dynamics of environmental tax 
policies, putting taxation into the 
context of the polluter pays principle 
and contrasting regressive neo-classical 
Pigouvian taxes with the progressive 
supply-side approaches of fiscal climate 
policy. 

Chapter 6 showcases how fossil fuel 
profit surtaxes have been introduced 
in the EU in the form of a ‘solidarity 
contribution’ and highlights examples 
of how these have been applied at the 
national level in the UK and Norway. 

Chapter 7 presents the tax design 
for a global surtax, exploring revenue 
potentials and the interplay with similar 
taxes at regional and national levels. A 
sample of the profits of the 100 biggest 
oil and gas companies between 2016 and 
2024 explores the revenue potential of a 
20 per cent surtax as a starting point.

Chapter 8 highlights the enormous 
profits made by the fossil fuel industry 
globally.

Chapter 9 demonstrates the fossil 
fuel industry’s misguided use of their 
profits, further expanding extraction and 
production rather than investing in the 
transition of the sector. 

Chapter 10 offers conclusions and key 
recommendations. 

Annex 1 uses six scenarios to illustrate 
the implementation of fossil fuel surtaxes 
on a fictive fossil fuel company.
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The climate crisis

Global carbon emissions from fossil fuels hit 
a new record in 2024.1 This followed on the 
heels of the exceptionally high greenhouse 
gas concentrations of 2023, and stood in 
stark contrast to the 42 per cent reduction in 
greenhouse gases needed to meet global climate 
policy goals.2 The year 2024 marked another 
historic milestone: it was the warmest year 
on record and the first with an average global 
temperature clearly exceeding 1.5°C above 
pre-industrial levels.3 According to the latest UN 
assessment,4 continuing with current climate 
policies could heat up the planet by 3.1°C above 
pre-industrial levels by 2100. This is a far cry 
from the 2015 Paris Agreement goal to hold the 
increase in the global average temperature to  
well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and  
to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase 
to 1.5°C. 

The global macroeconomic damages caused 
by the climate crisis have been estimated as 
“an income reduction of 19 per cent” by 2050, 
respectively in a “range of 11-29 per cent 
accounting for physical climate and empirical 
uncertainty”.5 The biggest losses are expected to 
be seen in countries that have “lower cumulative 
historical emissions and lower present-day 
income”6 – in other words, developing countries 
that are historically not responsible for the climate 
crises and have little means to adapt.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) has stressed that limiting the temperature 
rise to 1.5°C implies reaching net zero CO2 
emissions globally by around 2050.7 While a 
substantial economic transformation of all sectors 
of the economy is required to achieve this goal, 
the fossil fuel industry is of particular concern. 

In December 2023, at the 28th Conference of the 
Parties (COP) of the UN Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), UN Member States 
called on all countries to contribute towards 
“Transitioning away from fossil fuels in energy 
systems, in a just, orderly and equitable manner, 
accelerating action in this critical decade, so as 
to achieve net zero by 2050 in keeping with the 
science”.8 

With extreme and dramatic weather events 
threatening livelihoods and economic 
prospects for generations to come, the growing 
contradiction between the urgent need for 
unprecedented climate action and the fossil fuel 
industry’s business-as-usual stance stands out.9 
With their investments, the allocations of their 
accumulated capital and excessive profits, fossil 
fuel companies and their investors are deciding 
today what society’s relationship with nature will 
be tomorrow.10 

Climate finance, climate debt and 
reparations
Article 3.1 of the UNFCCC states that “The Parties 
should protect the climate system for the benefit 
of present and future generations of humankind, 
on the basis of equity and in accordance with 
their common but differentiated responsibilities 
and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the 
developed country Parties should take the lead in 
combating climate change and the adverse effects 
thereof.”11 The Convention also outlines the 
obligation of developed countries to provide “new 
and additional financial resources” to developing 
countries.12
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Hereinafter, Article 9 of the Paris Agreement 
underlines that “Developed country Parties shall 
provide financial resources to assist developing 
country Parties with respect to both mitigation 
and adaptation in continuation of their existing 
obligations under the Convention”.13

According to the UN, developing countries would 
need about US$1.1 trillion in climate finance from 
2025 and some US$1.8 trillion by 2030.14

At COP 29 in Baku in 2024, a decision on a “New 
collective quantified goal on climate finance” 
was adopted, in which the Parties to the Paris 
Agreement called on all actors “to work together 
to enable the scaling up of financing to developing 
country Parties for climate action from all public 
and private sources to at least USD 1.3 trillion 
per year by 2035” and decided “to set a goal (…), 
with developed country Parties taking the lead, 
of at least USD 300 billion per year by 2035 for 
developing country Parties for climate action: (a) 
from a wide variety of sources, public and private, 
bilateral and multilateral, including alternative 
sources (…)”.15 

This new goal has been heavily criticised by 
both developing countries and civil society 
organisations for falling far short of the needs, 
and has even been referred to as an ‘insult’ and a 
‘joke’ by some campaigners.16 

As the climate crisis escalates, the financing needs 
keep increasing. In addition to the resources 
required to support mitigation and adaptation 
in developing countries, there is also a rapidly 
growing funding gap of what is needed to cover 
the climate damage already done. 

The question of how to cover loss and damage 
has emerged as an unavoidable issue, especially  
in relation to the countries that have done the 
least to cause the climate crisis, but now suffer 
most from the damaging impacts. In response,  
the UN Member States decided, in 2022, to 
establish a fund for loss and damage.17  

However, questions around the sources of finance 
for this fund remain unresolved. 

The discussion about loss and damage is part of 
a broader discussion about climate debts and the 
urgent need for reparations – from those who 
have benefited, and continue to benefit, from 
excessive pollution, to those who bear the brunt 
of a crisis they did not create. At the heart of this 
discussion are the role and responsibilities of 
countries in the global north, wealthy elites and 
fossil fuel companies, whose historic and ongoing 
contributions to the climate crisis demand 
accountability and action. 

For example, researchers Marco Grasso and 
Richard Heede argue in their 2023 paper that the 
responsibility for climate change falls equally on 
producers, emitters and political authorities.18 
They highlight specifically that fossil fuel 
companies are responsible for a significant share 
of the current and historical carbon emissions 
and the related exacerbation of the climate crisis. 
In addition, these companies influence policy 
and, through the design of their products, also 
influence consumers’ emissions. Consequently, 
Grasso and Heede argue that companies and 
their owners should be held accountable for the 
climate damage they have caused; they present a 
methodology for calculating the reparations owed 
by the top 21 fossil fuel companies, reaching a 
total of US$5,444 billion to be repaid over the 
period 2025-2050. In their proposal, they stress 
that “A global reparations scheme, as proposed 
here, complements and is neither a substitute 
for climate finance under the UNFCCC nor for 
climate-related litigation (…) against major oil, gas 
and coal companies”.19 

Focusing on carbon inequalities between 
countries, Andrew Fanning and Jason Hickel 
argue in their 2023 study that CO2 emissions 
accumulated by global north countries in 
excess of their fair share, defined in relation 
to stable planetary levels, represent a form of 
appropriation of the atmospheric commons, 
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establishing ‘climate debt’ and ‘climate 
coloniality’.20 Fanning and Hickel calculate a 
necessary compensation of US$192 trillion by 
2050 to the countries of the global south to make 
up for the loss of their fair share of atmospheric 
quotas. 

The proposals put forward in these two studies 
do not specify which concrete policy tools could 
be applied. However, while complementing 
other policies and measures, the introduction of 
surtaxes on the profits of the fossil fuel industry, 
as suggested in Chapter 7 of this report, is a 
potential proposal in this regard. Such taxes could 
generate additional public revenues and aim to 
promote global economic and environmental tax 
justice. 

The climate crisis is on a global scale. There 
is a strong case to be made that fossil fuel 
profit surtax revenues should be dedicated to 
supporting global sustainable development, 
mitigation, adaptation, and loss and damage. 
On the condition that it is designed to 
complement the (highly insufficient) international 
commitments to provide climate finance, surtaxes 
on polluting industries’ profits could also help 
to fill the climate finance gap in the global 
south. Furthermore, by redirecting profit surtax 
revenues from fossil fuel corporations into climate 
mitigation, adaptation, loss and damage and 
sustainable development initiatives, this measure 
not only mitigates the environmental impact of 
fossil fuels but can also catalyse the systemic 
transformation of an unjust economic system.21 

Tax policy and climate action 
As described above, the world is in the midst 
of a deep, existential ecological crisis. Current 
environmental and economic policy approaches 
are proving to be insufficient to prevent 
environmental breakdown. Significant amounts of 
public financial resources are needed to protect 
against the fallouts of the ecological crisis and to 
catalyse the transition to sustainable economies 
that are operating within planetary boundaries.

Whereas a steep decline in fossil fuel production 
is needed, the fossil fuel industry is investing in 
new exploration: the lion’s share of the industry’s 
record profits is not being invested in switching 
the business model towards renewable energy, 
energy savings and electrification. Instead, they 
are being put into the development of more 
fossil fuels, dividend payments to investors and 
company share buybacks (see more on this in 
Chapters 8 and 9). 

Given the urgency of climate action, tax policy is 
both a means to steer economic behaviours and 
to mobilise public financial resources.

Taxation is the most important and sustainable 
tool for raising revenues for public budgets, 
including for climate action. Public resources 
are a significant source of finance, because they 
can be invested on the basis of public interests 
and government commitments, as opposed to 
focusing on maximising return on investments, 
which tends to be the priority of private finance. 

Furthermore, taxation can be used to create 
incentives for behaviour change and as a tool 
to implement the ‘polluter pays principle’ (see 
more on this in the section below ‘Environmental 
taxation – a rapidly evolving agenda’), including 
in relation to climate pollution. Over the last few 
decades, there has been growing momentum 
for introducing environmental taxation for this 
purpose. 

Unfortunately, the international tax system 
has also been in its own state of crisis – both in 
relation to its efficiency, but also from a fairness 
perspective, as we will see in the following 
chapter. 
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The failure of the current 
international tax system

Multinational corporations and wealthy 
individuals continue to be able to reduce their 
tax payments substantially through the use of tax 
havens, harmful tax practices and loopholes in the 
international tax system. This type of international 
tax abuse takes two main forms: tax evasion, 
which refers to illegal practices; or tax avoidance, 
which refers to tax practices that are often legal 
from a technical perspective but nevertheless 
undermine the spirit and effectiveness of tax laws.

Tax abuse by wealthy individuals
Tax abuse by wealthy individuals most commonly 
happens through tax evasion. The Tax Justice 
Network has estimated that the world’s countries 
lose an estimated US$144.8 billion every year 
due to wealthy elites hiding their fortunes in tax 
havens.22 As highlighted, for example, by the 
European Commission,23 international tax abuse 
has also been a key reason why governments 
around the world have, over the last few decades, 
largely abandoned wealth taxes, which otherwise 
represent a highly progressive type of tax that 
directly serves to lower inequality. 

Tax abuse by multinational 
corporations
For multinational corporations, tax avoidance is 
the prevailing type of international tax abuse. A 
central part of the problem is the methodology 
developed by the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) known as 
‘transfer pricing’ and ‘the arm’s length principle’,24 
which currently dominates the global corporate 
tax system. Under this system, subsidiaries 
of multinational corporations are treated as 
independent entities, rather than in accordance 

with the economic reality that they are part of 
a single multinational enterprise (MNE) under 
central ownership and control. 

Countries tax these entities by starting from 
the accounts that the subsidiaries report in 
each jurisdiction. It has always been clear that 
these accounts are artificial, since the entities 
are not actually independent. Thus, national 
laws give tax authorities the power to adjust the 
accounts to prevent diversion of profits to low-tax 
jurisdictions. However, methodologies developed 
by the OECD, embodied in the Transfer Pricing 
Guidelines first issued in 1995, focus on the 
pricing of transactions between these entities, 
and on ensuring that their profit margins are in 
line with those of similar independent firms. This 
overlooks the enormous super-profits that large 
MNEs generate due to the large scale and synergy 
of their operations as a whole. In addition, many 
of the financial transactions between subsidiaries 
of MNEs concern intangible assets (such as use 
of patents, brands and ‘knowhow’) for which no 
comparable independent price exists (and thus, 
it is very difficult for tax authorities to challenge 
them).25 

The independent entity or so-called ‘arm’s 
length principle’ has enabled MNEs to channel 
a large share of these super-profits to entities 
that are taxed at low or zero rates. These tax 
avoidance practices have increased exponentially, 
particularly after 1995. The EU Tax Observatory 
has shown how global corporate tax revenue 
losses from the shifting of profits to tax havens 
grew from below 2 per cent in 1990-1995 to nearly 
10 per cent of global tax revenue collected in 
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2020, amounting to US$1 trillion in 2022 alone.26 
Similarly, the Tax Justice Network has estimated 
that corporate tax avoidance is costing countries 
US$347.6 billion per year in lost tax revenue.27

The OECD approach has been criticised by 
academics since its inception,28 and these 
critiques have been taken up by civil society 
organisations for being inherently open to tax 
abuse, inefficient and unjust. Academics have 
called for this approach to be replaced by a 
system based on ‘unitary taxation’ with ‘formulary 
apportionment’.29 This would enable countries to 
tax their fair share of the global profits of MNEs 
allocated on the basis of a formula reflecting the 
level of economic activity in each country.

Despite the calls for formulary apportionment, 
the international corporate tax system is still 
today largely based on the OECD transfer pricing 
system. As mentioned above, there is ample 
evidence that corporations continue to shift their 
profits out of the countries where they have 
business activity (such as extraction, production, 
large numbers of workers, users, sales and assets) 
and into tax havens. 

Specific tax challenges in the 
extractive sector
In addition to the loopholes that allow a broad 
range of multinational corporations to avoid 
taxation, there are particular weaknesses in the 
international corporate tax system that can create 
additional avenues for extractive industries to 
shift their profits to low-tax jurisdictions. Given 
that the current international system relies on 
treating affiliated entities of MNEs as separate 
entities, extractive industries can shift profits 
by attributing high profits to activities such as 
commodity trading in countries like Switzerland 
where they are taxed at a lower rate, and 
underquoting the value of natural resources 
when they are exported from the countries of 
extraction. 

In a working paper published by the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF), researchers estimated the 
annual global tax loss in the extractive sector 
at US$44 billion per year. Furthermore, they 
highlight that “[l]arge revenue losses are more 
frequent in low income and developing countries”, 
and that “revenue losses are largest in emerging 
markets”. The report also concludes: “Ongoing 
international reform discussions do not (yet) fully 
reflect the challenges of collecting income tax 
from the extractive industries”.30

Harmful incentives
However, not all deficits in fairness and efficiency 
of extractive industries’ taxation have their 
roots in dysfunctional international tax systems. 
Some issues are caused by flawed national tax 
designs, in particular when it comes to extractive 
industries – creating loopholes or incoherent 
exemptions31 and harmful incentives for extractive 
industries or highly polluting activities.32 With 
the aim to attract foreign investments tapping 
into natural resource wealth, governments are 
granting tax incentives to extractive industries. 
Ultimately, however, this is undermining efforts 
to raise adequate resources since tax reliefs 
mean lost revenues as well as direct subsidies for 
corporations in scope. Such tax incentives have 
often been found to be inefficient, as tax relief 
considerations play a subordinate role in making 
investment decisions.33 

The race to the bottom and the rise of 
regressive taxation
As with the above-mentioned case of wealth 
taxes, the existence of tax havens and 
widespread international tax abuse has pressured 
governments to lower corporate tax rates. This 
has triggered a ‘race to the bottom’, where 
countries compete by offering ever-lower tax 
rates to attract or retain businesses. As a result, 
the global average statutory corporate tax rate 
has fallen from over 40 per cent in the 1980s to 
less than 25 per cent by 2015.34 

With wealthy individuals and corporations being 
increasingly difficult to tax, governments have 
instead relied heavily on taxing actors that are not 
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able to engage in international tax abuse – such 
as consumers and workers. For example, the 
value added tax (VAT), which was first introduced 
in France in the 1950s,35 has now been adopted in 
over 170 countries worldwide.36 

Since poorer households tend to spend a larger 
share of their income on consumption, there is a 
clear risk of regressive impacts of consumption 
taxes such as VAT.37 While these impacts can be 
reduced to some extent through exemptions or 
government transfers to the poorest, this is often 
difficult to guarantee – both politically and in 
practice. The bottom line is that VAT entails risks 
of regressive impacts and does not have the direct 
progressive impacts that, for example, taxes on 
profits of corporations, capital income and wealth 
would have. Furthermore, since women generally 
have lower incomes and allocate a larger share 
of their income on household consumption, 
VAT tends to disproportionately impact them.38 
As discussed below, a similar pattern can be 
observed in the realm of environmental taxation. 

Biases against developing countries
The current tax system is biased against the 
interests of developing countries. This is 
related to the fact that the current system has 
been developed by the OECD, an international 
organisation formed and dominated by the 
world’s richest countries. Specific concerns relate 
to the way the rights to tax profits of multinational 
corporations are allocated between countries, and 
that the rules give advantages to capital-exporting 
countries and the home countries of multinational 
corporations (which are mainly richer countries).39 
Due to the loopholes in the OECD’s transfer 
pricing system, and the resulting impacts of tax 
havens and corporate profit shifting described 
above, the current reality is that high-tax countries 
in both developed and developing countries lose 
large amounts of tax income from corporate 
activities in their countries. 

Attempts at reform
Following the financial crisis of 2008-2009, the 
evident failures of the international tax system led 
G20 world leaders to lend their political support 
to an effort to tackle what the OECD named Base 
Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS). In 2013, the 
G20’s St Petersburg Tax Declaration40 called for 
reform of the rules to ensure that multinationals 
could be taxed “where economic activities occur 
and value is created”. 

Regrettably, the OECD’s first Action Plan aimed 
only to patch up the system, retaining the 
separate entity, or ‘arm’s length principle’. The 
BEPS package was adopted in 2015, and shortly 
afterwards, the OECD established the so-called 
Inclusive Framework with the key purpose of 
implementing the package. While all countries 
have been invited to become members of the 
Inclusive Framework, it is on the condition 
that they commit to implementing the BEPS 
agreement, which is almost 2,000 pages long.41 
Still today, roughly one third of the UN Member 
States are not members of the OECD’s Inclusive 
Framework.42 

It did not take long, however, before there was a 
growing recognition that the problems prevailed. 
Thus, the OECD initiated a second reform process 
in 2019 called “Tax challenges arising from 
digitalization”. This initiative led to what is known 
as Pillar 1, which focuses on a reallocation of 
taxing rights (the so-called Amount A), and Pillar 
2, which centres around a minimum corporate tax 
rate. Unfortunately, both pillars have shown great 
weaknesses in terms of fairness, efficiency and 
political sustainability.43

One major shortcoming of Pillar 1 ‘Amount A’ is 
that it was designed to apply to only around 100 
of the largest and most profitable MNEs, and 
only for a small share of their profits, leaving in 
place the separate entity principle for all other 
purposes. The second flaw has proven more fatal. 
The mechanism relied on a multilateral OECD 
instrument that included a point system by which 
a total of 999 points was allocated between 19 
countries and jurisdictions.44 In order to enter 
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into force, the multilateral instrument would 
have to be signed by countries and jurisdictions 
representing a minimum of 600 points. Since the 
United States (US) was awarded no less than 486 
out of the 999 points, this gave them the power to 
prevent the instrument from entering into force. 
On his first day in office in January 2025, President 
Trump signed a decree that makes it very clear 
that the US had no intention of signing.45 In other 
words, the US has put an end to Pillar 1.

Unlike Pillar 1, Pillar 2 does not rely on a 
multilateral treaty for implementation but can 
instead be implemented domestically by countries 
independently. As of January 2025, there are 55 
countries or jurisdictions globally that have either 
enacted or introduced legislation to implement 
the agreement,46 including the 27 Member States 
of the European Union.47

Originally presented as an effective minimum 
corporate tax rate of 15 per cent, Pillar 2 has, 
however, also been a source of concern. Firstly, 
from an effectiveness perspective, the relatively 
low tax rate risks that the ‘race to the bottom’ 
would be replaced by a ‘race to the minimum’, 
meaning that the global average corporate tax 
rate could continue to drop to 15 per cent.48 

Secondly, a number of substantial loopholes in 
the rules meant that corporations could continue 
to pay well below 15 per cent in tax – possibly 
even as low as 0 per cent.49 

From a fairness perspective, a discussion about 
whether the rules should give preference to the 
countries where corporations are headquartered 
(mainly in richer countries) or in the countries 
where they do business (which would also 
include developing countries) ended in favour 
of headquarter countries.50 However, even 
this was undermined by a rule known as the 
Qualified Domestic Top-up Tax, which was 
introduced relatively late in the process and 
created a loophole for tax havens to continue 
sheltering corporate profits without increasing 
their statutory rates to 15 per cent.51 Thus, rather 
than preventing tax havens, Pillar 2 seems to 

have ended up benefiting them.52 This outcome 
caused Pillar 2 to earn the nickname a ‘Tax 
Havens Rewards Programme’.53 At the same time, 
in countries such as Switzerland, the introduction 
of Pillar 2 has been coupled with a discussion of 
how it might be possible to channel any extra tax 
revenues collected back to corporations through 
new types of financial incentives and benefits.54 

While the concerns about the fairness aspects 
of Pillar 2 were already very high, they escalated 
further in June 2025, as the Group of 7 countries 
(G7) came out suggesting that all US-based 
corporations should be exempted from the rules.55 

A new beacon of hope: The UN Tax 
Convention
Following strong leadership by the Africa Group 
at the UN,56 a new international process has 
been set up with the aim of delivering a new 
UN Framework Convention on International Tax 
Cooperation by the end of 2027. The Terms of 
Reference (ToR), which were adopted by the end 
of 2024, specify the objective of establishing “an 
inclusive, fair, transparent, efficient, equitable and 
effective international tax system for sustainable 
development”.57 The ToR also make it clear that 
the Convention will include new government 
commitments on issues such as “fair allocation of 
taxing rights”, “equitable taxation of multinational 
enterprises”, measures to address tax evasion 
and avoidance, as well as “international tax 
cooperation approaches that will contribute to 
the achievement of sustainable development 
in its three dimensions, economic, social and 
environmental, in a balanced and integrated 
manner”. 

To summarise, the issues outlined above – 
the dominance of an unfair global tax system 
benefiting multinational enterprises (as well 
the extractives and fossil fuel sectors), the 
advancement of regressive taxes on workers and 
consumers, as well as the historic opportunities 
related to the negotiation of a new UN tax 
convention – should all be borne in mind when 
discussing a new polluter pays surtax on the 
profits of fossil fuel companies.
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Environmental taxation –  
a rapidly evolving agenda

The polluter pays principle
In June 1992, the world’s governments gathered in 
Rio de Janeiro for the United Nations Conference 
on Environment and Development – also known 
as the Earth Summit.58 At this summit, a number 
of landmark decisions were adopted, including 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change. The conference also resulted in the Rio 
Declaration on Environment and Development, 
which includes principle 16, also known as the 
‘polluter pays principle’. This principle states that: 

“National authorities should endeavour 
to promote the internalization of 
environmental costs and the use of 
economic instruments, taking into 
account the approach that the polluter 
should, in principle, bear the cost 
of pollution, with due regard to the 
public interest and without distorting 
international trade and investment.”59

The neoclassical environmental tax 
approach: Pigouvian taxes
Environmental taxes can put the polluter pays 
principle into practice. Until recently, this 
agenda has placed a strong focus on so-called 
Pigouvian taxes, named after the 1920’s British 
economist Arthur Pigou. In particular, carbon 
taxes have gained a lot of attention.60 Pigouvian 
taxes are levied on goods or activities that cause 
environmental harm, such as greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs). In theory, the tax rate is 
determined by the ‘costs to society’ caused by  
the consumption of environmentally harmful 

goods or services. These ‘external costs’ are  
then added to the price and the increase – via the 
tax – reduces the consumption. Furthermore, the 
company changes to less environmentally harmful  
products and, in consequence, the environmental  
impact decreases, so the neoclassical economic 
theory goes. 

Revenues from environmental taxes in the 
EU are modest, and in decline, at 4.8 per cent 
of all tax revenues in 2022. Energy taxes are 
generating three quarters of the total.61 The 
European Commission reports that historically 
“the contribution of households to environmental 
tax revenues in nominal terms have been 
larger than that from the production side of the 
economy […]”.62 This fact underlines the point 
that the current environmental tax approach 
has had a demand-side bias – as opposed to an 
approach that looks at both the consumers and 
the suppliers. In particular, the Commission points 
out that “energy taxes are primarily borne by 
household[s]”, making up more than 40 per cent 
of total energy tax revenues.63 

Concerns about social impacts and 
inefficiencies
The bias against consumers causes concerns 
about the risk of negative social impacts of 
carbon taxes. As noted in the 6th Assessment 
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC AR6): “The most commonly 
studied distributional impact is the direct 
impact of a carbon tax on household income. 
Typically it is regressive; the tax induced increase 
in energy expenditures represents a larger 
share of household income for lower income 
households”.64 The report also notes that 
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regressive impacts can – at least in theory – be 
offset or even reversed through progressive 
spending policies, but adds that “[i]n countries 
with a limited capacity to collect taxes and 
distribute revenues to low-income households, 
such as some developing countries, carbon taxes 
may have greater distributional consequences”. 

Similarly, Joseph Stiglitz has also stressed that 
“Pigouvian corrective taxation does not suffice 
to ‘undo’ the externality in ways which maximize 
societal welfare” and advocates for a more 
nuanced approach.65

Regressive environmental taxes cause concern 
not only about increasing inequalities but also 
about the risk of undermining public support for 
specific climate policies. They can even provoke 
large-scale public protests by actors who might 
generally be in favour of climate action, yet at the 
same time worry about social justice. The French 
‘yellow-vest movement’ is one famous example.66

When it comes to the environmental effectiveness 
of Pigouvian taxes, Isabella Wedl and Thomas 
Fricke have highlighted that there “is growing 
consensus that carbon pricing will not 
generate the necessary momentum for a green 
transition”.67 The tool has, among other things, 
been criticised for its limited “ability to induce 
behavioural change, foster disruptive innovation, 
and drive infrastructure investments, due to its 
history of low or volatile carbon prices, potential 
negative distributional effects, and political 
economy challenges”.68

New concepts for environmental 
taxation
The concerns about social impacts and the need 
for stronger measures to tackle climate change 
have given rise to considerations of alternative 
and more progressive ways of using taxes to 
combat the climate crisis.69 As a result, a number 
of expanded conceptualisations of environmental 
taxation have emerged and new approaches  
to taxing polluting assets are being discussed.  
For example, policies aiming to catalyse the  

socio-ecological transformation of global 
economies directly targeting polluting industries 
gained prominence, including considerations to 
tax fossil fuel industries’ profits.70 

Another example is the proposal for a ‘carbon 
wealth tax’, which has been put forward by Jose 
Pedro Bastos Neves and Willi Semmler.71 The 
authors argue that conventional carbon pricing 
has so far had limited effects and new climate 
change mitigating tax solutions are required. 
They therefore stress that “a new type of tax” 
would be needed “to help finance (and accelerate) 
the green transition”. They suggest that a tax 
on “carbon assets” could be levied on carbon-
intensive wealth rather than carbon-intensive 
goods, to complement current carbon pricing 
schemes. The authors expect that “a tax on 
carbon-intensive assets would reduce capital 
flows to carbon-intensive companies in favor 
of investment in green companies”.72 Referring 
to the proportionality principle in taxation, they 
state that “those who create a higher proportion 
of ‘public bads’ – meaning negative externalities 
– need to pay a higher tax”. With such a tax 
explicitly tackling the investor side, carbon-based 
wealth and its capital returns, disinvestments and 
rapid depreciation of installed fossil fuel capacity 
could be achieved.73 This proposal on a carbon 
wealth tax moves the debate on the polluter pays 
principle and environmentally effective taxation 
beyond the Pigouvian tax approach towards 
taxation on capital and its owners causing 
pollution.

The calls for new ways of using tax instruments to 
contribute to climate action are also being echoed 
by governments. For example, in 2024, during the 
negotiation of the Terms of Reference for a new 
UN Framework Convention on International Tax 
Cooperation, a submission from the government 
of Colombia explicitly called for commitments on 
“non Pigouvian tax measures to finance climate 
action, such as a global corporate income tax”.74 

Unlike Pigouvian taxes, including carbon taxes, 
which generally target the consumer and 
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thus take a ‘demand-side approach’, taxes on 
corporate profits would take a ’supply-side 
approach’, and could be designed to target the 
corporations profiting from pollution. 

The green paradox and supply-side 
measures
The idea of targeting the supply side of the 
economic actors causing the climate crisis 
is not new. Already over a decade ago, the 
German economist Hans-Werner Sinn flagged 
a phenomenon that he dubbed ‘the green 
paradox’, which includes the premise that the 
owners of carbon resources are responding to 
the expectation of future climate regulation by 
stepping up the production of fossil fuel energy 
while they still have the chance. The expectation 
of future reduction in fossil fuel consumption 
would thus, in the end, have the effect of 
accelerating climate change.75 He argues that 
the ‘green paradox’ is a reason to look beyond 
simply regulating the demand for fossil fuels, and 
also to consider controlling the supply. Supply-
side climate action policies include a range of 
measures that, among other things, aim to “slow 
down investments in fossil fuels, thereby reducing 
carbon lock-in and stimulating investments in 
renewables”.76 One such proposal is to introduce 
taxes on fossil fuel capital income.77

Taxation and climate inequality
The World Inequality Lab establishes in its Climate 
Inequality Report 202378 the nexus of increasing 
inequality within and between countries, the 
actual and historical responsibility for the climate 
crises of the financially richest countries and 
individuals, and the respective capacities –  
or lack thereof – of countries and individuals to 
address them. 

The report argues that “profound transformations 
of international and national tax regimes will be 
necessary to increase the overall progressivity 
and returns of taxes and ensure that mitigation 
and adaptation efforts are shared equitably 
across the population”. The report also argues 
that more progressive taxes in general and 
addressing the under-taxation of multinational 

companies in particular could support mitigation 
and adaptation efforts equitably. Lastly, the 
report looks at specific climate measures and 
the impacts they have on different social groups. 
For equitable climate policies that can reduce 
inequalities by targeting the richest 10 per cent of 
the population, the report highlights, for example, 
“wealth or corporate taxes with pollution top-up 
to finance [the decarbonisation of the energy 
system]. This would accelerate divestment from 
[fossil fuels]”. 

Another call that fossil fuel profits should be 
used to address global climate inequalities comes 
from the sector itself, with (current and former) 
business leaders of Norway’s fossil fuel industry 
demanding “to quit pocketing its oil profits and 
start giving the money to countries that need help 
meeting their Paris Agreement climate change 
goals.79 

To summarise, from a tax policy perspective, it 
could be said that a surtax on fossil fuel industries’ 
profits meets progressivity imperatives while at 
the same time setting transformational incentives 
for the sector. These effects increase when 
the proceeds are invested to support climate 
action where it is needed most. Thus, fossil fuel 
industry profit surtaxes should be introduced 
to complement or replace Pigouvian taxes. And 
indeed, fossil fuel industry profit surtaxes are 
already applied in a number of countries in 
various forms, as explored in more detail below.
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Taxing fossil fuel industry profits 
– the European experience

A number of measures that impose taxes or levies 
on the profits of fossil fuel corporations already 
exist today, and some of these are outlined below. 

The European Union ‘solidarity 
contribution’
In response to the public outcry over the 
excessive profits of energy and fossil fuel 
companies while much of society faced a ‘cost of 
living crisis’, the European Commission proposed 
– and EU Member States adopted in October 
2022 – a so-called “regulation on an emergency 
intervention to address high energy prices”.80 
The regulation proposes profit top-up levies 
on energy undertakings in the oil, gas, coal and 
refinery sectors in the EU through a “temporary 
solidarity contribution”. The tax had the intention 
of skimming off “profits that do not correspond 
to any regular profit” and that would not have 
occurred without the Russian invasion of Ukraine. 

The regulation specifies the tax base, the tax rate 
and the use of the proceeds: 

	X 	The regulation defines ‘solidarity contribution’ 
as “a temporary measure intended to address 
surplus profits of Union companies and 
permanent establishments with activities in 
the crude petroleum, natural gas, coal and 
refinery sectors […]”.81 

	X 	Taxable are “Union companies or permanent 
establishments generating at least 75% of 
their turnover from economic activities in 
the field of the extraction, mining, refining 
of petroleum or manufacture of coke oven 
products”.82

	X 	The contribution would be collected by 
Member States on 2022 and/or 2023 excess 
profits, defined as those above a 20 per 

cent increase on the average profits of the 
previous four years, at a rate of at least 33 per 
cent.83

	X 	The proceeds should be used to support 
energy customers, and in particular 
vulnerable households, energy intensive 
industries (conditional on their climate action 
investments) and to finance other measures 
that would accelerate the renewable energy 
transition.84 Most Member States opted to 
use the proceeds to support vulnerable 
households. Others shared the proceeds 
among several of the options.85 

	X 	Member States, however, had the choice 
to enact ‘equivalent measures’ with similar 
objectives under the same rules.86

As for European Commission reporting,87 most 
EU Member States followed the Commission’s 
proposal on how to define the tax base (‘average 
earnings method’) for the ‘solidarity contribution’ 
of the fossil fuel sector. Regarding the tax rate, 
most EU Member States decided to apply the 
minimum tax rate of 33 per cent. Only a few 
countries decided to ask for more, with 80 per 
cent in Slovenia being the highest rate. 

	X 10 Member States applied the minimum rate 
of 33 per cent (Bulgaria, Germany, Denmark, 
Greece, Finland, France, Croatia, Lithuania, 
The Netherlands and Poland). 

	X Some Member States applied higher rates: 40 
per cent (Austria); 55 per cent (Slovakia); 60 
per cent (Romania); 75 per cent (Ireland); and 
80 per cent (Slovenia).

	X Some put different mechanisms in place, 
which were acknowledged as equal (Belgium, 
Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Portugal, 
Spain and Sweden). 
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	X Three Member States (Luxembourg, Latvia, 
Malta) reported they had no companies or 
permanent establishments in scope.

According to the European Commission, the total 
collected proceeds for the fiscal years 2022 and 
2023 amounted to €26.15 billion.88 And while the 
estimated total proceeds for the fiscal year 2023 
add up to €12.16 billion, once collected, this would 
bring the total amount of collected revenues to 
€28.66 billion.89 

Table 1: Overview of collected and estimated proceeds (in € million) as of 30 June 2024, as reported by Member 

States to the Commission for the fiscal years 2022 and 202390

SOLIDARITY CONTRIBUTION PROCEEDS (€ MILLION) / YEAR

MEMBER STATE 2022 2023 collected 
(as of 30 June 2024)

2023 estimated but not 
(yet) collected  

(as of 30 June 2024) Total

Austria 79.00 18.00 97.00

Belgium 288.94 306.37 595.31

Bulgaria 43.30 111.00 154.30

Croatia 0.00 N/A

Cyprus N/A 0.00

Czechia N/A 1,564.00 1,564.00

Denmark N/A 54.90 34.50 89.40

Estonia 81.00 42.10 123.10

Finland N/A 0.00

France 67.00 N/A 67.00

Germany 113.00 0.00 1,000.00 1,113.00

Greece 631.00 0.00 478.00 1,109.00

Hungary 351.37 N/A 351.37

Ireland 167.20 99.70 266.90

Italy 2,897.00 3,413.00 6,310.00

Latvia N/A N/A

Lithuania N/A 0.00

Luxembourg N/A N/A

Malta N/A N/A

The Netherlands 5,629.00 N/A 5,629.00

Poland 3,901.00 3,026.00 6,927.00

Portugal 4.80 3.50 8.30

Romania 633.22 624.78 162.22 1,420.22

Slovakia 520.00 0.00 401.00 921.00

Slovenia 0.74 0.00 0.74

Spain 1,089.34 390.12 434.85 1,914.31

Sweden N/A 0.00

TOTAL 16,496.91 9,653.47 2,510.57 28,660.95
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Legal challenges to the EU’s ‘solidarity 
contribution’
In response to the EU’s ‘solidarity contribution’, 
and with reference to the Treaty of the 
European Union, the Treaty of the Functioning 
of the European Union and the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights, ExxonMobil launched a legal 
challenge against the Council of the European 
Union at the end of 2022. The company argued, 
among other things, that the EU lacks competence 
to introduce such a measure; that it violates 
the principle of conferral; that the legal basis 
is invalid; that the measure infringes on the 
general principle of equal treatment, the right to 
property, the freedom to conduct a business, the 
general principle of proportionality, the general 
principle of legal certainty and the presumption 
against retroactivity. The case is in progress 
at the Court of Justice of the European Union 
(CJEU),91 where the ‘solidarity contribution’ has 
also become the subject of a number of other 
cases.92 Furthermore, on the basis of the Energy 
Charter Treaty, the Klesch Group has initiated 
arbitration cases against the EU, Germany and 
Denmark over the ‘solidarity contribution’.93 
In July 2024, the Tribunal issued a decision on 
provisional measures ordering Germany to refrain 
from collecting the contribution from the Klesch 
Group’s refinery in Germany while the case was 
ongoing. The decision also notes that Denmark 
had already decided to put the collection of the 
solidarity contribution on hold.94 

In June 2024, the EU decided to leave the Energy 
Charter Treaty,95 as several of its Member States 
had already decided to do (including Germany 
and Denmark).96 The withdrawing European 
countries are also working together to neutralise 
a controversial ‘sunset clause’, which states that 
existing investments are protected for a period of 
20 years after withdrawal.97 A number of countries 
from Europe, the Middle East and Asia remain 
parties to the controversial treaty.98 

Energy Profits Levy (EPL) in the UK
Similarly to the EU ‘solidarity contribution’, the 
UK government introduced the ‘Energy (Oil and 
Gas) Profits Levy’ (EPL) in May 2022 to tax the 
extraordinary profits of oil and gas companies 
operating in the UK and on the UK Continental 
Shelf.99 The levy was set at a rate of 35 per cent, 
bringing the headline rate of tax on upstream 
oil and gas activities to 75 per cent. In autumn 
2024, the EPL was increased to a rate of 38 per 
cent and extended to 31 March 2030. This newer 
version excludes previous 29 per cent investment 
allowances for further fossil fuel exploration, 
while the decarbonisation investment allowance 
was reduced from 80 per cent to 66 per cent.100

The UK government considers that the EPL 
potentially could impact investment decisions on 
oil and gas projects in the UK.101 There have been 
media reports that banks are reducing loans to 
finance new projects, share prices of targeted 
companies have dropped102 and that fossil fuel 
developers are ending their operations in the 
North Sea because of the levy.103 

A Norwegian ‘special tax’
The petroleum industry in Norway is subject 
to an additional special tax of 71.8 per cent, 
which is said to be important for “the financing 
of the Norwegian welfare state”.104 The current 
ordinary company tax rate is 22 per cent and 
paid company tax is written off when calculating 
the tax base for the special tax. The result is a 
combined marginal tax rate of 78 per cent.105

As the above examples demonstrate, fossil fuel 
profit surtaxes have actually been introduced and 
implemented in Europe already. Fossil fuel profit 
surtaxes can complement a climate action policy 
mix, representing an alternative ‘supply-side’ 
approach carrying transformative incentives. 
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Proposal for new fossil  
fuel industry profit surtaxes at 
national, regional and global 
levels 

While the world is facing a stark lack of financing 
for climate mitigation, adaptation, loss and 
damage and sustainable development, fossil fuel 
companies are harvesting record levels of profits. 
As shown in the following chapter, appropriation 
of the profits – cementing fossil fuel dependency 
– means that the profits of fossil fuel companies 
are not enabling the socio-ecological transition. 
On the contrary, investments in renewable energy 
sources are insignificant, and the fossil fuel 
expansion continues in order to keep revenues 
and profits at a high level, in the interest of 
shareholders and investors. This conundrum, 
and the failure of capital markets to take into 
account the costs and damages it causes, makes 
the case for influencing the cost of capital and 
strengthening taxation of fossil fuel profits.

Why a tax on profits?
Introducing profit surtaxes on the fossil fuel 
industry increases the cost of polluting capital 
and decreases asset value, as well as the value 
of its reserves and its profitability. It slows 
or halts investments in fossil fuel production 
and trade infrastructure, limiting the extent of 
carbon lock-in. At the same time, it incentivises 
divestments out of the sector and discourages 
the continuation of the business as usual. If a 
carbon lock-in is avoided, and the green transition 
is accelerated, it will lower mitigation costs and 
reduce the fossil fuel entanglement and the socio-
political influence of fossil fuel interests. And, last 
but not least, surtaxes on fossil fuel profits will 
mobilise additional corporate tax revenues.

Taxes on profits, rather than on revenues or 
taxing input factors, also follows the ‘ability to pay’ 
principle of taxation. Whereas, for example, a flat 
tax on extraction or refinement would mean that 
a highly profit-making company would pay the 
same amount as a loss-making company, taxing a 
percentage of the profits means that the amount 
to be paid increases with higher profitability. 

Design of a polluter pays surtax on 
fossil fuel profits
National-level corporate income taxes or 
surtaxes can only raise revenue to the extent that 
multinational corporations book their profits in 
the country in question, since this determines 
the size of the base that the country can tax. 
However, as mentioned in Chapter 4, the current 
global tax rules contain serious flaws. This 
means that the profit allocation of multinational 
corporations rarely reflects the business activity 
of the corporation. Instead, and to a large extent, 
multinational corporations are still shifting their 
profits to tax havens. 

From a climate justice perspective, it is particularly 
problematic that the distribution of fossil fuel 
profits does not align with the countries most 
affected by the climate crisis. These countries are 
largely deprived of the tax revenues linked to the 
‘original sin’ of fossil fuel production ultimately 
causing greenhouse gas emissions. Even if the 
problem of tax havens were to be resolved, 
climate-related taxes on fossil fuel companies 
would bring revenue to the countries where 
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those companies have their business activities. 
In theory, it could be agreed that these countries 
would simply collect the tax revenues and then 
transfer them to a global fund or ensure that they 
were distributed to the benefit of the countries 
most impacted by climate change in other ways. 
In reality, however, such arrangements have 
proven very difficult to uphold, and government 
commitments to international transfers of 
resources are often not respected.106 

In order to account for these problems, it is 
important that a polluter pays surtax on fossil fuel 
profits includes a global component. This could be 
designed in a way that addresses the risk of tax 
avoidance by the corporations, and at the same 
time overcomes the problem of unfair allocation 
of taxing rights between countries. A global-level 
surtax on fossil fuel profits could be directly linked 
to a global fund or otherwise legitimate financing 
mechanism. This could allocate the revenue from 
the surtax to promote sustainable development, 
climate adaptation and mitigation, as well as to 
pay for loss and damage. 

In the outline below, a three-level approach 
for implementing fossil fuel profit surtaxes 
is explored, covering the global, regional and 
national levels. For the global level, the outline 
also includes an example of the revenue potential 
of a surtax applied to the world’s 100 biggest oil 
and gas companies. 

To illustrate how surtaxes at different levels 
could interact and what their impacts could be 
in different scenarios, Annex 1 showcases the 
application of surtaxes at the global, regional and 
national level for a fictive fossil fuel company. 
Annex 1 illustrates the example of a global 
surtax of 20 per cent, but as explained below, the 
proposal is to gradually increase this tax to reach 
100 per cent by 2050.

At the global level
As mentioned above, the Terms of Reference107 
for the new UN Framework Convention on 
International Tax Cooperation, which was adopted 
in 2024, include the overall aim of establishing 

an “international tax system for sustainable 
development”. This agreement opens up an 
avenue towards binding global rules that can 
ensure equitable taxation of multinational 
corporations and international tax initiatives to 
promote sustainable development, including 
environmental protection. As a part of the tax 
convention, governments should introduce a 
polluter pays surtax on fossil fuel companies’ 
profits at the global level. 

Existing methods for calculating global 
profits
One technical question that arises when 
discussing a tax on the global profits of fossil fuel 
companies is whether it is possible to develop a 
method to calculate these profits. In this context, 
it is worth noting that a method has already been 
developed, albeit with the wrong objective. As 
mentioned in Chapter 4, the OECD has developed 
a proposal known as Pillar 1, in which the so-
called Amount A is defined on the basis of the 
global profits of corporations.108 While the OECD 
agreement contains serious flaws from a fairness 
and efficiency perspective,109 and while the Pillar 
1 agreement has not entered into force, it shows 
that taxing corporate profits at the global level 
is now conceptualised within the international 
taxation sphere. 

The draft multilateral instrument for 
implementing Amount A of Pillar 1 includes 
the proposal for a method for calculating the 
‘Adjusted Profit Before Tax’ of a multinational 
corporation. While the basic idea of calculating 
global profits should be maintained, these 
draft rules would not, in their current form, be 
fit for the UN tax convention. They would thus 
need to be carefully reviewed, repurposed and 
fundamentally redrafted. For example, the Pillar 1 
agreement includes an exception for profits from 
extraction, which would need to be removed as 
the profits generated via extraction will, in fact, be 
a key target of a fossil fuel surtax. In cases where 
a multinational corporation has a diverse set of 
business activities, of which only some should be 
covered by the fossil fuel surtax, the extraction 
exemption could in fact be flipped around, so that 

22



profits from extraction are included and profits 
from other types of non-fossil fuel business are 
exempt. 

The Pillar 1 proposal also includes other 
components that should be removed, including 
the method for calculation of ‘excess profits’, 
since the fossil fuel surtax should be applied to all 
profits from polluting industries. 

Integrating the fossil fuel surtax into  
the broader global system
The OECD’s Pillar 1 proposal is designed to co-
exist with the current transfer pricing system. 
However, as explained in Chapter 4, that system 
comes with very serious flaws, and therefore, it 
should be replaced with a unitary tax system with 
formulary apportionment. But it is relevant to 
note that regardless of which system applies, the 
fossil fuel surtax would be effective. By applying 
the tax on the global profits of a corporation, 
it could be ensured that the tax will not be 
circumvented by corporations that are shifting 
their profits to tax havens. Another key difference 
would be that, instead of re-allocating profits 
between countries, as Pillar 1 aimed to do, a fossil 
fuel surtax would aim to allocate a share of the 
profits to a global financing mechanism. National-
level collection of corporate income tax and any 
potential national-level surtaxes would happen 
after the global-level surtax has been applied. 

The negotiation of a new UN Framework 
Convention on International Tax Cooperation 
will include a discussion about introducing 
unitary taxation and formulary apportionment. 
Starting with the global profits of multinational 
corporations would make the entire international 
system more simple, coherent and logical. In that 
scenario, a fossil fuel profits surtax could simply 
be integrated into the global allocation formula 
to ensure that a given share of the profits is 
allocated to a financing mechanism. Furthermore, 
a system based on unitary taxation with formulary 
apportionment would be a consequential step 
forward in the fight against tax havens, which 
means that fossil fuel surtaxes at the regional and 
national levels would start to be more effective. 

This is, therefore, the best option from all 
perspectives. 

By developing the tax as a global measure 
under the UN Tax Convention, the parties to 
the convention could lay out the specific rules 
for operationalising the tax (including the rate) 
and allocating the revenue, as well as ensuring 
that the system cannot be undermined by non-
cooperative jurisdictions. At the same time, this 
system should ensure that the corporation is 
required to pay the tax once – but only once – 
annually, and that the surtax reduces taxable 
income when taxes and surtaxes are collected 
from the same company at the regional and 
national levels. 

In practice, the adjusted profit before tax would 
be calculated for each multinational fossil fuel 
corporation. This would form the tax base for the 
global fossil fuel profit surtax. The tax rate would 
be determined by the governments as parties to 
the UN Tax Convention. The example presented in 
this report is based on a 20 per cent surtax rate, 
which could be a starting point. In line with the 
international objective to transition away from 
fossil fuels and accelerate action, that rate could 
then be gradually increased over time, and set to 
reach 100 per cent by 2050.

Scenarios for how a global-level surtax 
could function
Annex 1 illustrates how a global-level surtax could 
function. In Scenario 2, a global-level surtax is 
introduced in a situation where companies are 
still able to shift their profits to tax havens (i.e. 
where the existing transfer pricing system would 
continue). As can be seen in Annex 1, the global-
level surtax is, in that case, much more effective 
than simply having surtaxes at the national level 
(shown as Scenario 1). Furthermore, in the case 
where a company has shifted most of its profits 
to a tax haven, the global-level surtax will have a 
very limited effect on countries that are not tax 
havens. 

In Scenario 4, a global-level surtax is introduced 
together with further measures against tax 
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havens such as unitary taxation with formulary 
apportionment. While the global-level surtax 
does, in this case, have a more direct impact on 
the countries that are not tax havens, they are still 
able to collect substantially more revenue than in 
a situation where there are no global components 
at all (which is Scenario 1, without the global 
surtax, and no additional measures against tax 
havens). 

Scenario 3 in Annex 1 illustrates a situation where 
additional measures against tax havens are 
introduced, but without a global-level surtax. In 
this scenario, the overall level of surtaxes paid by 
the company goes down, but there is an increase 
in revenues of non-tax haven countries where 
the fossil fuel company has business activity. This 
scenario is good for those countries, but it is a 
disadvantageous scenario for the country where 
the company is not doing business – for example, 
a country with high levels of renewable energy 
and low levels of fossil fuel consumption. For this 
‘green’ country (shown as Country 6 in Annex 1), 
the global surtax is important – both to ensure a 
relatively high level of surtaxes overall and thus 
financial incentives against polluting industries, 
but also because the global-level surtax would 
give Country 6 direct access to some of the 
revenues through the global fund or financing 
mechanism. 

The revenues from a global fossil fuel profits levy 
could directly feed into a specific global fund. 
Alternatively, it could be directed to existing 
financing mechanisms, with the aim of promoting 
development and helping developing countries 
to cope with the disastrous impacts of the 
climate crisis (loss and damage), adaptation and 
progressing with a just, ecological transition.

Which companies should be covered?
A global level surtax can be designed to target 
fossil fuel companies over a certain size – for 
example, as defined by a turnover threshold. The 
example given below illustrates what a 20 per 
cent tax on the 100 biggest fossil fuel companies 
globally could yield, but in order to be effective, a 
substantially larger scope should be considered. 

Furthermore, a global surtax on fossil fuel 
companies must be in full accordance with 
the principle of common but differentiated 
responsibilities and respective capabilities (CBDR-
RC). This principle can be integrated in the scope 
of the tax and/or in the rules for allocating the 
revenues. 

In relation to the scope, the principle gives rise to 
specific questions about whether all large fossil 
fuel companies should be covered by a global-
level fossil fuel profits surtax. In their paper on 
estimating the reparations for climate damages 
by fossil fuel companies, Marco Grasso and 
Richard Heede identify the same issue, especially 
in relation to fully state-owned entities (SOEs) in 
developing countries.110 The solution they suggest 
is that, while all investor-owned companies and 
SOEs in developed countries are assigned full 
reparations, SOEs in less-wealthy countries are 
assigned partial reparations, and SOEs in poorer 
countries are exempted. The paper also includes 
examples of what this would mean in relation to 
some specific fossil fuel companies. 

However, if large SOEs in poorer countries would 
be exempt from the global surtax, it can impact 
the overall effectiveness of the measure, not 
least since the tax exemption might give these 
entities a competitive advantage that can lead 
to the extension of their fossil fuel business. It is 
also important to consider the interests of poorer 
countries that do not have any major fossil fuel 
companies, or that decide to leave their fossil 
fuels in the ground: these countries would not 
benefit from the exemption, but would still pay 
the price of pollution in terms of climate impacts. 

An alternative would be to introduce the tax 
for all large fossil fuel companies, and allocate 
the revenue to a global fund aimed at funding 
development and climate action, but ensure 
that the revenues from SOEs in developing 
countries are fully or partly earmarked for the 
country of origin. The question on how large 
a share of the revenue should be earmarked 
could be determined based on the historical 
responsibilities and capabilities of the country. 
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This solution would ensure that profits from 
fossil fuel companies would still help boost 
development and climate action, while respecting 
that countries have common but differentiated 
responsibilities and respective capabilities.

How much revenue could a global-level 
polluter pays corporate surtax generate? 
Table 2 lists revenues and the global income 
before taxes of the world’s 100 biggest oil and gas 
companies. Applying a global fossil fuel surtax of, 
for example, 20 per cent on global income before 
tax would have generated US$236 billion in 2022, 
US$184 billion in 2023 and US$147 billion in 2024. 
If the 20 per cent surtax had been applied since 
the adoption of the Paris Agreement in 2015, an 
accumulated US$1.08 trillion of additional tax 
revenues could have been collected.

This sample covers only a part of the global 
industries’ profits. A comprehensive application 
on all global companies in scope would lead 
to higher tax revenues112 (see Chapter 8 for a 
detailed overview). To state the obvious, applying 
a higher rate than 20 per cent would also yield 
higher revenues, and this report argues for a 
gradual increase in the rate over time, with the set 
aim of reaching 100 per cent by 2050. However, 
at the same time, a central objective of the tax 
is to accelerate the just transition and lower 
the profitability of the fossil fuel industry. If this 
effort is successful, it will also entail lower tax 
revenues, but it would come with the benefit of 
a very substantial reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2 (under Climate 
finance, climate debt and reparations), the current 
commitments by developed countries to provide 
climate finance to developing countries are highly 
insufficient. With that in mind, it is extremely 
important that the revenues from a global surtax 
on fossil fuel companies are not double-counted 
against these commitments, but rather designed 
to complement them. Furthermore, as mentioned 
above, it is important to ensure full alignment 
between the global tax and the principle of 
common but differentiated responsibilities and 
respective capabilities, including special rules for 
SOEs in developing countries. 

Existing global taxes or levies
A polluter pays surtax would not be the first 
example of global initiatives on taxes or 
levies agreed under the UN. Already in the 
Kyoto Protocol, which was adopted in 1997, 
governments introduced the ‘Share of Proceeds’ 
on the Clean Development Mechanism to 
support developing countries to meet the costs 
of adaptation.113 An international tax mechanism 
based on the voluntary contribution of companies 
in scope has also recently been adopted at the 
16th Conference of the Parties (COP16) to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), held in 
Cali, Colombia, in 2024.114 It was there that the 
‘Cali Fund’ was set up. It stated that companies 
profiting from the use of genetic information 
for product development, i.e. benefiting from 
biodiversity, “should contribute to the global fund 
one percent of their profits or 0.1 percent of their 
revenue, as an indicative rate”.115 Thus, companies 

Table 2: 2016-2024 total revenue, income before taxes of 100 world’s biggest oil and gas companies 
(by revenue) and 20 per cent surtax on the income before taxes 

US$ billion 
fiscal year 2024 2023 2022 2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016

Revenue 5,469 5,887 6,425 4,608 3,218 4,460 4,599 3,812 3,024

Income before Tax 734 921 1,179 668 184 505 611 402 205

20% surtax 147 184 236 134 37 101 122 80 41

Source: Author’s own calculations, based on data from London Stock Exchange Group (LSEG) Workspace retrieved in August 2025.111 
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sharing parts of their profits and paying into 
the fund support biodiversity conservation 
and related initiatives, particularly benefiting 
Indigenous and local communities that steward 
much of the world’s biodiversity.

At the regional level
As mentioned above, surtaxes on the profits 
of fossil fuel companies have already been 
introduced as a temporary measure in the EU. 
With that in mind, it is relevant to consider how 
a regional component could continue to be part 
of a global approach to surtaxes on fossil fuel 
company profits in the future. Thus, in addition 
to the global-level surtax, governments should 
consider maintaining, introducing or extending 
regional-level polluter pays surtaxes for fossil fuel 
companies.

Annex 1 presents two different possible 
approaches to introducing a regional component. 
The first approach, described as Scenario 5, is 
a regional agreement that simply consists of 
a coordinated introduction of surtaxes at the 
national level in the countries that are a part of 
the region. This resembles the approach that 
the EU took with its ‘solidarity contribution’. This 
means that countries in the regions that did not 
previously have surtaxes at the national level 
would have to introduce them (shown in Annex 1 
as the example of Country 4). 

The second option, presented as Scenario 6 in 
Annex 1, is to introduce a regional-level surtax. 
This would, in essence, be a regional version of 
the suggested global-level surtax. However, in 
contrast to the global surtax (which includes all 
the company’s profits globally), the tax base would 
consist of the sum of the profits recorded in the 
specific countries participating in the regional 
scheme. 

The regional initiatives can be initiated or 
continued while the global mechanism is still 
being developed, but they should be designed 
to write off surtaxes paid under the global 
mechanism once it enters into force. To the extent 
that regional-level initiatives build on the current 

global tax system, including the existing rules for 
allocating taxing rights between countries, these 
regional-level initiatives should also include a 
‘transition’ clause, which ensures that the regional 
mechanism will be updated to incorporate the 
new commitments to fair allocation of taxing 
rights. This will be negotiated as a part of the 
UN Framework Convention on International Tax 
Cooperation.116 

Concretely for the European Union, the EU 
Member States should continue and modify 
the ‘solidarity contribution’. It should be made 
permanent while adapting its tax design. The 
tax base should no longer be limited to ‘windfall 
profits’. All companies active in a country 
generating at least 50 per cent of their revenues 
along the entire value chain in exploration, 
extraction, refining, processing, manufacturing, 
storage, transport, pipeline transportation, 
distribution, trade, or marketing of fossil fuels and 
its derivates should be subject to the tax. Lower 
surtax rates could be considered for companies 
below the revenue threshold. Loss-carry-forward 
should not apply, and the tax rate should be at 
least 33 per cent. Revenues should be earmarked 
towards achieving the EU’s international climate 
financing commitments, the Green Deal117 
objectives, and potentially contribute New Own 
Resources118 to the EU budget post 2027 – under 
the condition that all environmentally harmful 
subsidies provided by the EU budget are phased 
out.119 If the global surtax rate is gradually 
increased, as suggested in this report, it would 
also mean a correspondingly gradual reduction 
of the amount of profits available for taxation at 
the regional level. And if the global rate would 
eventually reach 100 per cent, the regional tax 
would no longer yield any income. The logic 
behind the suggestion of a gradual increase in the 
global rate is firstly that the impacts of climate 
pollution do not respect borders. Secondly, the 
issue of historic responsibility, and the principle 
of common but differentiated responsibilities and 
respective capabilities, entail a responsibility by 
global north countries to ensure that developing 
countries are able to access financial resources to 
cope with a climate catastrophe that they did not 
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cause. Lastly, the perspective of a 100 per cent 
surtax on fossil fuel profits by 2050 sends a strong 
signal to the industry that the days of profiting 
from pollution are numbered.

At the national level
At the national level, countries should immediately 
introduce fossil fuel industry profit surtaxes, 
such as in the UK or Norway. The national-level 
initiatives should be designed to write off surtaxes 
paid under the global mechanism once it enters 
into force, as well as any regional initiatives that 
the country is covered by. Similarly to regional-
level initiatives, to the extent that national-level 
initiatives build on the current global tax system, 
including the existing rules for allocating taxing 
rights between countries, these national-level 
initiatives should include a ‘transition’ clause. 
This ensures that the mechanism will be updated 
to incorporate the new commitments to fair 
allocation of taxing rights, which will be negotiated 
as a part of the UN Framework Convention on 
International Tax Cooperation.120 Tax revenues of 
developed countries should be allocated for the 
purpose of fulfilling international climate financing 
commitments. 

As illustrated in Scenario 1 in Annex 1, there 
is a significant risk that national-level surtaxes 
will only have a limited effect if they are not 
complemented by global components (in the form 
of a global-level surtax and additional measures 
against tax havens). However, the national-level 
surtaxes are an important first step, and can help 
build momentum for the global components. 
Similarly to the regional-level surtaxes, the 
amount of profits available for taxation at the 
national level would also gradually decrease if the 
global level surtax rate increases, as suggested in 
this report. 
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The scale of fossil fuel  
industry’s profits

The global oil and gas industry’s121 net income 
jumped to some US$4 trillion in 2022, according 
to the International Energy Agency (IEA).122 This 
is equal to 4 per cent of global GDP,123 doubling 
profits of the previous year.124 In 2023, public and 
private oil and gas exploration and production 
companies generated US$2.4 trillion in net 
income.125 The IEA’s net-income numbers (see 
figure 1) include public and private, listed and 
non-listed companies, demonstrating the large-
scale incumbency of the oil and gas industry in 
the global economy.

The oil and gas industry’s historically unseen and 
extraordinary profits in 2022126 were due to a 
surge in oil prices in relation to the embargoes 
on Russian fossil fuels, imposed since Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. However, 
global oil and gas industry’s net income over 
the past 15 years were significant and remained 
stable even throughout the Great Financial Crisis 
in 2008, the 2015-2016 collapse of oil prices,127 
and the Covid-19 pandemic in 2020, both for 
national oil companies and private companies 
(see figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Net income of the global oil and gas industry 2008 - 2023

Source: International Energy Agency (IEA. CC BY 4.0.), World Energy Investment 2023, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/

assets/8834d3af-af60-4df0-9643-72e2684f7221/WorldEnergyInvestment2023.pdf, p. 61, * International Energy Agency 

(IEA), World Energy Investment 2024, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/

WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf; for 2023, there is no distinction between national oil companies and private companies available.
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According to an alternative calculation by Avriel 
Verbruggen from Antwerp University, based 
on World Bank data,128 the global oil and gas 
industry has been seeking rent worth an average 
of US$1 trillion per year since 1970. Emphasising 

the particular nature of economic rents based 
on resource extraction, i.e. revenues above total 
costs of production, Verbruggen labels these 
“super-profits obtained without effort”. 

Sellers’ inflation – the responsibilities of fossil fuel companies in the cost-of-living crisis
Starting in 2021, in the aftermath of the Covid-19 pandemic, inflation in Europe reached 
historically high levels of 10.6 per cent in October 2022. This inflation was induced by increasing 
food prices and the energy crisis shock after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.129 Welfare losses and 
reduced real incomes hit society at large, with vulnerable households suffering most,130 causing  
a widespread ‘cost-of-living’ crisis.131 

A number of economists, as well as the European Central Bank, have flagged that corporate 
profits were a key driver of that inflation.132 In particular, the greatest impulse on price increases 
came from the enormous escalation in fossil fuel prices and the related windfall and excess 
profits made by the fossil fuel industry.133 This so-called ‘sellers’ inflation’ triggered a cascade of 
fatal economic developments, hitting poor and vulnerable people and countries worldwide. In 
order to tame inflation, US and European central banks increased interest rates, leading to higher 
debt servicing costs, particularly in global south countries,134 and contributing to a full-blown debt 
crisis in the global south.135 

BOX 1
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Appropriation of the profits: 
Cementing fossil fuel 
dependency 

Gratifying polluting assets’ shareholders
A higher level of taxation would reduce the 
profits made by fossil fuel companies. To assess 
the impact of this, it is relevant to ask how 
fossil fuel profits are currently used, including 
whether these corporate profits are currently 
financing climate action and the socio-ecological 
transformation. 

The answers are concerning from a climate 
emergency perspective: as illustrated in figure 
2, data from the International Energy Agency 
suggests that available cash is mainly used for 
increased dividend payouts to shareholders and 
share buybacks, and the expansion of fossil fuel 
business, while only minor investments were 
directed towards the clean energy transition.136 
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subsidies) after operating costs but before taxes; private companies include listed and non- listed companies. The breakdown of oil 

and gas industry cash spending is based on data sources including Bloomberg and S&P Capital IQ.” https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/

assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf. Creative Commons License  

(CC BY 4.0).

Figure 2: Distribution of cash spending by the oil and gas industry 2008-2022
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Figure 3: Dividends and share buybacks of BP, Shell, TotalEnergies, Exxon and Chevron 2017-2023 in US$ billion 
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Thus, in recent years, a broad range of actors, 
including organisations such as Global Witness,137 
Amnesty International and Friends of the Earth, 
as well as politicians such as former US President 
Biden, are calling for increased taxation of big oil 
companies.138 

Share buybacks rose to historic highs in 2023, 
equal to 20 per cent of cash flow from operations, 
payouts of dividends rose to around 30 per cent 
respectively.139 The top five western oil and gas 
companies alone (BP, Shell, TotalEnergies, Exxon 
and Chevron) returned more than US$100 billion 
to shareholders in 2022 and 2023 each in the 
form of dividends and share buybacks.140 

Fossil fuels expansion
Total investments in 2024 into coal, gas and oil 
were set to increase to slightly over US$1 trillion, 
according to estimates from the IEA. Upstream oil 
and gas investment increased globally by 9 per 
cent in 2023, with the 2024 increase of oil and gas 
investments predicted to be around 7 per cent.141 
For 2025, the IEA predicts a further increase to 
US$1.1 trillion, which is going to oil, natural gas 
and coal.142 In its ‘Countdown’, the Lancet reports 
that, “fueled by record profits, oil and gas giants 
have expanded their production plans, and, as 

of March 2024, were on track to exceed their 
emissions compatible with 1.5°C by 189 per cent 
in 2040, 16 percentage points above the year 
before”.143

In contrast to its fossil fuel investments, the IEA 
estimates that clean energy investment by oil 
and gas companies amount to US$28 billion in 
2023, less than 4 per cent of the industry’s overall 
capital spending, and less than 1 per cent of net 
income. Mergers and acquisitions in the clean 
energy sector in 2023 accounted for just under 
half of total clean energy investment by the oil 
and gas industry..144,145 For 2022 the IEA reports 
an estimated 5 per cent clean energy investment 
share of oil and gas company capital expenditure 
worldwide, and 1 per cent in 2019.146 

Overall oil and gas companies are currently 
estimated to account for only 1 per cent of total 
clean energy investment globally, making the 
industry “a marginal force in the world’s transition 
to a clean energy system”.147

The IEA points out the inherent threat of creating 
stranded assets, commenting that “the risk of 
over-investment would be strong if the world 
moves swiftly to meet the net zero [carbon 
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emission by 2050] pledges and climate goals”,  
for oil, gas and coal investments.148 IEA concludes: 
“Today’s investment trends are not aligned with 
the levels necessary for the world to have a 
chance of limiting global warming to 1.5°C above 
pre-industrial levels and to achieve the interim 
goals agreed at COP28”.149

While the IEA displays profit and investment 
patterns of the oil and gas industry on the global 
level, a Greenpeace study examining the balance 
sheets and activities of 12 oil companies in Europe 
– namely Shell, TotalEnergies, BP, Equinor, Eni, 
Repsol, OMV, PKN Orlen, MOL Group, Wintershall 
Dea, Petrol Group and Ina Croatia150 – draws a 
similar picture: the profits of these 12 companies 
increased by an average of 75 per cent in 2022. 
The investment portfolio in 2022 was dominated 
by fossil fuels, with an average of 92.7 per cent of 
investments going into oil and gas, and only 7.3 
per cent towards sustainable energy production 
and ‘low-carbon solutions’, ultimately intending to 
extend the companies’ fossil fuel-based business 
model. Remarkably, on average only 0.3 per 
cent of the companies’ energy volume is made 
from renewable electricity generation, compared 
to 99.7 per cent created by their oil and gas 
production.151 

Similarly, an academic study finds152 that, between 
2010 and mid-2018, “out of the total capital 
expenditures (CAPEX), BP allocated an estimated 
2.3 per cent on low-carbon investment, Shell 1.3 
per cent, Chevron 0.23 per cent and ExxonMobil 
0.22 per cent”. BP, Chevron, ExxonMobil and Royal 
Dutch Shell were the top four investor-owned 
companies by size of direct and indirect historical 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and are labelled 
‘Carbon Majors’. The authors Dario Kenner and 
Richard Heede highlight that these companies 
“are responsible for the lion’s share of current and 
historical emissions from their own operations 
and from products each company has extracted 
and supplied to global consumers”. The authors 
assess that, due to the incumbent financial 
interest and their specific governance structures, 
these companies would not only be resistant 
to fully embracing the transition away from 
fossil fuels, but would proactively aim towards 
“slowing down the low-carbon transition”. They 
conclude that “further external pressure” would 
be needed to halt the industries’ continuing fossil 
fuel expansion. A surtax on the industries’ profits 
could play that role.

Figure 4: Global fossil fuel investments, US$ billion
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Conclusions and 
recommendations

In the face of planetary ecological collapse, the 
fossil fuel industry is raking in historic profits, 
rewarding its shareholders and expanding its 
polluting business. In a world where it pays 
to pollute, investors will continue to finance 
companies with unsustainable practices, shifting 
the burden of the socio-ecological transition to 
society and ultimately leaving everyone worse off.

The window of opportunity for preventing 
ecological breakdown is rapidly closing. New 
approaches to catalysing the socio-ecological 
transformation are urgently needed. This 
report argues that current mainstream 
regressive taxation has reached the limits of 
social acceptability, political feasibility and 
environmental effectiveness. 

Innovative progressive environmental tax policy 
options should address the harmful supply side 
of the economy. Targeted measures such as 
polluting capital income taxation can provide 
transformation incentives towards sustainable 
production and investment patterns. Taxation 
of polluters’ profits and the redistribution of its 
proceeds to finance development and climate 
action is a means to ensure environmental tax 
justice and should replace or complement existing 
environmental taxation approaches. Higher 
taxation of the profits of fossil fuel industries 
would also lower the profitability and thus reduce 
the incentives to continue business as usual. 

Public financing has a key role to play in ensuring 
that the ecological transition becomes effective, 
timely and just. Introducing a polluting industry 
profit surtax in response to the industries’ 
incumbency, an increased level of taxation would 
shift a higher share of the financial resources 
and decision-making directly to the governments 

that have taken on climate commitments under 
the Paris Agreement. The revenues from a global 
fossil fuel profits levy could directly feed into 
a specific global fund, or could be directed to 
existing financing mechanisms, with the aim of 
promoting development and helping developing 
countries to cope with the disastrous impacts of 
the climate crises (loss and damage), adaptation 
and progressing with a just, ecological transition.

The fossil fuel profits surtax can be implemented 
over three levels:

	X 	As a part of the UN Framework Convention on 
International Tax Cooperation, governments 
should introduce a polluter pays surtax on 
fossil fuel companies’ global profits. The 
example presented in this report shows 
that, if a tax of 20 per cent had been applied 
since the adoption of the Paris Agreement 
in 2015, over US$1 trillion could have been 
collected. In line with the UNFCCC COP 28 
decision to transition away from fossil fuels 
and accelerate action, the global rate should 
be gradually increased over time, and set to 
reach 100 per cent by 2050. 

	X 	While the international rules are being 
negotiated at the UN, governments should 
immediately apply profit surtaxes on fossil 
fuel companies taxable in their own country. 
These taxes should be designed to co-exist 
with the global-level surtax, once introduced.

	X 	At the regional level, governments could 
determine a minimum surtax rate and 
coordinate its implementation. For the 
European Union, that means continuing its 
‘EU solidarity contribution’ with a minimum 
tax rate of 33 per cent and a modified tax 
design, while integrating provisions for the 
future global-level surtax.

10

33



Taxation should never be seen as an alternative to 
government regulation, including bans on highly 
polluting industries. Governments have a duty 
to uphold their environmental responsibilities 
and take decisive actions. However, as long as 
fossil fuel extraction persists, it is essential – at 
the very least – to ensure compliance with the 
polluter pays principle and ensure that fossil fuel 
companies are taxed fairly and effectively. 

Tax justice and climate justice are fundamentally 
interconnected. The development and 
implementation of a global tax on fossil fuel 
industry profits must be embedded within 
broader reforms of the international tax system. 
Governments now have a critical opportunity 
to shape the world’s first truly global, fair, 
environmentally just, effective and inclusive 
agreement on international tax cooperation – one 
that delivers on tax justice and climate justice at 
the same time. This is precisely the promise of 
the UN Framework Convention on International 
Tax Cooperation: to open up an avenue towards 
binding global rules that ensure equitable 
taxation of multinational corporations, effective 
taxation of the super rich and international tax 
initiatives that advance sustainable development. 
This is a critical opportunity that the international 
community must not squander. 
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Six scenarios 
Fossil fuel profit surtaxes on a 
fictive fossil fuel company

The following six scenarios provide an illustration 
of the implementation of fossil fuel surtaxes 
on a fictive fossil fuel company. However, it is 
important to note that: 

	X The outline below is a simplified model. 
For example, the model assumes that the 
company is registered in five countries, but 
in reality, multinational corporations are 
commonly registered in a much greater 
number of countries.  

	X For the purpose of the model, Country 5 – 
the ‘Tax haven’ – has a corporate tax rate of 
2 per cent. However, in reality, tax havens 
commonly have relatively high corporate tax 
rates, but at the same time apply harmful 
tax practices that reduce the amount of tax 
actually paid to very low levels. At the same 
time, countries that are not tax havens also 
commonly apply some harmful tax practices 
that lower the effectiveness of corporate tax, 
but at a scale that is much more limited than 
tax havens. The illustration below models 
these effects through the point that different 
countries have different levels of tax, and 
tax havens have even lower levels. For the 
purpose of simplification, the model does 
not explain that some of these effects are 
caused by differences in tax rates, and some 
are caused by different levels of harmful tax 
practices. 

	X In the model, the surtax is applied to all of 
the company’s profits. In reality, countries 
can also choose to apply the charge to a 
limited amount of the profits. For example, 
the EU Solidarity Contribution only applies to 
’windfall profits’, which limits the effectiveness 
of the measure substantially.  

	X In the model, it is assumed that revenue 
collected at the national level stays at the 
national level. However, especially in a context 
of limited climate finance – particularly in 
the global south – there are good reasons 
for suggesting that national-level revenue 
should be allocated to support the fulfillment 
of international obligations, including the 
obligation of developed countries to provide 
climate financing for developing countries. 
In reality, however, it has proven difficult 
to ensure that developed countries fully 
adhere to these commitments. With that in 
mind, revenue collected through a global 
fund comes with the advantage that it can be 
easier to ensure that the funding is allocated 
in accordance with the international decisions 
made. 

Annex 1
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Illustration – the example of FOSSIL INC.
The fossil fuel company ‘FOSSIL INC.’ is registered in five countries, of 
which one is a tax haven. 

In a given year, FOSSIL INC. makes US$50 billion in profit globally 
before income taxes. 

The scenarios below illustrate how fossil fuel surtaxes could be applied at the national, 
regional and global levels, and how the different levels would impact each other. It also 
looks at how the situation could change if effective measures to stop tax havens were to 
be introduced. The scenarios model a situation where a global surtax is set at 20 per cent, 
which could be a starting point. However, this report also argues that the global rate should 
be gradually increased over time, and set to reach 100 per cent by 2050. 

SCENARIO 1
Surtaxes will only be levied at the national levels and no new measures to 
combat tax havens are introduced. This resembles the situation  
as it is today. 
In the fictive example below, Countries 1-4 have corporate tax rates between 20-30 per 
cent. Furthermore, Countries 1-3 have introduced fossil fuel surtaxes in addition to the 
corporate income tax at the national level ranging from 33-50 per cent. 

Country 5 is a tax haven, and therefore applies a corporate tax rate of only 2 per cent and 
has no fossil fuel surtaxes. 

To increase its profits – that is, by aiming to avoid paying corporate income tax as much as 
possible – FOSSIL INC. has shifted most of its profits to the tax haven. Thus, out of the total 
US$50 billion FOSSIL INC. has made in profits, US$47 billion are registered in Country 5. 

Because Country 1 has a relatively high corporate tax rate and fossil fuel surtax, FOSSIL INC. 
has shifted all profits out of this jurisdiction and thus, even if FOSSIL INC. has a high level 
of business activity and generates income in Country 1, it is reporting zero profits in this 
country. 

For Countries 2-4, FOSSIL INC. is reporting US$1 billion worth of profit in each.  
 

SCENARIO 1
COUNTRY 1 COUNTRY 2 COUNTRY 3 COUNTRY 4 COUNTRY 5

(TAX HAVEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 0 1 1 1 47

Corporate tax (%) 30 25 20 25 2

Surtax (%) 50 50 33 0 0

Payment (US$ billion) 0 0.75 0.53 0.25 0.94

Of which surtax 0 0.5 0.33 0 0

FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC

TOTAL SURTAX PAYMENT: US$0.83 BILLION (1.66%)

FOSSIL INC
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What would be the effect of the fossil fuel surtaxes in countries 1-3?
While three out of the five countries where FOSSIL INC. is registered have introduced fossil 
fuel surtaxes of 33-50 per cent, these charges are only applied to US$2 billion out of the 
US$50 billion FOSSIL INC. has made in profit. Thus, in this scenario, FOSSIL INC. would in 
total only pay US$0.83 billion (or 1.66 per cent) in surtaxes on its profits. 

It is also interesting to note that, with a tax rate of only 2 per cent, Country 5 (the tax haven) 
manages to get more revenue than any of the other countries – because FOSSIL INC. shifts 
the vast majority of its profits to this country. 

In this scenario, all the revenues from the surtaxes remain at the national level in the 
country that has collected them. 

SCENARIO 2
Surtaxes applied both on the global profits and at the national level, but no new 
measures to combat tax havens are introduced. 
In scenario 2, an international surtax of 20 per cent is introduced on the global profits of 
FOSSIL INC. With US$50 billion in global profits, this would mean a tax revenue of US$10 
billion, which would be allocated to, for example, a global fund designed to support climate 
action and development. 

After the international surtax has been applied, there is US$40 billion available to be 
taxed at the national level. In this scenario, it is assumed that no new measures to combat 
tax havens are introduced. Thus, the relative distribution of the profits between the five 
countries remains the same as in Scenario 1.

SCENARIO 2

MULTILATERAL LEVEL

Surtax on global profits

Profits (US$ billion) 50

Surtax (%) 20

Surtax payment (US$ billion) 10

COUNTRY 1 COUNTRY 2 COUNTRY 3 COUNTRY 4 COUNTRY 5
(TAX HAVEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 0 0.8 0.8 0.8 37.6

Corporate tax (%) 30 25 20 25 2

Surtax (%) 50 50 33 0 0

Payment (US$ billion) 0 0.6 0.42 0.2 0.75

Of which surtax 0 0.4 0.26 0 0

FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC

TOTAL SURTAX PAYMENT: US$10.66 BILLION (21.3%)
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What would be the effect of the fossil fuel surtaxes in Countries 1-3 and the 
multilateral level?
In this scenario, the total amount of surtax paid by FOSSIL INC. increases to US$10.66 billion 
(or 21.3 per cent). The increase happens because the international surtax applies to the 
global profits of FOSSIL INC., irrespective of in which jurisdiction the profits are booked, and 
therefore the corporation is not able to use tax havens to avoid the surtax. 

Once the global surtax of 20 per cent is paid, the amount of profit available to be taxed 
at the national level decreases accordingly. In absolute numbers, it is Country 5 (the tax 
haven) that sees the most significant decline, with revenues dropping from US$0.94 billion 
to US$0.75 billion. This is because a very large share of FOSSIL INC.’s profits is booked in 
this country, and thus, when the amount of profits available to be taxed at the national 
level drops from US$50 to US$40 billion, it makes a difference. Meanwhile, the revenues in 
Countries 2-4 also drop with 20 per cent, but since a relatively low share of the company’s 
total profits is allocated to these countries, the change in absolute numbers is less than in 
Country 5. 

Country 1 sees no impact at all, because FOSSIL INC. was not reporting any of its profits 
in this country. If Country 1 received support from the global fund financed by the 
international surtax, it would gain access to funding it would not otherwise have received. 

SCENARIO 3
Surtaxes applied at the national levels and new measures to combat tax havens 
are introduced.
In this scenario, the assumption is that new international measures are introduced 
to combat tax havens, and that corporate profits are allocated to, and taxable by, the 
countries where the company has business activity. 

In this modelling, it is also assumed that FOSSIL INC. has the highest level of business 
activity in Countries 1 and 3 and thus a higher share of the profits will be allocated to these 
countries, and a lower level of activity in Countries 2 and 4. It is also assumed that FOSSIL 
INC. has a very low level of business activity in Country 5 (the tax haven). 

Lastly, in this scenario, it is assumed that there is no surtax applied internationally.  

SCENARIO 3
COUNTRY 1 COUNTRY 2 COUNTRY 3 COUNTRY 4 COUNTRY 5

(TAX HAVEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 15 9 15 9 2

Corporate tax (%) 30 25 20 25 2

Surtax (%) 50 50 33 0 0

Payment (US$ billion) 12 6.75 7.95 2.25 0.04

Of which surtax 7.5 4.5 4.95 0 0

FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC

TOTAL SURTAX PAYMENT: US$16.95 BILLION (33.9%)
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What would be the effect of the fossil fuel surtaxes in Countries 1-3?
In this scenario, there is a large drop in the amount of profits allocated to Country 5 (the tax 
haven), and a corresponding increase in the other countries, in particular Countries 1 and 3 
where FOSSIL INC. has its main business activity. This means that the surtaxes in Countries 
1-3 are now applied to a much larger share of the profits of FOSSIL INC. As a result, the 
total amount of surtaxes paid increases significantly – to US$17 billion (or 33.9 per cent). In 
the same way, and for the same reasons, the total amount of corporate tax paid increases 
simultaneously in Countries 1-3, as well as in Country 4, which has a corporate tax rate of 
25 per cent but no fossil fuel surtax.

SCENARIO 4
Surtaxes levied both on the global profits and at the national level, and new 
measures to combat tax havens are introduced.
Scenario 4 combines Scenarios 2 and 3, and thus assumes that a surtax on the global 
profits of FOSSIL INC. is introduced together with new measures to combat tax havens.

SCENARIO 4

MULTILATERAL LEVEL

Surtax on global profits

Profits (US$ billion) 50

Surtax (%) 20

Surtax payment (US$ billion) 10

COUNTRY 1 COUNTRY 2 COUNTRY 3 COUNTRY 4 COUNTRY 5
(TAX HAVEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 12 7.2 12 7.2 1.6

Corporate tax (%) 30 25 20 25 2

Surtax (%) 50 50 33 0 0

Payment (US$ billion) 9.6 5.4 6.36 1.8 0.03

Of which surtax 6 3.6 3.96 0 0

FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC

TOTAL SURTAX PAYMENT: US$23.56 BILLION (47.1%)

What would be the effect of the fossil fuel surtaxes in Countries 1-3 and the 
multilateral level?
In this scenario, the surtax on the global profits is applied, and at the same time, the tax 
bases are aligned with the level of business activity in the respective country, which means 
that the majority of the profits of FOSSIL INC. are also covered by the national-level surtaxes 
that Countries 1-3 have put in place. As a result, the total amount of surtaxes paid increases 
to US$23.6 billion (or 47.1 per cent). 
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Compared to Scenario 3, but similarly to Scenario 2, the revenues are now reduced 
substantially in countries 1-4 because the internationally applied surtax reduces the total 
amount of profits available for taxation at the national level from US$50 billion to US$40 
billion. However, while these countries might prefer Scenario 3, there are strong arguments 
in favour of Scenario 4. These can be illustrated by considering the case of what can be 
called ’Country 6’. 

COUNTRY 6 
(GREEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 0

Corporate tax (%) 25

Surtax (%) 50

Payment (US$ billion) 0

Of which surtax 0

 
Country 6 has a very high share of renewable energy and thus, FOSSIL INC. has no business 
activity at all in this country. For that reason, Country 6 would also never be able to collect 
any fossil fuel surtaxes (or even corporate tax) from FOSSIL INC. at the national level. But 
Country 6 is, nonetheless, impacted by the disastrous impacts that FOSSIL INC.’s business 
activities have on the climate. 

Assuming that it would not be possible to introduce a global ban on FOSSIL INC.’s polluting 
activities, Country 6 could still find value in imposing a very high level of surtaxes on the 
company. This would reduce its profitability, and in turn weaken the economic incentives 
for FOSSIL INC. to carry on with business as usual. 

Furthermore, since the revenues of the international surtaxes would be transferred 
to a global fund, Country 6 would be able to access some of these funds as support to 
address the negative impacts of the climate crisis. This opportunity would not be available 
for Country 6 if the revenues were all allocated to the countries where FOSSIL INC. had 
business activities. 
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SCENARIO 5
Regional coordination of surtaxes at the national level with no global 
component, no global surtax and no new measures to combat tax havens.
Scenario 5 looks at a situation where Countries 2-4 are working together in a regional 
approach whereby they agree to introduce fossil fuel surtaxes together in a coordinated 
manner, with an agreed minimum rate of 33 per cent. This scenario is somewhat similar 
to the ‘EU solidarity contribution’ for the fiscal years 2022 and 2023, but in contrast to the 
EU’s approach, the scenario assumes that the surtax is applied to all of FOSSIL INC.’s profits 
rather than just the ‘windfall profits’. 

Compared to Scenario 1, the only implication of this is that Country 4, which did not 
previously have a national-level surtax, now has to introduce one. 
 

SCENARIO 5

REGIONAL COORDINATION

COUNTRY 1 COUNTRY 2 COUNTRY 3 COUNTRY 4 COUNTRY 5
(TAX HAVEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 0 1 1 1 47

Corporate tax (%) 30 25 20 25 2

Surtax (%) 50 50 33 33 0

Payment (US$ billion) 0 0.75 0.53 0.58 0.94

Of which surtax 0 0.5 0.33 0.33 0

FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC

TOTAL SURTAX PAYMENT: US$1.16 BILLION (2.32%)

What would be the effect of the fossil fuel surtaxes in Country 1-4?
The regional initiative means that, in addition to Countries 1-3, Country 4 introduced a 
surtax at the national level as a part of the regional initiative. Consequently, four out of 
the five countries where FOSSIL INC. is registered have now introduced fossil fuel surtaxes 
of 33-50 per cent. However, since there are no further measures against tax havens 
introduced, FOSSIL INC. continues to allocate the vast majority of its profits to Country 5 
(the tax haven). Therefore the national level charges are only applied to three out of the 
US$50 billion FOSSIL INC. has made in profit. Thus, in this scenario, FOSSIL INC. would in 
total only pay US$1.16 billion (or 2.32 per cent) in surtaxes on its profits. This is slightly 
more than in Scenario 1 (US$0.83 billion collected in surtaxes), but well below the scenarios 
that include a global level surtax or further measures against tax havens.

Similarly to Scenario 1, in Scenario 5, all the revenues from the surtaxes remain at the 
national level in the country that has collected them. 
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SCENARIO 6
Regional coordination and a regional-level surtax, in addition to a surtax at the 
global level and new measures to combat tax havens, are introduced.
Scenario 6 includes the measures from Scenario 4 (global level surtax and new measures 
against tax havens) and Scenario 5 (regionally coordinated surtaxes at the national level 
in countries 2-4), and adds on an extra surtax of 10 per cent at the regional level. This 
new regional surtax will be applied to the total amount of profits allocated to countries 
within the region, and will be collected before the profits are allocated to the national level. 
Similarly to Scenario 5, it is assumed that the regional approach covers Countries 2-4. 

In total, this means that the following measures are in place: a surtax of 20 per cent at 
the global level; a surtax of an additional 10 per cent at the regional level; surtaxes at the 
national level in Countries 1-4 and new measures to combat tax havens.  

SCENARIO 6

MULTILATERAL LEVEL

Surtax on global profits

Profits (US$ billion) 50

Surtax (%) 20

Surtax payment (US$ billion) 10

REGIONAL LEVEL  
(coordination + regional-level surtax)

Surtax on regional-level profits (Countries 2-4)

Profits available for taxation at the regional  
level - Countries 2-4 (US$ billion)

26.4

Surtax (%) 10

Surtax payment (US$ billion) 2.64

Profits available for taxation at the national 
level in Countries 2-4 (US$ billion)

23.76

COUNTRY 1 COUNTRY 2 COUNTRY 3 COUNTRY 4 COUNTRY 5
(TAX HAVEN)

Profit (US$ billion) 12 6.48 10.8 6.48 1.6

Corporate tax (%) 30 25 20 25 2

Surtax (%) 50 50 33 33 0

Payment (US$ billion) 9.6 9.6 5.72 3.76 0.03

Of which surtax 6 6 3.56 2.14 0

FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC FOSSIL INC

TOTAL SURTAX PAYMENT: US$24.94 BILLION (49.9%)
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What would be the effect of the fossil fuel surtaxes in Countries 1-4 and the multilateral and 
regional levels?
Unsurprisingly, since FOSSIL INC. now pays surtaxes at both the global, regional and national levels 
(in Countries 1-4), and since it is no longer able to allocate its profits to a tax haven, Scenario 6 would 
generate the highest amount of total surtaxes paid by FOSSIL INC. – a total of US$24.9 billion (or 49.9 per 
cent). Compared to Scenario 4, where the global-level surtax was in place but there was no regional-level 
surtax, Countries 2 and 3 now see their surtax and corporate tax revenues drop, because the regional-
level surtax reduces the amount of profits available for taxation at the national level in the countries that 
are within the region. 

Country 4, on the other hand, sees its total revenue increase to more than double, because the reduction 
in revenues from corporate tax as a result of the regional surtax is made up for by revenues from the 33 
per cent surtax that the country has introduced at the national level as a part of the regional initiative. 

The global-level surtax revenue, as well as the revenues in Countries 1 and 5, are unaffected by the 
regional initiative and are therefore unchanged compared to Scenario 4. 

Similarly to Scenario 4, the global-level revenue would be transferred to a global fund, and the national-
level revenues would remain in the countries where they are collected. This would again bring the benefit 
that Country 6, where FOSSIL INC. has no business activity but where the impacts of the climate damages 
are still felt, would be able to receive some of the revenues through the global fund. From the perspective 
of Country 6, the most fair solution would be that all payments from climate polluters (in the form of 
taxes) are allocated to the global level, rather than to the countries where the pollution is taking place. 
Furthermore, it is in the interest of Country 6 to maximise the incentives for transitioning away from fossil 
fuels. These are important argument in favor of gradually increasing the global surtax level to 100 per 
cent, as suggested in this report.

43





Endnotes

1	 World Meteorological Organisation, ‘Record carbon emissions highlight urgency of Global Greenhouse Gas Watch’, November 2024, 

https://wmo.int/media/news/record-carbon-emissions-highlight-urgency-of-global-greenhouse-gas-watch 

2	 UN Environment Programme, ‘Emissions Gap Report 2024’, https://www.unep.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2024, p. 31.

3	 Copernicus, ‘Global Climate Highlights 2024’, https://climate.copernicus.eu/global-climate-highlights-2024 

4	 UN Environment Programme, ‘Emissions Gap Report 2024’, https://www.unep.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2024, p. XVII.

5	 Kotz, M., Levermann, A. & Wenz, L., ‘The economic commitment of climate change’, Nature 628, 2024,  

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-024-07219-0 

6	 Kotz, M., Levermann, A. & Wenz, L., ‘The economic commitment of climate change’, Nature 628, 2024,  

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-024-07219-0

7	 Rogelj, J., Shindell, D., Jiang, K., Fifita, S., Forster, P., Ginzburg, V., Handa, C., Kheshgi, H., Kobayashi, S., Kriegler, E., Mundaca, L., 

Séférian, R. and Vilariño, M.V, ‘2018: Mitigation Pathways Compatible with 1.5°C in the Context of Sustainable Development.’ 

In: ’Global Warming of 1.5°C’, An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels and 

related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of strengthening the global response to the threat of climate 

change, sustainable development, and efforts to eradicate poverty; Masson-Delmotte, V., Zhai, P., Pörtner, H.-O., Roberts, D., Skea, 

J., Shukla, P.R., Pirani, A., Moufouma-Okia, W., Péan, C., Pidcock, R., Connors, S., Matthews, J.B.R., Chen, Y., Zhou, X., Gomis, M.I., 

Lonnoy, E., Maycock, T., Tignor, M. and Waterfield, T. (eds.), Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK and New York, NY, USA, p. 

95, https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009157940.004 

8	 UNFCCC, Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement, ‘Outcome of the first global 

stocktake’, 13 December 2023, paragraph 28(d), https://docs.un.org/en/FCCC/PA/CMA/2023/L.17 

9	 Jessica Green, Jennifer Hadden, Thomas Hale and Paasha Mahdavi, ‘Transition, hedge, or resist? Understanding political and 

economic behavior toward decarbonization in the oil and gas industry’, 26 July 2021,  

https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2021.1946708

10	 See also Éric Pineault (University of Quebec, Montreal), ‘Ecologizing Critical Theory. From the Materiality of Social Relations to the 

Ecological Contradictions of Advanced Capitalism’. 

11	 United Nations, ‘United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change’, adopted 1992, Article 3.1,  

https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-convention/history-of-the-convention/convention-documents 

12	 United Nations, ‘United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change’, adopted 1992, Article 2.3,  

https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-convention/history-of-the-convention/convention-documents 

13	 United Nations, ’Paris Agreement’, adopted 2015, Article 9, https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf 

14	 UN Trade and Development, ‘A new climate finance goal is on the horizon. How can developing countries benefit’, 4 November 

2024, https://unctad.org/news/new-climate-finance-goal-horizon-how-can-developing-countries-benefit 

15	 United Nations, ‘1/CMA.6 New collective quantified goal on climate finance’, paragraphs 7-8, contained in the Report of the 

Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement on its sixth session, held in Baku from 11 to 

24 November 2024. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the 

Paris Agreement at its sixth session’, FCCC/PA/CMA/2024/17/Add.1, published 27 March 2025, https://unfccc.int/documents/644937 

16	 See, for example, Martina Igini, ‘COP29 $300 Billion Climate Finance Pledge an ‘Insult’, Say Developing Nations, Campaigners’, Earth.

org, 25 November 2024, https://earth.org/cop29-300-billion-climate-finance-pledge-an-insult-say-developing-nations-campaigners/; 

and Climate Action Network, ’Betrayal in Baku: Developed Countries Fail People and Planet’, 23 November 2024,  

https://climatenetwork.org/2024/11/23/cop29_betrayal_in_baku/ 

45

https://wmo.int/media/news/record-carbon-emissions-highlight-urgency-of-global-greenhouse-gas-watch
https://www.unep.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2024
https://climate.copernicus.eu/global-climate-highlights-2024
https://www.unep.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2024
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-024-07219-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-024-07219-0
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009157940.004
https://docs.un.org/en/FCCC/PA/CMA/2023/L.17
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2021.1946708
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-convention/history-of-the-convention/convention-documents
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-convention/history-of-the-convention/convention-documents
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf
https://unctad.org/news/new-climate-finance-goal-horizon-how-can-developing-countries-benefit
https://unfccc.int/documents/644937
https://earth.org/cop29-300-billion-climate-finance-pledge-an-insult-say-developing-nations-campaigners/
https://climatenetwork.org/2024/11/23/cop29_betrayal_in_baku/


17	 United Nations, ‘Funding arrangements for responding to loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, 

including a focus on addressing loss and damage’, Decision 2/CMA.4, document FCCC/PA/CMA/2022/10/Add.1, November 2022, 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/decision%202%20CMA%204.pdf 

18	 Marco Grasso and Richard Heede, ‘Time to pay the piper: Fossil fuel companies’ reparations for climate damages’, One Earth, 19 

May 2023, https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2590-3322%2823%2900198-7 

19	 Marco Grasso and Richard Heede, ‘Time to pay the piper: Fossil fuel companies’ reparations for climate damages’, One Earth, 19 

May 2023, https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2590-3322%2823%2900198-7 

20	 Andrew Fanning and Jason Hickel, ‘Compensation for atmospheric appropriation’, Nature Sustain 6, 1077–1086, 5 June 2023,  

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41893-023-01130-8 

21	 Civil Society Financing for Development Mechanism, ‘Climate Finance Myth Busting’, 2023,  

https://www.datocms-assets.com/120585/1717588522-myth-busting-cf_final-1.pdf 

22	 Tax Justice Network, ‘State of Tax Justice 2024’, 19 November 2024, https://taxjustice.net/reports/the-state-of-tax-justice-2024/ 

23	 European Commission, ‘Annual Report on Taxation 2023’, p. 69,  

https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/document/283669ce-33aa-49dc-ba2e-fd8d669a4482_en 

24	 OECD, ‘OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and Tax Administrations 2022’, 20 January 2022,  

https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2022/01/oecd-transfer-pricing-guidelines-for-multinational-enterprises-and-tax-

administrations-2022_57104b3a.html 

25	 Sol Picciotto, ‘Problems of Transfer Pricing and Possibilities for Simplification’, International Centre for Tax and Development (ICTD), 

Working Paper 86, November 2018, https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/articles/report/Problems_of_Transfer_Pricing_and_Possibilities_for_

Simplification/26484535?file=48229507

26	 Annette Alstadsæter, Sarah Godar, Panayiotis Nicolaides and Gabriel Zucman, ‘Global Tax Evasion Report 2024’, EU Tax 

Observatory, https://www.taxobservatory.eu/publication/global-tax-evasion-report-2024/ 

27	 Tax Justice Network, ‘State of Tax justice 2024’, 19 November 2024, https://taxjustice.net/reports/the-state-of-tax-justice-2024/ 

28	 Stanley I. Langbein, ‘The Unitary Method and the Myth of Arm’s Length’, Tax Notes, 17 February 1986, 30: 625-81.

29	 Sol Picciotto, ‘Towards Unitary Taxation’, Tax Justice Network, 9 December 2012, https://www.financialtransparency.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/04/Towards_Unitary_Taxation-1-1.pdf; BEPS Monitoring Group, ‘Taxing Multinationals: The BEPS Proposals 

and Alternatives’, 23 July 2023, https://www.bepsmonitoringgroup.org/s/The-BEPS-Proposals-and-Alternatives.pdf 

30	 Sebastian Beer and Dan Devlin, ‘Is there Money on the Table? Evidence on the Magnitude of Profit Shifting in the Extractive 

Industries’, IMF Working Paper, WP21/9, January 2021, https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2021/01/15/Is-There-Money-

on-the-Table-Evidence-on-the-Magnitude-of-Profit-Shifting-in-the-Extractive-49983

31	 Franziska Mager, Markus Meinzer, Lucas Millán, ‘How corporate tax incentives undermine climate justice’, Tax Justice Network, June 

2024, https://taxjustice.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/How-corporate-tax-incentives-undermine-climate-justice-2024.pdf 

32	 Christian Aid, ‘Profit before people and planet: How economic policies and and corporate profit maximisation perpetuate the 

unsustainable exploitation of the Brazilian Amazon and its people’, December 2022, https://www.christianaid.org.uk/sites/default/

files/2022-12/profit-before-people-and-planet.pdf 

33	 Alvic Padilla, ‘Use and Abuse of Tax Breaks: How Tax Incentives Become Harmful’, January 2020, https://apmdd.org/wp-content/

uploads/2023/02/use_abuse_tax_breaks.pdf 

34	 Eurodad et al., ‘Tax Games – the Race to the Bottom’, 29 November 2017, p. 14, https://assets.nationbuilder.com/eurodad/

pages/253/attachments/original/1637656459/Tax_Games-_the_Race_to_the_Bottom_-_Full.pdf?1637656459 

35	 Liam Ebrill, Michael Keen, Jean-Paul Bodin and Victoria Summers, ‘The Modern VAT’, IMF, 2001, https://www.elibrary.imf.org/

display/book/9781589060265/9781589060265.xml 

36	 OECD, ‘Consumption Tax Trends 2022’, 30 November 2022, https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/consumption-tax-trends-

2022_6525a942-en.html 

37	 Pierre Bachas, Ruth Hill, Mariano Ernesto Sosa and Matthew Wai-Poi, ‘In Many Countries, Taxes and Transfers Make the Poor 

Poorer: It Doesn’t Have to be this Way’, World Bank, 4 May 2023, https://blogs.worldbank.org/developmenttalk/many-countries-

taxes-and-transfers-make-poor-poorer-it-doesnt-have-be-way 

38	 Mae Buenaventura and Claire Miranda, ‘The Gender Dimensions of the IMF’s Key Fiscal Policy Advice on Resource Mobilisation  

in Developing Countries’, Bretton Woods Project, April 2017,  

http://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/IMF-and-Gender-Equality-VAT-1.pdf 

46

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/decision%202%20CMA%204.pdf
https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2590-3322%2823%2900198-7
https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2590-3322%2823%2900198-7
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41893-023-01130-8
https://www.datocms-assets.com/120585/1717588522-myth-busting-cf_final-1.pdf
https://taxjustice.net/reports/the-state-of-tax-justice-2024/
https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/document/283669ce-33aa-49dc-ba2e-fd8d669a4482_en
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2022/01/oecd-transfer-pricing-guidelines-for-multinational-enterprises-and-tax-administrations-2022_57104b3a.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2022/01/oecd-transfer-pricing-guidelines-for-multinational-enterprises-and-tax-administrations-2022_57104b3a.html
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/articles/report/Problems_of_Transfer_Pricing_and_Possibilities_for_Simplification/26484535?file=48229507
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/articles/report/Problems_of_Transfer_Pricing_and_Possibilities_for_Simplification/26484535?file=48229507
https://www.taxobservatory.eu/publication/global-tax-evasion-report-2024/
https://taxjustice.net/reports/the-state-of-tax-justice-2024/
https://www.financialtransparency.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Towards_Unitary_Taxation-1-1.pdf
https://www.financialtransparency.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Towards_Unitary_Taxation-1-1.pdf
https://www.bepsmonitoringgroup.org/s/The-BEPS-Proposals-and-Alternatives.pdf
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2021/01/15/Is-There-Money-on-the-Table-Evidence-on-the-Magnitude-of-Profit-Shifting-in-the-Extractive-49983
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2021/01/15/Is-There-Money-on-the-Table-Evidence-on-the-Magnitude-of-Profit-Shifting-in-the-Extractive-49983
https://taxjustice.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/How-corporate-tax-incentives-undermine-climate-justice-2024.pdf
https://www.christianaid.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-12/profit-before-people-and-planet.pdf
https://www.christianaid.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-12/profit-before-people-and-planet.pdf
https://apmdd.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/use_abuse_tax_breaks.pdf
https://apmdd.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/use_abuse_tax_breaks.pdf
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/eurodad/pages/253/attachments/original/1637656459/Tax_Games-_the_Race_to_the_Bottom_-_Full.pdf?1637656459
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/eurodad/pages/253/attachments/original/1637656459/Tax_Games-_the_Race_to_the_Bottom_-_Full.pdf?1637656459
https://www.elibrary.imf.org/display/book/9781589060265/9781589060265.xml
https://www.elibrary.imf.org/display/book/9781589060265/9781589060265.xml
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/consumption-tax-trends-2022_6525a942-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/consumption-tax-trends-2022_6525a942-en.html
https://blogs.worldbank.org/developmenttalk/many-countries-taxes-and-transfers-make-poor-poorer-it-doesnt-have-be-way
https://blogs.worldbank.org/developmenttalk/many-countries-taxes-and-transfers-make-poor-poorer-it-doesnt-have-be-way
http://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/IMF-and-Gender-Equality-VAT-1.pdf


39	 United Nations Trade and Development, ‘2024 Trade and Development Report’, Chapter V, pages 179-181,  

https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/tdr2024ch5_en.pdf; and Tove Ryding and Alex Voorhoeve, ‘Is the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development’s 2021 Tax Deal Fair’, LSE Public Policy Review, London School of Economics, 24 November 

2022, https://ppr.lse.ac.uk/articles/10.31389/lseppr.72

40	 Tax annex to the Saint Petersburg G20 leaders’ declaration, 2013, https://www.mofa.go.jp/files/000013928.pdf 

41	 OECD, ‘Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS)’,  

https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/policy-issues/base-erosion-and-profit-shifting-beps.html 

42	 OECD, ‘Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS)’,  

https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/policy-issues/base-erosion-and-profit-shifting-beps.html 

43	 Sol Picciotto, ‘Towards Unitary Taxation’, Tax Justice Network, 9 December 2012,  

https://www.financialtransparency.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Towards_Unitary_Taxation-1-1.pdf; BEPS Monitoring Group, 

‘Taxing Multinationals: The BEPS Proposals and Alternatives’, 23 July 2023, https://www.bepsmonitoringgroup.org/s/The-BEPS-

Proposals-and-Alternatives.pdf 

44	 OECD, ‘Multilateral Convention to Implement Amount A of Pillar 1’, 11 October 2023, https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/

reallocation-of-taxing-rights-to-market-jurisdictions/multilateral-convention-to-implement-amount-a-of-pillar-one.html#:

45	 The White House, ‘The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Global Tax Deal (Global Tax Deal)’, 

20 January 2025, https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/the-organization-for-economic-co-operation-and-

development-oecd-global-tax-deal-global-tax-deal/ 

46	 OECD, ‘OECD Secretary-General Tax Report to G20 Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors’, 27 February 2025,  

https://doi.org/10.1787/97afc9f7-en 

47	 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Directive (EU) 2022/2523 of 14 December 2022 on ensuring a global minimum level 

of taxation for multinational enterprise groups and large-scale domestic groups in the Union’, 22 December 2022,  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2022/2523/oj/eng 

48	 Luis Moreno, ‘Global Minimum Tax of 15% Would Only Benefit Developed Countries’, Global Alliance for Tax Justice, 26 August 2021, 

https://globaltaxjustice.org/news/global-minimum-tax-of-15-would-only-benefit-developed-countries/ 

49	 See, for example, Michael P. Devereux, John Vella and Heydon Wardell-Burrus, ‘Pillar 2: Rule Order, Incentives, and Tax 

Competition’, Oxford University Centre for Business Taxation Policy Brief 2022, 11 March 2022, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/

papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002; and Annette Alstadsæter, Sarah Godar, Panayiotis Nicolaides and Gabriel Zucman,  

‘Global Tax Evasion Report 2024’, EU Tax Observatory, https://www.taxobservatory.eu/publication/global-tax-evasion-report-2024/, 

pages 52-54.

50	 OECD, ‘Statement on a Two-Pillar Solution to Address the Tax Challenges Arising From the Digitalisation of the Economy’, 8 October 

2021, https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/topics/policy-issues/beps/statement-on-a-two-pillar-solution-to-address-the-tax-

challenges-arising-from-the-digitalisation-of-the-economy-october-2021.pdf 

51	 See, for example, Michael P. Devereux, John Vella and Heydon Wardell-Burrus, ‘Pillar 2: Rule Order, Incentives, and Tax 

Competition’, Oxford University Centre for Business Taxation Policy Brief 2022, 11 March 2022, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/

papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002; and Tove Ryding and Alex Voorhoeve, ‘Is the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development’s 2021 Tax Deal Fair’, LSE Public Policy Review, London School of Economics, 24 November 2022,  

https://ppr.lse.ac.uk/articles/10.31389/lseppr.72

52	 Emma Agyemang, ‘Global Minimum Tax Will Boost Revenues for Tax Havens, says OECD’, Financial Times, 10 January 2024,  

https://www.ft.com/content/9236c819-bdc7-401e-a9e2-fe59d06ebe29

53	 Dominik Gross, ‘The Global Tax Rate is Now a Tax Haven Rewards Programme, and Switzerland Wants in First’, Tax Justice Network, 

6 April 2023, https://taxjustice.net/2023/04/06/the-global-tax-rate-is-now-a-tax-haven-rewards-programme-and-switzerland-wants-

in-first/ 

54	 See, for example, Deloitte, ‘Basel-City approves new package of tax incentives in referendum vote’, 21 May 2025, https://www.

taxathand.com/article/38905/Switzerland/2025/Basel-City-approves-new-package-of-tax-incentives-in-referendum-vote 

55	 G7, ‘G7 statement on global minimum taxes’, 28 June 2025,  

https://www.canada.ca/en/department-finance/news/2025/06/g7-statement-on-global-minimum-taxes.html 

56	 African Union, ‘African Group Chair Speaks to the Press on Framework Convention on International Tax, tabled for vote this week 

at the UN’, 19 November 2023, https://au.int/en/pressreleases/20231119/african-group-chair-speaks-press-framework-convention-

international-tax 

47

https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/tdr2024ch5_en.pdf
https://ppr.lse.ac.uk/articles/10.31389/lseppr.72
https://www.mofa.go.jp/files/000013928.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/policy-issues/base-erosion-and-profit-shifting-beps.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/policy-issues/base-erosion-and-profit-shifting-beps.html
https://www.financialtransparency.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Towards_Unitary_Taxation-1-1.pdf
https://www.bepsmonitoringgroup.org/s/The-BEPS-Proposals-and-Alternatives.pdf
https://www.bepsmonitoringgroup.org/s/The-BEPS-Proposals-and-Alternatives.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/the-organization-for-economic-co-operation-and-development-oecd-global-tax-deal-global-tax-deal/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/the-organization-for-economic-co-operation-and-development-oecd-global-tax-deal-global-tax-deal/
https://doi.org/10.1787/97afc9f7-en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2022/2523/oj/eng
https://globaltaxjustice.org/news/global-minimum-tax-of-15-would-only-benefit-developed-countries/
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002
https://www.taxobservatory.eu/publication/global-tax-evasion-report-2024/
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/topics/policy-issues/beps/statement-on-a-two-pillar-solution-to-address-the-tax-challenges-arising-from-the-digitalisation-of-the-economy-october-2021.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/topics/policy-issues/beps/statement-on-a-two-pillar-solution-to-address-the-tax-challenges-arising-from-the-digitalisation-of-the-economy-october-2021.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002
https://ppr.lse.ac.uk/articles/10.31389/lseppr.72
https://www.ft.com/content/9236c819-bdc7-401e-a9e2-fe59d06ebe29
https://taxjustice.net/2023/04/06/the-global-tax-rate-is-now-a-tax-haven-rewards-programme-and-switzerland-wants-in-first/
https://taxjustice.net/2023/04/06/the-global-tax-rate-is-now-a-tax-haven-rewards-programme-and-switzerland-wants-in-first/
https://www.taxathand.com/article/38905/Switzerland/2025/Basel-City-approves-new-package-of-tax-incentives-in-referendum-vote
https://www.taxathand.com/article/38905/Switzerland/2025/Basel-City-approves-new-package-of-tax-incentives-in-referendum-vote
https://www.canada.ca/en/department-finance/news/2025/06/g7-statement-on-global-minimum-taxes.html
https://au.int/en/pressreleases/20231119/african-group-chair-speaks-press-framework-convention-international-tax
https://au.int/en/pressreleases/20231119/african-group-chair-speaks-press-framework-convention-international-tax


57	 United Nations General Assembly, ‘Terms of reference for a United Nations Framework Convention on International Tax 

Cooperation’, Document A/AC.298/2, 16 January 2025, https://financing.desa.un.org/document/terms-reference-united-nations-

framework-convention-international-tax-cooperation 

58	 United Nations, ‘United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 3-14 June 1992’, website 

accessed 25 December 2024, https://www.un.org/en/conferences/environment/rio1992

59	 United Nations, ‘Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development’, Rio de Janeiro, 3-14 June 1992, Annex 

1, https://undocs.org/en/A/CONF.151/26/Rev.1(vol.I)

60	 European Commission, Annual Report on Taxation 2024, 3 July 2024,  

https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/taxation/economic-analysis/annual-report-taxation_en#annual-report-on-taxation-2024

61	 Eurostat, Environmental tax statistics, Data extracted in July 2024,  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Environmental_tax_statistics

62	 European Commission, Annual Report on Taxation 2024, 3 July 2024, https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/taxation/economic-

analysis/annual-report-taxation_en#annual-report-on-taxation-2024

63	 European Commission, Annual Report on Taxation 2024, 3 July 2024, https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/taxation/economic-

analysis/annual-report-taxation_en#annual-report-on-taxation-2024

64	 N.K. Dubash, Mitchell, C., Boasson, E.L., Borbor-Cordova, M.J., Fifita, S., Haites, E., Jaccard, M., Jotzo, F., Naidoo, S., Romero-Lankao, 

P., Shlapak, M., Shen, W. and Wu, L., ‘2022: National and Sub-National Policies and Institutions’, in IPCC, 2022: Climate Change 2022: 

Mitigation of Climate Change. Contribution of Working Group III to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK and New York, NY, USA, page 1386, https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/

wg3/chapter/chapter-13/

65	 Joseph E. Stiglitz, ‘Addressing climate change through price and non-price interventions’, National Bureau of Economic Research, 

June 2019, https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w25939/w25939.pdf

66	 Daniel Driscoll, ‘Populism and Carbon Tax Justice: The Yellow Vest Movement in France’, Social Problems, Volume 70, Issue 1, 

February 2023, pages 143-163, https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spab036 

67	 Isabella Wedl and Thomas Fricke, ‘A positive approach to climate policy: what are preliminary lessons learnt from the US Inflation 

Reduction Act?’ Forum New Economy Basic Papers, January 2025, https://newforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/FNE-

BP01-2025.pdf

68	 Isabella Wedl and Thomas Fricke, ‘A positive approach to climate policy: what are preliminary lessons learnt from the US Inflation 

Reduction Act?’ Forum New Economy Basic Papers, January 2025, https://newforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/FNE-

BP01-2025.pdf

69	 For a general elaboration of ideas for progressive environmental taxation, also see Markus Trilling, ‘Make polluters pay: How to tax 

excessive ecological footprints’, European Network on Debt and Development, May 2024,  

https://www.eurodad.org/make_polluters_pay

70	 Michael Lazarus and Harro van Asselt, ‘Fossil fuel supply and climate policy: exploring the road less taken’, 2 August 2018, Springer 

Nature B.V. 2018, Climatic Change (2018) 150:1-13, https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-018-2266-3; Mark Paul and 

Lina Moe, ‘An Economist’s Case for Restrictive Supply Side Policies: Ten Policies to Manage the Fossil Fuel Transition’, Climate and 

Community Project, March 2023, https://www.climateandcommunity.org/economists-case-end-fossil-fuels

71	 Bastos Neves, Jose Pedro and Semmler, Willi, ‘A Proposal for a Carbon Wealth Tax: Modelling, Empirics, and Policy’, 19 May 2022, 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4114243

72	 Bastos Neves, Jose Pedro and Semmler, Willi, ‘A Proposal for a Carbon Wealth Tax: Modelling, Empirics, and Policy’, 19 May 2022, 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4114243

73	 Bastos Neves, Jose Pedro and Semmler, Willi, ‘A Proposal for a Carbon Wealth Tax: Modelling, Empirics, and Policy’, 19 May 2022, 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4114243

74	 Colombia, Inputs to the Committee’s first substantive session,  

https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/Colombia_Input_AHC%20Tax.pdf 

75	 Hans-Werner Sinn, ‘The Green Paradox: A Supply-Side Approach to Global Warming’, The MIT Press 2012,  

https://direct.mit.edu/books/book/3362/the-green-paradoxa-supply-side-approach-to-global 

48

https://financing.desa.un.org/document/terms-reference-united-nations-framework-convention-international-tax-cooperation
https://financing.desa.un.org/document/terms-reference-united-nations-framework-convention-international-tax-cooperation
https://www.un.org/en/conferences/environment/rio1992
https://undocs.org/en/A/CONF.151/26/Rev.1(vol.I)
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Environmental_tax_statistics
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/chapter/chapter-13/
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/chapter/chapter-13/
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w25939/w25939.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spab036
https://www.eurodad.org/make_polluters_pay
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-018-2266-3
https://www.climateandcommunity.org/economists-case-end-fossil-fuels
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4114243
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4114243
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4114243
https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/Colombia_Input_AHC%20Tax.pdf
https://direct.mit.edu/books/book/3362/the-green-paradoxa-supply-side-approach-to-global


76	 Tatjana Stankovic, Jon Hovi, Tora Skodvin and Indra Overland, ‘Regulating production rather than consumption? Comparing the 

challenges of supply-side and demand-side climate agreements’, Energy Research & Social Science, Volume 114, August 2024,  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/382775877_Regulating_production_rather_than_consumption_Comparing_the_

challenges_of_supply-side_and_demand-side_climate_agreements

77	 Michael Lazarus and Harro van Asselt, ‘Fossil fuel supply and climate policy: exploring the road less taken’, 2 August 2018, Springer 

Nature B.V. 2018, Climatic Change (2018) 150:1-13, https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-018-2266-3/tables/1

78	 Chancel, L., Bothe, P., Voituriez, T., ‘Climate Inequality Report 2023’, World Inequality Lab Study 2023/1,  

https://wid.world/www-site/uploads/2023/01/CBV2023-ClimateInequalityReport-2.pdf

79	 Isachsen, A. J., Gylfason, T., ‘Putting Oil Profits to Global Benefit’, Finance & Development Magazine, December 2022,  

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/2022/12/POV-putting-oil-profits-to-global-benefit-isachsen-gylfason

80	 COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices;  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj

81	 COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices;  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj, Article 2 (19).

82	 COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices;  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj, Article 2 (19).

83	 COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices;  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj, Articles 15 and 16.

84	 COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices;  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj, Article 17.

85	 European Commission, Report on Chapter III of Council Regulation (EU) No 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency 

intervention to address high energy prices; Solidarity contribution and enacted equivalent measures: stocktaking, 14 May 2025, 

COM(2025) 237 final, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237 

86	 COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices;  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj, Article 14.

87	 European Commission, Report on Chapter III of Council Regulation (EU) No 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency 

intervention to address high energy prices; Solidarity contribution and enacted equivalent measures: stocktaking, 30 November 

2023, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52023DC0768

88	 European Commission, Report on Chapter III of Council Regulation (EU) No 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency 

intervention to address high energy prices; Solidarity contribution and enacted equivalent measures: stocktaking, 14 May 2025, 

COM(2025) 237 final, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237 

89	 European Commission, Report on Chapter III of Council Regulation (EU) No 2022/1854 of 6 October 2022 on an emergency 

intervention to address high energy prices; Solidarity contribution and enacted equivalent measures: stocktaking, 14 May 2025, 

COM(2025) 237 final, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237

90	 Source: Collected and estimated proceeds (in € million) as of 30 June 2024, as reported by Member States to the Commission for 

the fiscal years 2022 and 2023; European Commission, Report on Chapter III of Council Regulation (EU) No 2022/1854 of 6 October 

2022 on an emergency intervention to address high energy prices; Solidarity contribution and enacted equivalent measures: 

stocktaking, 14 May 2025, COM(2025) 237 final, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237

91	 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Action brought on 28 December 2022 – ExxonMobil Producing Netherlands 

and Mobil Erdgas-Erdöl v Council’, Case T-802/22, 13 February 2023, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/

PDF/?uri=CELEX:62022TN0802; as of July 2025 the case is in progress.

92	 See overview on the website of the Court of Justice of the European Union, search text: ‘Council Regulation (EU)2022/1854’,  

https://tinyurl.com/yenn67aa

93	 See Arthur Neslen, ‘EU, Germany and Denmark sued by oil firm over windfall tax’, The Guardian, 20 November 2023,  

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/nov/20/eu-germany-and-denmark-sued-by-oil-firm-over-windfall-tax; Vincent Kiezebrink 

and Bart-Jaap Verbeek, ‘Klesch Group’s legal paradox’, SOMO, 5 March 2024,  

https://www.somo.nl/klesch-groups-legal-paradox/; and World Bank Group, International Centre for Settlement of Investment 

Disputes, https://icsid.worldbank.org/search?f%5B0%5D=languages%3Aen&search=klesch 

94	 International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes, ‘Decision on Provisional Measures’, Arbitration proceeding between 

49

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/382775877_Regulating_production_rather_than_consumption_Comparing_the_challenges_of_supply-side_and_demand-side_climate_agreements
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/382775877_Regulating_production_rather_than_consumption_Comparing_the_challenges_of_supply-side_and_demand-side_climate_agreements
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-018-2266-3/tables/1
https://wid.world/www-site/uploads/2023/01/CBV2023-ClimateInequalityReport-2.pdf
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/2022/12/POV-putting-oil-profits-to-global-benefit-i
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/1854/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52023DC0768
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0237
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:62022TN0802
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:62022TN0802
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/nov/20/eu-germany-and-denmark-sued-by-oil-firm-over-windfall-tax
https://www.somo.nl/klesch-groups-legal-paradox/
https://icsid.worldbank.org/search?f%5B0%5D=languages%3Aen&search=klesch


Klesch Group Holdings Limited & Raffinerie Heide GmbH and the Federal Republic of Germany, ICSID Case No. ARB/23/49, 23 July 

2024, https://icsidfiles.worldbank.org/icsid/ICSIDBLOBS/OnlineAwards/C11581/DS19972_En.pdf 

95	 Council of the EU, ‘Energy Charter Treaty: EU notifies its withdrawal’, 27 June 2024, https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/

press-releases/2024/06/27/energy-charter-treaty-eu-notifies-its-withdrawal/ 

96	 Mathilde Dupré, ‘Withdrawal of the complaint on the Energy Charter Treaty at the ECHR’, 23 July 2024,  

https://www.veblen-institute.org/Withdrawal-of-the-complaint-on-the-Energy-Charter-Treaty-at-the-ECHR.html 

97	 Mathilde Dupré, ‘Withdrawal of the complaint on the Energy Charter Treaty at the ECHR’, 23 July 2024,  

https://www.veblen-institute.org/Withdrawal-of-the-complaint-on-the-Energy-Charter-Treaty-at-the-ECHR.html 

98	 See The Energy Charter, ’The Energy Charter Treaty’, updated 18 February 2019, https://www.energycharter.org/process/energy-

charter-treaty-1994/energy-charter-treaty/; and Hélionor De Anzizu, ‘The EU and UK Withdraw from the Energy Charter Treaty: A 

New Era for Climate Action?’, Center for International Environmental Law, 26 November 2024,  

https://www.ciel.org/energy-charter-treaty-withdrawal-new-era-for-climate-action/ 

99	 UK Government, Policy paper, ‘Energy Profits Levy – reforms 2024’, 30 October 2024,  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-profits-levy-reforms-2024/667f9402-a377-4410-9cad-c9481ca17fa8

100	UK Government, Policy paper, ‘Energy Profits Levy – reforms 2024’, 30 October 2024,  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-profits-levy-reforms-2024/667f9402-a377-4410-9cad-c9481ca17fa8

101	UK Government, Policy paper, ‘Energy Profits Levy – reforms 2024’, 30 October 2024,  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-profits-levy-reforms-2024/667f9402-a377-4410-9cad-c9481ca17fa8

102	‘Banks slash loans to UK North Sea oil groups as windfall tax hits industry’, Financial Times, 22 September 2024,  

https://www.ft.com/content/8d95e2df-3b2f-47f2-9805-02f02bd663ac

103	‘Oil firm blames windfall tax for North Sea pull-out’, BBC, 7 November 2024, https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cx27p91kpzdo

104	Norwegian Petroleum, ‘The Government’s Revenues’, as of 7 October 2024,  

https://www.norskpetroleum.no/en/economy/governments-revenues/ 

105	Norwegian Petroleum, ‘The Government’s Revenues’, as of 7 October 2024,  

https://www.norskpetroleum.no/en/economy/governments-revenues/

106	For example, in failing to meet the UN target to mobilise 0.7 per cent of gross national income (GNI) for official development 

assistance (ODA), https://www.eurodad.org/preliminary_aid_2023_reaction 

107	United Nations General Assembly, ‘Terms of reference for a United Nations Framework Convention on International Tax 

Cooperation’, Document A/AC.298/2, 16 January 2025, https://financing.desa.un.org/document/terms-reference-united-nations-

framework-convention-international-tax-cooperation 

108	OECD, ‘Multilateral Convention to Implement Amount A of Pillar 1’, 11 October 2023, https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/

reallocation-of-taxing-rights-to-market-jurisdictions/multilateral-convention-to-implement-amount-a-of-pillar-one.html#:

109	Tove Ryding and Alex Voorhoeve, ‘Is the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s 2021 Tax Deal Fair’, LSE Public 

Policy Review, London School of Economics, 24 November 2022, https://ppr.lse.ac.uk/articles/10.31389/lseppr.72

110	Marco Grasso and Richard Heede, ’Time to pay the piper: Fossil fuel companies’ reparations for climate damages’, One Earth,  

19 May 2023, https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2590-3322%2823%2900198-7 

111	https://www.lseg.com/en/data-analytics/products/eikon-trading-software

112	For example, ActionAid estimates that a 50 per cent tax on the windfall profits of the biggest 14 fossil fuel companies by market 

capitalisation between July 2021 and July 2023 would generate an estimated US$173.4 billion,  

https://www.actionaidusa.org/publications/the-power-of-windfalls/; The LEFT in the European Parliament finds that an excess profit 

tax on the 25 biggest oil companies would generate around €25 billion every year,  

https://left.eu/app/uploads/2024/05/The-Left-Study-Excess-Profits-Tax.pdf 

113	United Nations, ‘Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change’, Adopted 11 December 1997, 

Article 12.8, http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/kpeng.pdf

114	United Nations, Convention on Biological Diversity, CBD/COP/16/L.32/Rev.1, ‘Digital sequence information on genetic resources’, 1 

November 2024, https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/bd4f/2861/9dce4f46d43a637231a442e0/cop-16-l-32-rev1-en.pdf

115	United Nations, Convention on Biological Diversity, CBD/COP/16/L.32/Rev.1, ‘Digital sequence information on genetic resources’, 1 

50

https://icsidfiles.worldbank.org/icsid/ICSIDBLOBS/OnlineAwards/C11581/DS19972_En.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/06/27/energy-charter-treaty-eu-notifies-its-withdrawal/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/06/27/energy-charter-treaty-eu-notifies-its-withdrawal/
https://www.veblen-institute.org/Withdrawal-of-the-complaint-on-the-Energy-Charter-Treaty-at-the-ECHR.html
https://www.veblen-institute.org/Withdrawal-of-the-complaint-on-the-Energy-Charter-Treaty-at-the-ECHR.html
https://www.energycharter.org/process/energy-charter-treaty-1994/energy-charter-treaty/
https://www.energycharter.org/process/energy-charter-treaty-1994/energy-charter-treaty/
https://www.ciel.org/energy-charter-treaty-withdrawal-new-era-for-climate-action/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-profits-levy-reforms-2024/667f9402-a377-4410-9cad-c9481ca17fa8
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-profits-levy-reforms-2024/667f9402-a377-4410-9cad-c9481ca17fa8
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-profits-levy-reforms-2024/667f9402-a377-4410-9cad-c9481ca17fa8
https://www.ft.com/content/8d95e2df-3b2f-47f2-9805-02f02bd663ac
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cx27p91kpzdo
https://www.norskpetroleum.no/en/economy/governments-revenues/
https://www.norskpetroleum.no/en/economy/governments-revenues/
https://www.eurodad.org/preliminary_aid_2023_reaction
https://financing.desa.un.org/document/terms-reference-united-nations-framework-convention-international-tax-cooperation
https://financing.desa.un.org/document/terms-reference-united-nations-framework-convention-international-tax-cooperation
https://ppr.lse.ac.uk/articles/10.31389/lseppr.72
https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2590-3322%2823%2900198-7
https://www.actionaidusa.org/publications/the-power-of-windfalls/
https://left.eu/app/uploads/2024/05/The-Left-Study-Excess-Profits-Tax.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/kpeng.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/bd4f/2861/9dce4f46d43a637231a442e0/cop-16-l-32-rev1-en.pdf


November 2024, https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/bd4f/2861/9dce4f46d43a637231a442e0/cop-16-l-32-rev1-en.pdf

116	See UN General Assembly, ‘Terms of reference for a United Nations Framework Convention on International Tax Cooperation.  

Note by the Secretariat’, 16 January 2025, A/AC.298/2, paragraph 10(a),  

https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2025-01/n2501014_E.pdf

117	European Council, ‘European Green Deal’, https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/european-green-deal/ 

118	European Commission, ‘Questions and Answers: An adjusted package for the next generation of own resources’  

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_23_3329 

119	CAN Europe, ‘How to stop the never-ending nightmare. Fossil Fuel Subsidies in the EU’, March 2023,  

https://caneurope.org/content/uploads/2023/03/Fossil-Fuels-Subsidies-Report.pdf; WWF, ‘Member States use billions of EU 

subsidies to fund nature harming activities’, 13 May 2024, https://www.wwf.eu/?13738416/Member-States-use-billions-of-EU-

subsidies-to-fund-nature-harming-activities---new-WWF-study

120	See UN General Assembly, ‘Terms of reference for a United Nations Framework Convention on International Tax Cooperation. 

Note by the Secretariat’, 16 January 2025, A/AC.298/2, paragraph 10(a), https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2025-01/

n2501014_E.pdf

121	The market value of global coal mining was amounting to approximately US$1,989 billion in 2023 (https://www.statista.com/

statistics/1137437/coal-mining-market-size-worldwide/) and coal producers were recording unprecedented profits in the past two 

years (https://www.iea.org/reports/coal-2023/executive-summary). However, figures presented in this report do not include coal 

companies. 

122	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2023, https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-

investment-2023; “Net income is calculated from oil and gas production at prevailing oil and gas prices (including subsidies) 

after operating costs but before taxes; ‘private companies’ here includes listed and non-listed companies.” World Energy 

Investment 2024 Methodology Annex, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/

WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf 

123	https://www.statista.com/statistics/268750/global-gross-domestic-product-gdp/

124	https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/big-oil-doubles-profits-blockbuster-2022-2023-02-08/ 

125	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2024, https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2024 ,  

p. 97.

126	https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/fossil-gas/crisis-year-2022-brought-134-billion-in-excess-profit-to-the-wests-five-

largest-oil-and-gas-companies/ 

127	According to the World Bank, the 2014-16 collapse in oil prices was one of the largest in modern history. It was triggered by a boom 

in US shale oil production, together with weakening of demand and the Organization for Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) 

not being able to regulate global oil supply, https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/910311512412250749-0050022017/original/

GlobalEconomicProspectsJan2018TopicalIssueoilpricecollapse.pdf

128	Aviel Verbruggen, ‘The geopolitics of trillion US$ oil & gas rents’, International Journal of Sustainable Energy Planning and Management, 

Vol. 36 2022 3-10, https://journals.aau.dk/index.php/sepm/article/view/7395/6295 

129	European Central Bank, ‘The unequal impact of the 2021-22 inflation surge on euro area households’, Research Bulletin no. 116, 20 

February 2024, https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/research-publications/resbull/2024/html/ecb.rb240220~a77abebe0e.en.html

130	European Central Bank, ‘The unequal impact of the 2021-22 inflation surge on euro area households’, Research Bulletin no. 116, 20 

February 2024, https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/research-publications/resbull/2024/html/ecb.rb240220~a77abebe0e.en.html

131	Euronews, ‘Cost of living crisis took its toll on EU households in 2022, new statistics show‘, 17 July 2023,  

https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2023/07/17/cost-of-living-crisis-took-its-toll-on-eu-households-in-2022-new-statistics-show

132	European Central Bank, ‘How have unit profits contributed to the recent strengthening of euro area domestic price 

pressures?’, ECB Economic Bulletin, Issue 4/2023, https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/economic-bulletin/focus/2023/html/ecb.

ebbox202304_03~705befadac.en.html

133	Isabella M. Weber, ‘Fossil Fuel Profits and Inflation in the Energy Crisis: Winners and Losers’, European Parliament, PETI Hearing,  

14 February 2024, https://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/280990/TestimonyEP_IW022024.pdf;  

Isabella M. Weber ‘Big Oil’s Profits and Inflation: Winners and Losers’, Challenge Volume 65, 2022, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/

full/10.1080/05775132.2022.2156156 

134	World Economic Forum, ‘Soaring global debt and hiked interest rates are creating a big issue for developing countries. Here’s why’, 

51

https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/bd4f/2861/9dce4f46d43a637231a442e0/cop-16-l-32-rev1-en.pdf
https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2025-01/n2501014_E.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/european-green-deal/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_23_3329
https://caneurope.org/content/uploads/2023/03/Fossil-Fuels-Subsidies-Report.pdf
https://www.wwf.eu/?13738416/Member-States-use-billions-of-EU-subsidies-to-fund-nature-harming-activities---new-WWF-study
https://www.wwf.eu/?13738416/Member-States-use-billions-of-EU-subsidies-to-fund-nature-harming-activities---new-WWF-study
https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2025-01/n2501014_E.pdf
https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/2025-01/n2501014_E.pdf
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1137437/coal-mining-market-size-worldwide/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1137437/coal-mining-market-size-worldwide/
https://www.iea.org/reports/coal-2023/executive-summary
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2023
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2023
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf
https://www.statista.com/statistics/268750/global-gross-domestic-product-gdp/
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/big-oil-doubles-profits-blockbuster-2022-2023-02-08/
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2024
https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/fossil-gas/crisis-year-2022-brought-134-billion-in-excess-profit-to-the-wests-five-largest-oil-and-gas-companies/
https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/fossil-gas/crisis-year-2022-brought-134-billion-in-excess-profit-to-the-wests-five-largest-oil-and-gas-companies/
https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/910311512412250749-0050022017/original/GlobalEconomicProspectsJan2018TopicalIssueoilpricecollapse.pdf
https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/910311512412250749-0050022017/original/GlobalEconomicProspectsJan2018TopicalIssueoilpricecollapse.pdf
https://journals.aau.dk/index.php/sepm/article/view/7395/6295
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/research-publications/resbull/2024/html/ecb.rb240220~a77abebe0e.en.html
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/research-publications/resbull/2024/html/ecb.rb240220~a77abebe0e.en.html
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2023/07/17/cost-of-living-crisis-took-its-toll-on-eu-households-in-2022-new-statistics-show
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/economic-bulletin/focus/2023/html/ecb.ebbox202304_03~705befadac.en.html
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/economic-bulletin/focus/2023/html/ecb.ebbox202304_03~705befadac.en.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/280990/TestimonyEP_IW022024.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/05775132.2022.2156156
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/05775132.2022.2156156


Forum Institutional, 3 July 2023, https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2023/07/debt-crisis-interest-rates-developing-countries/

135	Eurodad, ‘Debt justice in 2024: challenges and prospects in a full-blown debt crisis’, 23 February 2024,  

https://www.eurodad.org/debt_justice_in_2024_challenges_and_prospects_in_a_full_blown_debt_crisis

136	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2023, https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2023

137	Global Witness, ‘Crisis year 2022 brought $134 billion in excess profit to the West’s five largest oil and gas companies‘, 9 February 

2023, https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/fossil-gas/crisis-year-2022-brought-134-billion-in-excess-profit-to-the-wests-

five-largest-oil-and-gas-companies/

138	CNBC, ‘Big Oil rakes in record profit haul of nearly $200 billion, fueling calls for higher taxes’, 8 February 2023,  

https://www.cnbc.com/2023/02/08/big-oil-rakes-in-record-annual-profit-fueling-calls-for-higher-taxes.html

139	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2024, based on a review of the 30 largest upstream oil and gas 

companies, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf, 

p. 97.

140	Reuters, ‘Big Oil offers record returns to lure investors back’, 7 February 2024, https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/big-oil-

offers-record-returns-lure-investors-back-2024-02-07

141	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2024, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-

87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf, p. 94. 

142	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2025, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/a40688e2-4861-433d-

bf2b-493c0db33f56/WorldEnergyInvestment2025.pdf, p. 6.

143	The Lancet, Volume 404, Issue 10465, p. 1847-1896, 9 November 2024, ‘The 2024 report of the Lancet Countdown on health and 

climate change: facing record-breaking threats from delayed action’, https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-

6736(24)01822-1/abstract 

144	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2024, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-

87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf, p. 97.

145	According to the IEA methodology note, for “upstream oil and gas investment, global spending estimates are based on spending 

announced by some 90 oil and gas majors, independents and national companies. The investment activities of these companies, 

which represent over three-quarters of global oil and gas production, have been surveyed and adjusted to estimate global 

spending. For the oil refining sector, spending estimates are based on project-level information on new refineries and upgrading 

projects in 108 countries. Total capex spending is estimated from a bottom-up analysis of company reporting and Rystad (2023). 

Investment in exploration, new and existing fields, and tight oil and shale gas are similarly derived from company reporting 

and secondary sources such as Rystad.” https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/

WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf

146	International Energy Agency (IEA), ‘Record clean energy spending is set to help global energy investment grow by 8% in 2022’, 22 

June 2022, https://www.iea.org/news/record-clean-energy-spending-is-set-to-help-global-energy-investment-grow-by-8-in-2022

147	International Energy Agency (IEA), ‘Turning Pledges into Progress. An accountability framework for reducing emissions from the oil 

and gas industry’, https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/8a4ff48e-e48b-454f-9dc9-4bb3ad111a65/TurningPledgesintoProgress.

pdf

148	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2024,  

https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf, p. 126.

149	International Energy Agency (IEA), World Energy Investment 2024, ‘Overview and key findings’,  

https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2024/overview-and-key-findings

150	Steffen Bukold, EnergyComment Hamburg, ‘The Dirty Dozen. The Climate Greenwashing of 12 European Oil Companies’, June 2023, 

https://greenpeace.at/uploads/2023/08/report-the-dirty-dozen-climate-greenwashing-of-12-european-oil-companies.pdf 

151	Steffen Bukold, EnergyComment Hamburg, ‘The Dirty Dozen. The Climate Greenwashing of 12 European Oil Companies’, June 2023, 

https://greenpeace.at/uploads/2023/08/report-the-dirty-dozen-climate-greenwashing-of-12-european-oil-companies.pdf 

152	Dario Kenner and Richard Heede, ‘White knights, or horsemen of the apocalypse? Prospects for Big Oil to align emissions with a  

1.5 °C pathway’, January 2021, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2021.102049 

52

https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2023/07/debt-crisis-interest-rates-developing-countries/
https://www.eurodad.org/debt_justice_in_2024_challenges_and_prospects_in_a_full_blown_debt_crisis
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2023
https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/fossil-gas/crisis-year-2022-brought-134-billion-in-excess-profit-to-the-wests-five-largest-oil-and-gas-companies/
https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/fossil-gas/crisis-year-2022-brought-134-billion-in-excess-profit-to-the-wests-five-largest-oil-and-gas-companies/
https://www.cnbc.com/2023/02/08/big-oil-rakes-in-record-annual-profit-fueling-calls-for-higher-taxes.html
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/big-oil-offers-record-returns-lure-investors-back-2024-02-07
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/big-oil-offers-record-returns-lure-investors-back-2024-02-07
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/a40688e2-4861-433d-bf2b-493c0db33f56/WorldEnergyInvestment2025.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/a40688e2-4861-433d-bf2b-493c0db33f56/WorldEnergyInvestment2025.pdf
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(24)01822-1/abstract
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(24)01822-1/abstract
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/50cfc402-1b4d-463f-86ee-4f39c42da35d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024MethodologyAnnex.pdf
https://www.iea.org/news/record-clean-energy-spending-is-set-to-help-global-energy-investment-grow-by-8-in-2022
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/8a4ff48e-e48b-454f-9dc9-4bb3ad111a65/TurningPledgesintoProgress.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/8a4ff48e-e48b-454f-9dc9-4bb3ad111a65/TurningPledgesintoProgress.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/60fcd1dd-d112-469b-87de-20d39227df3d/WorldEnergyInvestment2024.pdf
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2024/overview-and-key-findings
https://greenpeace.at/uploads/2023/08/report-the-dirty-dozen-climate-greenwashing-of-12-european-oil-companies.pdf
https://greenpeace.at/uploads/2023/08/report-the-dirty-dozen-climate-greenwashing-of-12-european-oil-companies.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2021.102049


53



54





eurodad.org
Contact: Markus Trilling - mtrilling@eurodad.org

globaltaxjustice.org


	_Hlk203976661
	_Hlk197761971



