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<a>15.1<em>INTRODUCTION 

 
The double dividend analysis is a common way to encompass the beneficial effects of environmental 

taxes. Indeed, by earning some revenues and reducing harmful behaviours for the environment, 

governments can use environmental taxes for both environmental and budgetary reasons. However, the 

allocations of these environmental tax incomes are not always used for environmental-friendly purposes. 

Therefore, not only do these taxes sometimes fail in drastically reducing CO2 emissions, but their 

potential allocation to environmentally harmful sectors can even make them counterproductive. This 

chapter aims to explore possibilities of innovative taxation and income allocation to reverse this existing 

trend. 

 

First, the chapter discusses the possibility of implementing a tax creating a ‘third dividend’ in the current 

tax law framework. It begins with a discussion of the concept of double dividend as described in the 

literature. Then, it explores the possibility of a potential ‘third dividend’ from the taxation of fossil 

resources extraction. This tax income could come from licencing the extraction or directly from selling 

the fossil resources to the consumer, and therefore could be added to the double dividend classically 

recognised with environmental taxes (reduction of negative externalities and tax incomes). To this end, 

the chapter will analyse the legal framework surrounding the implementation and allocation of revenues 

coming from an ‘extraction tax’, focusing on practical and legal limits that States would encounter under 

European law. 
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Second, this chapter proposes to magnify the effect of such a ‘third dividend’ from ‘extraction taxes’ to 

reduce CO2 emissions by allocating these tax revenues to low-carbon social innovations. Indeed, the 

reasoning underlying this governance tool that is taxation will be put into question in the light of the 

necessity to switch from a paradigm of ‘heteroregulation’ of individuals to one of human autonomy in 

order to increase environmental-friendly behaviours. To this end, take a glimpse of the existing 

ecological innovations already undertaken by citizens through two existing bottom-up initiatives: a 

community-led renewable energy project and a town gathering a myriad of local low-carbon resilient 

initiatives. It is our view that mixing top-down instruments with bottom-up tools could constitute smart 

instrument mixes capable of galvanising the ecological transition towards sustainable societies. 

 

<a>15.2<em>THE IMPLEMENTATION OF AN ‘EXTRACTION TAX’ CREATING A 

‘THIRD DIVIDEND’ IN THE CURRENT ENVIRONMENTAL TAXATION 

FRAMEWORK 

 

At the begining of the twenty first century, fossil resources remain the predominant source of energy. 

Since the Han Dynasty, energy has been taxed because of its luxurious connotation.1 Today, with the 

recent climate mitigation objectives, a new purpose for taxation has emerged: taxing fossil energy to 

reduce emissions. The first part of this chapter explores an innovative option from a tax drafting 

perspective to mix emissions control and revenues from fossil resources. 

 

<b>15.2.1<em>Environmental Taxes and Fossil Energies Sectors 

 

The existence of environmental taxation is linked in the economic literature with a market failure to 

adequately reflect the social cost of the impact of one activity.2 ‘To many economic analysts, in 

situations involving serious externalities, taxes are the most effective mechanism for “getting the prices 

right”.’3 The discussion about the effect of environmental taxation and the potential benefits for society 
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traces back at least as far as Pigou. In 1920, in Economics of Welfare, Pigou argued that a tax raised 

against a negative externality will, first, decrease or eliminate the negative externality and, second, grant 

income that can be used in order to reduce other distortionary taxes.4 According to this theory, the 

general welfare will be improved not only by a cleaner environment but also by a less distortionary tax 

system. This assumption is discussed by Bovenberg as follows: ‘If the double dividend hypothesis holds, 

an environmental tax reform is a so-called ‘no-regret’ option; even if the environmental benefits are in 

doubt, an environmental tax reform may be desirable.’5 The double dividend theory and its outcomes 

were intensively and extensively discussed during the 60s. For instance, Fullerton and Metcalf qualify 

it as an ‘intellectual foundation’ before concluding, after the presentation of four cases, that ‘the validity 

of the double dividend theory cannot be settled as a general matter.’6 Even market-based instruments 

such as auctioned tradable permits, with or without grandfathered clause, are questioned under the 

double dividend theory.7 Bovenberg and Lawrence conclude their economic simulations for the US by 

stating that: ‘the numerical model shows that in the presence of realistic policy constraints, optimal 

carbon rates are far below the marginal environmental damages – and may even be negative.’8 

 

Indeed, the outcome of environmental taxation can be contradictory with the assumptions under the 

double dividend theory. First, environmental tax aims at reducing negative externalities by taxing them, 

which also reduces revenues coming from the tax (the ‘second dividend’). Consequently, available 

incomes to be dedicated to the reduction of distortionary taxes will decrease with time. Second, the 

global effect of economic indicators and happiness indicators are unknown, especially in the short term 

where the consequences of excessive fossil energy burning will be less visible than later. In this respect, 

Pierce shares his doubt in these words: ‘Carbon taxes themselves will impose a deadweight loss which 

has to be set against the gain from the reduced externality from global warming.’9 Third, as (fossil) 

energy is considered as a production factor as labour, the reduction in the labour cost (due to the 

reduction of taxation) will be compensated with an at-least-equivalent increase in energy prices. In this 

respect, Pierce notes that the ‘environmental tax corrects a distortion, namely the externalities arising 

from the excessive use of environmental services’.10 
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However, under the double dividend hypothesis, the environmental tax is applied on the negative 

externality, mainly CO2 emissions, coming from the burning of fossil fuels. So the purpose of the tax is 

to reduce consumption by inducing a higher cost for the acquisition of fossil fuels on the demand side, 

in a general market at equilibrium. However, the fossil fuels market, and more obviously the oil market, 

must be seen as inelastic on the supply side. Due to the OPEC cartel and quotas systems, the tax will 

mainly decrease the price but not the quantity offered on the market.11 Taxing fossil energy when 

demand is slightly inelastic would consequently only generate a rent for the States, and reduce the profit 

of fossil energy producers.12 

 

<b>15.2.2<em>‘Extraction Taxes’ as an Alternative to an Emissions Trading System and Carbon 

Taxes 

 

<c>15.2.2.1<em>General concept and assumptions 

 

A broadly unexplored option from a tax drafting perspective is the ‘extraction tax’.13 The ‘extraction 

tax’ option is based on three assumptions: first, every fossil material used as an energy source will end 

up producing a negative externality (by being burned and emitting aerial pollutants or end up in the 

ocean or in the ground as pollutant matter); second, this pollution would not occur if the material 

remained in the ground; third, the final cost of extraction for a fossil fuels producer takes into account 

all the taxes borne by the producer and is determinant in the investment process. The environmental 

benefit hidden beyond the ‘extraction tax’ consists of making some production places economically 

unattractive, or less attractive, as from a certain quantity (see infra). It consequently reduces the quantity 

of fossil energy offered on the market, and the subsequent pollution, and it could also foster low-carbon 

initiatives. 

 

<c>15.2.2.2<em>Drafting of an ‘extraction tax’ 
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The main objectives of the ‘extraction tax’ can be seen as two sides of the same coin: reducing the 

quantity offered on the market on the one hand and raising up the price of fossil energies to make it less 

competitive in comparison with renewable options on the other. Consequently, the drafting of the 

‘extraction tax’ should aim to influence the quantity offered for consumption by taxing the extraction of 

the product. Different tools exist to reach such an objective, with different efficiency: increasing the 

corporate tax for petrol, gas and coal companies;14 offering proportional concession fees, with duties 

based on the quantity extracted; or making investments in prospection and extraction facilities non-

deductible from incomes earned by the extracting companies. 

 

Are consequently ‘extraction taxes’ more efficient than classic carbon taxes? Carbon taxation and 

‘extraction taxes’ are not contradictory nor mutually exclusive. Indeed, similarities between both of 

them exist: both apply on the energy market, both have an impact on the final quantity exchanged15 and 

both will be, in the end, economically supported by the final consumer, although the addressees of the 

taxes are different – the supply side for ‘extraction tax’ and the consumption side for carbon taxes. A 

comparison of both tax tools will reveal different advantages and disadvantages. 

 

On the level of the taxpayer, environmental taxes are mainly paid by the polluter (the final consumer) 

when extraction or severance duties are paid by the extractor. Because it only exists for a few extracting 

companies, compliance and collection costs are less important for ‘extraction taxes’. However, the costs 

of collection will be shared by countries owning fossil resources. 

 

As for beneficiaries of tax incomes, beneficiaries of both emission and ‘extraction taxes’ and fees are 

similar: States. However, the spreading of those tax incomes will be different: if externalities are taxed, 

the revenue will be shared between the States where the consumption occurs; if extraction is taxed, 

States where fossil fuels are extracted will benefit from the incomes. Every State is a fossil fuel 

consumer, although all countries are not equal from a proportional perspective. But not every country 

possesses fossil resources. Consequently, on the one hand, ‘extraction taxes’ can be seen as more 

distortionary than environmental taxes targeting emissions, as they are less linked with the polluting 
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behaviour. On the other hand, because of this discrimination in the original allocation of natural 

resources, taxing the production is an easier option to implement from a political point of view. It allows 

States to address energetic transition from a global perspective by supporting taxation by ‘exporting 

States’ on their own natural resources and authorising them to keep the income. This option seems easier 

than attempting to discuss at an international level the repartition of emissions quotas and their control, 

without any real impact on the quantity of pollutant matters offered on the market. 

 

When it comes to the impact on supply16, as exposed on the previous section, an environmental tax on 

negative externalities can be interpreted by the market in two ways: an increase in price and/or a 

reduction of the quantity of fossil products supplied. Because of strong collusion between actors on the 

supply side of the fossil products market, the quantity offered is less dependent on price, as is the case 

in oligopolies or monopolies. ‘Extraction taxes’ can have the same effect: the extraction company passes 

on the extraction cost to the market, and the price increases. As a consequence, demand will be weakened 

and the supplier will be forced to adjust the quantity or accept a smaller profit. However, it could also 

lead to some extraction projects not being profitable while also directly reducing the quantity offered, 

which is not possible with environmental taxes, because the taxes are collected at a subsequent level of 

trading and do not have an impact on the level of profitability of extraction projects. 

 

Finally, considering the leakage, one must recall that carbon leakage is a direct consequence of the 

adoption of carbon taxes by some but not all States. To avoid the payment of environmental taxes, 

companies relocate their production plants outside the zone where the tax is levied. The more carbon 

intense the industry is, the stronger the incentive to relocate will be. Again, geography argues in favour 

of ‘extraction taxes’: if fossil energy products are available everywhere around the globe, that is not the 

case for places where they can be extracted. Consequently, extraction or severance duties could hardly 

be leaked. 

 

Nevertheless, environmental taxes and ‘extraction taxes’ can be combined for a concurrent effect. In 

Norway17, the petroleum sector represents a large part of the economy (15 per cent of the GDP, 20 per 
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cent of the State’s revenues, 26 per cent of all investments made in the country and 40 per cent of the 

value of the exports). For taxing the activities of oil companies, the Norwegian government uses three 

tax tools: first, a CO2 tax on the fossil fuels consumed by oil companies; second a special bracket in the 

income taxation regime applied only to oil companies, raising the total income tax to 73 per cent of the 

profit (25 per cent normal rate plus 53 per cent special rate); and third, the EU emissions system that 

included all extracting installations. As a consequence, extracting companies purchase permits to cover 

CO2 emissions coming from the plants. The special income tax, that can be considered as an ‘extraction 

tax’, raised 104 billion NOK revenues for Norway in 2014. Since the 70s, a strong correlation can be 

demonstrated between natural resources incomes and GDP evolution. 

 

<c>15.2.2.3<em>The different ways to obtain the double and third dividends 

 

As shown in the previous section, environmental taxes and extraction duties are not incompatible and 

they mutually strengthen their respective effects. Indeed, taxpayers are different, as is their ability to 

pay. Consequently, tax rates are carefully designed, in order to get three dividends: (1) the improvement 

of the environment and the reduction of emissions (from both extraction and environmental taxes); (2) 

tax incomes (from the environmental taxes); (3) part of the profit coming from the exploitation of the 

national natural resources that can be used to compensate the natural damage (‘extraction taxes’).18 

 

For the last dividend, the message sent by the State will therefore be different according to the tax rate 

adopted for the extraction duties. In this respect, tax rates can take different shapes. First, it could take 

the shape of a flat rate, reflecting that every gallon of natural resource extracted has the same value, 

although the marginal unit has an inferior social impact than the first unit. Second, the tax rates could 

be a progressive tax rate, limiting the quantity of natural resources extracted by making it more and 

more expensive. It would maintain high prices even in the case of restricted demand and allow primary 

needs to be covered by exempted or less taxed units of fossil fuels. Third, the tax rate could take the 

form of an extraction permits trading system. As for every trading system, the more spread it is, the 

more efficient the control of emissions will be. It is the best option to meet climate objectives (better 
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than the emissions trading system) because the amount of pollutant is controlled instead of the pollution, 

so it is materially impossible to release more emissions than the ones contained in the extracted 

materials. Although the quantity exchanged on the market is inferior compared to having no control, 

States can still get profits and important revenues by auctioning the extraction permits. From our 

perspective, the last option is the best, followed by the second one, because of the strong incentive to 

reduce the CO2 emissions they create. 

 

<b>15.2.3<em>The Legal Limits Related to an ‘Extraction Tax’ 

 

<c>15.2.3.1<em>The legal constraints regarding the implementation of an ‘extraction tax’ 

 

As announced in the introduction, only legal limits at the European level are discussed in this section. 

As for any tax initiative, the first limit remains free movement of goods, capital, services and people 

within the EU. When designing the ‘extraction tax’ as an indirect tax similar to excises levies, article 2 

of Directive 2008/118/EC19 states as follows: 

<quotation>Member States may levy other indirect taxes on excise goods for specific purposes, 

provided that those taxes comply with the Community tax rules applicable for excise duty or value added 

tax as far as determination of the tax base, calculation of the tax, chargeability and monitoring of the tax 

are concerned, but not including the provisions on exemptions.</quotation> 

In their reading of the directive, Terra and Vettel summarised the option given to Member States by the 

Directive: ‘Member States may add, for specific policy (for example environmental) purposes, other 

indirect taxes to excise goods.’20 This means that Member States, when exercising this option, shall not 

jeopardise the rules related to the internal market, more precisely the free movement of goods and 

services.21 If the extraction tax takes the shape of a turnover tax, the 6th Directive22 prohibits the 

introduction of taxes, duties or charges that can be characterised as turnover taxes. The interpretation of 

these provisions is restrictive, giving a large leeway to Member States. Consequently, this kind of tax 

will be challenge by the European Court of Justice if not adopted at the European level. Nevertheless, 

article 33 clarifies that Member States are authorised to maintain excises duties.23 
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Regarding extraction tax as a modality of company income taxation, no EU legal constraint forbids 

Member States to discriminate against fossil energy producers, among others, as long as national 

production is not treated differently than imported products. The main constraints remain at the national 

level: several States’ Constitutions include provisions prohibiting discrimination between taxpayers 

based on their activities. 

 

<c>15.2.3.2<em>The legal constraints regarding the allocation of incomes 

 

As for adoption constraints, allocation of income coming from extraction companies or environmental 

taxes is not controlled at the European level as long as it cannot be qualified as illegal State aid. Again, 

limits exist mainly at the national level, as the three following examples illustrate.24 For instance, in 

Belgium, globalisation of all tax incomes is mandatory prior to their allocation to specific objectives.25 

Moreover, in Sweden, in the late 80s and early 90s, the Swedish Environmental Charges Commission 

were given the task of designing environmental levies and making recommendations regarding the 

allocation of revenues coming from environmental levies, mainly by promoting specific environmental 

goals26. Lastly, in Norway, taxes collected from the oil companies and dividends received from StatOil 

shall be invested in a special fund (‘the Government Pension Fund Global’) ‘intended to be managed so 

that Norway’s petroleum wealth benefits future generations as well.’27 

 

From a tax design perspective, the allocation could have three effects on the environment and on the tax 

system. First, it could annihilate (totally or partially) the effect on the environment (first dividend) when 

the income is used to maintain reduced or no taxation on fossil energy products. Second, it could be 

neutral, in the sense that revenues will be dedicated to environmental impact-free tax reduction, for 

example global income taxation or sale tax reduction. Third, it could strengthen the environmentally 

positive effect by reinvesting the income in sustainable projects, and thereby creating a mutual 

reinforcement of two kinds of policies. 
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In our view, the last option is the most efficient to limit CO2 emissions and accelerate the transition 

towards sustainable societies. Different projects of environmental-friendly initiatives are described in 

the next section, to bring inspiration for recycling income coming from environmental and ‘extraction 

taxes’ in a sustainable and bottom-up way. 

 

<a>15.3<em>ONE STONE, TWO BIRDS: ALLOCATION OF THE ‘EXTRACTION TAX’ 

TO FINANCE THE TRANSITION TOWARDS SUSTAINABLE SOCIETIES 

 

In light of the limits of the current legal framework for environmental tax allocation, this chapter will 

now present various innovative proposals of allocation, based on existing initiatives undertaken in 

European States. This possible allocation pattern would complement the positive effects on the 

environment of the ‘extraction tax’. 

 

<b>15.3.1<em>The Necessity to Finance Social Innovations for the Transition towards 

Sustainable Societies 

 

It is suggested to allocate this tax revenue to ecological and low-carbon social innovations led by 

citizens. This proposition relies on the hypothesis that environmental-friendly behaviours will be more 

resilient if, in addition to external incentives stemming from economic or regulatory measures, people’s 

intrinsic motivations to change are fostered.28 Top-down measures pertaining to the sphere of taxations, 

regulations, market-based incentives and penalties are necessary in order to generate environmental-

friendly behaviours, but they are not sufficient to reach this goal. Therefore, to have a smart instruments 

mix that would be sufficient to trigger a transition towards sustainable societies,29 it is proposed to 

complement the necessary top-down measures with bottom-up tools. 

 

Indeed, it is assumed that top-down measures strengthen ‘the heteroregulation of the functioning of 

society’.30 Such functioning can be environmental-friendly, but it will be so independently of any change 
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in the mentalities, value systems, intentions and motivations of citizens.31 By using economic incentives, 

public policies can strive for a result – namely, the reduction of the environmental impact – that needs 

to be neither understood nor approved by its addressees, whether they are companies, local communities 

or citizens.32 This trend for looking only to economic incentives to establish environmental-friendly 

measures springs from the fact that public policies and governmental actions are still mainly evaluated 

in economic terms, as the regulation principle of the power over individuals is found in the paradigm of 

homo economicus.33 According to Michel Foucault, this homo economicus is considered as ‘eminently 

governable’, as he systematically and automatically answers to modifications chosen for him and 

introduced artificially into his environment,34 such modifications being price incentives in the field of 

taxation governance. To empower human beings to create their own norms for actions that are 

‘compatible with the permanence of a genuine human life’35 would necessitate substituting the paradigm 

of heteronomy, that underlies environmental taxation, for the paradigm of autonomy.36 

 

The need to rely on the diversity of citizens’ actions to invent environmental-friendly social innovations 

is even more necessary as it can increase the resilience of a community against future crises and improve 

the cohesion and learning ability of a community when it has to adapt to new circumstances.37 Indeed, 

a social innovation can be defined as ‘the product of a need, a desire, an aspiration or a search for 

solutions to a social problem’ and springs mostly from local and territorially anchored actions.38 It is 

therefore a way of empowering people so that they can invent contextualised solutions adapted to local 

and particular conditions.39 These citizen-based social innovations already exist, but they often rely on 

the support of public authorities and on an institutional framework to survive, whether in the form of 

information, knowledge-sharing, access to networks, diffusion, subsidies or help to formalise concrete 

proposals.40 The governance challenge for public authorities is to support these initiatives without taking 

away the bottom-up logic and the creativity and energy potential driven by the community. 

 

<b>15.3.2<em>Several Examples of Community-based Social Innovations across the European 

Union 
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These community- and citizen-based social innovations can – and, in order to increase the resilience that 

springs from diversity, should – take different shapes. Across the European Union, there are about 2000 

local low-carbon initiatives41 ranging from transition towns and eco-villages to energy or food 

cooperatives. In this chapter, only two representative initiatives will be presented: a community energy 

project in Samsø (Denmark) and a ‘transition town’, Totnes (the United Kingdom). 

 

<c>15.3.2.1<em>The community energy project in Samsø (Denmark): a combination of 

community and financial incentives 

 

In 1997, in the framework of a national competition for local communities to realise a transition to self-

sufficiency with renewable energy launched by the Danish government, Samsø decided to abandon 

fossil fuels and meet all its energy needs using renewable sources. The competition emphasised the 

importance of local participation and innovation in terms of organising, financing and owning the 

renewable energy project.42 Therefore, the local community proposed a mix of initiatives, organised 

through cooperatives and financing schemes, ensuring a strong involvement of local citizens, and with 

governmental support: biomass district heating systems, combined heat and power schemes, windmills 

and solar panels projects, and a sustainable transport initiative.43 

 

Among these different low-carbon initiatives, the district heating projects received public grants from 

the Danish Energy Authority, and mortgage loans from the municipality.44 The citizens’ participation in 

these projects is high, as local citizens’ groups for each district heating area participated in public 

meetings on this project and in promoting the creation of new district heating systems. Moreover, the 

ownership of the district systems is often that of a cooperative, thereby allowing a high level of inclusion 

for the citizens.45 Furthermore, the land-based wind turbines project is enabled thanks to an ownership 

scheme reserving shares for the general public (individual or small-scale cooperatives), giving every 

citizen the opportunity to invest in a wind turbine. In addition, a financial incentive through fixed and 

preferential electricity prices compared to the price of offshore wind turbines has been guaranteed by 

the government, thereby ensuring the financial profitability of the investment.46 This combination of a 
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secure energy supply reassuring people regarding their energy future, environmental motivations 

connecting local people to global stakes, and financial incentives, stimulated by regular inclusive public 

meetings, ensured a broad acceptance for the implementation of the turbine. Moreover, this local and 

collective ownership of sustainable energy overcame the traditional problem of the local NIMBY (Not 

In My Back Yard) opposition to green energy projects. The project initiators theorise the importance of 

local participation for these energy projects in the concept of ‘commonity’, combining the theory of the 

commons47 with the importance of local community.48 

 

A potential allocation of the ‘extraction tax’ could therefore consist of ensuring fixed but competitive 

prices for renewable energy produced by community-owned energy sources as compared to classical 

renewable energy investment by energy companies, as well as a system facilitating loans and grants for 

such investments. In this Danish case, an average investment of €13 333 and public subsidies of €1000 

per capita, in an island of 4000 inhabitants, allowed the island to become 100 per cent self-sufficient 

with renewable energy using local resources, not emitting any CO2 emissions and exporting its energy 

surplus to the mainland.49 The example of Samsø shows that such a possible allocation of the ‘extraction 

tax’ could foster the reduction or even the halt of CO2 emissions, but that this energetic transition is 

rendered possible by an internalisation of the environmental stakes by individuals and a subsequent 

strong citizens’ mobilisation and involvement in renewable energy projects.50 

 

<c>15.3.2.2<em>Transition town: the pioneer example of Totnes (United Kingdom) 

 

Established in 2006, Transition Town Totnes (TTT) is a community organisation managing a number 

of funded projects strengthening the Totnes local community in its social, economic and energetic 

aspects and improving its resilience towards and independence from fossil energy.51 It acts as an 

umbrella and a support office for community groups that are engaged in 20 projects, in a wide array of 

themes such as sustainable construction, food production, transport or finance.52 
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Among the numerous citizens’ initiatives that arose in Totnes is the ‘Transition Streets’ project aiming 

at improving energy efficiency and reducing reliance on fossil fuels, as well as strengthening the 

community’s resilience. Thanks to the grants given by the government to invest in domestic panel 

system, 468 households, divided into 56 groups of neighbours, saved £570 per year and reduced their 

CO2 emissions by 1.3 tons, while creating social ties among the neighbourhood and increasing 

community resilience.53 Another community-led project fostered by TTT is the Transition Homes 

Community Land Trust, with the purpose of also improving the energy efficiency of a house and 

developing an affordable comprehensive housing by using renewable energy, natural and local 

resources, as well as by creating sustainable food production with gardens and collective growing 

areas.54 Lastly, the city has launched the project ‘Incredible Edible’, which encourages people who grow 

vegetables, fruit, herbs and nuts to gather in public unused spaces in Totnes and share their produce, 

thereby relocating the food production and building social cohesion through convivial skill-sharing.55 

 

As a result of all these initiatives, the community increased its resilience in case of energetic, economic, 

social or climate crises thanks to a reduction of its use of and reliance on fossil energy as well as its 

strengthening of social cohesion. Such resilience is also fuelled by the relocalisation of the economic 

exchanges thanks to the Totnes pound, a local currency helping to build the local economy.56 

 

In light of this experience, a potential allocation of the ‘extraction tax’ could consist of public grants for 

materials that reduce domestic energy use and increase local food production. Moreover, this example 

also shows the importance of the existence of a dynamic community organisation galvanising local 

projects. Such an organisation needs to be financed in order to carry out its task to support and assist 

services in terms of access to resources, information, knowledge and skills. Moreover, the organisation 

also coordinates different initiatives in a community so that it effectively becomes a transition town and 

benefits from the positive synergy stemming from the harmonisation of different projects. Lastly, it 

shows that networking services are indispensable in stimulating exchanges among the different 

transition projects, and that there is also a crucial need for the development of methodologies for 

identification, assessment and diffusion of good practices. 
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<a>15.4<em>CONCLUSION 

 

In face of the necessity to drastically change our natural resources production and consumption in order 

to meet the objectives of the COP 21 Paris Agreement, following the IPCC recommendations to remain 

below a 2°C warming compared to pre-industrial levels by 2100,57 there is a need to expand political 

imagination for mixing smart instruments. Beyond environmental taxes, ‘extraction taxes’ would kill 

two birds with one stone by, on the one hand, allowing for an important reduction of fossil resources 

supply in energy markets, and on the other hand, raising revenues from common resources to support 

innovative ecological projects. These social innovations increase the autonomy of citizens and 

communities and their independence towards fossil resources, at the same time as their resilience against 

external shocks, and therefore contribute to the ecological transition towards sustainable societies. In 

addition to, and in combination with, the top-down instruments (environmental taxations, regulations, 

emissions trading schemes and environmental market-based mechanisms), it is therefore proposed to 

foster the existing and growing bottom-up, citizen- and community-based innovations through the 

‘extraction tax’. 
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