Wherewas united Africain the climate change negotiations?
Jean-Christophe Hoste

A political commitment was reached in Copenhagemwéen five countries: US, China,
India Brazil and South Africa. The rest of the @rehce simply "took note of it", most
with resignation, many with anger.

This policy brief will have a closer look at theinchte change negotiations from an

African perspective. It will try to answer threeegtions to see whether the outcome of
the negotiations was as unacceptable as SouthaA$aad it was.. First, what was the

African Common Position and what were some of tdeimands? Second, how did the
negotiating strategy to defend the African Commaosifion on climate change evolve?

Third, why did South Africa call the agreement dgotiated with the US, China and

India unacceptable but did it not decline to be pathat deal?

What was the African Common Positidn?

In the following paragraphs a selection was madé¢hefkey demands of the African
Group based on the Common Position of the Committelee African Heads of State on
Climate Change (CAHOSCE)The first demand stipulated was financial compéos
for natural, economic and social resources thatehbgen lost and the historical
responsibility of developed countries on climatarade in that respect. According to the
African Group the financial commitment of developmmlintries should be at least 1.5%
of their global GDP. The second request was that Wmited Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) principle coimmon but differentiated
responsibilitiesshould be respected. This principle recognisesiterical differences in
contributions of developed and developing Stategldbal environmental problems, and
differences in their respective economic and texdircapacity to tackle these problems.
The principle of common but differentiated respbiigy includes two fundamental
elements. The first concerns the common respoitgibil States for the protection of the
environment, or parts of it, at the national, regioand global levels. The second
concerns the need to take into account the diffecesumstances, particularly each
State’s contribution to the evolution of a partaruproblem and its ability to prevent,
reduce and control the thréat.

The third demand from the African negotiators washudological: they wanted to keep
the two track negotiations. This meant they wariteéieep the distinction between the

! The process of the African position started in620the common position was initiated in Novembed&h
Algiers followed by the Nairobi Declaration in M&)09 which resulted in the common position of Oetd?D09
http://www.issafrica.org/dynamic/administrationéfilmanager/file_links/30CT09.PDF?link_id=4056&slin
k_id=8937&link_type=12&slink type=13&tmpl_id=3

% Conference of African Heads of State and Governsnen Climate Change (CAHOSCC) comprising:
Algeria; the Republic of Congo; Ethiopia; Kenya; Miéius; Mozambique; Nigeria; Uganda; Chairperson
of the AU; Chairperson of AUC; and Chairperson M@EN.

% Centre for International Sustainable Developmem |- CSIDL Legal Brief The Principle of Common
But Differentiated Responsibilities: Origins andoe 26 August 2002




Kyoto Protocol and the Convention. The main reasehind this demand was the fact
that the Protocol legally commits 37 industrialiseduntries and the European
community to the reduction of greenhouse gas (Gét@issions to an average of five per
cent against 1990 levels over the five-year pefi6d8-2012. The Convention can only
encourage industrialised countries to stabilise Gétiissions and consequently only
works on a voluntary basis. Another important reasokeep the distinction between the
Protocol and the Convention is the above mentiopedciple of common but
differentiated responsibility which allows emergiegonomies like China, India and
South Africa to benefit from the status of a depetent country and thus avoid the
commitments imposed on developed countries undeKgoto Protocol. The Common
Position of the African Group states that Copenhagest produce a 2-track outcome.
One track should stipulate the future commitmentsiéveloped countries party to the
Kyoto Protocol (excluding the US)This track should be amended to specify the
commitments beyond 2012 of the developed counthes are bound by the Kyoto
Protocol. The second track should provide a legatrument for the outcome of the
negotiatsions under the Convention which includé$afties to the UNFCCC (including
the US):

The fourth crucial issue in the Africa Common Positconcerns the Bali Action Pl&n
This roadmap launched a comprehensive process ableerthe full, effective and
sustained implementation of the Convention throlagty-term cooperative action from
2007 to 2012 and beyond. The Bali Action Plan rstreal on four main building blocks —
adaptation, mitigation, technology and financingrtiés also agreed that the negotiations
on a long-term agreement should address a shastohvior long-term cooperative
action, including a long-term global goal for enmssreductions. The reason for insisting
on the importance of the Bali Action Plan by theiéd Group reinforces the position
already taken in their previous demands: developoogintries are exempt from
obligations under the Kyoto Protocol and insisttthaveloped countries fulfil their
commitments including adaptation, mitigation andhtelogy transfer. Adaptation for
Africa is of paramount importance because it wiffer greatly from the consequences of
climate change but contributed the least to thessioms of GHG. Capacity building,
financing and technology are crucial for the AfriGaoup to confront the effects of
climate change. Furthermore, the discussion thatfa@seen by the Bali Action Plan on
measurable, verifiable and reportable mitigatiotioas was right at the core of the
discussions between developed and developing satioGopenhagen.

The fifth demand of the African Common Position waat developed countries needed
to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by at468&s below 1990 levels by 2020. By
2050 the GHG-emissions of developed countries shbalat least 80% to 95% below

* This Group is also known as the Ad hoc Working@ron Further Commitments for Annex | Parties
under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP).

® These second track negotiations were created imiéal in 2005 to find a way forward whilst respegt
the UNFCCC principle of “common but differentiatesbponsibilities”. In December 2007 the Ad hoc
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AW&A) was created as a part of the Bali Action
Plan. This working group aims to enhance the impletation of the UNFCCC.

® For the complete text on the Bali Action Plan
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2007/copl13/eng/QGadf#page=3




1990 levels, in order to achieve the lowest leViestabilisation assessed by the IPCC's
Fourth Assessment Report. That is why the Africaom@on Position explicitly
stipulated that they will not accept any delay leyeloped countries to deeply cut their
GHG emissions and asked for support for Africa dap to the negative impacts of
climate changé.

The African Common Position negotiation strategy

The second question this policy brief will elabera the evolution of the negotiating
strategy to defend the African Common Position bmate change. The fact that the
Committee of the African Heads of State on Clinabkange (CAHOSCC) came forward
with a Common Position on 30 October 2009 is notéwosince it is the first time the
African Union (AU) was able to present a clear sigio the world that it had reached an
African consensus on this issue. An illustrationtisé difficulty of reaching such a
Common Position is the intervention by South Africabehalf of the African Group last
August in Bonn. During a session on financing, 8oAifrica insisted that there be no
differentiation in access to climate-change-relatedelopment funds among developing
countries® This statement came as a surprise to severah@ysdsut has to be seen as an
attempt by South Africa to secure its economic teent. If the negotiations on
financing would bear fruit South Africa wanted tecare its share of the money to
develop its economy like India and China have damel not lose possible funds to its
poorer neighbours. As a consequence this statelnaehnothing to do with the common
interests of the African Group. Shortly after Souwfrican President Jacob Zuma
confirmed South Africa was fully behind the UN dimate change and repeated this in
his statement to the UN Secretary-Gen&rghe reason for this change of strategy has
not been elucidated by the government but mightabsociated with the foreign
investment tour of the AU in which South Africa wagprominent participant amongst
others.

The tone of the AU and the African negotiators ase from aggressive over evasive to
cooperative in the course of the last few monthd eeeks before the Copenhagen
conference. On the P4of August 2009 Jean Ping chairman of the AU Corsiuis
stated: “This is the time for Africa to aggressywehgage to ensure that climate change is
effectively addressed® In a draft resolution the AU called for rich cories to pay at
least $67 billion annually to counter the impactgbbbal warming in Africa. At the
beginning of the Barcelona-round of negotiations &irican Group walked out of the
negotiations because their demand of a 40% reduofiGreen House Gasses (GHG) by
developed countries was not met. They only retuafet a deal was brokered by the EU
promising to use 60% of the remaining time in thet Woc Working Group on Further
Commitments for Annex | Parties under the Kyotot&tol (AWG-KP) to discuss the

" Africa’s common position: key political messaggeead by African negotiators AU/AMCEN 30 Octobef20
http://www.issafrica.org/index.php?link_id=5&slinkl=8936&link_type=12&slink_type=12&tmpl_id=3
8 John Drexhage Sobering Days in Bonn 1ISD CommgrarAugust 2009

° Message by South African President Jacob Zumiaet&JN Secretary General's High Level Summit on
Climate Change, 22 September 2009

19 Reuters 24 August 2009: Africa wants $67 bin a yealobal warming funds
http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSL&EYH6 7




targets that should be reached by the developentres that are bound by the Kyoto
Protocol** Although this rather aggressive method of actiag the desired effect in

Barcelona it might not be the weapon it seems tim Iblee negotiations for the developing
countries:? The walkout as a part of the negotiation strategg actually considered by
President Zuma at Copenhagen up until the veryniastite when he, together with other
African leaders, considered it wiser to remain péthe proces$®

After the aggressive tone of the chairperson ofAfrecan Union Jean Ping, came the
more moderate an evasive attitude of Ethiopian €dmister Meles Zenawi, who led
the African delegation in Copenhagen. He was muohemrague in his remarks on the
amount of compensation African nations were asknGopenhagen. On 17 November
after the CAHOSCC meeting there was no more meinigoaf the $67 billion annually
in compensations: "We have set a minimum beyonahwwve will not go, but | am not in
a position to tell you what that minimum figure Mak."*

Once the African leaders agreed on their commoitiposand a strategy they went on an
international tour to gather support and financhiog their position. Just after the
Barcelona negotiations there was a two-day Chinm&c&fSummit in Egypt on which
China pledged $10 billion in concessional loansAfacan nations over the next three
years. That is double of what they promised at @mna-Africa Summit in 2006 in
Beijing. To counter the critique that China wasyoafter natural resources Beijing stated
it would cancel the public debts of some of therpsbcountries. China would also build
energy projects that cover solar power, biogassamall hydro plants. The caveat of what
the Chinese Prime Minister Wen called “mutuallyhéficial cooperation”, China’s aid
and voice on international forms for Africa is anddgion of Africa’s adherence to
China’s global policies!® On 23 November 2009 the South Korea-Africa Foruasw
concluded. The main agenda of the Korea-Africa Fomealt with how to achieve
economic development while protecting nature. Sd&idrea promised to triple its aid to
Africa and develop green business initiatives untlerClean Development Mechanism
(CDM). South Korea and Africa will collaborate orojects for the creation of biomass
energy, greenhouse gas mitigation and share polané technologies for adaptation to
climate change. The two sides also promised a [espionse to the major global issue of
climate changé® On 25 November 2009 Norway and South Africa ancedrthat they
would collaborate on carbon capture and storagés @thnology involves capturing
carbon dioxide (CO?) and storing it safely in ggpdal structures. Norway will support

1 John Drexhage The Barcelona Negotiations on Céiridtange: Where the spirit is willing? 11SD
Commentary November 2009

12 Summit's weaker participants weigh power of &t International herald Tribune 9 December 2009
13 South Africa blasts Copenhagen failure Associ&egss 22 December 2009

4 Reuters 17 November 2009 Africa agrees on selineate damages demand
http://www.reuters.com/article/homepageCrisis/idb6P4029. CH_.2400

1> China promises billions in aid, loans to Africasasiated Press 8 November 2009
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/33767221/ns/world_nexfrica/

Pascal C. 2010. Global Warring how environmentneatic and political crises will redraw the world
map. Palgrave Macmillan:199.

'8 Korea, Africa Share 'Green Growth' Vision Koreamds 24 November 2009
http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2009M13 56038.html




the Carbon Capture and Storage Centre that hastled®en established at the South
African National Energy Research InstitdfeThis is very important for South Africa’s
mitigation efforts because it is one of the top Gfdtters in the world. On 15 December
2009 Prime Minister Zenawi of Ethiopia was receiadthe head of the Africa Group
delegation by the French President Sarkozy to dsdhe forthcoming Summit in
Copenhagen. They subsequently launched a jointahdpe an ambitious accord in
Copenhagefi. This appeal was a new proposal for the negotiatigith five key points:
first, halving CO2-emissions by 2050 compared 199tk interesting evolution on this
particular point is that Mr. Zenawi as the repreéatwe of the Africa Group, agreed that
the most advanced developing countries needed dpt aimbitious low-carbon growth
plans and actions aimed at yielding a significaaviation of CO2-emissions, while
maintaining the principle of common but differemtid responsibilities. This is
remarkable because the very same principle is bgelbveloping countries to argue that
they have to be exempt from serious CO2-emissida tnot hinder their economic
development. Second key poifiall transparency of commitments taken by developed
countries and actions taken by developing countriglis point in the appeal is
noteworthy because China has been against suctptiancy from the very beginning
and in order to receive the financial and politeapport of China the African Group was
supposed to adhere to the objectives of the Chidgdemacy. Third position ishe
adoption of a “fast-start” fund of 10 billions a gg 2010, 2011 and 201Zhe fourth
issue isa strong commitment on long-term public financingséd on developing
countries needs beyond 2012ne of the mechanisms put forward by Presiderkc2ar

to finance this long-term commitment was a carbandér tax. However, the EU-
commissioner-designate for trade Karel De Guchdrbfestated during his hearing in the
European Parliament that he is against the idsadf a tax because it could start a trade
war® If the European Commission is not willing to take lead on this initiative, it is
very doubtful that it will ever see the light ofydd&ifth and last point waan ambitious
reform of global governancéncluding the establishment of a World Environment
Organisation to ensure that the environment, qusbée development and the fight
against climate change remain high on the intesnatiagenda.

The result of this African international tour fandncial and political support might seem
positive for the AU, the African Group and indivaluAfrican countries, but the African
leaders have sent out mixed, if not conflictingnsig. They accept China’s financial and
political support while issuing a joint appeal wilnance asking full transparency on
actions of CO2 reduction by developed countries aciibns adopted by developing
countries. This is surprising because transparemtyactions taken by developing
countries is a major issue for China because they is as an intrusion of their
sovereignty. Another example of a mixed signal bé tAfrican Group is asking
developing countries to commit to ambitious lowbwar growth plans and actions and at
the same time asking for the recognition of the@ple of common but differentiated

7 Jonas Gahr Stare, Norway, SA Need to Pool Cliaéerts 25 November 2009
http://allafrica.com/stories/200911250214.html

18 Joint appeal of France and Ethiopia, represertiniga, for an ambitious Copenhagen Accord
Présidence de la République Service de Presse déniber 2009

19 Brussels nominee warns on carbon border tax Tien€ial Times 13 January 2010




responsibilities to argue that developing countdes’t have to commit to CO2 reduction
targets. The sum of all obligations that come witlese multilateral and bilateral
agreements has weakened the Africa Group’s posiimhthat is exactly the opposite of
what they set out to achieve according to the Affi€ommon Position.

On 16 December 2009 Ethiopian Prime Minister Melemawi announced at a press
conference alongside European Commission Presidset Manuel Barroso and Swedish
Prime Minister Frederik Reinfeldt, that he wouldresy on a mix of both public and
private cash amounting to $100 billion annuallypty for adaptation to the effects of
climate change and help countries move toward angdgevelopment path. Sudan’s chief
negotiator Lumumba Di-Aping, the chair of the G77China accused Mr. Zenawi of
capitulating to rich country pressure and savaped=uropean Union, who he blamed for
this latest developmerft} This was the end of the African Common Positiogatiation
strategy.

Why did South Africa sign the Copenhagen Accord?

The third and final question this policy brief watldress is why South Africa called the
agreement it negotiated with the US, China andalnaiacceptable, but did not decline to
be part of that deal. The UN suggested this agreesteould be the basis for further
negotiations that should result in a legally bindireaty in Mexico at the end of 2010.
However, the new alliance between the BASIC coastr Brazil, South Africa, India
and China - seems fragile. Only days after theieagent was reached they seem to have
very different appreciations of their accomplishimekccording to the Indian Minister
for Environment Jairam Ramesh the major outcomehef conference was for the
negotiations under the United Nations Framework w@ation on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) to continue to proceed in two tracks asose in the Bali road map and will
be completed at the end of 2010 in Mexico Githinese premier Wen Jiabao said it
was a result that came from hard work on all sides accepted by all, didn't come easy
and should be treasufédHe said China is willing to build on Copenhager tWarns
that future negotiations will be tough because rigat to development is key to the
climate talks*® The Brazilian President Lula da Silva focused i &ssessment on the
historical responsibility of the US and the EU ahdt fact that the developed nations
wanted to end the Kyoto Protocol but called theeagrent a positive step forwaitl.
South Africa’s environment Minister Sonjica statbdt the result of the negotiations was
unacceptable but South Africa decided to stay flmence the process from within and
thus not do another walkout as had been discussgén African leaderS.

South Africa had additional motives to the ones to@ed above by their Minister for
Environment. First, South Africa is seen as a mpmwer in Africa and an anchor state

20 Africa lowers climate cash demands to boost Copgeh deal chances EU-Observer 17 December 2009
2 Minister: India Has Come Out Quite Well at Copegera The Wall Street Journal 22 December 2009

2 China treasures deal despite being cast as vilgiece The Financial Times 22 December 2009

2 China says "development right" key in climate saeuters 21 December 2009

4 Lula Criticizes Obama Once Again But Hails CopakSStep in Right Direction Brazzil Magazine 22
December 2009

% South Africa blasts Copenhagen failure Associ&ezbs 22 December 2009



in the Southern African regidfi. It signed this deal to secure economic growth and
energy provision. Since South Africa is responsilaie 39% of the emissions on the
African continent and is in the top 12 of carbonitéris worldwide it needs to strike a
delicate balance between mitigation efforts anchentc growth?’ An effective climate
change policy in South Africa, that is no impedimén economic growth, needs a
fundamental reorganisation of energy production eodsumption patterns to become
less reliant on coal as its primary energy so@t&e will see how South Africa will deal
with these challenges in the forthcoming Green papeApril 2010?° Second, South
Africa wants to secure continued international staeent and was a prominent member
of the African delegations that were invited at fBkina and South Korea summits.
Although the relations with China are not alwaysightforward because China has a
firm grip on economic development in Southern Adridt relies heavily on South
Africa’s non-fuel minerals like platinum and mangage® Third, President Jacob Zuma
put South Africa in the international spotlightasnember of the newly formed BASIC
group, a gathering of emerging economies Chinajalrahd Brazil. The latter are
emerging economic powers that wield considerabfience unilaterally and South
Africa benefits from being part of this heavyweigtdllective that bolsters its global
influence. Could this new alliance be the succesdothe South-South cooperation
between Brazil, India and South Africa IBSABince China emphasised development as
being key to further negotiations it might be agible scenario. An illustration of South
Africa’s use of this international stature for imtal politics is the “January 8” statement
of the ANC®. In the declaration the ANC reiterates that Sofiica together with its
counterparts in the developing world has contribui® progress made at the Climate
Change Summit held in Copenhagen.

The accord reached at the Summit commits courttri@ork towards limiting the
global temperatures below two degree Celsius, dhety mid-term mitigation
targets and actions by developed and developingtades; reduction of emissions
from deforestation and forest degradation; and sudpr the most vulnerable to

% Niemack A. The Challenges of Carbon Mitigation amglications for South Africa

in the post—2012 Context', in South African YeatbobInternational Affairs. 2008/2009. Jan Smuts
House Johannesburg: SAIIA, 2009

%" Chevalier R. Addressing Mitigation of and Adapiatto Climate Change in Sub-Saharan Africa While
Meeting Development Goals Bouth African Yearbook of International Affaif908/2009. Jan Smuts
House Johannesburg: SAIIA, 2009

% Masters L. The Road to Copenhagen: Climate Chdfergy and South Africa’s Foreign Policy SAIIA
Occasional Paper, No.47, October 2009

2 Niemack A. The Challenges of Carbon Mitigation amglications for South Africa

in the post—2012 Context', in South African Yeatboblinternational Affairs. 2008/2009. Jan Smuts
House Johannesburg: SAIIA, 2009

30 South Africa (SA) produces 80% of platinum worldeiand holds 90% of the world’s reserves. SA
holds 75% of the world’s reserves in manganess.dlso the second largest producer of gold intbed.
Alden C., Alves C.A. China and Africa’s Natural Resces:The Challenges and implications for
Development and Governance SAIIA Occasional Paper 1, September 2009

3L White, L IBSA Six Years On: Co-operation in a N&iobal Order SAIIA Policy Briefing, No.8,
November 2009

32 This statement marks the party's founding on Jgrial912 and spells out the ANC priorities folR0

It is one of the most important statements preaeRiresident Zuma'’s State of the Union at the béggn
of February.



cope with climate change. In this respect the atcewen though it is not
ambitious enough, it is an important step in thghtridirection in so far as it
commits countries to respond to climate changeSésth Africans we will work

hard with our international counterparts to ensbeg the treaty is legally binding
on all parties this year...The ANC will strengthes partnership with like-

minded organisations domestically and across thddwin attain a globally

shared vision that acknowledges that solving ti@ate change problem must
take place in the context of: developmental piiesitof food security, poverty
eradication, energy security and promoting develemqni®

These are some of the reasons why South Africaptedeto be part of the deal it
negotiated with the US, China, Brazil and Indiapitesthe fact that their Environment
Minister Sonjica called it unacceptable.

In conclusion: where was united Africa in the cltsmmahange negotiations?

From an African perspective the real political anptishments weren't made in
Copenhagen. The negotiations proved to be an extelhstrument for regional and
domestic politics. South Africa confirmed its s&tas regional power on the African
continent and at home, it even obtained a newnatenal status by becoming part of the
BASIC group of emerging economies. Even if the &dn partners at the negotiating
table did not get all they were asking for theyostaip against the developed (and
developing) countries and defended their grounds T a very powerful image for
regional and domestic use. Sudan’s behavior duhiaghegotiations can serve as a case
in point: they accused Ethiopia and the EU of sgllout Africa. It is unclear however
why Sudan didn’'t support the deal Ethiopia wasnigyio make for the African Group.
The fact that they observed the revolving presigariche G77 + China group might be
associated with their decision but the reasonsnigethiis action remain unclear. Sudan’s
presence didn’t go by unnoticed at the conferemcktlat in itself was very important to
them.

During the preparation for this summit the Afric&noup gained international financial
and political support. This might seem positivédirat for the AU, the African Group and
individual African countries but the sum of all tledligations that came with these
multilateral and bilateral agreements has weakehedAfrica Group’s position. That is
exactly the opposite of what they set out to aahiagcording to the African Common
Position.

Despite the long process of preparation to comedot with an African common
position the united front collapsed when concessibad to be made through internal
strive. The African Group was considered a possibfipential force to be dealt with
before the negotiations but ended up as an outsidethe few accomplishments of

33 Statement of the National Executive Committee lné African National Congress on the occasion of the
98th anniversary of the ANC Galeshewe, JanuaryZhQ
http://www.defenceweb.co.za/index.php?option=comteat&view=article&id=6058:the-ancs-annual-
gjanuary-8g-statement-&catid=54:Governance&Iltemit-1



Copenhagen: the US$ 100 billion per year by 202@faptation and mitigation projects
and “the achievement by lack of alternative” of ntaining the 2-track negotiations. This
process was kept alive because the parties couddméde on the alternative. India and
China quickly designated that as one of their adneents of the Copenhagen Summit.

Policy implications

A policy aimed at climate change in Africa shoukl esed on solid analysis of
the specific issues facing African countries andiames that has to deal with
climate change. Because climate change opens p@&mpective on development
basics like poverty eradication, governance, conflianagement, and local and
regional cooperation but also has (human) secuntplications. The future
strategy combines development and security whidesssng the possible impact
of climate change on existing and new conflictspecific African regions.

There is a need for more in-depth analysis of theision making processes to
uncover the drivers and dynamics within the Afridamon and African regional
institutions. Especially since there are potentidlerences of interest between
oil-producing countries, different (sub-) regionmjiddle-income countries,
HIPC’'s. What are the factors of consensus and gerere in the African
institutional decision making processes?

This analysis of the African institutional decisiomaking processes could be
beneficial for EU-Africa Partnership’s common agenattivities to help them
orientate the enhancement capacities of Africarotieigrs.

Policy makers and the donor community should beraved the possibility of
political (ab)use of climate change by politicatesd to avoid their responsibilities
on issues like: good governance, poverty eradicaial capacity building.

The newly formed BASIC group composed of Brazilu®oAfrica, India and
China should be followed closely to see what thetential influence on a future
climate agreement could be. In addition the acteaght of South Africa’s as a
partner in this group should be evaluated.
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