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Copenhagen read in very different 
ways by different people  



? What 
happened in 
Copenhagen?  



The story of the last two weeks –  unfolding 
•  Four years work on 2nd commitment period for Kyoto  
•  Two years work towards an ‘agreed outcome’ under the 

ConvenEon 
•  By Bangkok (Sept 2009) and Barcelona (Nov 2009), 

expectaEons were lowered – a new legally binding agreement 
was not in reach  
–  Rumours of Danish back‐pocket text – seen in Nov 2009 

•  Start of Copenhagen – put on the agenda again by small 
islanders 

•  Process at three levels – serious difficulEes 
•  1st week, Hedegaard struggled to establish Friends of Chair  
•  2nd week: differences between parEes were wide 

–  Fundamental division – one or two tracks  
–  ConEnue Kyoto or replace it 
–  Legal treaty or decisions 
–  Etc – many other issues  

•  Formal UNFCCC process did not deliver a text capable of 
agreement  



The story of the last two days –  unravelling  
•  Danish PM Rasmussen took over from Minister Hedegaard – 

process blunders  
•  Convened a small ‘commitment circle’ of 29 HoSG  

–  RepresentaEon from regional groups and interests – minus one  
–  29 of 199 world leaders (largest summit, got hands dirty, but not all of 

them in room) 
–  Official text / two years’ work swept aside  

•  Copenhagen Accord = poliEcal deal  
–  Resolved key issues blocking progess at official level  
–  What is ‘poliEcally binding’? Not legally binding 

•  MRV resolved between US and BASIC 
•  Obama went public – deal reached  
•  Taken to COP plenary Sat morning – countries given 1 hour to 

agree as COP (and CMP) decision 
•  Objected by Tuvalu, blocked by ALBA (poliEcs and process) 
•  Process of resolving issues in smaller group and bringing back 

into the UNFCCC forum failed in Copenhagen  
•  Will need to be done beber in future  



Countries and leaders in ‘commitment circle’ 

1. Sudan 
2. Algeria 
3. Ethiopia 
4. Lesotho 
5. Grenada 
6. Bangladesh 
7. Maldives 
8. Columbia 
9. China 
10. India 
11. Brazil 
12. South Africa 
13. Saudi Arabia 
14. Indonesia 

EU Sweden 
16. EU Commission 
17. UK 
18. France 
19. Germany 
20. Spain 
21. USA 
22. Russia 
23. Australia 
24. Norway 
25. Japan 
26. South Korea 
27. Mexico 
28. Papua New Guinea 
29. Gabon 

Grouping called as negoEators process failed to deliver workable text 
Chairs of regional groups invited – but missed out ALBA   
Therefore Copenhagen Accord only ‘noted’ in formal COP 
Maybe can do miEgaEon in this way? But not adaptaEon !  



Copenhagen Accord – what was agreed 
WHAT WAS AGREED  
•  2°C goal (but pledges add up to more than 3 °C; does not state pre‐industrial 

levels 
•  Bringing the US in: economy‐wide binding emission reducEon targets, noEfy 

by 31 January 2010 – how to bring in: schedule of ‘targets’ 
•  MiEgaEon acEons by the more advanced developing countries, also by 31st 

January 2010 – bring in schedule of acEons and mechanism to register  
•  Measure report and verify ‐ resolving a key dispute over review vs 

transparency 
•  Finance: transparently accounted finance $10 bn per year up to 2012, i.e. 

approaching $30bn immediately up to 2012 and $100 billion per year by 
2020 
–  CondiEonaliEes 
–  But all of GEF from 1994 to 2009 was $18 bn 

•  Technology development and transfer mechanism, but cannot 
operaEonalise without COP decision  

•  Review by 2015 against 1.5 ºC – if what is poliEcally agreed is not enough, 
need to strengthen later 

•  Deal among key protagonists on miEgaEon, with representaEon from 
regions and interests, minus one   



Copenhagen Accord – what was not agreed 
WHAT WAS NOT AGREED  
• No new treaty, or mandate to agree one , or conEnuaEon of one we have (had?) – 
Kyoto 
• Disagreement on a comprehensive internaEonal adaptaEon programme as a priority 
or whether it should be an adaptaEon framework – and sEll Eed to response measures 
• Low level of ambiEon of developed countries targets ‐ 14‐19% below 1990 level by 
2020 

– And loopholes remain wide open 
• Pledges by developing countries, are relaEve to business‐as‐usual (BAU) – beber, but 
also not enough yet – and baselines uncertain  
• For DCs to do more, or the finance will have to become real, uncondiEonal and 
internaEonally verified 
• Developing countries more ambiEous then developed countries – less unambiEous 
• Added up, really more than 3°C 
• Dropped long term target to cut emissions (the language on 50% reducEons by 2050 
from 1990 levels 

– Because no agreement on equitably sharing carbon space  
• No agreement where money will come from 
• No consensus among 193 countries 





Formal negoEaEng text   
•  CA ‘noted’ in very short decision  

–  Cannot operaEonalise Fund or Technology Mechanism 
•  Official negoEaEng text forwarded 

–  L.7/Rev.1 and 9 addenda  
–  Beber structure for developing countries  
–  E.g. miEgaEon: kept a clear fire‐wall between 
commitments by developed countries, acEons by 
developing countries  

–  But had no agreement on finance numbers  
–  Process: agreed by all, more protecEon for smaller 
countries  

•  Also forwarded negoEaEng text for KP 
–  SEll alive, but in ‘intensive care’  

•  To June negoEators meeEngs and COP / CMP in 
Mexico, December 2010 



? Assessment: 
was 

Copenhagen a 
failure, a 

foundaEonal 
event or a 
greenwash?  





Copenhagen read in very different 
ways by different people  



Brokenhagen,Tokenhagen or Hopenhagen? 
•  Copenhagen was many things 

–  but it was NOT the breakthrough the we needed 
–  Dr Seuss: delegates and leaders “blew it”  
–  Brokenhagen – failure  
–  Gap between art of possible and requirements of science; 
not FAB; dysfuncEonal process 

•  Some observers posiEve on Cph Accord  
–  US: New process, first step  
–  PoliEcal deal unlocked some difficult issues 
–  ALBA: victory that CA was not imposed 
–  Hopenhagen: laid foundaEon for future work 

•  Greenwash – Tokenhagen 
–  no legaly treaty, therefore play up poliEcal deal 
–  Yes, but: ignores the quesEon of which is more effecEve 



? Deeper 
quesEons: 

what 
happened and 

why?  



Shi=s in overall dynamics: objecAve 
and subjecAve factors  

•  Context of objecEve external factors  
–  Recession – implicaEons for finance 
–  increasing scarcity –food, water  
–  looming peak oil  
–  overconsumpEon 

•  SubjecEve factors  
–  Great expectaEons – but then lowered 
–  US not ready to negoEate  
–  EU decision to abandon Kyoto  
–  Inept chairing by Danish PM  

•  exclusion of the ALBA  
•  Not pure obstrucEonism ‐ needed to demonstrate that exclusion won’t 

work  
–  Lack of responsibility in engagement by some individuals in the G77   

•  Clearly disEnguish this from the legiEmate concerns over 
process, especially by smaller developing countries   



Process dominates substance 
•  Lack of poliEcal will to do the deal trumped urgency 
of acEon required by science  
Procedural equity is criEcal 

•  But process can be used to block  
•  Problems:  

–  Process at three levels: official – Ministerial – summit 

•  ParEes were too far apart and could not produce a 
text capable of poliEcal sign‐off 

•  PoliEcal deal was disconnected from official process 
•  Climate  negoEaEons highly complex: too poliEcal for 
the technicians, too technical for the poliEcians  



The world is changing 

•  GeopoliEcal shivs: RelaEons between powers not what they 
were in 1992  

•  China as the world power in waiEng; has financial resources, 
and able to negoEate from strength; deep feeling of 
responsibility; not yet use to new role (in the past, much more 
reserved) 

•  US seeking to assert its role as hegemon (while it lasts) and 
seeks to re‐write the rules; US not fully engaged in 
negoEaEons, in absence of legislaEon 

•  EU not able to lead as in the past 
•  Strong insistence on CBDR by developing countries, despite 

changing realiEes and because concerns of poor and weak not 
properly represented  

•  Process has not yet caught up with new dynamics  
•  US openly criEcising the UNFCCC, EU  abandoning Kyoto 



! So how do we 
move forward 
– big picture  





Future of UNFCCC?  
•  UNFCCC did not deliver  

–  lack of willingness to use every opportunity  
–  Ban Ki‐moon’s face‐saving statement: “This accord cannot be  

everything that everyone hoped for, but it is an essenEal 
beginning,” (UNFCCC 2009) 

•  Will the UNFCCC become a permanent negoEaEng forum,  
–  a la WTO? (and as ‘successful’); 
–  Or a talk‐shop, a la CSD ? 
–  Or all done in G20 

•  Trend to work in smaller for a (N‐20 disarmament; C‐29 
climate; G20 finance and all, as long as you don’t touch the 
P‐5 global security)  

•  Will climate acEon be driven by naEonal poliEcs, “in 
conformity with domesEc law” (US line)  

•  Challenge is to bring poliEcal deal reflected in Cph Accord 
back into the official UNFCCC text 



Future of groupings  
•  Played old games – fights between extremes  

–  OPEC failure is success 
–  AOSIS hard line: 1.5ºC and 350 ppmv; legal treaty  

•  More asserEve and new groupings 
–  Africa pushed hard for Kyoto 
–  LDCs were more vocal  
–  BASIC since 2008, but more prominent, esp on deal on MRV with US  
–  Members of ALBA:  

•  Lev‐leaning LaEn Americans (with some OPEC) 
•  ‘rights of Mother Earth’, climate jusEce  
•  procedurally correct  

•  Some commentators predict end of G77, shiv to new alliances  
–  “the G‐77 may be spent as a unified force” (Doniger 2009) 
–  “groupings such as the G77/China which are now dysfuncEonal and 

anachronisEc” (Mehra 2009) 
•  New  alliances between  some DCs and EU?  

–  BUT small countrise will conEnue to seek protecEon in unity (esp on 
adaptaEon) 

–  G77 will need to find ways of becoming more effecEve  
•  UlEmately, poor countries and communiEes most at risk from the impacts 

of climate change 



Where will climate acEon be done? 

Scenarios of different fora:  

•  End of UNFCCC  
•  Cling to UNFCCC at all costs  
•  Smaller groups: Shiv to G20 / MEF  

•  Fragmented mulE‐lateralism: A and M in different 
fora  

•  FragmentaEon: No global process, domesEc law 

•  SEck with UNFCCC  
•  Permanent negoEaEon / talk shop (WTO / CSD) 
•  Not by goverments at all: People’s Summit  



What if there were NO global 
agreement?  

– Does the movement for global jusEce have within 
it the basis for global democracy?  

– Can we count on business?  
–  If naEon‐states fail to agree, are other forms of 
acEon effecEve?  

– How could we design a mulE‐lateralism that is 
more effecEve and mature (in the way in which 
we negoEate, e.g. showing restraint and 
seriousness about substance)?  How can we do 
that while remaining inclusive? 



! So where to?  



MeeEngs & events in 2010 

•  UNFCCC – usual two meeEngs  
–  SBI and SBSTA: 31 May to 11 June, Bonn 
–  COP‐16 and CMP‐6,  29 Novemeber to 9 December, Mexico 
(Cancun)  

•  Copenhagen Accord 
–  31 Jan deadline to noEfy miEgaEon pledges 

•  CriEcal that SA honours Presidency pledge and takes BASIC along 
–  No formal process, but BASIC (Delhi 23‐24 Jan) and 
Australian meeEng (18‐19 Jan ?)  

•  People’s Summit on Climate Change 
–  Cochabamba, Bolivia April 20‐22 

•  Merkel mooEng a Ministerial in June 
•  SA naEonal: get policy process into gear 



SA’s numbers 
•  “As such, South Africa, being a responsible global ciEzen and in line with its 

obligaEons under arEcle 4.1 of the United NaEons Framework ConvenEon 
on Climate Change acknowledges its responsibility to undertake naEonal 
acEon that will contribute to the global effort to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. In accordance with this, South Africa will undertake miEgaEon 
acEons which will result in a deviaEon below the current 
emissions baseline of around 34% by 2020 and by 
around 42% by 2025. This level of effort enables South Africa’s 
emissions to peak between 2020 and 2025, plateau for approximately a 
decade and decline in absolute terms thereaver. This undertaking is 
condiEonal on firstly, a fair, ambiEous and effecEve agreement in the 
internaEonal climate change negoEaEons under the Climate Change 
convenEon and its’ Kyoto Protocol and secondly, the provision of 
support, from the internaEonal community, and in parEcular finance, 
technology and support for capacity building from developed countries, in 
line with their commitments under both the Framework ConvenEon on 
Climate Change and the Bali AcEon Plan.” 

hBp://www.thepresidency.gov.za/show.asp?include=president/pr/2009/
pr12061648.htm&ID=1930&type=pr  



QuesEons 
•  What is the process by which we solve the problems of 

climate change? SEll the UNFCCC, or if not, what then? 
•  How important are poliEcal deals vs legal agreements?  
•  What kind of world are we heading for ? globalised or 

fragmented where all do their bit 'in conformity with 
domesEc law'?   

•  Are we (humanity) able to govern the global commons?   
•  Where might alternaEves come from?  
•  What work needs to be done at the local and naEonal level 

!"#$!%&"'' of what is agreed globally?  
–  Can we dispense with internaEonal agreement?  
–  Will local actors be ambiEous in the absence of naEonal / internaEonal 

policy ?  
•  How can  the Copenhagen Accord be connected back to the 

inclusive negoEaEon process? 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The End 


