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Africa is seen as a continent particularly vulnerable to the 
adverse impacts of climate change. This was also recognised 
in the Bali Action Plan agreed in Bali in 2007, which serves 
as a key basis for the current United Nations (UN) climate 
negotiations culminating in the Copenhagen climate sum-
mit. The majority of the African countries will most likely 
not achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), 
and climate change is a factor increasingly undermining 
development efforts. More frequent droughts and sudden 
floods have repeatedly devastated parts of the continent and 
undermined the livelihoods of millions of people.

At the same time, the European Union (EU) is 
the second most important contributor to global climate 
change through its accumulated emissions. Thus, it has a 
particular responsibility to reduce its emissions and at the 
same time, as a matter of equity, to assist affected countries 
with their efforts to adapt to the consequences of climate 
change. While the EU sees itself as having the leadership in 

the current UN climate negotiations, mixed signals were 
also given last year that question this leadership role. The 
EU is the most important donor of Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) world-wide, too, where co-operation 
with Africa, also increasingly on climate change, plays an 
important role.1 

Co-operation with Europe’s neighbouring continent 
Africa entered into a new era with the adoption of the Joint 
EU-Africa Strategy (JAES) in Lisbon in December 2007. 
This paper analyses key aspects and progress achieved with 
regard to the Africa-EU Partnership on Climate Change, 
including an outlook to the Copenhagen Climate summit. 
It also provides some conclusions and recommendations 
developed by civil society on how both partners should 
step up their efforts for an effective response to the threat 
of climate change, with the EU holding crucial responsi-
bilities in assisting Africa in its adaptation efforts.

Preface

The release of the 4th Assessment Report of the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was a turning 
point in recent debates on climate change. The report clearly 
stated that impacts of anthropogenic climate change were 
already occurring across the globe, and that the prospects 
in case of unmitigated climate change would be devastating 
for hundreds of millions of people. The report also outlined 
some specific findings for Africa, with a scientific certainty 
level of very high confidence.2 These include a) that Africa is 
one of the continents most vulnerable to climate change and 
climate variability; b) that agricultural production and food 
security (including access to food) in many African coun-
tries and regions will likely be severely compromised by  
Climate Change and climate variability; c) that Climate 
Change will aggravate the water stress currently faced by 
some countries, while some countries not at risk today will 
be prone to water stress in the future; and d) that human 

health, already compromised by a range of factors, could 
also be further negatively impacted by climate change and 
climate variability (e.g. malaria in Southern Africa and the 
Eastern African highlands). Finally, the impacts of climate 
change are feared to increasingly contribute to conflicts, and 
various African regions face a significant conflict risk due 
to climate change. Since then, numerous scientific findings 
have clearly shown that it is more likely than not that the 
level and speed of climate change have been underestimated 
by the scenarios that provided the basis for the 4th Assess-
ment Report. A recent report concluded that the world is 
heading for a temperature increase of up to 7°C this cen-
tury, if continuing on the emission pathways of the last few 
years.3

Climate change challenges Africa´s development prospects

See	e.g.	Harmeling	et	al.,	20071.	

Boko	et	al.,	20072.	

Allison	et	al.,	2009.	
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Adaptation to climate change in Africa: options and costs

There is no doubt that the need for adaptive responses to 
the challenge of climate variability and climate change has 
increasingly gained attention from policy-makers, develop-
ment practitioners and affected stakeholders since the re-
lease of the 4th Assessment Report. According to the IPCC, 
“the covariant mix of climate stresses and other factors in 
Africa means that for many in Africa adaptation is not an 
option, but a necessary compulsion”. Given the existing de-
velopment deficits in several African countries, sustainable 
poverty reduction is still of utmost importance for devel-
opment. By reducing vulnerability, it can also contribute to 
an increase in the adaptive capacity of the people. Research 
shows that in many cases, adaptation strategies discussed 
can bring about synergies with efforts to achieve the MDGs.4 
This is very important in order to develop integrated strate-
gies of “adaptive development”.

Strategies of adaptation already observed in Africa 
include diversification of livelihood activities, institutional 
architecture, adjustments in farming operations, income-
generation projects and selling of labour.5 Table 1 gives an 
overview of possible adaptation strategies. The develop-
ment of community based adaptation projects (CBA) is of 
special importance. Particularly the poor urban and rural 
population suffer very much from political and economic 
marginalisation and/or from its high degree of dependence 
on economic activities, which may be affected by climate 
change. Therefore, the vulnerable communities should gen-
erally be the principal recipient of adaptation actions and 
be in the focus of national and regional adaptation plan-
ning and policies, also as a human rights based obligation 
for developing countries, in particular where human rights 
such as the right to adequate food and water are threatened 
by climate change.6

It should be noted that “incorporating indigenous 
knowledge into climate change policies can lead to the de-
velopment of effective adaptation strategies that are cost-
effective, participatory, and sustainable”7. Furthermore, it is 
important that the "community-based adaptation recognizes 
that environmental knowledge; vulnerability and resilience to 
climate impacts are embedded in societies and cultures. This 
means the focus is on empowering communities to them-
selves, as to take action based on their own decision-making 
processes.” Nevertheless, the IPCC already underlined that 
“African farmers have developed several adaptation options 
to cope with current climate variability but such adaptations 
may not be sufficient for future changes of climate”. 

This underscores two priorities: on the one hand it is ne-
cessary to limit global warming by reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions globally as much as possible, to prevent dan-
gerous climate change and inter alia to avoid large-scale 
climate risks such as the so-called “tipping elements”. On 
the other hand, it requires substantially increased efforts 
to reduce the general vulnerability of people and scale-up 
planned adaptation on different scales and levels. An in- 
creasing number of research and implementation activi-
ties on adaptation are taking place in different parts of the 
African continent, to better understand the issue, to define  
priorities and to test approaches. 

It is a fact that climate change leaves Africa with an 
additional development and financial burden to which it 
contributed only very little. 
As shown in Table 1, the costs of climate change may grow 
to up to ten per cent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), in 
a 4°C scenario. Recent estimates by the World Bank sug-
gest that the additional costs of adaptation to climate change 
may be in the order of USD 18 billion annually as an average 
over the next 40 years in Sub-Sahara Africa, gradually rising 
from about twelve billion in the first decade to 24 billion 
from 2040 to 2050.8 This comes as a share of African GDP 
of about 0.7 per cent on average for a scenario which lim-
its global warming to 2°C above pre-industrial levels. This 
objective has also been advocated by the EU and other de-
veloped countries, which, however, does not mean that it re-
sults in a safe world. There will already be severe humanitar-
ian consequences at that level of climate change, as they are 
already occurring now, where the world has only warmed 
about 0.8°C above pre-industrial levels. Overall, financing 
for investment as well as capacity-building and technologies 
thus must be seen as a key constraint for successful adapta-
tion on a broader scale in Africa. Priority fields of action 
include improvements in systematic observation of climate 
variability and climate change, impact and vulnerability  
assessments on different scales, and adaptation planning 
and implementation in different, vulnerable sectors (agri-
culture, water, ecosystems, energy) and in cross-sectoral  
approaches.

Columbia	University,	20064.	

Boko	et	al.,	2007	.	

See	Bread	for	the	World/Germanwatch,	20086.	

Boko	et	al.,	20077.	

World	Bank,	20098.	

°C rise 1.5 °C 2 °C 4 °C

Key Impacts Potential	yield	increases	in	East	Africa		•
and	the	highlands;	reductions	in	the	

Sahel.

Potential	increases	in	net	revenue	for		•
small	livestock	farms;	losses	for	large	

farms.

Twelve	million	people	could	be	at	risk		•
from	hunger.

Fisheries	could	be	negatively	affected		•
by	drought.

Widespread	coral	bleaching	could	occur		•
on	Indian	Ocean	coasts.

Possible	increases	in	exposure	to		•
malaria	of	0−17	per	cent;	diarrhoea	of	

-0.1−16	per	cent	and	increased	inland	

flood	deaths	of	0−127	per	cent.

Increased	flooding	resulting	in	damage		•
to	infrastructure	and	property.

Water	stress	increases,	particularly	in		•
North	Africa.

Up	to	1	per	cent	of	Sub-Saharan	spe-	•
cies	could	be	at	risk	of	extinction.

Potential	crop	yield	increases	in		•
highland	areas;	significant	reductions	

in	Southern	Africa.

Potential	increasest	in	net	revenue		•
for	small	livestock	farms,	losses	for	

large	farms.

Net	revenue	loss	to	agricultural		•
sector	could	be	as	much	as	USD	1	

billion,	about	4.7	per	cent	of	Africa´s	

total	GDP.

An	additional		million	people	could		•
be	at	risk	from	hunger.

Water	stress	could	affect	between		•
0−600	million	more	people.

Increases	in	malaria	transmission	and		•
exposure	are	possible.

Up	to	40	per	cent	of	species	in	Sub-	•
Saharan	Africa	could	at	risk	from	

extinction.

Flooding	in	coastal	areas	could	cause		•
around	US-Dollar	0	billion	worth	of	

damage.

Anticipated	drops	in	wheat,	maize	and		•
rice	crops	in	some	areas.

Increased	risk	of	hunger	among	up	to	128		•
million	more	people.

Higher	risk	of	flooding	in	low-lying	areas.	•
Potential	increases	in	net	revenue	for		•
small	livestock	farms,	losses	for	large	

farms.

Malaria	transmission	area	could	double	in		•
South	Africa		by	2100.

Increased	water	stress,	particularly	in		•
northern	and	southern	Africa.

Rainfall	could	increase	in	eastern	Africa.	•

Adaptation Strategies Regional	agreements	to	enforce	envi-	•
ronmental	and	animal	protection	laws.

Promoting	agro-ecological	approaches		•
to	farming.

Support	to	smallholders,	including		•
micro-credit	finance,	improved	seed	

varieties,	drought-tolerant	stock	and	

fertilisers,	veterinary	services,	access	to	

appropriate	technologies	for	irrigation	

systems	and	training	in	improved	soil	

and	water	management	techniques	via	

outreach	extension	services.

Reforestation	schemes.	•
Regulations	on	fossil	fuels	intensive		•
chemical	inputs.

Improving	water	storage	and	distribu-	•
tion	technologies,	establishing	user	

associations	and	payment	and	compen-

sation	schemes	for	fair	distribution	of	

water	and	natural	resources.

Improved	climate	monitoring	and		•
forecasting.

Disaster	prevention	and	response	plans.	•
Coastal	protection	measures.	•
Retrofitting	or	relocating	infrastructure,		•
development	of	building	guidelines.

Investments	in	health	services,	including		•
education	programmes,	surveillance	

systems,	staff	training	and	preventative	

measures.	

Introducing	energy	efficiency	policy	and		•
decentralised	off-grid	renewable	energy	

systems	for	rural	areas.

Support	to	the	agriculture	sector,		•
particularly	smallholders,	including	

improved	crop	varieties,	drought-

tolerant	livestock,	fertilisers	and	

farming	technology	measures,	such	

as	irrigation.

Additional	water	stress	may	require		•
larger-scale	interventions,	such	as	

water	basin	transfers	and	exploitation	

of	groundwater	supplies.

Coastal	protection	measures.	•
Explicit	conflict	mitigation	efforts	and		•
peace-building	where	necessary.

Energy	efficiency	and	on-grid	power		•
extension	to	build	human	and	indust-

rial	resilience	in	urban	areas.

Capacity	building	in	the	health	sector.	•
Biodiversity	rehabilitation	and	conser-	•
vation	efforts	scaled	up	with	tighter	

regulations	on	natural	resource	use.

Building	the	resilience	of	the	agricultural		•
sector	still	crucial.	Measures	as	before,	

potentially	on	larger	scale.

Reinforcement	or	relocation	of	industries,		•
infrastructure	and	human	settlements	via	

coastal	protection	measures.

Cost Ranges With Adaptation Minimum	USD10	billion	a	year	by	200,	and	up	to	USD	0	billion	a	year,	directly	in	response	to	climate	change.

Cost Ranges Without Adaptation 1.7	per	cent	of	Africa´s	total	GDP .4	per	cent	of	total	GDP 10	per	cent	of	total	GDP

Table 1: Summary of possible climate change impacts in Africa, adaptation strategies and cost ranges

Source:	PACJA,	2009
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Africa in the run-up to Copenhagen: A continent unites

In the provision of financial support, which is the key means 
to ultimately scale-up adaptation with the ambition required, 
“a financial commitment of at least 1.5 per cent of global GDP 
of developed countries (as set down by IPCC in its 2007 re-
port) is required, to support and enable adaptation and miti-
gation actions in developing countries”.10 With this figure, 
the bar is set quite high for developed countries, demanding 
around USD 500 billion for all developing countries. Nev-
ertheless, it should be noted that although the IPCC report 
is referred to, it is not clear precisely where this figure is de-
rived from, since scanning the IPCC report does not reveal 
such a figure. It is higher than, for example, what the group 
of G77 and China, to which all African countries belong, has 
demanded (0.5 to 1 per cent of developed countries' GDP) 
in the context of the UN climate negotiations. Interestingly, 
only six months ago, the adaptation-related positions of the 
African group submitted in the UNFCCC process demanded 
USD 67 billion per year specifically for adaptation.11

This support should come, in accordance with the 
Bali Action Plan, as “new, additional, sustainable, accessible 
and predictable finance for a comprehensive international 
programme on adaptation, which reduces vulnerability and 
increases resilience to impacts that are already occurring, 
and to impacts that are likely to occur in the future”. Ad-
dressing the nexus between failure in mitigation and in-
creased demand for adaptation as well as more severe loss 

and damages of climate change, the African governments 
recognise the increased science urgency by demanding from 
developed countries that they “reduce their greenhouse gas 
emissions by at least 40 per cent below 1990 levels by 2020 
and at least 80–95 per cent below 1990 levels by 2050, in 
order to achieve the lowest level of stabilisation assessed by 
the IPCC in its fourth assessment report”.13

In the last session of the climate change negotiations 
before Copenhagen held in Barcelona in November, the  
African Group also showed that they were serious about 
their demands when they demonstratively left a negotiat-
ing session under the Kyoto Protocol complaining about 
the lack of ambition in mitigating greenhouse gas emis-
sions by developed countries. The Ethiopian Prime Minister 
also repeatedly underlined determination to veto and de-
legitimise any global climate change agreement that is not 
consistent with Africa´s minimal position, particularly on 
financial support (this minimal position is not yet publicly 
defined).13

AMCEN,	20099.	

AMCEN,	200910.	

African	Group,	200911.	

AMCEN,	200912.	

See	http://en.cop1.dk/news/view+news?newsid=20221.	

The JAES and its action plans, which were adopted in Lis-
bon in December 2007, were meant to redefine the nature 
of the relationship between Africa and Europe. The strategy 
was an answer to the geopolitical connection of both conti-
nents and the challenge of globalisation and was intended to 
speed up the process of integration between Africa and Eu-
rope. With this common strategy, the political dialogue is to 
be developed between the EU and Africa so that it exceeds 
the current stage of pure development co-operation and is 
extended to all political issues and questions with a com-
mon interest. Then JAES should grow beyond Africa as a 
continent and not remain a strategy purely focused on "Af-
rican" questions. For the purpose of equality, it should dis-
cuss European and even world-wide subjects. In addition, 

the JAES should overcome the split support for African en-
gagements in its quest for regional and world-wide solutions 
to the most important challenges, as well as better integrate 
African and European citizens into a strategic partnership 
and thus contribute to the strengthening of the civil socie-
ties of both continents. After the approval of the principal 
standards for the common strategy by the 8th Africa-EU 
Ministerial Troika Meeting the strategy was passed during 
the second Lisbon summits EU/Africa. The JAES focuses 
on four political aims: i) The strengthening of the partner-
ship, so that it becomes a real partnership between equals; 
ii) The support of central development-political questions; 
iii) Common action to overcome global challenges, i.e. the 
climate change; and iv) The relief and support of a broadly 

Climate change in the Joint Africa-EU Strategy

Africa in the run-up to Copenhagen: A continent unites

Against this background, it is not surprising that the policy 
profile of climate change as a threat faced jointly by almost 
all African countries has sharpened, particularly since the 
Nairobi climate change conference in 2006 (COP 12). But 
it has only recently led to a unification of African govern-
ments in the run-up to Copenhagen, through a number of 
specific meetings and declarations. In February 2009, the 
Heads of African governments agreed on the “Algiers De-
claration on Climate Change” as their common position. 
In an August summit of the African Union, a committee 
of ten African Heads of States and Government on Climate 
Change (CAHOSCC) was formed, chaired by the Ethiopian 
Prime Minister, who is to represent Africa in Copenhagen. 
While the Heads of States have focused more on high-level 
messages around Africa´s expectation towards Copenhagen, 
the meetings of African environment ministers have elabo-
rated a more detailed agreement, and adopted the following 
key positions at their recent meeting in Addis Ababa (20th  
October 2009):

On a principal basis, it was agreed that 

“Africa	should	be	equitably	compensated,	in	the	context	of	envi-1.	

ronmental	justice,	for	damage	to	environmental	resources	and	

economic	and	social	losses	attributable	to	the	historic	responsi-

bility	of	developed	countries	for	climate	change.

Africa	recognises	the	United	Nations	Framework	Convention	on	2.	

Climate	Change	and	reaffirms	 its	principle	of	common	but	dif-

ferentiated	responsibilities	and	respective	capabilities	and	that	

these	should	form	the	basis	for	the	post-2012	regime.	Given	the	

uncertainties	about	the	 impacts	that	climate	change	 is	having,	

Africa’s	 adaptation	measures	 should	 be	 based	 on	 the	 precau-

tionary	principle.

With regard to adaptation, the African position is as fol-
lows9:

Adaptation	for	Africa	is	the	highest	priority;A.	

Africa,	as	the	lowest	greenhouse	gas	emitter	and	yet	the	most	B.	

vulnerable	continent,	has	the	right	to	receive	full	support	for	its	

efforts	to	adapt	to	climate	change;

The	provision	of	financial,	 technological	 and	 capacity	building	C.	

support	 by	 developed	 country	 Parties	 for	 adaptation	 in	 de-	

veloping	countries	is	a	commitment	under	the	Convention	that	

must	be	urgently	fulfilled,	recognising	that	climate	change	is	an	

additional	burden	 to	 sustainable	development	and	a	 threat	 to	

the	attainment	of	the	MDGs.
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Climate change in the Joint Africa-EU Strategy

How to drive Copenhagen when there is a lack of trust?

However, since that joint declaration, there has been little 
impetus by this partnership on the negotiations, partially 
because those responsible for moving the partnership for-
ward, in particular on the EU side, were neither closely in-
volved in the UNFCCC negotiations nor have they been a 
driving force to exploit further potential for building up a 
strategic alliance with African countries. But this is also due 
to some significant divergence in the positions of the two 
country groups and a lack of trust on both sides.

Lack of trust from Africa: The EU´s insufficient level 
of ambition and unfulfilled commitments

First, the lack of trust from the African side can simply be 
described as concerns regarding the lack of ambition on 
the part of the EU, both with regard to mitigation as well 
as finance. While the African Group demands that de- 
veloped countries reduce their emissions by 40 per cent by 
2020 (compared to 1990) – the Least Developed Countries 
(LDCs), of which many are African countries, even demand 
“at least 45 per cent” – the EU so far has only offered 30 per 
cent in the case of a new international climate change agree-
ment, tied to some further conditions on the quality of other 
countries´ commitments. Furthermore, analyses show that 
this may only result in additional domestic mitigation of 4.5 
to 10 per cent, if all possible external emission reduction 
credits and greenhouse gas sinks are included. Thus, the  
level of ambition is less than the EU often pretends. 
Second, the EU´s (only recently determined) position on 
the financial offer to developing countries lags far behind 
the African demand. The EU acknowledged a potential fi-
nance demand out of a Copenhagen agreement in the or-
der of Euro 100 billion of additional costs for adaptation 
and mitigation, of which the major share would be covered 
by the carbon market and contributions from developing 
countries themselves. The public finance demand offered 
by the EU for adaptation is suggested as Euro 10 to 24 bill-
ion for all developed countries, but with a priority for those 
which are most vulnerable. The EU is also clear in stating 
that this includes most of the African countries.
Thirdly, the history of unfulfilled promises impacts on the 
level of trust in the UNFCCC negotiations, too. One ex-
ample is that of the developed countries´ commitment to 
provide 0.7 per cent of their Gross National Income to de- 
veloping countries as Official Development Assistance, 
which is more than 30 years old and has only been fulfilled 

by very few countries. Another one is linked to the National 
Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPA) process. Least 
Developed Countries are supported under the umbrella 
of the UNFCCC to prepare NAPAs, a process which was  
initiated in 2001. Now, most of the LDCs have delivered 
their NAPAs, and many of them have identified priority 
projects as demanded. The overall costs required for imple-
mentation of these NAPA projects amount to roughly USD 
1.5 to 2 billion. So far, only USD 170 million has been paid 
into the Fund that was specifically created for this purpo-
se. The Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) has been 
paid into by developed countries as a whole, and only a few 
projects are already receiving money from the Global En-
vironment Facility, which operates the LDCF. So there is a 
big funding gap. Even the NAPAs are only about the most 
urgent needs. Many governments have highlighted that they 
have benefited a lot from the NAPA process.

Lack of trust on the part of the EU: how to ensure 
that adaptation funding is used for its intended 
purpose?

On the EU side, there is the general concern that adaptation 
funding delivered to developing countries may not be used 
for its intended purpose, which might significantly under-
mine the willingness to pay in developed countries. While 
acknowledging that adaptation priorities can only be de- 
fined and decided within developing countries, the EU also 
expects that the resources be used particularly to address 
the adaptation needs of the most vulnerable people and sec-
tors. And they require a reliable monitoring and evaluation 
system. These aspects are often countered in the UNFCCC 
negotiations by developing countries, including African 
countries, with the argument that adaptation finance is 
about compensation for damage done through the emiss-
ions, and thus no kind of conditionalities imposed by those 
who contribute the resources should be accepted.

However, it is important to note that there are two 
ways of understanding compensation: the one is the literal 
meaning of the word which implies that the recipient of the 
compensatory payment is free to use the money for what-
ever he wants. The other way of understanding it is as re-
stitution money, where recipients are entitled to receive the 
money because of the damage done, but the contributors can 
reasonably expect that the money is used for the intended 
and logical purpose, namely to respond to the damage and 

invested and far-reaching partnership by which the human 
being stands in the centre. 

In order to implement the Joint Africa-EU Strat-
egy more concretely, eight partnerships were agreed upon, 
among them the partnership on climate change with the 
priority actions to a) Build a common agenda on climate 
change policies and co-operation, and b) address land de-
gradation and increasing aridity, including the ‘Green Wall 
for the Sahara’ initiative. Obviously, the priority action a) is 
most relevant to the current political negotiation context in 
the context of Copenhagen, while b) it serves as a concrete 
initiative to respond to climate change and desertification. 
This paper will only take a closer look at priority action a).

The first action plan to implement this partnership further 
specifies the expectations towards this co-operation from 
the African side, including:

Strengthening	of	the	dialogue	between	Africa	and	the	EU		•
regarding	the	development,	transformation	and	continuation	

as	well	as	improvement	of	the	initiatives	and	the	contracts	on	

climate	change,	and	transparency	in	treating	a	constructive	

agreement,	which	will	consider	the	interests	of	Africa	for	the	

period	after	2012.

Systematic	consideration	of	adaptation	to	the	results	of	climate		•
change	as	a	column	of	the	MDGs.	

Strengthening	of	the	adaptive	capacity	of	African	countries		•
to	climate	change	by	a	competent	risk	administration,	which	

would	prepare	the	early	warning	of	the	people,	in	order	to	help	

to	decrease	the	negative	effects	of	climate	change.	

Improvement	of	assessment	and	analysis	of	the	methods	of			•
local	climate	data	by	science	centres	and	by	the	already	avail-

able	infrastructure	for	managing	the	climatic	risks	at	all	levels.	

Support	in	reducing	the	deforestation	and	improving	the	pre-	•
servation	of	the	forest	ecological	systems	by	creating	alterna-

tives	to	protect	the	livelihoods	of	the	affected	local	population.	

Two years after the Lisbon summit, and shortly before the 
Copenhagen climate summit, it is important to take stock 
of what the Africa-EU partnership on climate change has 
achieved so far, focusing here on aspects relevant to the  
UNFCCC negotiations. 

The politically most relevant event and outcome was 
the Joint Africa-EU Declaration on Climate Change, which 
was adopted immediately ahead of the 2008 UNFCCC  
Climate conference, which was held in Poznan, Poland. The 
joint press release saw the agreement as a “proof of the con-
vergence between the two continents despite the significant 

socio-economic differences separating them. This tends to 
prove that on a more global scale, great alliances are possi-
ble in the face of the emergency that is global warming.”14

On substance, the declaration both included con-
crete provisions on the desired outcome of the Copen-
hagen process and outlined specific fields of co-operation 
from both sides. For example, there was agreement that 
both Africa and the EU would work together to speed up 
the operationalisation of the Adaptation Fund established 
under the Kyoto Protocol while seeking to mobilise new and 
additional funding for adaptation. Indeed, there was sub-
stantial progress on that matter in Poznan in 2008 as well as 
throughout 2009.15 The importance of capacity-building for  
adaptation as well as and mitigation was underlined by both 
partners, including for the UNFCCC negotiations. There is 
no doubt that capacity-building is crucial to preparing de-
veloping countries to successfully cope with the challenge of 
climate change, beyond single projects. 

The declaration also touched upon issues of the fi-
nancial support and financial architecture debated under 
the UNFCCC. Not surprisingly, it did not mention any fig-
ures on financial support, since the EU back then was far 
away from having an agreed position. What was surprising 
was that the declaration contained a relatively clear state-
ment on the role of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) 
as the financial mechanism of the UNFCCC”, while the GEF 
has often been criticised by developing countries as being 
too slow and too little responsive to their needs. Because 
of that they have proposed a substantially reformed finan-
cial mechanism, where the role of the GEF would likely 
be much smaller.16 Furthermore, this statement somehow 
blurred the fact that the GEF is only an operating entity of 
the financial mechanism, as per the UNFCCC, and not the 
financial mechanism itself (this difference is not even ad-
equately understood within the EU). Now, for example, the 
Adaptation Fund Board, managing the Adaptation Fund 
under the Kyoto Protocol, is also on its way to becoming an 
operating entity.17  

African	Union/EU,	200814.	

See	Chandani,	Harmeling	and	Kaloga,	20091.	

G77	and	China,	200816.	

See	Kaloga	and	Harmeling,	200917.	
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ditional	resources	provided	for	near-term	action,	ideally	before	

Copenhagen,	in	addition	to	ODA	commitments,	since	funding	

the	NAPAs	must	be	seen	as	an	old	promise	rather	than	as	a	

bargaining	chip;

works	for	more	ambition	and	coherence	in	fund	management		•
in	a	future	climate	change	regime,	including	a	strong	role	of	the	

UNFCCC,	and	raises	additional	resources	in	particular	through	

auctioning	AAUs	(Norwegian	proposal),	possibly	connected	

with	the	Mexican	proposal,	which	identifies	an	“effort-sharing”	

through	the	adoption	of	a	formula	operationalising	the	prin-

ciple	of	common	but	differentiated	responsibilities;

increasingly	assists	African	countries	in	integrating	the	long-	•
term	climate	change	challenge	into	development	planning,	

through	exchange	in	experience	and	financial	support.

With	regard	to	the	responsibility	of	African	governments,	they		•
are	expected	to

pay	particular	attention	to	most	vulnerable	people	and	com-	•
munities	when	preparing		proposals	to	the	Adaptation	Fund,	

and	when	implementing	adaptation	programmes	(also	with	

other	funds),	with	meaningful	inclusion	of	civil	society;

do	their	homework	in	integrating	adaptation	into	development,		•
but	also	with	regard	to	making	use	of	traditional	knowledge	

and	technologies	existing	in	their	countries/regions;

build	on	existing	experience/lessons	learnt	and	activities,	in-	•
cluding	from	other	Conventions/sectors	etc.

The UNFCCC Copenhagen agreement should also address 
the importance of global, regional and national centres/net-
works for knowledge sharing and weather/climate observa-
tions and help to expand and improve the activities in Af-
rica. Generally, any Copenhagen agreement which does not 
significantly step up efforts to support adaptation to climate 
change in Africa would be a failure and also a human rights 
violation by those who are responsible for the problem. The 
EU has to play a key role here. Nevertheless, both Partners 
have to build up trust to deliver on the effective implemen-
tation of adaptation for those who are most in need, the 
most vulnerable people and communities.

Not only does the Africa-EU Strategy give civil society a spe-
cific role, it is clear that civil society co-operation on climate 
change is also crucial, in terms of practical implementation 
as well as regarding political engagement inter alia in the 
UNFCCC negotiations. Given the importance of co-opera-
tion on climate change across borders, there is no doubt that 
the Africa-EU partnership on climate change could play an 
important role in developing effective responses to the mul-
tiple challenge of climate change. A joint working group of 
African and European civil society organisations in the con-
text of the VENRO project “Africa´s prospects – Europe´s 
policies” paid particular attention to this relationship and 
identified among others the following aspects as conducive 
to an effective partnership25:

Increased	African-EU	co-operation	and	co-ordination	can	facili-	•
tate	the	Copenhagen	process;

The	expectations	regarding	the	EU	build	on	its	legal	commit-	•
ments	under	the	UNFCCC	but	also	on	the	partnership	process	

that	has	been	initiated	through	the	Joint	Africa	EU	Strategy;

African	and	European	CSOs	take	climate	change	serious	and		•
see	a	contribution	of	this	partnership	to	an	ambitious	climate	

change	agreement	as	crucial;	

It	is	not	acceptable	that	EU	countries	cut	down	ODA	in	times	of		•
an	economic	crisis	that	is	strongly	hitting	the	poorest	countries;	

commitments	must	be	delivered	in	addition	to	more	climate	

change	financing;

Exchange,	synergies	and	coherence	between	other	external		•
policy	areas,	also	in	the	Africa-EU	partnership	process,	should	

be	promoted	and	intensified.

So far, however, the Africa EU partnership on climate change 
has delivered too limited additional value to what is needed. 
Additional activities on both sides have been recommended 
in order to build up trust and to bridge gaps, since even-
tually both country groups seek an ambitious Copenhagen 
outcome, which is of essential relevance to the development 
prospects of Africa. 

For the EU, it is recommended that it 

more	actively	supports	the	rapid	implementation	of	the	NAPAs,		•
disaster	preparedness	and	other	urgent	measures	through	ad- VENRO,	20092.	

A civil society view on the Africa-EU Partnership on climate change

Adaptation to Climate Change in the Joint Africa-EU Strategy and the Copenhagen Climate Summit

How to drive Copenhagen when there is a lack of trust?

to reduce its impacts.18 And the latter understanding is cle-
arly the appropriate one which binds African governments 
to use adaptation funding for adaptation. An additional  
dimension explains why a focus on the particularly vulner-
able people within countries can legitimately be demanded, 
which is the rights-based approach to adaptation and which 
is characterised by the following conclusion of a recent  
report prepared by Office of the United Nations High Com-
missioner for Human Rights: 
“In sum, irrespective of the additional strain climate change-
related events may place on available resources, States re-
main under an obligation to ensure the widest possible en-
joyment of economic, social and cultural rights under any 
given circumstances. Importantly, States must, as a matter of 
priority, seek to satisfy core obligations and protect groups 
in society who are in a particularly vulnerable situation”.19

Interestingly, over the last couple of months, African  
governments have made statements which somehow  
suggest that they understand this concern.

The	group	of	Least	Developed	Countries,	of	which	many	are		•
African	countries,	demanded	that	“adaptation	actions	must	

therefore	focus	on	enhancing	resilience	of	developing	coun-

tries	at	various	levels,	including	communities,	local	and	central	

governments	and	national	economy”.20	

The	African	Group	demanded	as	a	principle	to	“address	the	con-	•
cerns	of	all	vulnerable	groups	whose	adaptive	capacity	is	low,	

and	in	particular	gender	and	youth	concerns,	recognizing	that	

women	and	children	are	particularly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	

climate	change”.21	

Furthermore, the African Environment ministers in the 
“2009 Nairobi Declaration on the Africa Process for Com-
bating Climate Change” stressed that “Africa´s priorities are 
to implement climate change programmes with a focus on 
adaptation in such a way as to achieve sustainable develop-

ment […], with emphasis on the most vulnerable groups, 
especially women and children”. Additionally, the ministers 
called for the “involvement of women, young people and 
persons with disabilities […] to ensure an effective African 
response to climate change”.22

Finally it has to be mentioned that all Parties to the  
Kyoto Protocol, including many countries from the African 
continent, adopted as a strategic priority of the Adaptation 
Fund in 2008 that “in developing projects and programmes 
de-veloping countries shall give particular attention to the 
needs of the most vulnerable communities”.23

Thus, there are commitments by African govern-
ments to build on which are quite relevant to a targeted and 
rights-based use of adaptation funding. The negotiations on 
a Copenhagen agreement have not yet seen a concrete pro-
posal, neither from developing nor from developed coun-
tries, on how such a priority can be implemented best. At 
least the recent UNFCCC non-paper 53, which is a product 
of the negotiating process, still contains a paragraph that in 
the provision of support priority should be given to particu-
larly vulnerable sectors, people, groups, communities and 
ecosystems.24 Nevertheless, it is bracketed, which means 
that it is not yet agreed. However, it would be an impor-
tant link on which further elaboration of modalities could 
be based. Further clarification is needed of how to monitor 
and evaluate supported adaptation actions in this regard.  

See	Mueller	and	Gomez-Echeverri,	200918.	

OHCHR,	200919.	

LDCs,	200920.	

African	Group,	200921.	

AMCEN,	2009:22.	

UNFCCC,	2008:	1/CMP.42.	

FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/14,http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/24.	

awglca7/eng/14.pdfVENRO,	2009
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