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The European Union (EU) has played a prominent role in the global politics of the envi-
ronment.This chapter examines how EU external environmental policy was established
onthe basis of internal policies. Despite problems of coordination and coherence under
shared competence, the EU has been able to exercise leadership in global environmen-
tal governance and most significantly in the development of the climate change re-
gime. Because the latter concentrates on reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
the EU has faced the challenge of aligning its energy and climate policies, and internal
and external action has been closely interrelated, raising questions of climate and en-
#10y security, The second part of the chapter traces the way in which the Union has tried
tolead the negotiation of an international climate regime up until the 2015 Paris confer-
ence and considers the ways in which the different energy interests of the member
states have been accommodated in order to sustain European credibility. Finally, there
53 analysis of the problems encountered by the Union as a climate negotiator.
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Introduction

olicy in general, and climate change policy in particulay,
[EU involvement in the processes wm global governance. A theyy,

key areas o1 hapter is that in this area there is a very close relationship b
through %M nﬁnmam_ policies of the Union. The acquisition of interng] co
Eﬁ_ﬂm._ m:mmnﬁnm?m Community (now Union) participation in a wide ray,
WMM:MNE:%BSE cooperation, from Em regulation of EWSE.SE_ trade i
hazardous waste to the Kyoto Protocol. .>m will be %Eosﬂ.ﬁﬁ.& in the discussio of
the links between external climate E,_m internal m.zmnmx _uo,:nx Internationg] Tequire.
ments have also driven domestic policy mo_‘B.Em:ws within the m,c. Since the 1980;,
sustainable development has provided the Hm_:ﬁo_@ of m_ovmj nﬂﬁ&ﬁ:ns.m_ politics,
For the EU this highlights problems of ‘coherence’ between its environmental ;. ade,
Ttalsg

Environmental p TePresen,
€ —.Ez.::m
tweey, the
Eﬂmnn:ng
geof intey.

and development policies, which can limit their m:mnﬁ?‘nsm.mm msm_ﬂmm:::mnw.
links to two of the key themes of this volume: the functioning of mternationa] rel,.
tions within the EU and the links berween the EU and broader processes of interna.
tional relations. . o

Despite this, and some of the limitations of noaan__nm:o.: and competence that wj)
be examined in this chapter, the EU has made m:.o.=m .n_mE.ﬁ to E.Samzo:& leader-
ship. This has been of some significance for the Cd_.o:m emergent international idep.
tity. Whatever the failings of the Common Foreign and mw.n:dq Policy (CFsp),
climate leadership did provide an arena in which success might be claimed and iy
which the EU could be regarded as constituting a ‘power’ (thus providing evidence
for the third of the key themes in this volume), orchestrating regime construction,
mediating between the developed and developing worlds, and taking on the US gov-
ernment over climate and other issues. ‘

Engagement with the international regime for climate change, from its inception
in the late 1980s, has required that the Union take action to limit emissions from the
burning of fossil fuels. There had already been some limited connection _um."zﬁa_
energy and environmental policy in the campaign to combat ‘acid rain’ deposited by
emissions from power stations during the 1970s and 1980s, but now ﬁro_m&_n re-
form of the ways in which Europe generated and used energy became essential vo.&
to fulfilling EU obligations under the Kyoto Protocol and to maintaining the credibil-
ity of the Union’s position in the search for a new post-2020 climate agreement.
However, the Union had not developed an effective common energy policy and .S.
tered into the climate negotiations of the 1990s without a credible Fc:&._:%
(Adelle, Pallemaerts, and Chiavari 2009). Leadership in the developing EREESH_W_
climate change regime required that such an internal basis be established, but cr
mate and energy policy impinged upon some core member state interests revealing
major differences between countries at different levels of economic mné_%_ama
with diverse ‘energy mixes' and dependence upon external suppliers. Thus m:as__s
change policy is illustrative of another of the themes of this volume, highlighting ¢
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mc::& of the EU as an international systemin i

Isown rj
or states, and latterly the European Parlia ght, as the Commis-

memb . ) ment sirugejeq
. requirements in a w. . L0 reconcile
iffering encrey ! ay that would fulfil (he Union’s jnger
na-

| obligations and ambitions.
ona energy and environmental policy had become ¢
.o__nnn:mswﬁ it was also clear that there were significa
Jimate rities between conceptions of energy and clj
ﬁ_na%a be framed in terms of security of supply,
ended 6?. largely orthodox kind. On the other
ations © erent perspective in which environmen

aier difleren” fthe Union. Examini

helon ger-term interests of the Union. Examining the varioys Ways in which policies
. . I

onflict OF provide much sought after Synergies' is 4 useful approach to ex

¢

i climate—eneTEY _nczzmnno? it m_mo._uai%m An important example of attempts to
schieve sustainability Hr_.ﬁ.Em.r EU policy coherence, both interna] and external,

Afierits successes in ratifying :.Hn Kyoto Protocol and initiating, in 2005, the world's
rs international emissions trading scheme (the EUS Emissions Trading System or
£19), the Union found it much more difficult to take the lead in attempts to develop
anew comprehensive climate regime. The Copenhagen climate conference of 2009
as seen as 4 Major reverse but the EU was able to lead the negotiation of the 2011
Durban Platform that provided a basis for the 2015 Paris Agreement. These events
prompt an analysis, in the final section of this chapter, of the factors tha determine
thesuccess or failure of the EU in climate diplomacy. Some of these relate to coordina-
iion and competence problems peculiar to the EU as a negotiator, but probably more
significant are changes in the structure of the international system and the complex
policy interactions that lie behind the attempt to build a new ‘Energy Union’.

giom
heir d
1
ntangled in the politics of
it contradictjong and com-
cimate security, Energy policy
With many externg] policy impli-
hand, climage Security involved a
tal changes Ppotentially threateneqd

amining

Environmental policy

The environment received not 2 mention in the Treaty of Rome. The Treaty’s focus
Was upon economic regeneration and expansion and, as the 1955 Messina Declara-
tion had noted, ‘Putting more abundant energy at a cheaper price at the disposal of
the European economies constitutes a fundamental element of economic progress’.
The full consequences of success in this enterprise could not have been grasped by
the authors of the Treaty of Rome. Nonetheless, activists in the Commission were
able to provide creative interpretations of some of its articles such as to allow the
atly development of environmental policy. The first piece of environmental legisla-
llon s traceable to a 1959 directive on radiological protection under the European
Abmic Energy Community (Euratom) Treaty, to be followed by a range of measures
atused the harmonization of standards within the Common Market to insert envi-
Tonmental rules, The types of issue covered were vehicle emissions and packaging
sandards, which if not regulated by the Community, could resultin distortions to the
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ds and services within the market. This ‘niche’ approach
free (low of goods m_ land institutional position of environmen;g] po
sitated by the weak nMMhQ basis in the European Coal and Steel Cop,
gy _En___h Moﬂmcnm of energy mix, supply, and taxation remain wi
t Wﬁ state governments (Article 176(a), Treaty on the F
o far as the Union has been able to develop energy
hrough the utilization of single market, competition, and other Commyp
vmn.a throug ences including those that were to develop for the nsﬁwopan.: ity
c:.,”o_ﬂsn“”wmw of green political consciousness within the USA and many 2:.2 ad
n n_v cicties was evident from the late 1960s, and the United Nations Uy _.
vanced 50 dmark conference on the human environment (United Nations noES
ence on the Human Environment) E Stockholm :-._EJn .G.E. In October of _Mﬁ
year the Paris summit of the original six members m:.& Britain, Denmark, and Irelanq
issued a formal declaration that henceforth mno:o,a:n growth would be lempereq by
a concern to protect the environment Az_mmo:Enw 2001, 47). A number of
v:w_ﬁ._nnm accidents and environmental disasters alongside an msnwnmm__zm Tecogn.
tion of the scale of transboundary pollution encouraged European action O prote;
the environment—a pProcess that was generally promoted by ‘green leader states,
Denmark, the Netherlands, and Germany (Andersen and Lielferink 1997), In 1973
an environmental action programme was announced, the first of successive
programmes under which a mass of protective legislation was to be generated—ip
excess of 250 specific acts. By the 1990s action on the environment had resulied i
one of the most substantial areas of European law. European Community (EC) and
now Union competences (where the right to make policy passes from the member
states to the Union) were acquired in a range of significant areas, including atmos-
pheric and water quality, the disposal of hazardous waste, noise abatement, and the
protection of wildlife and habitats—to the extent that upwards of 80 per cent of
member state domestic environmental legislation is initiated by EU environmental
directives. Environmental policy achieved treaty recognition in the Single European
Act (SEA) of 1986 and is now incorporated in the Treaty of Lisbon (Articles 191 and
192, TFEU). A ‘high level of protection and improvement of the quality of the
environment' is one of the objectives of the Union, which shall also ‘contribute to the
sustainable development of the earth’ (Article 3, (3,5)).

In fact, for most issues involving environmental policy, competences are shared
between the Union and the member states (Article 4(e), TFEU).' The proportions of
competence vary by issue. For example, in relation to trade in hazardous waste there
isavery high degree of Union competence, while for climate change there are impor-
tant areas of exclusive member state competence. For EU environmental policy
under Article 191, the normal legislative procedures apply, which means the applica-
tion of qualified majority voting (QMV) in the Council and co-decision with the
Parliament. Questions of shared competence and internal legislative procedures
rﬁ.n significant implications for the role and effectiveness of the EU in internationél
environmental politics, to which we shall now turn.

3 heceg.
licy, Actig,
GE,.E ang
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:sn:oazw of
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petence of mem
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e m___m:_m:o__m_ dimension

¢ areas, such as transport, it was evident that the im
d not easily be contained within the boundaries

nber states, of course, already had a range of existing i
get. Me 1 teeaty obligations. Whereas in the case of irade ith
n  authority to negotiate on behalf of all members b,
0 ission, this was hardly the case elsewhere. Indeed,

over rights 10 conduct mx”ﬁm_m___ @o.:@ was mmq.osw_w contested by some member
e mo,a:_nﬁ:m., It was only following a significant lega] judgment of the Euro-
surt of Justice (ECJ) (European Road Transport Agreement (ERTA), ECJ Case
0,31 March Sq.;. see w%x W_N.C :M.H the ‘parallel’ qn._m:osm_.% between internal
d external EC policy was :E. y wm,ﬁm ished. The precise terms and circumstances
segiven in Box 12.1 and mnn.m_mz_:nma because the mm.;_.:mmﬁn:ﬂ provided the
pasis UpoN which the ﬁoz:.b,ﬁm_os was able to assert its right to represent the EC
cwternally where internal environmental policy competence had been achieved.

The judgment provided the basis for Pparticipation of the Q:::EEQ (and now
____ncao:v alongside member states in international negotiations. Both were allowed
1o be signatories 10 international undertakings, known as ‘mixed agreements’. [n ne-
gotiations it is possible .moﬂ either :_.n Commission or the Presidency to take the lead
in representing the Union, depending upon their competences, and this has some-
times irritated and bewildered outsiders who have to interact with the EU, Further-
more, there is a need to attain agreement during a negotiation among the member
sutes such that there is usually an internal EU negotiation being conducted within
the international meeting. Much time, which arguably might be used more produc-
tively,is spent by the Commission and national officials in coordination meetings that
mirror Council Working Groups sur place sometimes described as the ‘EU bunker'
(Afionis 2011, 346). With a rotating Presidency, shared competences, and an increas-
ing number of member states, it might have been expected that the EU would be an
ineffective environmental negotiator, hamstrung by its own internal deliberations
and capable only of moving at the speed of the slowest member state. However, as we
shall see, the EU was able to make credible claims to leadership in environmental di-
plomacy, although its internal arrangements can still cause difficulty. The entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty reopened debates about the extent of Union competence
and the right to represent the EU in climate and other environmental negotiations. In
dimate and other negotiations there is now a pragmatic compromise whereby repre-
statatives of the Commission and of the member state ‘president in office’ sit behind
4single EU nameplate and share representational duties.?

Evenifl the EU was able 1o organize itself for the conduct of environmental diplo-
macy, there remained the question of external recognition. The Community and
w%“:h“_n_c_:os w:.wow .SSEM_:EE_ legal personality, that is to say they have the
Sats “m_: 10 incur international obligations in the same way as ﬂ_wn Evama

- However, although the Commission may assert the Union’s right to

plications of the ECs
of the Common Mar-
niernational commit-
ad been clear from the
ad to be translerred to
the very idea of hand-
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ERTA: from internal to external competence
covered relatively mundane road transport issues. It was the inte
at a common transport policy should be developed ang ¢
p of a common framework of rules (Article 71, Treaty, ¢,
Because road transport operated right across the Europ
2an

continent and involved member states and :o:-BmBMmﬁ_m m___nw.d there was g Clear logic to
ensuring that common standards were maintained m,:q&” M su Hm.chw 8S 1est periggs i

drivers were ot handled differently on either side of the Community’s boundarigg
|n 1962 the attempt to provide a set of Europe-wide regulations commenceq With the
European agreement concerning the work of crews and vehicles engageg

Mtion of
hat this
Stabigy.

The case at 1ssue
the Treaty of Rome th
would involve the setting u
ing the European Community).

signature of @ h
in international road transport (ERTA). Among the signatories were five of the Six EC
states, but insufficient ratifications waere obtained during the 1960s for the agreemen B

into force. Meanwhile the Community took the first steps towards the common
envisaged in the Treaty of Rome, when at the end of the decade it leg-
monization of social legislation relating to road transport (Regulation
red, involving driver standards and rest periods, were essen.
tially similar to those covered in the ERTA. New negotiations to revise and ratify the latter
had begun in 1967 and, aware of this, the member states agreed in a Council meeting of
May 1970 to concert their national approaches to the negotiations and ensure they werg
in line with the new Community regulation. The Commission reacted to this apparenty
sensible arrangement by taking legal action against the Council at the ECJ, calling for the
ncil's decision on the negotiations to be annulled. Thus began the legal proceedings,
known as the ERTA case, that were to define the relationship between internal and ex.
ternal competence and which served as the basis for much subsequent external policy
development by the Community (ECJ case 22/70, 31 March 1971).

The argument of the Council was that the member states were quite within their
rights to continue to negotiate the ERTA on an intergovernmental basis because the
Treaty did not so provide in the area of transport and that ‘authority to enter into agree-
ments with third countries cannot be assumed in the absence of an express provision in
the Treaty’ (ECJ 22/70). On the issue of principle, the Court disagreed and sided with the
Commission. It found that the authority to negotiate externally ‘arises not only from an
express conferment by the Treaty but may equally flow from other provisions of the
Treaty and from means adopted’ (ECJ 22/70, 16). Once the Community has laid down
common rules in whatever form, the member states ‘no longer have the right, acting
individually or even collectively, to undertake abligations with third countries which affect
those rules or alter their scope’ (ibid., 17). Thus ‘the system of internal Community meas-
ures may not be separated from that of external relations’, This doctrine of ‘parallelism’
between internal and external policy, and that competence for one implies the other, has

enter
transport policy,
islated on the har
543/69). The matters covel

Cou

:mma of critical importance in the development of EU external a_mao:m.i\l\_

participate in international organizations, this has not always been accepted by
outsiders and the Union is recognized as a full member of relatively few internd-
tional organizations.

These include the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the UN Food and A
culture Organization but not the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)

gri-
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» =Nergy, and Climate ¢,
hange

UN Q%aﬂm_ >mmn3_u€. _d.Em m:..ﬁvo:mz%m:o?__m m:msé&_g ._
the mss.qoz:ﬁ:E_ politics has been the struggle for reco e the EU in in-

ERTA judgment allowed mssﬂo:.:_mam:w minded Q:EMM&N__._ .om.ﬁ Is (i
- onment and Consumer Protection Service in DG Ill—a dedj a m (in
mEM was set uP only in 1981) to assert the external com o Eavian.
D gside the member states.” This first occurred at a RMM”“.MN_M ”rn Com-
oan Convention for the protection of the Rhine against chemical M:iy.:_ the
d by the Barcelona Convention of 1976 for the protection oq_.u_.. “_:o? to
¢ Community could bring to the table not onlyits e Mediter-

(, more _us.msmem? a budgetary contribution,
c_._mt the end of the mmnmw_n Mrm .MHoBS:EQ was m:_mNm& on a broader scale with
_=_w_.=m:o=m_ attemplts to . ea 5_. transboundary air pollution and acid rain. The
Emc%:.cam moﬂ._ a convention ,o= o:m..wmnmm d.mnmwonmamé Air Pollution (LRTAP)
nder the auspices of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe were
emselves, in part, a consequence o.m the changes in Fast-West politics and the Hel-
gnki process that had helped to stimulate the development of European Political
Cooperation during the 1970s. Just as the EC had competence for the trade aspects
o Bast-West relations, so it had competence for questions of atmospheric pollution
andforthe implementation of any agreement arrived at. Previcusly the Soviet Union
and itsallies had refused to recognize the Community, a practice thar involved avoid-
ing eye contact with Commission officials at UN meetings and leaving the room
when they spoke. Now, in the hope that the Council for Mutual Economic Assis-
unce (COMECON) would achieve similar recognition, a special status of Regional
Economic Integration Organization (REIO) was agreed for the EC, which has ever
since served to allow the participation of the Community alongside the member
suates. The Union remains the only extant example of an REIO but most recent
global environmental conventions on biodiversity, desertification, persistent organic
pollutants, climate, etc. contain an REIO clause. This allows the Union to be a full
participant and signatory according to its competences and to cast the votes of all the
member state parties, but not to vote in addition to them. By contrast, energy ques-
tions were rarely subject to international cooperation, rather to the dictates of an
ofien erratic market sometimes subject to political manipulation. In 1974 as a direct
result of the oil crisis the International Energy Agency (IEA) was formed to agree on
the stockpiling of reserves. It has subsequently provided a forum for research and
analysis in which the EU participates, but not as a full member. Much later, in 2009,
the only other formal attempt at global energy governance, the International Renew-
able Energy Agency, was created with the EU as a full member alongside the member
states (Van de Graaf 2013).

__Em_.:u_ environmental legislation gathered pace during the 1980s, and Commu-
““Mhoﬂtm_nznn was definitively established through the treaty amendments agreed
o, M m_.m> of G.mo. which also intreduced QMV in the Council. These events
. with a .#.ﬁ@ of significant external opportunities for the development of
,‘S:o:_”o:_m_ policy. From 1985 to 1987 the Montreal Protocol to the swwum Con-
1o combat depletion of the stratospheric ozone layer, was negotiated. The

19738

policy competences
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heavily involved, although not always Eomcﬁ?.m_x

often dominated by the interests & m:_,cﬁm.mz chemical F..Eminm °
on was (00 0 roduction of ozone-depleting chemicals ?ZoS:zoanm& at
8==njmﬁw_.m complained that constitutional wrangling within the m
CFCs). US :.nmoﬂma_uﬂna the conduct of negotiations (Benedick 1997y o
pean delegation as achieved on what has become probably the mos; Successhy .
less, umnnwama ”o:m_ environmental regime. This was also the las; Occasig nd
52_”& ﬁﬁﬂ“ﬁm:& in 2009-16, that the USA, as opposed to Europe, ¢
o M ﬁMM_.on_ environmental leadership.

—umnm :
i Use j
Community was 1S po.
sitil
wished to ons,

urp.

1, ungj
ould lay

clai

Sustainable development

The late 1980s was a period of intense ._s.ﬁs.mco:p_ .S<.:o=~_=§s_ activity leading
to the negotiation of global conventions on nruz,:n, ?o&:ﬁﬁ.ﬂ. and %mmzwmnmaoa_
all of which were scheduled to be signed at the ‘Earth m.EdsE, to be held in gj, in
1992, formally the United Nations ﬁo:?.nmznm on msSS:.EnE and Developmey
(UNCED). In 1987, in preparation for this landmark meeting, the Brundtlang .
port (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987) popularized the
concept of sustainable development. Sustainable g.mé_owamjﬂ has become 3 very
significant idea for the EU and for the wider discussion ow the linkages between eco-
nomic activity, development, and environmental degradation. There are many diffe;.
ent and changing interpretations, but its political essence is that there can be o
progress without a political and financial accommodation between the desire of the
north to avoid ecological degradation and collapse and the urgent demands of
the south for development and poverty reduction. Since Rio the Union has embraced
the concept as one of its primary objectives, to be ‘mainstreamed’ in its policies. The
extent to which sustainability can go beyond more conventional and limited ideas of
environmental protection is evident from the European Council’s own definition:

It is about safeguarding the Earth’s capacity to support life in all its diversity and is
based on the principles of democracy, gender equality, solidarity, the rule of law and
respect for fundamental rights, including freedom and equal opportunities for all. It
aims at the continuous improvement of the quality of life and well-being on Earth for
present and future generations. To that end it promotes a dynamic economy with full
employment and a high level of education, health protection, social and territorial cohe-
sion and environmental protection in a peaceful and secure world.

(European Council 2006a)

One need not go quite this far to recognize that once environmental policy was e
framed in terms of sustainability, the common commercial, agricultural, and [isher-
ies policies of the Union and its extensive development activities could :m:__x_x
excluded. They often provided a source of embarrassment because of the ecologicd
and developmental consequences of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) andthe

The Challenge of the Environment, Energy, ang Climate Ch
g ange

ich fisheries policy, for example, not only served to
d actual damage to sustainable livelihoods else

where.* A mai
. . . or chal-
in attempting to integrate external environme Jor cha

i ntal policy with
mains 1 . Policy with fisher-
nd transport polic ;
development, a port policy in pursyj, of the commitmens 1o

cability contained in the Treaty on European Uniop and expressed in (he revi-
he Community Treaty from _wm.\. onwards. The problem is ofien described
olicy ‘coherence’, both horizontal (between the differeny activities of the
y and vertical .eum%n.mu :._W __uuw._,o::nm of the &a:&n_. States and the Union).
e Common Fisheries Policy A_MEQ._M h_oi sz_%.ﬂmo.Em a _u_”onam of transformation
o aregime for the .w:ms:m%nn - An exp En”:o: of fish stocks. Trade policy
only been marginally affecte Dy environmental concerns for WTQ and bilateral
_éo%:o:m continue to be mo.::nmﬁa by a set of zero-sum commercial assump-
neg while it is easy to be cynical about these matters, it remains the case that the
Mm_m almost alone among WTO members in taking issues such as animal welfare,
rade impact assessments, and nnw.._mw»__ynm. seriously.
There is, here, a key sustainability issue in the ‘coherence’ of he U
shere trade, development, and m:ﬁ..odﬂ.m:ﬂ frequently appear to pull in opposing
firections. Coherence between Hrm. CH..:onm approaches towards energy and climate,
ohich we shall discuss, overlaps significantly with these other areas. There has, for
gample, been pressure for border tax adjustments 1o shield industries subject to the
higher energy costs imposed by the EU’s internal ETS from external competition.
substantial efforts were made in the Cardiff process (launched in 1998) and
dsewhere to encourage ‘horizontal’ policy coherence in the pursuit of sustainable
development, although it is difficult to judge their success and there has been ‘no
significant impact’ on climate and energy coherence (Adelle, Pallemaerts, and
Chiavari 2009, 50). Sustainable development was the keynote theme of the 1992 Rio
conference, and the EU has continued to be a leading player in subsequent UN
follow-up’ conference diplomacy. At Rio, much effort was devoted to drafting
Agenda 21, a massive compendium of good sustainable development practice, which
stll has currency. It was clear that much of its content was covered by Community
competence, but the Commission was burdened with the problem of its lack of
status at the UN. The latter remained an organization of sovereign states and the EC
wasonly admitted by the General Assembly in 1973 as an observer without speaking
orvoling rights. Great effort was extended by the Commission in advance of UNCED
©improve this situation, sometimes in the teeth of member state opposition. As a
testlt the following footnote was added to Agenda 21:

ﬁ—mﬁ—mﬂh m_.uhcmugu fish

ies

Union

nion’s policies

When the term Governments is used, it will be deemed to include the European Eco-
fomic Community acting within its areas of competence.
In contrasy 10

Rio, where (he
tonfe
m_os

Practices established by the Conventions including those signed in
Union has the status of an REIO, the UN General Assembly, and its
*ences and commissions continue to deny [ull representation to the Union
gside the member states (Vogler and Stephan 2007).
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?___w.“_“_z shiig thiat the LU has been able o provide s geey

rred within 2 specific
E_._.a_ coment, The ending of the Cold War and the tpsutye o ol environemen.

certy I the late 1930 previded a political space witkin which the £4) could
l eoth sttt 18 Jeadership based upon s intermnal policy achievements, However,
g _q“‘x_sr fittle desubt that the international prominenice o EU environmental
_ﬁz .s% i iy ways the reciprocal of Us abdication, should always be remem-
nh_w___n_ the USA virtually invented modern environmental policy and was up until
ihe Jate 10805 & clear leader. There bs probably no other area thar can rival that of

dinate chags: it terms of the profile attained by the £U a1 the experse of the USA
(Vogher and Bretherton 2006},

=s w_msms and o.=u_.=< _._a_uﬂa‘a

The dssue of climute change emetged on to the interational agenda at the end of the
(9808, Por the LU I represented both i profound challenge and an opportunity, The
problesns wssocluted with the enlanced greenhouse effect were very different from
those that could be more narrowly classified under he heading of environmental
policy, although DG Tor Environment and e environmental formation of the Coun-
dlof Ministers were 1o take the lead, Mitigating emissions of GHGs and adapting o
the ikely consequences of increases in mean global temperatures set the most severe
ind varied chillenges (o policy and, unlike other environmental problems, such as
sttospherie ozone depletion, potentiually touch almost every aspect of the economy

saclety, The problem wis compounded by lack of scientific certainty as 1 pre-
dicted emperature vises and assoclared climatie impacts, The Intergovernmental
Panel on ¢ lige Change (IPCC) was created in 1988 to provide authoriative re-
YW ol the evidence, Over the perlod of the EU fnvolvement in climate politics,
WCC amensmenty have steadily nurrowed the range of uncertainty at least as far as
e pobabiliy of substuntial tises in mean temperatures consequent on human
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ned. Taking this into account, the EU _...mm been wod:&:& sin,

activities are coneer ean increase in global temperature (since Pre-indusriy lim, ce
1996 to holding the =_,_n<~_ of 2°C (in 2016 the increase is at 1°C). The gy has m_sé
below _rn.%z.mﬁ.o:m”a& to many other governments, its policy is baseq Wpon Nm
m:nmnn_._gr in MMM: < evidence. However, the 2°C threshold has beey, Widely 2_,_,,.
w«&% é_,_\“_m_:mmmmwa inadequate (Victor and Fennel 2014). -
cized as

hange has been an international issue because the atmos
Climate chan,

regarded as a ‘global noBEozu m:..a the ﬁﬁ—wﬂ?mzom O\Mmﬂgﬂm.ﬁr”uamn quality m& asty.
_ the characteristic of a public good. Accor Em.x concerted Mitery,
ble o_::mﬁ.n rmw sary il only to prevent ‘freeriding’, a situation where ¢
o .mn:E.d W wnmm,: Noa pollution controls adopted by others Withoyy wsz,an
countries E_m_ <,&ad§m are other requirements for cooperative internationg) z_m”w_
the costs _”,a?s n_.Em of scientific investigation and, most important, the transfe; of
as &»:I.M e hnology to allow developing nations to participate in Mmitigating ey,
:.:._ﬁ_m usn_ Hnummvﬂ to climate change. There is also a key element of compensaig,
m_osmmu”ma restrictions on their growth that may be required to restrain GHG emjs.
MMMm.oHrm ﬁz climate regime that has developed from the Convention o Climaye
Change of 1992 attempts to cope with these vqozwq,_m. :,_..mm a somewhat naryg,,
territorial approach to the changing climate, fecognizing mE.OT_Hmm but Prioritizing
reductions in carbon dioxide (Vogler 2016, 13-34).° With shipping and aviation gy.
cluded from the current UNFCCC regime, this places a heavy _miwrmm.m on reducing
energy-related carbon dioxide emissions. Thus from the beginning of Fy involye-
ment, climate policy has been related to energy policy and the EU has sought not only
to abide by the agreements that it has signed but more than that, 1o establish credibil-
ity through leadership by example. This effort has been beset by a number of difficul-
lies because although climate and energy policy may be seen as noEw_mEmssq o
one another, there are also contradictions. These can be usefully explored by consig-
ering the various concepts of security that underpin the EU’s approach. Security, de-
fined as the avoidance of a range of physical threats, economic scarcities, and related
politico-military dangers will, we can assume, be the ultimate end of Union policy.

ﬁ:ﬁn Euz rn

tion:

Climate and energy security

In classical accounts of international relations, security typically implies the absence
of, or the ability to resist, a threat of armed attack across borders. In the search for
security the struggle for scarce energy resources characterized a large number of
20th century conflicts. Less well understood in the academic and policy literature
was the way in which a changing climate could not only stimulate conflict over di-
minishing resources but also lead to various other forms of instability and war (Bar-
1ett2001). Such an awareness of what we may call the orthodox security implications
of climate change has now become part of the approach adopted in the European
Security and Defence Policy. Climate change was placed on the UN Security Council
agendaby the UK in 2007 and again by Germany in 2011. It was also no_._n%:_m_:&

The Challenge of the Environment, Energy, and Climate Change

ents as 2 ‘threat multiplier’ (European Council 200:
:BE serve to exacerbate existing conflicts with, for
. in Alrica, or even 0 create new ones such as the
ification ! ice. Over the longer term, the predictions of
R:Mm increases including sea-level rise, forest die-},

d. have direct security implications for Europe.
%___:ﬁ_ lan ,1&, is a treaty objective of the Union (Article 194(1), TFEU). Confys-
Energy Secd h obviously related to the other notions of security—it tends to haye
am_v,\m:_:ocwa meaning. As Yergin (2006, 70) points out, it is defined in the deve]-
arather &MMM simply the availability of sufficient supplies at affordg

S_ Emvlnmm.v:_
oped ” e it may be seen in terms of security of demand’ for €nergy exports or in the
dsewn€

) ¢ ‘the reassertion of state control over “strategic resources” " The EU has
Russian cas ith a security-of-supply problem over many years. Depend
heen faced Wi has been recognized as a source of EU vulnerability since
%:& mﬂ__.‘_mwpoqo.m and was re-emphasized by the interruption of gass
m__o%.g the winters of 2006 and 2009. The Union currently depends
Russid _“%o:m to meet approximately 50 per cent of its needs, a pr
aa_m:_.mn dramatically over the next 20-30 years. A standard res,
12_ curity is to diversify sources of supply. For the EU this has
w””_u ecause it is heavily dependent upon Russia, Norway, and Algeria for vital im-
ports of hydrocarbons. With the decline of the UK’ North Sea oil reserves, all
member countries share an acute dependence on imported oil mainly sourced from
the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries states in the Middle Fast (see
Tible 12.1). Just a mention of many of the countries listed in Table ]
ighlight the way in which there is a volatile and difficul; interaction
EUs energy requirements and ongoing conflicts within the EUs

Also, the levels of vulnerability of the member states differ s
most self-sufficient in gas and coal, others such as France ha
pawer generation sectors, while still others such as Romania and Bulgaria are de-
pendent upon a single Russian supplier as a consequence of infrastructure transiting
Ukizine that dates from the era of the Cold War. In 2006 and then again in 2009 and
2014 this vulnerability was starkly underlined by disputes between Russia and the
Ukszine over the pricing of natural gas, which led the former to shut off supplies.
The knock-on effect was that EU members reliant on the same pipelines also suffered
adinterdependence in the supply of gas was a continuing element in deteriorating
relations with the Russian Federation. The Commission’s response is revealing in
that it highlights the continuing absence of coordination and transparency between
the member States over energy issues and the lack of a properly functioning internal
HMHW M:E_AE. both of which would be required to ensure an effective response AS
g :n of nsn_.m.ﬂ security challenges encountered in &n .w:mm;_: B_u.:o:mrﬁ
s:ow 4an noBS_m.mHo: 2009b). From the 1990s the Commission has been E<o_,,~ma

8struggle with the member states over the ‘unbundling’ of energy production

ang . - . 3
aMsmission networks and their efficient interconnection. Steps towards this

8a). Thus a chang-
xample, increasing
se presaged by the
he effects of global
ack, and loss of ag-

ence on im-
the oil-price
upplies from
upon hydro-
oportion that
Ponse to energy
proved to be a prob-

2.1 serves to
between the
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U energy imports 2013

sources of E

TABLE 12.1

Nat
Crude oil ural gas

335 Russia 380 _,
Russia |

n7 Norway 25 ,,
Norway
Libya 56 Algeria 128

1Dy
Qatar
Saudi Arabia 8.6 67
Nigeria 8.1 Libya 18
_ .

Kazakhstan 58 Nigeria %
Azerbaijan 48 Trinidad 0%
Iraq 36 Peru 05
Algeria 29 Turkey 02
Others 14.4 Others 69
Figures are percentages of total EU energy imports.
Source: Eurostat 2015, Main ongins of pnmary energy imports, EU 28, 2003-2013, EU 28, 2003-2013
Eﬁzm ec.europa ew/Eurostat/statistics explained/findex.php/File:Main_origins of primary energy
imports_EU_28,2003-13.
.

have been achieved in the ‘third energy package’ but in 2014 the EU ‘still lackeq
the fully integrated electricity and gas markets that it deems vital to a ?:&o:,sm
internal energy market’ (Schubert, Pollak and Kreutler 2016, 166). The developmen
of new nuclear plant and the controversial adoption of ‘fracking’ technology could
help to lessen energy dependence alongside the Union’s policies on renewable re-
sources and energy saving, but a resort to external policy is still unavoidable:

[Elnergy must become a central part of all external EU relations: it is crucial to geopoliti-
cal security, economic stability, social development and international efforts to combat
climate change. The EU must therefore develop effective energy relations with all its
international partners.

(European Commission 2006a, 17)

Within this remit there have essentially been two policy approaches to energy securily
The first involved an attempt to create a common regulatory space around the EU,
effectively extending its own market rules into a ‘pan-European energy communily’
Unlortunately, individual member states continued to negotiate their own energy sup-
ply deals with the Russian government, which in its turn was happy to profit from divi-
sions within the EU and to resist Brussels’s calls, in the Energy Charter Treaty, for
liberalization of its own energy industry. The other European strategy for security of
energy supply has a more ‘geopolitical’ intent. The word is often employed rather
loosely asa synonym for international politics, but in this case it is appropriate because

The Challenge of the Environment, Energy, ang cjimage cp
! ange

itical mnomnmeS_ location of oil and gas

ity through EBEEW mwvmzmnnnm ona m.#:w_m supplier or route through sup-
puilding of new pipelines. :.._ reality this has spawne 5 number of complex
sial struggles for economic advantage and regiona| dominance involving
mber states and no__.nowmco‘bm and Middle Eastern, Caspian, and Russian
ircumvent their rivals’ supply networks. In the view of one com.-
here a n_m,wmﬁ,m between two storylines’, one stressing ‘markets and
< the Commission’s mamw:& approach—and the geopolitical aliernagiye
plighted ‘regions and empires (Youngs 2009, 6).
hig ond climate security can complement each other. Ej policymakers, since
Energy ar to have begun to understand the interconnections: ‘intensifying ﬁ__mo:?
2000, mm.mﬁ security of future energy supplies to Europe have lent strong support to the
sions © nent of stringent climate policies’ (Oberthir and Pallemaerts 2010b, 15). Also,
%&ow“ clear synergies and sought-after ‘win-win solutions’ potentially available in mﬁu
%Mw_ua ent of renewable energy sources that do not emit GHGs: ‘climate change and
dev ecurily are tWo sides of the same coin. The same remedies must be applied to
%H@_azmum, (Piebalgs 2009). The pursuit of renewable energy sources and demand
W%_nﬂ% can serve not only to mnr.p@cm energy and climate security objectives, but also
contribute 10 achieving the mnosow::“ .ow._ ectives of the Lisbon Agenda—setting ‘the pace
foranew Ec_u»_ industrial revolution’ (European Commission 20074, 20). There is evi-
fence that, in the Commiission at least, there is a willingness to think through the ben-
disof aligning energy, climate, and security policies (Vogler 2013). Strategies for energy
«curity that merely ensure that large quantities of hydrocarbons continue to be burned,
{us adding to the greenhouse effect, are in the long run self-defeating and there remain
contradictions between EU energy and climate policies. Substituting gas for coal-pow-
ered generation, for example, yields a reduction in GHG emissions, but runs up against
the supply dependencies outlined in this chapter. Another example is provided by the
exploitation of Arctic resources, made accessible by the melting of the ice. In a malign
positive-feedback loop the burning of these fossil fuels contributes to further warming,
icemelt, and a diminished albedo effect, which in turn allows further extraction of fossil
fuels. This does not appear to have prevented serious consideration of improving EU
energy security through access to Arctic hydrocarbon resources (European Commission
2012b). At the same time, climate policy, in response (o international ambitions and
obligations, became a key driver of the EUs attempts at internal energy policy.

Pipelines. The objective is to

The EU in international climate diplomacy

Throughout their two decades of history, international and European climate policy
have evolved in tandem and have fed back on each other’ (Oberthar and Pallemaerts
.s,sp_ 27). The precise ways in which external requirements have related to internal
Miaiives have varied but at least until 2008 climate leadership framed EU energy
_s,:.o Y. There were several reasons for this. Awareness of the gravity of the climate
isis has heeny significant, but also the fact that the EU's external activities on climate
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2 consistently high level of v%c_m.ﬁ m.m_%m :mﬁwmm the Uniop (Eurgp, This mﬁawww permitted emissions while at the same HHM ”w erimy a1y large
change RMMUMV and energy policy m;nnﬂmm...__:\ v%%%o mwmoa o.: the more Popul _ ncreAses ~.= t (first of 10 per cent and m:vmﬁcmn% 8 per cent) m=_ . o<n.3=
_.o.a%q : licy (Adelle, Pallemaerts, and Chiavari > 38). Q:.E:.m _nmn_ma:% hag w reduction { the highly fortuitous circumstances attendin a._m ool achiey-
climate ? y identity and indeed a palpable success for the Union mEEm ; ple pecause 01 T but large reductions by G B (1€ use ol 1990 base.
also provided an identity nal change—from the convention that drey, up th adif. al Alowing painless 8 .w €rmany through the closure of
ficult period of Sssz:m its rejection in the referendums of 2005, undl Eo con. ___umm cient plants in the old German Unaonwmzn Republic, ang by the UK, through
stitution in 2003, ,Eo:w isbon in late 2009. © fing ne asition from coal-based Power gendration (o gas (Ringius 1999).
adoption of the HE»Q% “Mam_ rolein the development of the UNFCCC. 1 on _m_”nam Kyoto Pro tocol negotiations, other developed countries agreed a range of

The Union has paye M__ for ambitious emissions reduction ‘targets anq zsnm.wné mmitments which mmm_,mmmam 10 3.2 per cent ._.nacnno: and the USA insisted
| approach bas bee 080 . CCC, it clashed with the first Bush Es;.aﬁ,_m _ - anflexibilty mechanisms. These sought to providea less painful way of reducing
Prior to .rm. m.,m:_u:_a ion of whether the new agreement should contain 4 1, o %_m.onm through carbon trading m:.m ‘ternational offsets—joint implementation
over the critical e._mmaoE camissions reductions (10 reduce emissions 1o 1oaq _Qmmsm %m he Clean Development Zmnrms_mﬂ (CDM). This was already part of US enyi-
target for n_m,w&o,vma_ih Mo a watered-down aspiration (Article 4.2) ina Conventiop _W. %:ams_m_ policy and had been much discussed as an economically efficient way of
2000). 18 _.amn_n._cz‘nsm on its parties other than to provide national Ecnﬁozaw M Ham market forces to bring about the desired cuts in carbop emissions. Prior to
fmposed b wv Nmnmwmmannm of the UNFCCC Parties (Conference of the Parties, noy Kyoto such mechanisms were ovvwman_ by the EU as being antitheical 0 its own
ﬂmu%whmﬂnwwﬂmz gave itself a mandate to negotiate, by 1997, a protoco] that woulg regulatory z‘mm:,SHp'sm:m:vm &mmn:vma oo emand and o vy ooz en
,M:E Annex 1 (developed) countries to make real cuts in their emissions, sironmental E«mmm were mnmﬁ OMSEMMWM H_M Spnm_w nd nrm_w et required to n.oiv_«
While the EU had already failed to back up its proposed targets with a carbop tax The ratification process for the 1 %68 San.o Was 1o nxﬁ.i y nal 2005, I
e 1998, 1t now had 1o consider internal policies 1o support ambitiogs s in these years that ﬁwm‘mc was calle Euo:. to display leadership if the nascent
j | targets. In the event this was done with relative ease upon an interng] dimate regime was to survive. Even before Hrm. ink was dry on the Kyoto signatures
externa E_.m. ¢, popularly known as the EU ‘bubble’ (see Figure 12.]) it was clear that there would be a problem with US ratification. Not only was the
‘burden-sharing agreement’, pop o urget of 7 per cent difficult and costly to achieve, but the senate had already made it

FIGURE 12.1 The 1998 burden-sharing agreement dlear in its 1997 wﬁ.m-Imm& wnmomcnow that it S,oEn_ not ratify an agreement that
allowed the developing-world economic competitors of the USA to avoid making
cusin their own emissions. The 2000 COP at the Hague revealed the depths of disa-
greement between the EU and the USA (Grubb and Yamin 2001). In March 2001 the
incoming Administration of George W. Bush formally denounced US signature and
then proceeded to pursue a campaign of outright opposition to the Protocol.

Atthe June 2001 Gothenburg European Council, the EU took the momentous de-
dsion 1o proceed without the USA. The challenge was very substantial. Could a re-
gime, much of which only existed in draft form, work without the participation of
what was then the world's largest emitter of carbon dioxide and when the 55 per cent
nule applied to ratification? In the event the Union was able, in successive COPs, in
Berlin and Marrakesh, to turn the Kyoto Protocol into an agreement capable of ratifi-
ation and implementation. This was no mean achievement because of the sheer
tmplexity and novelty of some of its provisions relating to, for example, monitoring
ndcompliance with the rules of the CDM. Furthermore, there was the need to coun-
w,ﬂ US opposition and to gather sulficient ratifications. This required a concerted
diplomatic effor by the Union to ensure that Japan ratified but also to persuade the
Russian government; some Russian ministers had expressed open scepticism about
the validity of climate science, and a warming climate might be regarded as bringing
”m_mma. Russian ratification was achieved in 2004, in part on the basis of promising

UPport for Russian entry into the WTO (Bretherton and Vogler 2006, 109).

% Cut Targets

Gas E

Gr.

-4p

Member States

Source: European Environment Agency (2006)
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portant one for the Union, marking both the p.
itiation of the Union’s key mechanism for achieyi
nd :Rn_ Sn_aon (arget—the ETS. During the Kyoto ratificy;
ious d 8_.:%:“3 between internal mwn@. policy and climate _ﬂaﬁmz

the previous d1SC¢ h the realization that strong internal measures would b, requi p
began (0 erode, wit emain a credible leader (Oberthur and Pallemaerts 20104) m%
if the Union was tO T reversal in the EU's approach, from opponen; 1 Dring; S
ted a :EH: ational market-based approach to emissions reductiop »E
an EEM commitments (Cass 2005; Wettestad 2005), Tha; ETs mrohm
function became essential to the EUs exemplary strategy and, i, the
be seen o un limate agreement, there were even hopes that a substityge coulg
absence of a new M.n the ETS market to individual US states and elsewhere. Un
be ?a:m.s exteny M amo be beset by problems reflected in the collapse of the

tunately it 8.“”“:_ successive attempts at reform.
m:—” was clear that, even if the Kyoto targets were to be achieved, whic, was
By 20051 - they [ell far short of what would be required to give a reasonable
far from nm_.wm_? m_WE:a.. Above all, the large developing countries would have g
e of n_ﬂamwmminnnm their projected emissions. The differences in relajgy to
and levels of development within the EU are mirrored to a much greater
energy use he rest of the world economy (see Table 12.2). Developing countries
extent across ”:._n: per capita GHG emissions are a fraction of those existing among

i Alificq:
2005 was an im tificayig,
Zm m-.O:.—.a

on pro Cesg

The year
of the Protocol a
hall of its 8 per centr

wﬂ—.‘:..wmmz
advocate of
one driven by extern

for-
Hvos

price and

chanc
participate in re

can claim tha

TABLE 12.2 Comparative carbon dioxide emissions 2014

Carbon dioxide in billion m.t. % global emissions m.t. per capita

China 10.5 295 076
USA 05.3 14.9 16.5
EU 03.4 09.6 06.7
India 023 06.5 018
Russia 01.7 04.8 124
Japan 01.3 03.6 10.1
Brazil 05.0 01.4 02.5
Australia 04.1 01.1 173

5
South Africa 04.0 01.1 02
m.t. = matric ton o o
Source: European Commission Joint Research Centre (2016) EDGAR m&awcqm bm_mummwoh“ o
Atmospheric Research, 'CO2 Time Series 1990-2014 per region/country’ and ‘per capita

@w. http://edgar.jrc.ec.europa.eu/overview.php?v=C02151990-2014.
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cation for Economic Co-operation and Develo
@:Mm have an atmospheric lifetime of up 1o 19
more: GH (the historical burden imposed upon the ¢3
dvanced economies. Under these circy
- would not have been negotiable without
io  differentiated responsibilities and Tespec
_oc_.:m countries as well as the EU take the
eve ﬂnn_ ed in the terms of the Kyoto Protocol.
{ the average 5.2 per cent cuts that were pri
paret %ﬂ |ly inadequate when seen against the requ
,.3.,8«» m:%v Effective action after 2012, when the j
EM _ﬂ“..n,“oa d require not only more cuts in %<m_o_umm-8==5 emissions but major
ende _.un:onm from the fast-developing economies of the south. Whereas in 1997 the
il been second only to the USA in its carbon emissions, by 2007 both had been
assed by China in terms of current (but not cumulative) emissions, and by 2014
surp had widened (see Table 12.2).
ﬁ_;___mwmoﬂ the European Council committed to a 20 per cent emissions reduction by
2020and 2 30 per cent reduction if other developed-country parties were prepared
o match them, plus an internal r&..mﬁ o_.,m 20 per cent share for renewables. At the
cndof the year the Union was prominent in the negotiation of the Bal; Plan of Action
avisaging broad-ranging discussions to produce a new climate agreement on miti-
gution, adaptation, finance, and technology by COP 15, scheduled to be held in
Copenhagen at the end of 2009. Most significantly, by splitting negotiations into two
packs, one on the future of Kyoto and the other on the Convention itself, US partici-
pation was ensured.

Providing the internal means to implement the EU's stated targets and timetables
was regarded as critical to its continued climate leadership. Unlike the approach to
Kyoto, it involved the development of new common energy policies with potential
costs (Vogler 2009). It also coincided with the global economic crisis of 2007-8. On
the one hand the economic slowdown meant that emissions largets were easier to
achieve, on the other it raised acute issues of competitiveness which were accompa-
nied by worries about energy security highlighted by the gas crises in the east. The
[EA (2014, 3) commented that ‘in 2008 sustainability—notably mitigating climate
thange—was the key driver for EU energy policies' but ‘the context of policy changed
drmatically... concerns of energy security and competitiveness have become much
more pressing’. This began to be reflected in the legislative process to agree the inter-
nlmeans to achieve the targets set in March 2007. The ‘climate and energy package’
(Box 12.3) wound its way through co-decision prolonged by extensive lobbying by
industrial interests, who saw their competitiveness eroded by potential rises in en-
gy prices and by member states aggrieved at their treatment under the new ar-
fangements to reform the next phase of the ETS. The final amended package was
piloted, with some difficulty, through the December 2008 European Council by the
French Presidency (see Box 12.3).¢

PMent counries, Further-
years, so there is also the
rth by the industria] develop-
mstances the Uy [ramework
agreement on the principle of
live capabilities’ Thjg required
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The EU climate and energy package

ans to achieve the EU'S 20-20-20 climate and energy targets
s the me

. ang
t a European Council held in December 2008, entering intg force i ,_””a
: 8

Provide
finally agreed
2009. The key ele

ments were as follows:

S to cornmence from 2013. National allocation plans wi be re
Arevised ET! de emissions cap. This will be progressively reduceq ino
by a single mc‘.z: reduction in emissions by 2020 relative to 2005, The au
yielda 21 per NH_ be introduced to replace the system of free m__oﬁ“m:o:. m::ocuz
of m__osm:omMo_j this rule were negotiated to assist some coal-depen dent SO
derogations nd to counter the risks of 'carbon leakage’ where foreign Competitors
mm.:o_ma_w a ise take advantage of relatively high EU energy prices. A limitg duse
3_@:%_””.”““,\3%5"6: and CDM credits will continue to be allowed (Directive
Mwﬁww\mo amending Directive 2003/87/EC).

Placeq
rder to
Q.o:__._@

.

An ‘effort-sharing’ decision 10 cover emissions :m._.: transport, agricuiture, hous-
ing, and waste not controlled under the ETS (which oo<mﬂ_w power generation ang
:Q.: 2012, aviation). Member states have mm,ama to binding national targets that
vary according to their level of development in much Sw same way as the preyi.
ous burden-sharing agreement. The overall 2020 66..& is fora S.umﬂ cent redyc-
tion from 2005 levels but within this new EU ‘bubble’ there mﬁm wide variations,
Denmark is committed, for example, to a 20 per mmE reduction m._:n_ the UKto 16
per cent, while Bulgaria is allowed a 20 per cent increase (Decision 406/2009/EC),

There are similar binding national targets for the introduction of renewable energy
sources to achieve an EU average of 20 per cent by 2020. Again there are substan-
tial differences reflecting national circumstances: the Finnish target is 38 per cent
while that for Malta is only 10 per cent (Directive 2009/28/EC).

The promotion of carbon capture and storage technology is the final .omd of the
package—whereby it is hoped that the carbon dioxide released by burning coal
can be prevented from adding to the greenhouse effect through capture and ~.:m:
storage underground. This technology is as yet unproven on a large scale and is
the subject of EU collaboration with China (Directive 2009/31/EC).

There were high expectations for the 2009 COP at Copenhagen. The election of
President Obama enabled a convergence of positions with the USA at the expense of ___a
EUS previous commitment to the continuation of the Kyoto Protocol. The o%nnqw
was a ‘comprehensive, ambitious, fair, science-based and legally binding globel ﬁaﬂa
(European Commission 2009a). The EU set out to reassert its exemplary leaders _H
with its 20-20-20 target, plus a substantial €7.2 billion ‘start-up funding’ package ©©
provided to least developed countries before 2013, he long:

It would be an understatement to say that for the EU the oulcome of t am "
awaited Copenhagen meeting was a disappointment. Without a final agree g
after 2 years of preparatory negotiation the USA and the newly formed B
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th Africa, India, and China) group cut 5
:o:-Esn::m Copenhagen Accord, I retros
gu—the reshold and inviting voluntary emissions pl
ce ﬂ_moam foundations for the 2015 Paris Agree
idency characterized the conference as 3 ¢
ish Enmwmm_ gloss on proceedings—a step, albeit
put the hitecture’ (Egenhofer and Georgiev 2009,
mate N_J the Copenhagen failure’ (Laidi 2010) v,
vietim ©
commentary.
Eﬂmm Commission developed a ‘road map' to a Competitive, low carhon econom
pat made the case for the n.nos,cq:n M_m energy mmnﬁﬁ benefits of ecological Eon_v.\
ization through mmé_og.:m, ‘cost nnﬁn.E Pathways'in key economic sectors. The
argel WaS for an overall emissions reduction of 40 per cent by 2030, 69 per cent by
2040, and n0 less than 80 per cent 3. 2050 Am:qonnm_:. Commission 2011a). Accord-
ingto the IEA there has already .cmn: strong progress’ in this direction (IEA 2014, 4),
partly as a result of the economic downturn, GHG emissions had by 2012 decreased
by 19.2 per cent and H:n.mwﬁn of renewables in fina energy consumption had in-
creased to 14.1 per cent (ibid.). On the other hand the ETS, beset by surplus allow-
acesand low fuel prices, had failed to perform as intendeq witha 2014 carbon price
ofjust 6 euro per tonne, and there were continuing internal political difficulties with
attempts at reform through the ‘backloading’ of allowances, This meant that it was
national subsidies, rather than the stimulus of a high carbon price, thar supported
he intreduction of renewables and energy saving. An attempt to incorporate inter-
national aviation emissions within the ETS also stalled. From 2012 airlines using EU
airspace were to have been required to buy ETS credits to cover their emissions.
However, under strong international pressure and threats of trade sanctions leading
to opposition by Germany, France, and the UK, the European Parliament was per-
suaded to postpone the external operation of the scheme until 2017, pending a deci-
sion of the International Civil Aviation Organization to institute alternative
amangements for taxing aviation emissions (Keating 2014). In the same period, high
gasprices and relatively cheap supplies of coal on world markets had the counterpro-
ductive effect of putting old coal-burning power stations back on stream. Sufficient
progress had been made towards the 2020 targets to allow the EU to enter into a
second Kyoto commitment period but there were doubts about the achievement of
longer term objectives. As the IEA (2014, 5) commented “....there has been a lack of
integration of climate and energy policies at EU level and between EU and national
tnergy policy decisions, which could not address the interplay and trade-offs be-
theen different targets and policy measures’.

The uncertain development of the EU's long-term de-carbonization strategy coin-
tided with 4 highly significant reassertion of EU leadership demonstrated at the
W11 Durban COP where the Union could take credit for brokering agreement on
the ‘Durhgp Platform’. This set of guidelines for a new comprehensive agreement
volved both the USA, BASICs, and other developing countries. It essentially

pect by mnrsoi_amm:m the 2
edges from Parties, he Accord
ement. But at the jme the Swed-
1saster’ while Chancellor Merkel
smal] one, towards 5 global cli-
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1I' between Annex [ and the _,mm,r although argumenys aboy,
he Annexes and the meaning of ‘common by, diffe the
bilitics and respective QEE.::,%_ Rﬁmimm. .O: r:ﬁ other by,
for 2020-30 would comprise ‘contributions rather than .Ssszagz
perate according 1o a 13-:5@8@.& global w.F.F In .Fﬂ:&m::m thig
North—South agreement the willingness of the cﬂo: ﬁ cu:_evwﬁ M asecopq con,.
ixment period of the Kyoto Protocol appears o have mm_J crucial. mn:oﬁsm Kyorq
mitment p! GHG reductions by developed countries and allows beper . |
which Bmzmm—wmr COM. was a key requirement of the G77 countries i E:nmni
Enm?aﬁ s”“_”wvh._oz E.m comprehensive agreement. The EU, which had th
“anwwm“& to drop its support for Kyoto mark 11 vMoH to .ﬁovmsrmmmF Was p_aaw
alone in supporting it in 2011, as Q:m.n_m. ‘_mvwn,r and Russia ammsmnm 10 Tenew the;,
participation. (Unlike some other vm:_n:.um:G in the first commitmen Period (he
EU had also achieved its 8 per cent reduction target.) The qwsnémﬁ of the Kyoto Pro.
tocol was formalized in the Doha Amendment &. 2012 and its quantified ©Missigpg
reduction commitments for the EU, over the vm:om 2013-20 were met by the targets
of the climate and energy package, where the :nmn_rz,n goal of a 20 per cent teductioy
had already almost been achieved. The EU noBB:EnE was important because
there was a need to continue to reduce emissions in the period prior to the entryinyp
force of a new climate agreement in 2020.7
The EU position in advance of the Paris COP, where an agreement for 2020 was to
be concluded, stressed the need for a new Protocol under the Convention, which
was ‘ambitious, legally binding, multilateral, rules-based with global participation
and informed by science’ (European Union 2013). Of all the major Parties, the By
was most insistent on establishing timely and verifiable national emissions pledges
sufficient to provide certainty and mutual confidence in the achievement of an amb-
tious agreement. Alter the usual internal negotiations and concessions to national
energy interests, the October 2014 European Council was able to announce its Con-
clusions on a 2030 Climate and Energy Policy Framework (European Council 2014;
Keating 2014). Included was a binding 2030 overall target of a 40 per cent reduction
in GHG emissions, against a 1990 baseline, as the Union’s ‘intended contribution’
Less impressive were ‘non-binding’ targets of 27 per cent increases in energy efli
ciency and the share of renewables over the same period. This was a Union-wide
target, member states refused to surrender control over their national energy mix.
The 2015 Paris COP 21 did not repeat the mistakes ol Copenhagen, indeed the
outcome was rather more successful than many had anticipated. A notable achieve-
ment was text that included reference to the aspiration to constrain global Emﬁ
temperature increase to 1.5°C, something long demanded by small island %ﬁ_on_:m
states. The agreement also included a new ‘transparency’ framework for the Ré_%
of nationally determined contributions by all parties alongside some subtle vari
tions in what was expected of developed as opposed to less developed 8:::._3.
2023 was agreed as the date for the first of regular five yearly ‘global stocktakes’ o
the adequacy of national efforts. This constituted a vital part of what was
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fhe EU as climate negotiator

e ways the EU’% leadership in the climate regime wag
ompetence, which involves taxation and energy pol
ptation falls to the rotating Presidency. The EU wil] nego
mncaawm_E: and 27 member m__mﬂmm. .H.rnnn ru<m. been real pr,
yacros <a complex Mm-_ma of issues E. successive negotiation rounds (van Schaik and
genhofer Noomw. In order to cope, EEEEH member states have been allowed 1o lead
o issues On which they r.uﬁ specialized, and the working practice of the Council has
peen to involve Presidencies over an Hm-EoEr cycle (Oberthiir and Roche 2008). As
with other external policy areas, coordination within the Negotiation is required that
can take Up excessive amounts of time, and irritate interlocutors of the EU. The EU can
sppear cumbersorne and :._Ew r.mm sometimes been a lack of agility and flexibility, Cli-
mate Conferences of the Parties involve long and complex negotiating sessions at offi-
cial level but end with a high-level segment in which final political deals are done over
ouistanding issues arising from an agreed text. High-level involvement can become
problematic if there are unresolved issues and altempts are made to short circuit the UN
process through an informal deal. Ministers and heads of government can interfere with
the EU's operating procedures. The 2009 Copenhagen COP provides evidence of the
manifold difficulties faced by the Union.® The Presidency was held by Sweden, but the
appearance of heads of government Brown, Merkel, and Sarkozy tended to divert atten-
tionand they pursued their own lines of negotiation. When President Obama conferred
with the EU it presented itself in the form of Commission President Barroso, Swedish
President in Office Reinfeldt, and the UK, French, and German leaders. In these circum-
siances the previous ability of the EU to function as an entity, to supervise the negotia-
tion of the terms of the Kyoto Protocol, and make a credible claim to climate leadership
appear remarkable, but the Copenhagen conference appears to have placed too much
strain on the Union’s coordinating capabilities. As the Danish chair of the COP and in-
coming EU Climate Commissioner for Climate Action, Connie Hedegaard remarked:

SUTprising. In this area of
icy, leadership and Tepre-
tiate ‘a 28’ involving the
oblems in ensuring conti-

In s0
shared ©

nui

There are very important lessons from Copenhagen. In the last hours, China, India,
Russfa, Japan each spoke with one voice, while Europe spoke with many different
voices ... A lot of Europeans in the room is not a problem, but there is only an advan-
tage if we [all] sing from [the] same hymn sheet. We need to think about this and reflect
on this very seriously, or we will lose our leadership role in the world.

(Phillips 2010)

M_BE_:% of internal coordination were far from being the only reason for the
Us mﬁ%wc__szzm performance in Copenhagen. Much more significant than any
£Us dia .

"8nizational op tactical shortcomings were profound changes in the structure of




John Vogler

om that had begun to io%. :.ﬁ.:mm?mm outin the Politicy) ¢,
ge regime. The EUS initial rise to prominence in Eo_uw,_
politics depended to a great degree on the favourable 585205_
- hat flowed from the ending of the Cold War. EU _mmannmrﬁ Was gyg.
conditions U E. - oness of the countries of Eastern Europe to associate themgg
y H:n.ﬁ_:ﬁm“ the special position that it held as the larges donor of d
icies an w.wﬁr EU and national programmes are counted) wiyy
di qm_.HSaEvm with the Alfrican, ﬁmawcm.mw_ and Pacific Group of States

long-standing Furthermore, its role in climate politics was firmly anchored (g
(ACP) nocuﬁmwmnm_ﬁn"._od& economic structure—the Union being second only M
SA in :_M league of carbon emitters. The abdication of the USA from its prey;.
the U ( environmental Jeadership left the field open for the EU to assery itselfapq
ous a_w o ._MM its identity as climate leader. As we have seen, this OPPOItunity y,
HMMH:NM..@ EU’ successful campaign to turn the Kyoto Protocol into a Eanzoa:m
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However, even at the point of Kyoto ratification it was becoming evident thy the

underlying international structure was shifting. In mwsnnm_ HnwEm a.:m. has been 5.
sociated with the rise of the so-called BRIC countries, Brazil, Russia, India, ang
China, to which South Africa should also _u_.o_uwc_v.\ be added (see Chapter 17). Atthe
WTO the kind of duopoly that had previously existed between the USA and the gy
was no longer evident, reflected in the emergence of :-w G20. In terms of climage
politics even an enlarged EU found itself in third place in terms of current carboy
emissions, China having overtaken both Europe and the USA. Up until this point
both China and India had been relatively quiescent in climate politics, protected by
the ‘common but differentiated responsibilities’ formula, which did not require them
to make any emissions reductions under the Kyoto Protocol. In the post-2012 dis-
cussions this was no longer a tenable assumption and the USA would, in any case,
never accept it. The other critical development was the re-engagement of the UsA
under the Obama Administration. The logic of the situation appeared to suggest that
any future climate arrangements would require a comprehensive agreement that
abandoned the ‘firewall’ between Annex I developed countries and the rest. Further-
more, although the G77 and China as non-Annex I countries had previously negoti-
ated as a bloc (and the EU often attempted to mediate between them and the Annex
1 countries), there was now a clearer distinction between the least developed coun-
tries, likely to be the first victims of climate change, and [ast-developing new eco-
nomic powers of the south.

After Copenhagen came a revival of EU climate diplomacy, centred upon the Cart
agena Dialogue (van Schaik 2012) which brought together ‘progressive’ Parties from
all the main negotiating groups and provided the basis for the 2011 Durban Plat
form. This agreement, brokered with some skill by EU delegates, ?.os.n_mn_ the
framework within which the 2015 Paris Agreement was formulated. noaaangsm
have detecied that the EUS role was increasingly that of a mediator (Backstrand a1
Flgstrom 2013). Sensicivity towards the development needs of the South and ?

The Challenge of the Environment, Energy, ang Climate Change
» build bridges between them and the harder.
a Group’ had long been part of the EUs neg
2 new agreement this was not only significant
oniext a h the BASIC countries but also because of
hange in a vulnerable South required ¢

line developed countries
otiating repertojre. In the
On account of the need (o
an awareness that the jm.

C imate ¢ hat adaptation be treated as

25 mitigation- L
onch government made a major diplomatic effort 1o ens
The Fr nere Copenhagen had failed and for its part the Fy },
d s”inm a joint strategy with the 79 ACP countries, EU
- olved with a ‘coalition of high ambition’ including the
qoon iV romoted the inclusion of reference to the 1.5°C targe
%.me_n__ﬂ nu%:m from the EU's previous commitment to Kyoto-
major sum its ‘nationally determined contributions’ probably represent the only fea-
_h_u__ﬂi% of constructing a truly comprehensive agreement. Whether it represents
sib m_ ing more than a symbolic success will depend upon the procedures for the
any! ragement of greater efforts towards de-carbonization and adaptation in which
”“mem influence will still be of critical importance.
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conclusion

Environment and climate change have been areas in which the Union has managed
1o carve out for itself a position of international leadership. The foundation of this
achievement was the development of the EU’s internal environmental acquis, which
allowed the attainment of external competences. Over the years the Union has been
more successful than might have been predicted in the light of the problems of coor-
dination, competence, and coherence that continue to afflict its external activities
evenafier the entry into force of the Lisbon Treay.

Climate change poses a very different challenge because of the high economic
stakes involved if effective action is to be taken and because of the ways in which
timpacts upon the security of the Union. Most particularly it conjoins environ-
mental and energy policy. In the initial stages of involvement in the climate re-
gime the EU was able to claim leadership without the assistance of an internal
carbon tax and to agree the Kyoto Protocol under the rather favourable circum-
stances of the g_.n_n:-mrmlum agreement. Kyoto implementation and the search
for a post-2012 successor, however, required the serious development of internal
nergy policy in the ETS and subsequently the 2008 climate and energy package.
;m latter was only achieved with some dilficulty and compromise because of the
&:Ezm interests of member states. There are evident opportunities and contra-
dictions in EU climate and energy policies and a need to fully involve the Euro-
Wﬂﬂwﬁm:ﬂw_ Action Service in their pursuit. This has received _umjm.& Hmnowsion

adoption by the Foreign Affairs Council of a ‘Climate Diplomacy Action
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n Council 2015). The wider cont : provided by an mznaﬁ z“;?_m is also the case for energy policy (Article 4j)
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d energy policymaking with broader processes of international relationg Shows
an - which the EU system is penetrated by broader forces. This Je, ds 0.,
the ways in wh that the EU has become an indispensable part of the broade, r
second EN:._N..W building and negotiation in climate change and has helped 1o sha
cesses of H.Mm_w:rm ed by these processes. The picture is less clear in energy, E:;__H
as inw_ as nmna ::w development of instirutionalized processes in that area i less ad.
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Climate diplomacy has also clearly ?osn_mm an arena in i?nr_w_gm EUisa ‘power
that compares very favourably with other areas of m.xﬁd._m_ mn.zod. It proved capable
of executing an exemplary strategy of ,m:mn.m m.:n w.:mnmw__‘nm and took responsibiliyy
for turning the Kyoto Protocol into a functioning international agreement. This yg
1o mean achievement when operating under m:mww& competence. The rarification
process demonstrated an ability to deploy diplomatic mmmnﬁm.»nn.,w use trade instry.
ments in pursuit of climate policy objectives. As the economic crisis of the European
economies deepened, the experience of Copenhagen in 2009 appeared to reveal how
far the EUs previous climate leadership rested upon some peculiarly favourable do-
mestic and international circumstances. Confounding many expectations, the Union
was again able to play a central role in setting the course towards a new climae

Pro-

agreement in Paris in 2015. . B
The 2016 decision of the UK electorate to leave the Union will certainly diminish

the weight and significance of the EU in international environmental and energy
politics. This may become particularly evident in climate negotiations where the ,cx_
alongside Germany, has been a lead state bringing substantial diplomatic, scientific,
and technical resources to the Union’s collective endeavour. On the other hand,
Britain cannot simply be ‘unplugged’ from European energy and environmental sys-
tems and real connections will persist. Here, as elsewhere, much will depend upon
the forms of coordination that will be worked out between the Union and the UKin
such areas as the continuation of existing environmental directives and emissions
trading. The UK government will have to strike a balance between the attractions of
independent action and the enhanced power and effectiveness that come from workin
in consort with the Union.

ment of the sustainable development of their o
and CFP have been subject to extensive refor,
poth continue to damage the EU's reputation.

The gases are carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, and me

thane, along with three addition
. al
industrial gases. The CFCs are also GHGs but are separately controlled under the Montreal
Protocol. The Convention also covers reduction by “sinks’, but their inclusion s controversial

if it allows avoidance of actual emissions cuts

The climate and energy package was subject to co-decision
were negotiated at the level of the European Council wit
granted to Poland and other East European countries.

If all the pledges made by Parties under the Copenhagen Accord—including those of the
Kyoto second commitment period—are taken together and fully implemented, then the
effect by 2020 would be to reduce the ‘emissions gap’ between the present position and
the required trajectory for climate safety (as calculated by UNEP 2013) by more than half, to
8 GICO,e (carbon dioxide equivalent). Achieving this would require that conditional U_mnwmw
are fulfilled and that rule changes are strictly adhered to.

8 The chair of the conference was the host state Denmark, which controversially floated its
own informal text (widely regarded as embodying the Union's real negotiating position),
and replaced its environment minister in the chair by its prime minister, who was himself
removed in the final hours by a coalition of countries, including an EU member state

9 This was also reflected in the reorganization of the Juncker Commission in 2014. In 2010
Climate responsibility had passed from DG for Environment to a new DG for Climate Action
under Connie Hedegaard. In 2014 this was merged into a DG Climate Action and Energy
led by Commissioner Miguel Canete, itself part of an Energy Union project team under Vice
president Maro$ Sefovic.

10 This was the conclusion of the European Council for Foreign Relations (2012, 122) that
publishes an annual scorecard rating the success or failure of EU external action. The EU
achieved a B+ for the Cancun COP in 2010 and a rare A- for the 2011 Durban COP
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FURTHER READING

Delreux (2011) is a book length study of the EU as an international environmental negotia-
tor, while Schubert, Pollak, and Kreutler (2016) provide an up-to-date and detailed general
study of EU energy policy including a chapter on its external dimensions. A number of
collections on climate leadership are beginning to appear—Oberthiir and Pallemaerts
2010a) along with Wurzel and Connolly (2010) are good examples, Damro (2006), Light-
footand Burchill (2004), and Vogler (2005) cover the EU in international environmental poli-
tics. Falkner (2007) considers biotechnology negotiations and Hadfield (2008a) and Youngs
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