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NISH NEC&‘&‘IATION ON AT LEAST ONE MAJOR

5 . \Qﬁtcome do t (Chairman’s paper) to be passed up
< or minist gl level consideration and consensus during

//} Prepco n 27 May to 7 June 2002 in Bali. Also to seek

\ an ider (without necessarily debating) inputs to the
Q major outcome document—the Johannesburg
\<\\ litical declaration. These two outcome documents

together form what’s dubbed as ‘Type 1 outcomes’.

(}Q To consider inputs on so-called ‘Type 2 outcomes’
(partnerships/initiatives in implementing Agenda 21
projects). Delegates, especially from G77 and China, are
not too keen on considering these before they are through
with ‘Type 1 outcomes’ which to them is the main agenda
anyway. More, they are bothered by the possibility that
‘Type 2 outcomes’ would be used as substitute for ‘Type 1
outcomes’, considering limited resources.
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What’s come out?

A voluminous compilation of texts to be consolidated into a new
Chairman’s paper and subjected to a new round of negotiation in Bali
in time for the ministerial meeting. The final plenary session on 5 April
agreed to work/negotiate for three additional days in Bali from May 24
to 27. Majority were not in the mood for an inter-sessional, whether in
New York or in Bali. Besides, the UN has no budget for one. Indonesia
has in fact offered to shoulder the costs of additional three days of
negotiation in Bali.

A collection of inputs (from both official and non-goVe'rr'f%ental sources)
to the Chair’s second draft of a Political Declaration.-The draft, as of 26
March, contained 17 articles. Various other inputs range from those
coming out of the multisectoral dlalogs (MSD) the Jo’ burg ’Memo to
the South African non-paper, among. many other sources
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A bundle of information, critigues, analyses andsuggestlons haVe been
introduced into and debated in_many paralle[ events, caucuses and
informal exchanges among and between@ﬁ|C|aI delegatrons and other
Prepcom 3 part|(:|pants from differentx Stﬁkeholdergroups
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One;two weeks of negonatlons was, nOtworth the results. What began
as aSﬁmpIe stralghtfe“rward and more or less action-oriented Chairman’s
paper ended up’“as a clutter Qf compllatlon text. With a complication

text like that, you cannot do arr honest negotiation and make satisfactory

progress Without flrst havmg done with the clutter.
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Two’ the state of d'ocu'ments badly needs leadership. A new Chairman’s

““paper should be “able to provide that in the interim period prior to
’.~Prepcom 4 Should negotiations turn complicated again in Bali, the

Chair arrctthe Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD), acting
as WSSD secretariat must at some point say ‘this is it’, as for example,

/how’ Ambassador Tommy Koh did it in 1992 Prepcom 4 in drafting the
‘'Ri0 Declaration.

Three, leadership may be faulted but negotiators must show more
responsibility. The starting draft was good enough for what most people
want to see coming out of this process. And that is, not more words but
action—a basic lesson from the past ten years. The buzzword has been
“deliverables’, repeated every so often during the process, with Chairman
Emil Salim reminding everyone that what is being negotiated is ‘a
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program of deliverables’ and not a repetition of what’s already in Agenda
21 or other documents, like the Millennium Development Goals (MDG),
the Doha Declaration or the Monterrey Consensus, among many others.
And yet the process just seemed to get stuck in recycling old debates
on must be’s, on principles, on beaten paths, as it were.

Could it be that the differences are coming back down precisely on
those very same principles thought to have already been settled but in
reality only superficially understood and half-heartedly committed to?

%

It’s about ‘fairness in a fragile world” &7
Tired, old fashioned but it’'s mostly aboutjustioejn this distressed planet.
As others would say, it’s all about eqwty stupld As the Jo“burg Memo
puts it, ‘fairness in a fragile world’. £~ ;
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No matter the seemingly unending debate the concept of. sustamable
development, from when it flrst popped up as \a catch-all theme in the
1987 Brundtland Report (Our ‘Common Future) has been at bottom
about fairness. It's about fairness between and WIthrn nations and
societies, and fairness to our enwronment now. severely threatened by
human action. Thls was the idea at the core of‘the 1992 Earth Summit,

it remains t‘he unfulfllled dream ten years after
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The agonlzmg processi of negotlatlon characterlzmg Prepcom 3 mirrors
the' d‘iff“culty of negdt‘l‘atlng falrneSS in our fragile world. It shows across
the board wheth“er the issue IS about trade, environment, human rights

or flnancmg;for development
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Desplte thelr mherent Weaknesses the 1992 agreements in Rio (Rio
Dec[ar‘atlon Agenda 21, the two framework conventions on biodiversity

““and climate change and statement of forest principles) somehow
N\ re‘ﬂected yvhat s possible at the time, that is, by way of a compromise

in brlngmgfabout more fairness in today’s world. And how has it been
ten years from Rio?
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i@ﬁly a stubborn few would contest the judgments and the wild facts

supporting them. We see a more unequal world in 2002 than we had in
1992. Actions at all levels considered, the world community has failed
overall to arrest the decline of the world’s biodiversity and the
destabilization of the global climate system.

Let’s trace our assessment back to a 1992 baseline, for illustration.
Around the 1992 Earth Summit, an interagency panel of scientists




Y

suggested that if we were to succeed in stabilizing the global climate
system each individual then living would be entitled to a CO2 emission
level of only 1,500 kilograms a year. That time an American was already
doing over 20,000 kilograms while a poor guy from Afghanistan or
Zaire only about 100 kilograms. But more, the 1,500 kg/person norm
(you could call it a human right to shit the environment, if you like)
had two assumptions: [1] no more deforestation, meaning, the then
existing forest stands or carbon sinks stay as is, at least; and [2] zero
growth of then around 5.3 billion world population.

Take this illustration as a metaphor of carrying capamty and global
inequalities. At once you’d realize how much it would’ réqwre to build a
much fairer world. An American would have to give up so much to
enable an Afghan or Zairean to live a better Iifge. h. @

And yet Agenda 21 which was mténded to address somal and
environmental problems was itself already a global compromlse of sorts
as much as it was considered a positive global )deal. The so called
‘global deal’ meant cutting down on em|SS|or19 (read consumptlon or
lifestyle) and transfers or sharlng (ODA, olebt relief, technology, and so
on) from the rich north-gide and taklﬁg Gare of blodlver3|w and carbon
sink restoratlon from ‘the poor south side. A C(OSS cuttlng theme of

this agenda was feductlon of poverty WorIdW|d"e
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From the illustration overall‘conclusion aboﬂt progress ten years down
the rGad from Rio should be obwoua» ‘The two assumptions did not
ma rlallze to begm with. The~carbon sink continues to sink and
blodlverS|ty Ioss’“goes on despl,te efforts to arrest, if not reverse, the

3

trend. Worldxpopulatlon h|t 6\brﬂ|on by October 1999. The world economy

has now rélted into recessmn even as very little progress, if anything
at all has been made“ln closing the rich-poor divide. The US, for
example remalns a nation accounting for only 4 percent of the world’s

A pedple but consumlng 44 percent of the world’s resources. And more.
\N 12001 up to 1.3 billion people still live on $1 dollar a day.
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Why\are things not working as intended and planned? An easy

{ ekaanatlon is most intentions produce consequences not intentioned.
“And that most plans are often proven wrong anyway. Beyond this,

there are any number of contradictory explanations.

The US had one explanation. In one preparatory committee (PrepCom)
session of the 2002 UN Conference on Financing for Development (FfD)
the US official statement suggested to discard so-called boring outcome
documents and instead to just go for a one-pager or two-pager political
declaration of allegiance to capitalism. Patterned after the post-
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September 11 line of “you are either with us or against us” by President
Bush, this proposed new capitalist manifesto claims that countries
suffering from the many ills and deprivations of today’s world (social
instability, lawlessness, poverty, corruption and so on) have only
themselves to blame for failing to bring themselves up a bit closer to
the level of prosperity and stability of countries like the USA. The reason:
they did not take the capitalist road or did not embrace capitalism
religiously enough.

In the Rio+10 process US President Bush seems just as adamant as
his father was in 1992: the American lifestyle is not up for negotiation.
To give up on high living means deep cuts in emlssmn§ The US would
rather buy the rights of ‘under-emitters’ (Philippines, for example)
through carbon trading arrangements, hoping to spread the shit around
till the limit of the earth’s carrying capa,mty is exhausted. That s mainly
why the US rejected the Kyoto Proto(:ei That's why US' ne“gotlators are
so predisposed to blocking any language in ever)(vUN document that
hints at putting American Ilfestyle on the choppmg block.x
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In many ways the attitude and position, @f the usS symbOHZe those of
the rich generally. In Prepcom 3, Gre\anpeace pomted to the US allies
Canada and Australla and occasmna»lly Japan,.as’ the axis of evil’ who
won’t budge on the energy |ssue A similar, stubf)ornness shows, for
example, m«how the OPEC member countnes within G-77 would resist
the Ianguage ‘sustainable energy systems Because this implies moving
away?rom fossil-basedfuels toward new and renewable energy regimes.
In the case of many“OECD count’rres representing the rich industrial
societies, the, §ymbollsm ex,presses as resistance to debt relief,
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committing addltlonal resot]rces and ODA, and transfer of technology

in soft terfis’ which shou‘id be settled issues way back the 1992 Earth
Summlt ‘Likewise, thlS"symbollsm also applies to the lifestyle of the
richy ln poor and»developmg countries who cheat on their taxes and

“xwould not contrrbute to raising local resources for poverty programs
\\Nand sustaJnabIe national development.
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Faiméss"'is once again on the negotiating table in the Rio+10 process.

;ltilSh'ows in section after section of the outcome documents of the
“Johannesburg Summit. And yet, from the way negotiations are going,

you would readily sense that the process would be as difficult, if not
harder, now as ten years ago in Rio.
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