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M
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R
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T
he

K
yoto

P
rotocol

has
the

potential
to

provide
an

im
portant

basis
for

the
further

develop-

m
ent

of
international

clim
ate

policy
in

the
next

m
illennium

.
F

ull
im

plem
entation

by
in-

dustrialised
countries

of
their

differentiated
targets

w
ould

not
only

lead
to

a
stahilisation

of

em
issions

at
1995

levels,
but

it
w

ould
also

ensure
a

reversal
of

current
em

ission
trends.

H
ow

ever,
tw

o
years

after
its

adoption
there

continues
to

be
m

uch
uncertainty

about
the

potential
effectiveness

of
the

P
rotocol.

C
oncerns

regarding
effectiveness

are
in

large
part

related
to

the
high

threshold
for

its
entry

into
force.

T
he

m
ore

progressive
industrialised

countries
(prim

arily
E

U
M

em
ber

S
tates)

are
now

w
aiting

for
the

U
S

to
exercise

responsibility
and

join
forces

w
ith

them
in

fulfilling
their

obligations.
H

ow
ever,

the
U

S
and

other
laggard

countries
such

as
A

ustralia
are

attem
pting

to
stall

action
in

the
international

arena
in

order
to

extract
m

ore
concessions

w
ithin

the

ongoing
negotiation

process.
F

rom
their

perspective,
the

longer
the

delay
in

reaching

agreem
ent

and
com

m
encing

action,
the

easier
it

w
ill

be
for

them
to

argue
for

w
eaker

obligations
on

the
basis

that
existing

ones
are

no
longer

realistic
nor

viable.

It
has

becom
e

patently
clear

that
international

clim
ate

policy
at

the
turn

of
the

m
illennium

lacks
both

m
om

entum
and

leadership.
It

is
therefore

critical
at

this
juncture

for
a

strong

player
to

take
the

lead.
A

t
this

point,
the

E
U

is
the

only
candidate

w
ho

could
reasonably

forge
a

L
eadership

Initiative
on

clim
ate

change.
L

ed
by

the
U

nion,
a

coalition
could

be

form
ed

am
ong

those
countries

w
ho

are
actively

com
m

itted
to

strong
clim

ate
protection

policy.
M

oreover,
the

E
U

could
successfully

build
support

around
specific

issues
from

countries
w

ith
econom

ies
in

transition
(including

R
ussia),

from
several

com
m

itted
d
e

veloping
countries,

and
as

w
ell,

from
Japan

(as
the

host
of

the
K

yoto
conference).

T
his

approach
w

ould
lead

to
the

creation
of

a
new

critical
m

ass
of

support
that

is
absolutely

necessary
for

breathing
new

life
into

the
international

clim
ate

policy
process.

T
he

E
U

L
eadership

Initiative
could

focus
on

the
follow

ing
core

elem
ents.

F
irst,

the
early

an
d
p

ro
m

p
t

ratfIcatio
n

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

should
be

a
top

priority
to

ensure
its

tim
ely

entry
into

force.
G

iven
the

current
S

enate-driven
resistance

of
the

U
S

tow
ards

ratification,

it
is

absolutely
essential

that
the

E
U

,
Japan

and
R

ussia
ratify

the
P

rotocol.
T

heir
com

bined

ratification
is

required
in

order
to

m
eet

the
m

inim
um

threshold
of

55%
of

the
total

C
O

2

em
issions

of
A

nnex
I

P
arties

(at
1990

levels).
T

he
U

nion
m

ust
therefore

initiate
a

process

to
itself

ratify
the

agreem
ent

as
soon

as
possible,

w
ithout

w
aiting

for
other

countries,
in

particular,
the

U
S.

It
m

ust
also

start
exploring

possible
w

ays
in

w
hich

agreem
ent

could
be

reached
w

ith
R

ussia
and

Japan
to

engage
their

com
m

itm
ent

to
ratify

the
P

rotocol
as

w
ell.

T
his

w
ill

require
a

carefully
designed

diplom
atic

effort
involving

com
prom

ise
on

all
sides.

A
s

part
of

this
bargaining

process,
the

E
U

m
ight

have
to

dem
onstrate

increased
flexibility

w
ith

regard
to

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s.

A
s

a
result,

it
should

be
possible

to
agree

on
a

fee

on
all

trading
transactions,

as
w

ell
as

strict
m

onitoring,
reporting

and
verification

p
ro

ce

dures,
w

hich
ensure

the
environm

entally
effective

use
of

the
instrum

ents.
If

a
co

m
p

reh
en

sive
plan

can
be

established,
the

E
U

should
also

be
able

to
prevent

a
further

dilution
of

the

sink
categories

under
the

P
rotocol.

5



S
econd,

an
E

U
L

eadership
Initiative

should
introduce

m
easures

for
dom

estic
im

plem
en

tation
of

the
K

yoto
obligations

and
should

encourage
the

international
co-ordination

of

such
m

easures.
N

um
erous

studies
have

provided
evidence

of
the

vast
potential

of
low

-cost

and
no-cost

options
for

reducing
greenhouse

gas
em

issions
in

the
E

U
and

elsew
here.

C
oncerns

about
reduced

econom
ic

com
petitiveness

could
be

m
inim

ised
by

a
co-ordination

of
policies,

m
ost

im
portantly

w
ith

Japan.
T

he
E

U
and

its
M

em
ber

S
tates

have
a

w
ealth

of

experience
in

policy
co-ordination

w
hich

could
provide

a
sound

basis
for

pursuing

international
co-operation.

T
he

co-ordination
should

not
consist

of
com

m
on,

binding
m

easures
but

should
focus

on
a

transparent
and

accountable
process

of
co-ordination,

w
hich

could
stand

up
to

a
high

standard
of

public
scrutiny.

th
order

to
be

successful,
the

initiative
should

concentrate
on

a

lim
ited

set
of

m
easures

upon
w

hich
agreem

ent
is

m
ost

likely.
A

leadership
group

of

com
m

itted
countries

could
thus

dem
onstrate

that
ecological

protection
and

sustained

econom
ic

grow
th

are
not

only
com

patible,
but

also
m

utually
reinforcing

targets.
P

otential

areas
of

fruitful
co-ordination

could
include

‘green
taxation”,

a
large-scale

R
&

D
effort

for

renew
ables

and
the

efficient
use

of
energy,

dism
antling

clim
ate

adverse
subsidies,

energy

efficiency
standards

and,
finally,

clim
ate

friendly
public

procurem
ent.

T
hird,

the
involvem

ent
of

developing
countries

in
the

clim
ate

process
is

of
utm

ost
im

portance
for

the
m

edium
and

long
term

effectiveness
of

clim
ate

protection
and

for
the

future
developm

ent
of

the
international

clim
ate

regim
e.

D
eveloping

countries’
needs

and

interests
m

ust
be

addressed
first.

Im
m

ediate
em

phasis
m

ight
focus

on
an

adaptation
strategy.

T
his

should
include

the
m

obilising
of

additional
resources

for
adaptation,

e.g.

through
the

establishm
ent

of
an

adaptation
fund

financed
by

a
transaction

fee
on

all
K

yoto

M
echanism

s.
F

urther
efforts

should
be

directed
at

the
co-operative

elaboration
of

the

C
lean

D
evelopm

ent
M

echanism
(C

D
M

)
under

A
rticle

12
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
T

his
w

ill

ensure
that

the
needs

of
developing

countries
are

duly
recognised

w
ithout

com
prom

ising

on
the

ecological
effectiveness.

A
nd

finally,
the

E
uropean

U
nion

and
its

allies
should

enter

into
a

constructive
m

edium
-term

dialogue
w

ith
developing

countries
on

the
fair

and

equitable
allocation

of
em

ission
rights.

If
this

proposed
E

U
L

eadership
Jiiitiative

can
be

successfully
established,

it
w

ill
catalyse

num
erous

opportunities.
It

w
ill

reinvigorate
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

and
w

ill
create

further

incentives
to

governm
ents

to
im

plem
ent

effective
policies

and
m

easures
to

m
itigate

clim
ate

change.
It

w
ill

also
generate

m
uch

needed
public

aw
areness

to
dem

onstrate
that

econom
ic

w
ell-being

can
be

im
proved

w
ithout

having
to

bum
increasing

am
ounts

of
fossil

fuels.
A

n
E

U
L

eadership
Initiative

w
ithin

the
clim

ate
regim

e
w

ould
thus

ensure
the

pro-

gress
needed

to
protect

the
E

arth’s
clim

ate
for

the
benefit

of
hum

ankind.

P
R

E
F

A
C

E

R
atify

in
g

th
e

K
yoto

P
ro

to
co

l
fo

r
E

arth
S

u
m

m
it

2002

In
D

ecem
ber

1990,
the

U
nited

N
ations

G
eneral

A
ssem

bly
asked

an
International

N
eg

o
tia

ting
C

om
m

ittee
to

develop
a

new
international

clim
ate

treaty.
T

he
U

N
F

ram
ew

ork
C

on-
vention

on
C

lim
ate

C
hange

w
as

signed
at

the
1992

E
arth

S
um

m
it

in
R

io,
but

lacked
sp

e
cifics

on
greenhouse

gas
reduction

num
bers

and
tim

efram
es.

M
ore

than
five

years
later,

in
D

ecem
ber

1997,
the

first
legally

binding
instrum

ent
to

reduce
greenhouse

gas
em

issions
w

orldw
ide

w
as

agreed
upon

in
K

yoto,
Japan.

T
he

K
yoto

P
rotocol,

despite
its

apparent
flaw

s
and

m
odest

targets,
is

a
m

ilestone
in

the
history

of
environm

ental
policy.

N
ow

the
P

rotocol
has

to
be

ratified
and

im
plem

ented.
In

consecutive
budget

periods,
its

targets
should

be
strengthened

step
by

step,
new

countries
should

join
its

com
m

itm
ents

to
lim

it
and

consequently
reduce

their
em

issions,
and

co
m

m
on

and
coordinated

m
easures

should
be

approved.
T

he
K

yoto
P

rotocol
is

a
w

ork
in

progress,
but

it
is

the
only

gam
e

in
tow

n.
T

hose
w

ho
reject

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
reject

the
achievem

ents
of

ten
years

of
international

cooperation
to

com
bat

clim
ate

change.

T
en

years
after

R
io,

at
the

Johannesburg
W

orld
S

um
m

it
for

S
ustainable

D
evelopm

ent
in

S
eptem

ber
2002,

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
should

finally
enter

into
force.

U
ntil

then,
55

co
u
n

tries
w

ill
have

to
ratify

the
P

rotocol
covering

at
least

55
percent

of
em

issions
of

in
d
u
stria

used
countries

based
on

1990
levels.

H
ow

ever,
one

country
that

w
ill

not
be

a
party

w
hen

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
enters

into
force,

is
the

U
nited

S
tates

of
A

m
erica.

T
he

U
.S.

w
ere

one
of

several
countries

that
have

co
n
tin

u
ously

slow
ed

dow
n

the
negotiating

process.
T

he
U

.S.
S

enate
w

hich
has

to
ratify

inter-
national

treaties
before

they
can

becom
e

law
,

had
dem

onstrated
a

strong
hostility

tow
ard

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
even

before
its

content
w

as
know

n.
R

atification
by

the
U

.S
.

S
enate

of
any

international
agreem

ent
that

sets
legally

binding
reduction

com
m

itm
ents

for
green-

house
gases

rem
ains

highly
unlikely

for
the

com
ing

years.

A
t

the
6

th
C

onference
of

the
P

arties
to

the
C

lim
ate

C
onvention

in
T

he
H

ague,
N

etherlands
in

N
ovem

ber
2000,

the
outgoing

C
linton-G

ore
adm

inistration
w

as
unw

illing
to

agree
on

a
precise

definition
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol’s
so-called

flexibility
m

echanism
s,

like
em

issions
trading,

carbon
sinks

and
the

C
lean

D
evelopm

ent
M

echanism
.

T
he

E
uropean

U
nion

did
not

reject
the

notion
of

flexibility
and

cost-effective
im

plem
entation,

but
rightfully

d
em

an
ded

a
precise

quantification
of

w
hich

am
ount

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol’s

reduction
com

m
it-

m
ent

could
be

offset
by

the
flexibility

m
echanism

s.
T

he
outgoing

U
.S.

adm
inistration

did
not

dem
onstrate

the
necessary

political
strength

to
agree

on
any

quantitative
restriction

on
the

use
of

the
m

echanism
s.

N
ow

,
that

the
B

ush-C
heney

adm
inistration

has
declared

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
dead,

the
E

uropean
U

nion,
R

ussia,
Japan,

developing
countries

and
others

have
the

task
of

ratifying
and

im
plem

enting
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

alone.

6
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T
he

reason
for

the
U

nited
S

tates’s
failure

to
provide

leadership
in

international
clim

ate
policy

is
the

lack
of

any
serious

dom
estic

clim
ate

policy
program

.
B

oth
the

C
linton-G

ore
and

the
B

ush-C
heney

adm
inistrations

have
been

slow
in

im
p
lem

en
ting

clim
ate

policy
m

easures
dom

estically.
T

he
new

adm
inistration

has
cut

funding
for

energy
efficiency

and
renew

able
energies,

challenged
existing

and
proposed

F
ederal

standards
for

cars
and

household
appliances

and
has

brought
forw

ard
a

national
energy

plan
that

focusses
on

the
supply

of
coal,

oil
and

gas,
not

on
efficiency,

dem
and

side
m

anagem
ent

and
renew

ables.

T
he

A
m

erican
love

affair
w

ith
even

bigger
cars

stands
em

blem
atically

for
a

developm
ent

path
that

leads
the

U
.S.

continuously
aw

ay
from

fulfilling
its

com
m

itm
ents

under
the

R
io

C
lim

ate
C

onvention.
O

n
the

question
w

hether
P

resident
B

ush
w

ould
call

on
drivers

to
sharply

reduce
their

fuel
consum

ption.
W

hite
H

ouse
press

secretary
A

n
F

leischer
recently,

on
M

ay
7,

2001,
answ

ered:
“T

hat’s
a

big
no.

T
he

president
believes

that
it’s

an
A

m
erican

w
ay

of
life,

and
that

it
should

be
the

goal
of

policym
akers

to
protect

the
A

m
erican

w
ay

of
life.

T
he

A
m

erican
w

ay
of

life
is

a
blessed

one.”

B
ut

the
reason

w
hy

international
clim

ate
policy

has
been

m
oving

at
a

snail’s
pace

is
not

so
m

uch
the

laggards,
but

theabsence
of

leaders.

In
1999,

the
H

einrich
B

oll
F

oundation
had

therefore
asked

tw
o

experts
to

develop
a

new
leadership

initiative
to

get
international

clim
ate

policy
m

oving
again.

H
erm

ann
O

tt,
scientist

at
the

W
uppertal

Institute
for

C
lim

ate,
E

nergy,
E

nvironm
ent,

and
currently

w
orking

for
the

P
lanning

D
epartm

ent
of

G
erm

any’s
F

oreign
M

inistry,
and

S
ebastian

O
berthür,

S
enior

F
ellow

of
the

E
cologic

Institute,
a

B
erlin

based
think-tank

for
E

uropean
and

international
environm

ental
research,

propose
the

follow
ing

three
elem

ents
for

such
an

initiative:

.
A

com
bined

effort
of

the
E

uropean
U

nion,
together

w
ith

E
astern

E
uropean

countries

including
R

ussia
and

other
C

IS
states

plus
key

developing
countries

to
achieve

early
ratification

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol,

if
necessary

w
ithout

initial
U

.S
.

participation.
.

A
coordinated

effort
to

jum
pstart

national
clim

ate
policy

program
s.

C
redible

national
im

plem
entation

is
key

to
convince

others
that

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
w

orks.
International

coordination
of

policies
and

m
easures,

like
econom

ic
instrum

ents,
technical

standards

or
trade

rules,
w

ill
help

to
facilitate

national
im

plem
entation

and
sm

ooth
conflicts

w
ith

other
econom

ic
developm

ent
goals.

.
N

ew
incentives

to
involve

S
outhern

countries
into

the
C

onvention
process:

T
he

K
yoto

P
rotocol

foresees
a

num
ber

of
new

funding
m

echanism
s

and
econom

ic
instrum

ents
for

N
orth-S

outh
cooperation.

T
hose

instrum
ents

m
ust

be
created

in
a

w
ay

that
allow

s

broad
and

equal
participation,

transparency
and

a
m

axim
um

ecological
benefit.

E
ven

if
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

w
ill

enter
into

force
w

ithout
U

.S
.

participation,
the

door
for

the

U
.S.

and
others

has
to

rem
ain

open.
A

ny
country

should
be

legally
and

technically
able

to

join
during

later
budget

periods,
provided

the
environm

ental
integrity

of
the

P
rotocol

is

preserved.
T

he
U

.S
.

has
a

lot
to

contribute
scientifically,

technically,
financially

and
politically

to
solve

the
global

environm
ental

crisis.
In

other
phases

of
its

history,
the

U
.S.

has
been

a
leader

on
international

environm
ental

cooperation,
the

M
ontreal

P
rotocol

to
protect

the
ozone

layer
being

a
prim

e
exam

ple
that

w
ould

not
have

been
possible

w
ithout

strong
U

.S.
initiative.

L
ast

but
not

least,
U

.S
.

em
issions

continue
to

contribute
significantly

to
the

problem
.

U
.S.

policies
should

therefore
also

contribute
to

the
solution.

A
t

the
eve

of
E

arth
S

um
m

it
2002,

the
w

orld
has

to
take

stock
of

w
hat

has
been

achieved
since

R
io.

T
he

F
ram

ew
ork

C
onvention

on
C

lim
ate

C
hange

that
prom

ises
to

“achieve
.
.
.

stabilisation
of

greenhouse
gas

concentrations
in

the
atm

osphere
at

a
level

that
w

ould
prevent

dangerous
interference

w
ith

the
clim

ate
system

”
w

as
signed

in
R

io,
am

ongst
others

by
then

U
.S.

P
resident

G
eorge

B
ush

S
enior.

T
en

years
later,

it
is

tim
e

to
fulfil

its
com

m
itm

ents.
T

he
K

yoto
P

rotocol
is

a
first

but
necessary

step
to

coordinate
the

global
effort

to
m

eet
this

global
challenge.

W
hen

heads
of

state
m

eet
in

Johannesburg,
they

should
celebrate

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol’s
entering

into
force,

but
also

look
ahead

and
do

m
ore.

S
ascha

M
ütler-K

raenner
H

einrich
B

oll fo
u

n
d
atio

n
W

ashington
O

ffice

June,
200]
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T
his

w
ill,

how
ever,

depend
on

the
dom

estic
im

plem
entation

of
the

treaty
and

on
the

ratification
by

at
least

55
P

arties
to

the
C

lim
ate

C
onvention

representing
at

least
55%

of

industrialised
country

em
issions

in
1990

(see
C

hapter
3.1).

A
s

w
ell,

the
design

of
the

so-
called

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
that

form
part

of
the

P
rotocol

(E
m

issions
T

rading,
Joint

Im
p
le

000CD

2.
T

h
e

L
an

d
scap

e
of

In
tern

atio
n
al

C
lim

ate
P

olitics
at

th
e

T
u

rn
of

th
e

C
en

tu
ry

T
he

future
prospects

for
international

co-operation
on

clim
ate

change
depend

on
w

hether
and

w
hen

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
w

ill
be

ratified
and

im
plem

ented
by

the
m

ajor
players.

T
he

follow
ing

section
describes

the
international

landscape
of

clim
ate

politics
through

an

B
R

E
A

K
IN

G
T

H
E

IM
P

A
S

S
E

:
F

O
R

G
IN

G
A

N
E

U
L

E
A

D
E

R
S

H
IP

IN
IT

IA
T

IV
E

O
N

C
L

IM
A

T
E

C
H

A
N

G
E

B
y

H
erm

an
n

E
.

O
ft

an
d

S
eb

astian
O

b
erth

ü
r

1.
In

tro
d
u
ctio

n
1

T
he

K
yoto

P
rotocol

to
the

U
nited

N
ations

F
ram

ew
ork

C
onvention

on
C

lim
ate

C
hange

(FC
C

C
)

w
as

-
and

still
is

-
a

rem
arkable

achievem
ent

for
international

clim
ate

policy.2
N

egotiated
in

little
m

ore
than

tw
o

years
and

concluded
in

1997,
this

extrem
ely

com
plex

treaty
has

the
potential

to
constitute

the
foundation

of
the

clim
ate

regim
e

for
the

next
century.

Its
m

ost
im

portant
cornerstone

is
undoubtedly

the
quantitative

obligation
for

industrialised
countries

to
reduce

em
issions

of
a

set
of

greenhouse
gases

(G
H

G
5)

by
a

specified
percentage

in
the

period
of

2008—
2012

(A
rticle

3
and

A
nnex

B
of

the
P

rotocol).3
T

he
im

plem
entation

of
these

differentiated
targets,

ranging
from

m
inus

8%
for

the
E

U
and

som
e

E
astern

E
uropean

countries
to

plus
10%

for
Iceland

(see
T

able
1)

w
ould

lead
to

a
stabilisation

of
em

issions
at

1995
levels

and
thus

constitute
a

deviation
from

present
em

ission
trends

(see
F

igure
1

).

T
able

1:
T

he
D

ifferentiated
Q

uantitative
O

bligations
ofA

nnex
B

P
arties

m
entation

and
the

C
lean

D
evelopm

ent
M

echanism
)

and
the

future
treatm

ent
of

sinks
w

ill
no

doubt
have

a
decisive

im
pact.

H
ow

ever,
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
are

inherently
contra-

dictory.
W

hile
they

provide
for

the
cost-effective

im
plem

entation
of

the
reduction

targets,
they

can
also

be
used

by
P

arties
to

evade
effective

action
at

the
national

level.5
A

co
n

stru
c

tive
dialogue

on
the

environm
entally

and
econom

ically
effective

design
of

these
in

stru
m

ents
is

therefore
of

utm
ost

im
portance.

A
t

present,
the

pace
of

the
clim

ate
negotiations

is
far

too
slow

and
the

prospects
for

its
entering

into
force

rem
ain

rather
uncertain.

T
he

negotiating
process

has
been

m
arked

by
a

lack
of

m
eaningful

discussion
on

the
strategies

needed
for

effective
clim

ate
protection,

not
to

m
ention

the
absence

of
m

uch-needed
constructive

co-operation
in

the
developm

ent
of

policies
and

m
easures

to
im

plem
ent

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
Instead,

post-K
yoto

negotiations
have

concentrated
on

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s

and
have

generally
been

characterised
by

battles
of

retreat.
B

ecause
m

om
entum

is
so

clearly
lacking,

a
L

eadership
Initiative

is
urgently

needed
now

m
ore

than
ever.

T
his

paper
aim

s
to

develop
the

design
for

such
an

initiative.
T

he
first

substantive
part

analyses
the

state
of

affairs
of

international
clim

ate
policy

at
the

turn
of

the
century

(C
hapter

2).
S

ubsequently,
a

concrete
response

to
the

ongoing
problem

s
in

the
negotiating

process
is

presented
in

the
form

of
a

L
eadership

Initiative
on

clim
ate

change
to

revitalise
international

clim
ate

policy
and

re-energise
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

process
(C

hapter
3).

F
ig

u
re

1:
Projected

Im
pacts

ofthe
K

yoto
Protocol

on
E

m
issions

ofG
reenhouse

G
ases

from
A

nnex
I

Parties

6.5
-

T
arget

(percentage
P

arty
reduction

from
base

year
or

period)

-
8%

A
ustria,

B
elgium

,
B

ulgariaa,
C

zech
R

epublica,
D

enm
ark,

E
stonia’,

E
uropean

C
om

m
unity,

F
inland,

F
rance,

G
erm

any,
Ireland,

Italy,
L

atvia’,
L

iechtenstein,
L

ithuaniaa,
L

uxem
bourg,

M
onaco,

N
etherlands,

P
ortugal,

R
om

aniaa,
S

lovakiaa,
S

loveniaa,
S

pain,
S

w
eden,

S
w

itzerland,
U

nited
K

ingdom
of

G
reat

B
ritain

and
N

orthern
Ireland

-

7%
U

nited
S

tates
of

A
m

erica
-

6%
C

anada,
H

u
n
g
ary

a,
Jap

an
,

P
o

lan
d

a

-

5%
C

roatiaa

S
tabilisation

N
ew

Z
ealand,

R
ussian

F
ederationa,

U
krainea

+
1%

N
orw

ay

+
8%

A
ustralia

+
10%

Iceland

6.0
-

O
EC

D
G

reen
M

odel

5.5

5.0

4.5

4.0

3.5

a
C

ountries
that

are
undergoing

the
process

of
transition

to
a

m
arket

econom
y

Source:
A

nnex
ofD

ecision
1/C

P.1
in

FC
C

C
/C

P/1997/7/A
dd.1.

EIA
H

igh
G

row
th

S
cenario

2
n

d
N

ational
C

om
m

unications

3.0

2.5

1990
1995

2000
2005

2010
2015years

S
ource:

O
E

C
D

1993;
E

IA
1999;

2
”

N
ational

C
om

m
unications

ofA
nnex

IParties,
fC

C
C

IC
P/199811

1/A
dd.2.
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analysis
of

the
current

state
of

im
plem

entation
and

ratification
of

the
P

rotocol
by

the
m

ajor
players.

A
nd

in
light

of
the

ever-grow
ing

influence
of

civil
society,

new
developm

ents
in

the
clim

ate
N

G
O

arena
are

also
exam

ined.
T

his
is

follow
ed

by
an

analysis
of

the
state-of-

play
of

the
international

negotiating
process.6

2.1
T

he
D

om
estic

C
lim

ate
P

olicy
of

the
M

ajo
r

P
layers

after
K

yoto

D
om

estic
clim

ate
policy

is
the

basis
of

a
national

governm
ent’s

international
position

w
ith

progress
at

the
international

level
thus

requiring
effective

dom
estic

m
easures.

U
nfortunately,

efforts
to

im
plem

ent
the

K
yoto

obligations
and

to
prepare

for
the

entry
into

force
of

the
P

rotocol
have

been
insufficient

in
the

tw
o

years
follow

ing
its

adoption
in

D
ecem

ber
1997.

E
m

ission
trends

under
business

as
usual

scenarios
therefore

continue
to

rise
w

ith
continued

uncertain
ratification

prospects.

L
ow

E
xpectations

fo
r

the
E

U
an

d
the

A
p

p
lican

t
C

o
u
n
tries

A
s

regards
the

international
process,

the
E

U
has

continued
to

strive
for

international
leadership

in
the

post-K
yoto

phase.
In

particular,
it

has
attem

pted
to

m
aintain

pressure
on

the
U

S
and

other
laggard

countries
to

adopt
an

environm
entally

effective
design

for
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s.
F

urtherm
ore,

the
E

U
has

m
ade

som
e

effort
to

respond
to

criticism
of

its
inw

ard-looking
focus

during
the

K
yoto

negotiations.
A

s
part

of
this

effort,
it

has
succeeded

in
strengthening

its
ties

w
ith

countries
w

ith
econom

ies
in

transition
(C

E
T

T
s)

and
developing

countries.7

In
June

1998,
the

E
U

reached
an

agreem
ent

on
an

internal
burden-sharing

arrangem
ent.

T
his

w
ill

form
the

basis
of

its
declaration

on
joint

fulfilm
ent

under
A

rticle
4

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

(i.e.
the

redistribution
of

its
overall

com
m

itm
ent

am
ong

E
U

M
em

ber
S

tates)
upon

its
ratification.8

D
espite

this
agreem

ent,
how

ever,
the

E
U

has
not

yet
taken

the
necessary

steps
for

early
ratification

of
the

K
yoto

ProtocoL
9

T
his

appears
to

be
due

prim
arily

to
strategic

considerations
(see

also
C

hapter
3.2).

U
ntil

the
E

U
ratifies

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol,
how

ever,
it

w
ill

hardly
be

able
to

achieve
any

real
progress

in
developing

its
policies

for
lim

iting
G

H
G

em
issions.’°

T
he

m
ain

post-K
yoto

achievem
ent

has
been

an
agreem

ent
w

ith
E

uropean
car

m
anufacturers

in
199$

to
lim

it
average

C
O

2
em

issions
of

new
cars

to
140

m
g

per
kilom

etre
by

200$.
T

his
represents

a
25%

reduction
from

current
levels

and
could

contribute
about

one-sixth
of

the
reductions

needed
to

achieve
the

K
yoto

target
for

the
E

U
.’

‘N
evertheless,

and
despite

strengthened
efforts

by
som

e
M

em
ber

S
tates

like
G

er
m

any,
according

to
the

E
uropean

C
om

m
ission’s

estim
ates

of
M

ay
1999,

E
U

total
G

H
G

em
issions

are
still

expected
to

increase
by

som
e

6%
from

the
1990

level
by

2010
if

further
m

easures
are

not
12

T
here

has
also

been
a

notable
lack

of
progress

on
a

num
ber

of
internal

policy
initiatives.

B
y

m
id- 1999,

a
long-aw

aited
proposal

for
legislation

supporting
the

feed-in
of

electricity
produced

by
renew

able
energy

sources,
had

still
not

even
been

tabled
by

the
E

uropean
C

om
m

ission.
N

egotiations
on

a
proposal

for
the

taxation
of

energy
products

appeared
to

be
deadlocked

as
w

ell.’3
In

addition,
the

E
U

has
been

slow
to

develop
policies

and

m
easures

for
the

non-C
02

G
H

G
s.

R
egarding

the
fluorinated

gases
(H

F
C

s,
P

F
C

s,
SF6),

the
U

nion
had

not
elaborated

a
strategy

until
m

id-1999.’4
F

urtherm
ore,

internal
divergence

w
ith

respect
to

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s

has
becom

e
increasingly

obvious
as

som
e

M
em

ber
S

tates
continue

to
explore

the
full

potential
of

the
m

echanism
s.

F
or

exam
ple,

the
N

ether-
lands

are
planning

to
realise

50%
(com

pared
to

a
business

as
usual

scenario)
of

their
target

under
the

burden-sharing
agreem

ent
of

1999
by

draw
ing

on
E

m
issions

T
rading,

Joint
Im

plem
entation

(II)
and

the
C

lean
D

evelopm
ent

M
echanism

C
lose

ties
have

developed
betw

een
the

E
U

and
C

entral
E

astern
E

uropean
C

E
ffs,

partly
as

a
consequence

of
the

E
U

enlargem
ent

process.
T

his
is

expected
to

lead
to

the
accession

of
the

C
zech

R
epublic,

E
stonia,

H
ungary,

P
oland,

and
S

lovenia
early

in
the

2
y

S
tcentury.

M
ore

C
E

lls
w

ill
follow

in
subsequent

years.
A

s
part

of
the

enlargem
ent

process,
the

accession
countries

w
ill

be
required

to
adapt

their
national

legislation
and

adm
inistrative

structures
to

the
E

U
standards

and
requirem

ents.
A

s
a

result,
these

countries
can

be
ex

p
ec

ted
to

largely
follow

the
exam

ple
of

the
E

U
and

its
current

M
em

ber
S

tates.
T

here
is

little
doubt

that,
once

the
E

U
and

its
M

em
ber

S
tates

ratify
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol,

these
countries

w
ill

follow
suit.

T
he

“U
m

brella
G

ro
u
p
”:

F
lig

h
t

into
the

M
echanism

s

In
the

post-K
yoto

period,
the

“um
brella

group”
has

been
the

m
ain

counterpart
to

the
E

U
in

international
clim

ate
politics.

T
he

m
em

bers
of

the
group

are
A

ustralia,
C

anada,
Iceland,

Japan,
N

ew
Z

ealand,
N

orw
ay,

the
R

ussian
F

ederation,
U

kraine,
and

the
U

S.
T

he
um

brella
group

encom
passes

all
m

ajor
G

H
G

em
itters

am
ong

the
industrialised

countries
except

the
E

U
.

It
includes

the
tw

o
C

E
lls

w
ith

the
highest

G
H

G
em

issions
and

the
greatest

interest
in

trading
“hot

air”,
i.e.

the
surplus

em
ission

allow
ances

that
are

available
as

a
result

of
the

steep
fall

in
em

issions
that

has
taken

place
in

these
countries

since
1990

(but
w

hich
rem

ained
unaccounted

for
in

the
determ

ination
of

the
K

yoto
16

L
ittle

has
changed

in
U

S
clim

ate
politics

since
K

yoto.
T

he
U

S
G

overnm
ent

has
continued

to
m

ake
the

“m
eaningful

participation
of

key
developing

countries”
a

precondition
for

considering
the

ratification
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
F

urtherm
ore,

it
has

w
orked

forcefully
during

international
negotiations

to
prevent

any
quantitative

restrictions
on

the
use

of
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s.
D

om
estically,

little
progress

has
been

achieved.
T

o
the

contrary,
the

S
enate

B
udget

C
om

m
ittee

deleted
clim

ate-friendly
tax

incentives
and

research
grants

in
199$,

and
a

num
ber

of
R

epublicans
pledged

to
block

any
adm

inistration
budgetary

or
regulatory

m
oves

tow
ards

im
plem

enting
the

U
S

‘s
K

yoto
U

S
G

H
G

em
issions

are
projected

to
increase

by
23%

from
1990

lQ
vels

by
2010.18

T
he

longer
the

internal
U

S
clim

ate
policies

rem
ain

in
stalem

ate
and

the
longer

legislative
action

is
postponed,

the
m

ore
dependent

the
U

S
w

ill
becom

e
on

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s

for
reaching

its
target

of
m

inus
7%

.
It

m
ay

already
be

too
late

for
the

U
S

to
execute

its
com

m
itm

ent
by

dom
estic

action
alone,

although
a

num
ber

of
developm

ents
point

in
a

m
ore

positive
i
’
9

O
verall,

how
ever,

U
S

ratification
prospects

are
very

uncertain.

Jap
an

has
a

strong
diplom

atic
interest

in
the

success
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol,
since

the
agreem

ent
w

as
reached

in
K

yoto.
R

egarding
dom

estic
im

plem
entation,

Japan
has

seriously

12
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investigated
its

options
for

reaching
the

K
yoto

target
of

m
inus

6%
and

has
developed

an
overall

strategy
for

m
eetings

that
target.

T
his

strategy
aim

s,
am

ong
other

things,
at

a
stabilisation

of
C

O
2

em
issions

and
increased

use
of

J120
and

E
m

issions
T

rading
to

co
n

tri
bute

1.8%
tow

ards
its

total
6%

G
H

G
em

ission
reduction

target.2’
A

ssum
ing

that
the

final
design

of
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
w

ill
allow

Japan
to

m
ake

use
of

JI
and

E
m

issions
T

ra
ding

to
som

e
extent,

Japan
can

be
expected

to
join

the
P

rotocol
early

in
the

next
century

(if
the

E
U

does
so

as
w

ell).

T
he

prospects
for

R
ussian

clim
ate

policy
are

m
ost

uncertain,
reflecting

its
current

eco
nom

ic
and

political
situation.

S
ince

clim
ate

protection
interests

are
barely

represented
in

R
ussian

politics,
ratification

of
the

P
rotocol

w
ill

m
ainly

depend
on

the
design

of
E

m
is

sions
T

rading,
since

this
w

ill
be

decisive
for

R
ussia’s

ability
to

sell
its

excess
em

ission
allow

ances
(otherw

ise
referred

to
as

‘hot
air).

T
he

ratification
of

other
non-E

U
industrialised

O
E

C
D

countries
is

not
as

decisive
for

the
entry

into
force

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol,

since
their

share
of

the
total

A
nnex

I
C

O
2

em
is

sions
is

relatively
sm

all.
T

he
sm

aller
em

itters
could,

how
ever,

tip
the

scales
for

reaching
the

necessary
55%

of
the

total
A

nnex
I

C
O

2
em

issions
in

1990
for

the
P

rotocol
to

enter
into

force.
N

o
uniform

developm
ent

is
visible

in
that

respect.
N

orw
ay

and
S

w
itzerland,

both
having

a
history

of
constructive

participation
in

international
efforts,

succeeded
in

reaching
their

objectives
in

K
yoto

to
a

large
extent.

T
hey

m
ay

thus
be

expected
to

becom
e

m
em

bers
of

the
accord

eventually.
O

thers
(A

ustralia,
C

anada,
N

ew
Z

ealand)
m

ay
ratify

so
as

to
“join

the
club”,

but
are

likely
to

allow
others

to
launch

the
P

rotocol.
O

verall,
these

countries
have

taken
little

dom
estic

action
to

revert
G

H
G

em
ission

trends.

D
eveloping

C
ountries:

W
ait

and
See

B
ecause

a
m

inim
um

of
55

ratifications
are

required
for

the
P

rotocol
to

enter
into

force,
developing

countries
m

ust
be

included
in

the
gam

e.
T

heir
involvem

ent
in

several
aspects

is
decisive

for
the

future
success

of
the

international
co-operation

required
by

the
fram

ew
ork

of
the

P
rotocol.

th
the

short
and

m
edium

term
,

their
constructive

input
w

ill
be

needed
to

reach
agreem

ent
on

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s,

in
particular

E
m

issions
T

rading
and

the
C

D
M

.
ln

the
long

term
,

the
developing

countries
w

ill
them

selves
have

to
lim

it
and

reduce
their

ow
n

G
H

G
em

issions.

1n
the

post-K
yoto

phase,A
O

S
IS

has
been

torn
betw

een
tw

o
partially

com
peting

objectives.
O

n
the

one
hand,

they
have

striven
to

m
axim

ise
support

for
those

countries
w

hich
are

particularly
vulnerable

to
clim

ate
change,

w
hich

could
im

ply
the

possible
extensive

use
of

the
C

D
M

.
O

n
the

other
hand,

this
has

partially
conflicted

w
ith

A
O

S
IS

’
intention

to
ensure

that
industrialised

countries’
obligations

are
fulfilled

by
taking

dom
estic

action.
O

verall,
A

O
S

IS
w

ill
rem

ain
the

m
oral

conscience
of

the
international

clim
ate

negotiations.
Indeed,

as
of

16
June

1999,
7

A
O

S
IS

m
em

bers
w

ere
am

ong
the

first
10

countries
to

have
ratified

the
P

rotocol.
O

ther
A

O
S

IS
m

em
bers

can
be

expected
to

follow
in

order
to

contribute
to

the
55

ratifications
needed

for
the

entry
into

force
of

the
P

rotocol.

O
P

E
C

countries
still

have
the

potential
and

capability
to

slow
dow

n
the

process,
although

the
K

yoto
process

has
show

n
that

their
influence

is
lim

ited
w

hen
the

other
big

players
are

determ
ined

to
continue.

If
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

enters
into

force,
they

can
be

expected
to

join
the

club,
if

only
to

be
able

to
influence

the
future

gam
e.

A
fter

all,
these

countries
had

the
political

insight
to

join
w

ith
all

other
countries

in
adopting

the
P

rotocol.

O
verall,

little
effort

has
been

m
ade

by
other

developing
countries

to
ratify

the
P

rotocol.
H

ow
ever,

interest
to

do
so

is
expected

to
increase

once
entry

into
force

becom
es

likely.
A

t
this

point
how

ever,
the

0
-7

7
and

C
hina

have
becom

e
increasingly

divided
internally.

O
ne

of
the

m
ost

controversial
issues

concerns
the

m
atter

of
voluntary

com
m

itm
ents

of
develop-

ing
countries.

T
his

issue
w

as
catalysed

by
A

rgentina’s
declaration

to
announce

such
a

com
m

itm
ent

at
the

fifth
C

onference
of

the
P

arties
(C

O
P

5).
T

his
does

not
necessarily

m
ean

the
total

breakdow
n

of
G

-77
solidarity

(w
hich

has
been

declared
m

any
tim

es
in

the
past).

B
ut

other
large

and
pow

erful
developing

countries,
India

and
C

hina
in

particular,
have

voiced
principal

concerns
about

the
allocation

and
distribution

of
em

ission
rights

under
the

Protocol.22

“G
rey

”
B

usiness
N

G
O

s:
B

eginning
to

R
ise

to
the

C
hallenge

A
t

first
glance,

business
has

continued
in

the
post-K

yoto
phase

m
uch

in
the

sam
e

w
ay

as
it

had
done

before.
In

the
U

nited
S

tates,
the

“C
arbon

C
lub”

launched
a

cam
paign

to
obstruct

the
K

yoto
Protocol.23

T
he

fossil
fuel

lobby
continued

its
w

ork
both

internationally
and

dom
estically

to
prevent

effective
action

and
ratification

of
the

P
rotocol.

H
ow

ever,
a

n
u
m

her
of

developm
ents

reinforce
the

expectation
that

the
balance

of
pow

er
in

the
business

com
m

unity
m

ay
w

ell
shift

tow
ards

the
m

ore
m

oderate
and

progressive
forces.

In
A

pril
1998,

the
oil

giant
S

hell
follow

ed
the

exam
ple

o
fB

P
and

severed
its

ties
w

ith
the

G
lobal

C
lim

ate
C

oalition.24

In
addition

to
their

strategic
re-positioning

in
1997

by
investing

heavily
in

solar
energy,

S
hell

and
B

P
have

declared
plans

to
reduce

their
ow

n
G

H
G

em
issions

by
10%

from
1990

levels
by

2002
(S

hell)
and

by
2005

(B
P).

A
s

another
exam

ple,
D

u
P

ont
announced

at
a

conference
organised

by
the

P
ew

C
entre

on
G

lobal
C

lim
ate

C
hange

in
late

1999
that

it
w

ould
reduce

G
H

G
em

issions
by

65%
from

1990
levels

by
2010,

w
ould

hold
total

energy
use

flat
and

use
renew

able
energy

sources
for

10%
of

its
overall

energy
use.25

F
urtherm

ore,
a

num
ber

of
transatlantic

m
ergers

exposed
their

new
U

S
branches

to
pressure

from
their

m
ore

m
oderate

E
uropean

partners.
F

or
exam

ple,
B

P
A

m
oco,

has
since

adopted
the

m
ore

progressive
stance

of
B

P.26
A

t
the

sam
e

tim
e,

the
progressive

lobby
groups

w
ithin

b
u
si

ness,
like

C
ogen,

the
B

usiness
C

ouncil
for

a
S

ustainable
E

nergy
F

uture
and

its
E

uropean
counterpart

(e5),
have

since
consolidated

and
strengthened

their
ow

n
influence.

“G
reen

”
E

n
v
iro

n
m

en
tal

N
G

O
s:

In
D

an
g

er
of

L
osing

th
eir

M
essage

E
nvironm

ental
N

G
O

s
have

continued
to

w
ork

on
the

international
process

and
the

do-
m

estic
im

plem
entation

in
industrialised

countries.
U

S
groups

in
particular

have
shifted

their
focus

from
the

international
to

the
dom

estic
level,

in
light

of
the

im
portance

of
congressional

support
to

the
potential

ratification
of

the
P

rotocol.
E

nvironm
ental

N
G

O
s,

15
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co-operating
w

ithin
the

fram
ew

ork
of

the
C

lim
ate

A
ction

N
etw

ork
(C

A
N

),
have

w
orked

for
early

ratification
of

the
P

rotocol
and

an
environm

entally
effective

design
of

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s.

H
ow

ever,
green

N
G

O
s

have
faced

tw
o

particular
problem

s
in

the
post-K

yoto
period.

F
irst,

the
im

portance
of

clim
ate

change
has

generally
declined

on
the

political
and

public
agendas

of
industrialised

countries.
S

econd,
N

G
O

s
have

had
difficulties

conveying
clear

m
essages

to
the

public
because

of
the

increasing
technical

com
plexity

of
the

issues.
W

ith
the

adoption
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol,
the

environm
ental

lobby
has

appeared
to

have
lost

its
rallying

point,
w

hich
in

turn
has

reinforced
these

problem
s.

2.2
T

he
P

ost-K
yoto

In
tern

atio
n
al

A
ren

a

In
the

im
m

ediate
period

follow
ing

K
yoto,

exhaustion
prevailed

and
international

clim
ate

policy
w

as
characterised

by
a

low
level

of
activity,

thus
reflecting

the
slow

im
plem

entation
of

dom
estic-level

obligations.
G

overned
by

a
m

andate
adopted

by
C

O
P

3,
and

reinforced
by

C
O

P
4

in
B

uenos
A

ires,
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
and

the
issue

of
sinks

have
since

be-
com

e
the

current
focus

of
clim

ate
diplom

acy.
F

urtherm
ore,

the
participation

of
developing

countries
has

rem
ained

high
on

the
international

agenda.

F
ocus

on
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s

T
he

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
(Joint

Im
plem

entation,
C

D
M

,
E

m
issions

T
rading)

have
been

the
prim

ary
focus

of
attention

in
the

post-K
yoto

process.
M

any
design

features
w

ere
left

u
n

resolved
in

the
P

rotocol,
including

the
institutional

set-up,
m

onitoring
and

verification,
responses

to
non-com

pliance,
eligibility

criteria
for

projects
am

ong
others.27

In
addition

to
the

m
any

technical
issues

concerning
the

concrete
term

s
of

the
m

echanism
s,

one
highly

politically
charged

question
that

rem
ains

relates
to

w
hether

upper
lim

its
(“caps”)

should
be

set
on

the
use

of
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
in

order
to

ensure
that

the
purchase

of
em

ission
allow

ances
abroad

rem
ains

‘supplem
entaF’

to
dom

estic
action.

T
he

political
‘cam

ps’
confronting

each
other

on
the

design
of

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s

have
rem

ained
very

m
uch

unchanged
since

K
yoto.

O
n

the
one

hand,
the

U
S

and
other

m
em

bers
of

the
‘um

brella
group”

prefer
as

little
regulation

as
possible

so
as

not
to

constrain
the

availability
of

the
m

echanism
s

and,
above

all,
E

m
issions

T
rading.

O
n

the
other

hand,
the

E
U

proposed
a

rather
com

plicated
form

ula
for

a
quantitative

“ceiling”
on

the
use

of
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
in

1
9
9
9
.2

8

T
he

w
ork

program
m

e
on

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s,29

w
hich

form
s

part
of

the
B

uenos
A

ires
P

lan
of

A
ction

adopted
at

C
O

P
4,

specifies
that

detailed
rules

for
all

m
echanism

s
should

be
adopted

in
one

package
at

C
O

P
6,

scheduled
to

take
place

in
late

2000
or

early
2001

(probably
in

the
N

etherlands).
B

y
consolidating

the
rules

of
all

three
K

yoto
M

echanism
s,

industrialised
countries

successfully
pressured

developing
countries

to
agree

not
only

on
the

rules
of

the
C

D
M

,
for

w
hich

m
any

had
show

n
a

particular
interest,

but
also

on
E

m
is

sions
T

rading
and

JI.
T

here
is,

how
ever,

the
danger

that
concerns

regarding
the

environ-
m

ental
effectiveness

of
the

instrum
ents

w
ill

receive
inadequate

attention.30

A
nother

potential
threat

to
the

effectiveness
of

the
regim

e
w

ould
be

a
hasty

expansion
of

the
sink

categories
under

the
K

yoto
Protocol.3’

A
fter

lengthy
discussions

in
1998,

P
arties

at
C

O
P

4
linked

both
the

treatm
ent

of
forest

sinks
and

the
inclusion

of
further

categories
of

sinks
to

a
special

report
by

the
W

C
C

to
be

adopted
after

the
year

2000.32
A

lthough
the

issue
w

as
thus

effectively
postponed,

the
U

S
and

other
non-E

U
industrialised

countries,
tried

to
push

the
debate

at
the

political
level

during
the

S
ubsidiary

B
ody

m
eetings

in
B

onn
in

June
l9

9
9

.
T

his
behaviour

w
as

felt
to

be
questionable,

since
the

U
S

w
as

in
effect

trying
to

expand
sink

categories
in

advance
of

the
publication

of
the

W
C

C
special

report.
U

nfortunately,
the

E
U

seem
ingly

dem
onstrated

lim
ited

interest
nor

effort
in

resisting
these

attem
pts.

T
he

D
em

and
fo

r
E

arly
D

eveloping
C

o
u
n

try
P

articip
atio

n
:

S
tifling

P
rogress

A
lthough

the
question

of
developing

country
participation

in
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

is
not

currently
on

the
official

agenda,
it

has
rem

ained
one

of
the

m
ost

prom
inent

issues
through-

out
the

post-K
yoto

discussions.34
T

here
have

been
continuing

calls
from

the
U

S
and

other
non-E

U
industrialised

countries
for

the
“m

eaningful
participation”

of
developing

countries
in

com
bating

clim
ate

change.
In

response,
C

hina
and

India
have

m
ade

the
per

capita
d
istri

bution
of

em
ission

rights
one

of
their

central
dem

ands.
T

he
result

has
been

deadlock
in

the
negotiations.

T
he

event
that

triggered
and

deepened
the

debate
at

C
O

P
4

in
B

uenos
A

ires
w

as
the

an-
nouncem

ent
by

A
rgentina’s

P
resident

M
enem

that
his

country
w

ould
adopt

a
voluntary

quantitative
com

m
itm

ent
by

C
O

P
5,

coupled
w

ith
a

call
for

equal
access

to
E

m
issions

T
rading.35

T
o

m
any

observers,
these

types
of

voluntary
em

ission
lim

its
could

threaten
to

further
dilute

industrialised
countries’

reduction
obligations.

In
particular,

a
high

A
rg

en
tinean

voluntary
target,

based
upon

a
(strategically

increased)
business-as-usual

energy
scenario,

could
introduce

a
large

quantity
of

excess
em

ission
allow

ances
into

the
trading

system
.

S
om

e
progress

in
the

post-K
yoto

phase
w

as
achieved

w
ith

respect
to

the
strengthening

of
the

provisions
related

to
the

transfer
of

financial
resources,

technology
and

know
-how

.
D

ecisions
on

the
transfer

of
technology36

and
the

financial
m

echanism
37

w
ere

approved
as

part
of

the
B

uenos
A

ires
P

lan
of

A
ction.

T
he

G
E

F
w

as
entrusted

w
ith

the
operation

of
the

financial
m

echanism
,

w
hich

w
ill

be
review

ed
every

four
years.

T
he

G
E

F
w

ill
also

finance
m

easures
designed

to
assist

vulnerable
developing

countries
in

adapting
to

clim
ate

change
im

pacts,
such

as
rising

sea
levels.

A
t

the
sam

e
tim

e,
com

pensation
for

potentially
negative

effects
of

clim
ate

protection,
such

as
a

reduced
dem

and
for

fossil
fuels

and
raw

m
aterials,

w
ill

rem
ain,

as
a

result
of

the
request

by
O

P
E

C
m

em
bers,

on
the

agenda
of

the
C

onvention
organs

as
w

ell.

S
low

P
rogress

on
O

th
er

Issues

T
he

num
ber

of
other

topics
on

the
international

clim
ate

policy
agenda

has
certainly

not
decreased

in
the

post-K
yoto

phase.
S

om
e

activities
from

the
pre-K

yoto
period

continue
to

be
addressed,

such
as

the
elaboration

of
a

non-com
pliance

procedure
and

the
developm

ent
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of
policies

and
m

easures
(P

A
M

s)
for

the
m

itigation
of

clim
ate

change.38
In

addition,
cop

4
endorsed

the
w

ork
program

m
e

on
m

ethodologies,
as

w
ell

as
the

national
co

m
m

u
n

i
cations

and
em

ission
inventories,

w
hich

had
been

elaborated
at

the
sessions

of
the

su
b

si
diary

bodies
in

the
sum

m
er

of
1
9
9
8
.

T
hese

item
s

w
ill

be
further

addressed
during

the
preparations

for
the

first
session

of
the

C
onference

of
the

P
arties

serving
as

the
m

eeting
of

the
P

arties
(C

O
P

/M
O

P
)

to
the

P
rotocol.

In
another

field,
the

laggards
clearly

gained
som

e
points.

T
he

first
review

of
the

adequacy
of

com
m

itm
ents”

of
industrialised

countries
under

the
F

C
C

C
at

C
O

P
1

in
B

erlin
resulted

in
the

B
erlin

M
andate,

w
hich

in
turn

led
to

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
In

view
of

the
im

portance
of

such
provisions,

A
rticle

4.2(d)
of

the
C

onvention
had

m
andated

a
second

review
by

31
D

ecem
ber

1998
at

the
latest.

T
his

review
,

how
ever,

did
not

take
place

in
B

uenos
A

ires,
in

part
because

of
the

deadlock
betw

een
industrialised

and
developing

countries.
O

f
p
arti

cular
note

and
concern

in
this

context
is

the
fact

that
the

P
arties

to
the

C
onvention

a
p

parently
do

not
find

it
troubling

to
disregard

concrete
deadlines

that
are

set
out

in
the

treaty.
E

qually
serious

w
as

the
inability

of
the

P
arties

at
C

O
P

4
to

agree
upon

a
date

for
a

third
review

.40

2.3
C

onclusion:
T

he
S

tate
of

C
lim

ate
P

olicy
an

d
som

e
U

nderlying
F

acto
rs

D
evelopm

ents
in

civil
society

regarding
clim

ate
policy

have
been

characterised
by

contra-
dictory

trends.
O

n
the

one
hand,

the
im

portance
of

clim
ate

change
has

dim
inished

on
the

public
agenda

in
m

any
industrialised

countries,
despite

a
high

level
of

public
aw

areness.
O

n
the

other
hand,

business
and

industry
have

increasingly
accepted

the
need

to
act.

H
ow

ever,
G

H
G

em
issions

have
continued

to
increase

in
alm

ost
all

countries.

T
he

international
landscape

of
clim

ate
politics

has
rem

ained
relatively

stable
in

the
post-

K
yoto

period.
T

he
B

uenos
A

ires
P

lan
of

A
ction

set
the

stage
for

the
future

international
process.

H
ow

ever,
the

international
process

has
lost

considerable
m

om
entum

in
the

post-

K
yoto

period,
w

ith
progress

having
been

seriously
threatened.

V
arious

laggards
appear

to

grasp
every

opportunity
to

underm
ine

the
K

yoto
agreem

ent
and

to
retreat

from
their

obligations.

S
everal

underlying
trends

help
to

explain
this

situation.
F

irst,
dom

estic
im

plem
entation

of

the
P

rotocol,
the

key
to

and
basis

for
progressive

positions
on

the
international

level,
con-

tinues
to

be
superficial

at
best

(see
C

hapter
2.1).

S
econd,

the
dom

estic
political

conflicts
of

the
U

S
have

been
replicated

at
the

international
level,

w
ith

m
any

problem
s

created
by

the

U
S

in
its

call
for

the
“m

eaningful
participation”

of
developing

countries.

T
hird,

the
institutional

capacity
of

the
C

O
P

and
the

C
O

P
/M

O
P

of
the

P
rotocol

to
deal

w
ith

these
problem

s
appears

to
be

w
oefully

inadequate.
T

he
C

onvention
process

still
lacks

form
ally

agreed
voting

rules
and

this
shortcom

ing
has

sim
ilarly

affected
the

K
yoto

P
ro-

tocol,
threatening

to
further

stifle
progress.

T
he

consensus
requirem

ent
w

ill
lead

to
even

m
ore

decisions
based

on
the

low
est

com
m

on
denom

inator,
since

it
enables

individual

countries
and

sm
all

groups
of

countries
representing

special
interests,

like
O

P
E

C
or

A
ustralia,

to
exercise

undue
influence.

F
ourth,

the
post-K

yoto
negotiations

have
been

characterised
by

im
m

ense
com

plexity.
B

y

insisting
on

dealing
w

ith
several

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
at

once,
and

by
including

G
H

G
sinks

in
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol,

the
laggards

m
anaged

to
overload

the
process

w
ith

a
m

ultitude
of

technical
problem

s.
A

s
a

result,
it

has
becom

e
increasingly

clear
that

no
individual

can

grasp
the

overall
picture

in
the

post-K
yoto

phase.

A
s

a
consequence,

the
N

G
O

com
m

unity
now

finds
itself

caught
up

in
the

com
plexity

trap.

N
ot

only
have

they
becom

e
trapped

in
the

m
inutiae

of
technical

details,
they

have
also

becom
e

partly
deprived

of
their

role
as

interm
ediaries

to
the

m
edia.

O
nce

the
K

yoto
P

ro
to

col
had

been
agreed,

N
G

O
s

lost
the

central
com

pelling
m

essage
that

had
been

used
to

m
obilise

public
pressure.

U
nder

these
circum

stances,
the

prospects
for

the
entry

into
force

and
im

plem
entation

of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
rem

ain
uncertain.

thtem
ational

clim
ate

policy
has

arrived
at

a
critical

juncture
at

the
turn

of
the

m
illennium

.
A

fter
a

decade
of

international
discussions,

the
tim

e

is
ripe

for
a

leadership
initiative

based
on

strong
dom

estic
im

plem
entation

of
the

K
yoto

targets.
A

t
present,

the
E

uropean
U

nion
is

the
only

industrialised
player

w
ho

could
provide

such
leadership.

3.
T

h
e

E
u
ro

p
ean

U
n
io

n
M

u
st

L
ead

on
C

lim
ate

C
h
an

g
e

F
ollow

ing
the

third
C

onference
of

the
P

arties
(C

O
P

3)
at

K
yoto

in
N

ovem
ber

1997,
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

w
as

regarded
w

ith
som

e
degree

of
aw

e
and

characterised
as

a
“koan”

in
the

Z
en

tradition.41
S

ince
then,

the
international

process
has

becom
e

entrenched
in

battles
of

retreat,
m

ost
notably

as
regards

the
concrete

design
of

the
various

flexibility
instrum

ents,

the
so-called

“K
yoto

M
echanism

s”
(see

C
hapter

2.2).

T
im

e,
how

ever,
is

running
out

and
w

ith
each

year
that

im
plem

entation
of

the
K

yoto
targets

is
delayed,

the
potential

for
their

full
realisation

becom
es

that
m

uch
m

ore
unlikely.

If
the

entry
into

force
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
is

not
achieved

by
2003/2004,

the
challenge

of
sa

ving
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

from
com

plete
failure

w
ill

be
a

giant’s
task,

if
not

an
unattainable

one.42
this

case,
it

w
ill

be
im

possible
to

reach
the

dom
estic

targets
established

by
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

(in
particular

for
the

U
S

and
Japan),

in
light

of
the

considerable
tim

e
it

takes
to

reverse
em

ission
trends.

A
ccording

to
projections

m
ade

by
the

International
E

nergy
A

gency,
C

O
2

em
issions

in
all

m
ajor

industrialised
countries

w
ill

rise
considerably

by
2010

if
no

additional
m

easures
are

taken.
D

rastic
policy

changes
are

thus
required

soon
in

all
m

ajor
industrialised

countries
in

order
to

achieve
the

K
yoto

targets.
If

these
changes

are
not

realised,
the

m
uch-needed

re

orientation
of

industrial
societies

tow
ards

clim
ate-friendly

econom
ies

w
ith

low
fossil

fuel

consum
ption

w
ill

be
delayed.

A
stagnant

clim
ate

policy
on

the
part

of
the

W
estern

in-

dustrialised
countries,

behind
w

hich
m

ost
countries

follow
,

w
ould

only
serve

to
reinforce

the
conventional

econom
ic

developm
ent

path
now

follow
ed

by
the

developing
countries.

T
his

in
turn,

w
ould

present
considerable

im
pacts

on
future

global
em

issions.
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T
he

international
process

thus
lacks

fresh
m

om
entum

,
vision

and
leadership

and
suffers

from
a

dangerous
level

of
inertia.

W
hile

the
m

ore
progressive

industrialised
countries

(essentially
a

num
ber

of
E

U
M

em
ber

S
tates)

w
ait

for
the

U
S

to
exercise

its
responsibility

and
join

forces
w

ith
them

,
the

U
S

and
other

laggard
countries

like
A

ustralia
are

striving
to

delay
action

further
in

order
to

extract
m

ore
concessions.

T
he

longer
it

takes
to

reach
agreem

ent
and

to
start

action,
the

stronger
the

case
for

the
laggard

countries
to

attem
pt

to
dilute

existing
obligations

on
the

spurious
grounds

that
existing

ones
are

no
longer

realistic
nor

viable.

3.1
T

he
R

atio
n
ale

of
a

L
ead

ersh
ip

In
itiativ

e
on

C
lim

ate
C

h
an

g
e

T
he

E
U

has
rem

ained
com

m
itted

rhetorically
to

leadership
on

clim
ate

change
in

the
post-

K
yoto

phase,
but

its
actions

have
not

reflected
its

stated
com

m
itm

ents.
T

he
E

U
’s

post-
K

yoto
strategy

of
attem

pting
to

persuade
the

U
S

into
an

agreem
ent

at
all

costs
has

proven
to

be
ineffective.

B
y

contrast,
experience

w
ith

other
regim

es
has

show
n

that
leadership

can
be

best
m

obilised
through

a
com

bination
of

three
com

ponents.
F

irst,
the

leader
m

ust
m

ake.
use

of
general

political
and

econom
ic

w
eight.

T
his

is
referred

to
as

structural
leadership.

S
econd,

leadership
in

international
negotiations

requires
the

skilful
building

of
coalitions,

otherw
ise

referred
to

as
instrum

ental
leadership.

T
hird,

and
perhaps

m
ost

im
portantly,

credible
leadership

is
m

ost
effectively

advanced
by

dem
onstrating

solutions
to

others,
i.e.

directional
leadership.

D
om

estic
action,

in
the

form
of

leadership
by

exam
ple,

is
a

decisive
elem

ent
of

this
third

factor.43

T
he

em
ergence

of
the

M
ontreal

P
rotocol

on
S

ubstances
that

D
eplete

the
O

zone
L

ayer
in

the
m

id-1980s
is

a
prim

e
exam

ple
of

strong
environm

ental
leadership

on
the

part
of

the
U

S
(an

unlikely
possibility

in
the

1990s).44
S

im
ilar

leadership
strategies

proved
highly

su
c

cessful
in

the
negotiation

of
the

L
and

M
ines

T
reaty.

A
pioneering

group
assum

ing
leader-

ship
on

clim
ate

change
w

ould
receive

m
assive

support
from

non-governm
ental

o
rg

an
i

sations,
as

could
be

observed
during

the
establishm

ent
of

an
International

C
rim

inal
C

ourt
in

R
om

e
in

June
1998.

G
iven

the
reluctance

dem
onstrated

by
the

U
S

and
Japan,

the
E

U
is

the
only

candidate
that

m
ight

reasonably
be

expected
to

forge
a

L
eadership

Initiative
on

clim
ate

change.
L

ed
by

the
U

nion,
a

coalition
could

be
form

ed
on

the
international

level,
w

hich
actively

and
publicly

pursues
clim

ate
protection.

W
ith

som
e

potential
for

success,
the

E
U

could
aim

at
w

inning
support

on
different

issues
from

a
num

ber
of

C
E

ll’
countries,

from
com

m
itted

developing
countries

and,
possibly,

from
Japan

as
the

host
of

C
O

P
3.

In
this

m
anner,

the
critical

m
ass

of
countries

necessary
to

breath
new

life
into

international
clim

ate
policy

could
be

achieved.

T
he

Initiative
w

ould
have

to
be

pursued
w

ithin
the

fram
ew

ork
of

the
clim

ate
regim

e,
albeit

independently
of

the
laggard

states.45
A

s
stated

before,
independent

action
is

required
at

this
point,

since
w

aiting
for

the
laggards

w
ould

ultim
ately

paralyse
the

process.
A

t
the

sam
e

tim
e,

how
ever,

it
is

im
portant

that
a

leadership
group

rem
ains

firm
ly

com
m

itted
to

the
clim

ate
regim

e,
since

divergence
from

the
existing

regim
e

could
severely

jeopardise
the

clim
ate

process
as

such.
A

s
fragile

as
this

approach
m

ay
seem

,
it

is
the

only
credible

and
viable

w
ay

to
save

the
intergovernm

ental
negotiating

process
in

the
short

and
long-

term
.

T
he

F
C

C
C

and
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

have
considerable

potential,
since

they
provide

m
uch

of
the

structure
needed

to
m

obilise
the

necessary
international

co-operation,
w

hich

in
turn

is
needed

for
effective

clim
ate

protection.
T

he
clim

ate
regim

e
furtherm

ore
enjoys

w
ide

public
attention

and
approval.

W
eakening

the
F

C
C

C
and

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
could

thus
play

into
the

hands
of

those
inim

ical
to

the
concept

of
restraints

on
the

use
of

fossil

fuels.

A
L

eadership
Initiative

should
help

give
m

om
entum

to
the

international
clim

ate
process

through
concurrent

action
on

the
international

and
dom

estic
levels.

S
hould

it
adopt

this

role,
E

urope
m

ust
liberate

itself
from

the
influence,

pace
and

position
of

the
U

S.
M

any

consider
U

S
participation

to
be

vital,
a

result
of

fears
concerning

com
petitive

econom
ic

disadvantages.
Y

et,
by

exploiting
the

available
low

-cost
potentials

for
reducing

G
H

G
em

issions
and

by
investing

in
strong

ecological
protection

m
easures

that
w

ill
eventually

lead
to

econom
ic

benefits,
there

is
m

uch
room

for
acting

w
ithout

the
U

S
(see

C
hapter

3.3

below
).

It
is

im
portant

to
recognise

that
the

E
U

and
others

have
been

w
aiting

for
the

U
S

for
nearly

a
decade

now
.

R
um

ours
suggest

that
C

O
P

6
m

ight
be

postponed
until

early
2001

in
order

to
w

ait
for

the
outcom

e
of

the
next

presidential
elections

in
the

U
S

in
N

ovem
ber

2000.
C

lim
ate

protection
w

as
postponed

in
a

sim
ilar

w
ay

by
the

U
S

presidential
elections

in
1992

and
in

1996.
A

lthough
the

candidate
supported

by
environm

entalists
w

on
both

tim
es,

the
U

S
has

not
altered

its
position

m
uch.

T
he

tim
e

has
definitely

com
e

for
the

E
U

to

take
the

lead.

In
m

any
respects,

the
U

nion
has

a
considerable

potential
for

forging
a

new
L

eadership
Initiative.

It
is

w
ithout

doubt
one

of
the

m
ost

influential
players

in
international

affairs,
clim

ate
policy

in
particular,

and
has

com
m

and
over

significant
political

and
econom

ic
resources

(structural
leadership).

It
could

use
these

resources
to

pressure
its

negotiating
partners

and
to

build
effective

coalitions.
M

oreover,
its

diverse
diplom

atic
capabilities

are

enhanced
by

the
com

bined
experience

of
the

M
em

ber
S

tates
in

foreign
relations

(in
stru

m
ental

leadership).
T

he
U

K
and

F
rance,

but
also

G
erm

any
and

other
E

U
m

em
bers,

have

long-established
close

relations
w

ith
m

any
parts

of
the

w
orld.46

If
these

advantages
w

ere
to

be
com

bined,
the

E
U

could
initiate

a
strong

and
effective

leadership
coalition

on
clim

ate

change.
A

nd
finally,

both
the

diverse
experiences

w
ith

im
plem

entation
in

the
M

em
ber

S
tates

and
the

existing
system

for
co-ordinating

policies
on

the
E

uropean
level

give
the

U
nion

exceptional
tools

for
taking

dom
estic

action,
and

thus
for

leading
by

exam
ple

and

increasing
the

pressure
on

the
U

S
and

others
(directional

leadership).

T
he

envisioned
L

eadership
Initiative

m
ight

focus
on

the
follow

ing
core

elem
ents.

F
irst,

it

should
aim

for
the

early
rat/Ication

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol.

T
his

should
be

top
priority.

S
econd,

the
initiative

should
introduce

m
easures

for
dom

estic
im

plem
entation

of
the

K
yoto

obligations
and

m
ake

a
concurrent

effort
to

co-ordinate
such

m
easures

internationally.
T

hird,
since

the
involvem

ent
of

developing
countries

in
the

clim
ate

process
is

of
utm

ost
im

portance
for

the
m

edium
and

long
term

effectiveness
of

clim
ate

protection,
special

efforts
need

to
be

undertaken
to

integrate
these

countries
into

the
form

ation
of

inter-
national

clim
ate

policy.
E

ach
of

these
elem

ents
is

explored
in

the
follow

ing
sections.
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3.2
T

he
F

irst
E

lem
ent

of
a

L
ead

ersh
ip

In
itiativ

e:
E

arly
R

atificatio
n

R
atification

prospects
and

the
entry

into
force

of
the

P
rotocol

are
rather

bleak
at

this
point

(see
C

hapter
2).

S
ince

alm
ost

all
of

those
A

O
S

IS
countries

that
are

P
arties

to
the

C
o

n
v

en
tion

w
illjoin,

the
55

ratifications
required

for
entry

into
force

of
the

P
rotocol

w
ill

m
ost

likely
be

m
et.

A
serious

obstacle
is,

how
ever,

presented
by

the
requirem

ent
that

the
ra

ti
fying

A
nnex

I
P

arties
represent

at
least

55%
of

the
total

C
O

2
em

issions
of

1990
allocated

to
A

nnex
I

P
arties.

T
herefore,

at
least

tw
o

of
the

three
m

ain
em

itters
(the

U
S,

E
U

and
R

ussia)
m

ust
ratify

(see
T

able

T
ab

le
2:

E
m

ission
P

ercentages
of

P
arties

o
r

G
ro

u
p
s

of
P

arties

P
arty

I
G

ro
u

p
of

%
o
fA

n
n
ex

I
em

issions
in

1990
P

arties

E
U

24.2
C

E
FFs

7.4
(w

ithout
R

ussia)
R

ussia
17.4

JU
S

S
C

A
N

N
Z

50.8
U

S
A

36.1
Japan

8.5
C

anada
3.3

57.5
E

U
+

R
ussia

+
Japan

+
C

E
JT

s

S
ource:

F
C

C
C

/C
P

/1997/7/A
dd.1,

A
nnex.

N
ote

that
since

U
kraine

had
not

subm
itted

a
first

com
m

unication,
its

em
issions

in
1990

o
fro

u
g

h
ly

5%
o

fA
n

n
ex

I
P

arties
are

not
considered

for
ratification

purposes.

F
irst

and
forem

ost,
this

requires
an

internal
strategy

for
a

synchronised
ratification

of
the

U
nion

and
its

M
em

ber
S

tates,
as

proposed
by

the
C

om
m

ission
in

m
id-1999.48

T
o

date,
the

E
U

and
its

M
em

ber
S

tates
have

done
little

to
accelerate

ratification.
O

fficially,
the

E
U

m
aintains

that
it

m
ust

know
w

hat
it

w
ill

be
subscribing

before
it

actually
ratifies,

and
thereby

continues
to

level
pressure

on
the

U
S

and
the

“um
brella

group”
by

threatening
w

ith
non-ratification.49

T
he

U
nion

should
realise

that
trying

to
force

reluctant
parties

w
ith

threats
of

inaction
is

an
ineffective

strategy.
T

aking
the

lead
by

initiating
ratification

w
ould

also
expose

the
laggards

to
the

public
at

large
as

the
true

forces
w

hich
are

responsible
for

preventing
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

from
entering

into
force.

F
inally,

stronger
E

U
leadership

w
ould

in
turn

generate
m

uch-needed
pressure

on
M

em
ber

S
tates

to
finally

im
plem

ent
effective

policies
and

m
easures

to
reduce

G
H

G
em

issions
on

the
national

and
E

uropean
levels.

S
uch

leadership
could

prove
that

effective
clim

ate
policy

is
a

realisable
goal

and
that

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
is

a
robust

and
effective

instrum
ent

for
achieving

that
goal.

F
urtherm

ore,
E

U
ratification

m
ust

be
seen

as
the

first
step

of
a

strategy
for

ensuring
the

entry
into

force
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
B

ecause
of

the
fierce

opposition
to

the
treaty

in
the

U
S

S
enate,

entry
into

force
w

ill
probably

have
to

be
achieved

w
ithout

the
U

S
and

possibly
C

anada,
A

ustralia
or

N
ew

Z
ealand.5°

T
hus,

the
U

nion
should

attem
pt

to
induce

R
ussia

and

Japan
(and

the
U

kraine)
out

of
the

“U
m

brella
G

roup”
and

obtain
the

support
of

other
co

u
n

tries
w

ith
econom

ies
in

transition.5’
In

the
case

of
those

C
E

ll
countries

that
are

planning
to

accede
to

the
E

U
in

the
m

edium
or

long
term

,joining
forces

w
ith

the
E

U
on

clim
ate

change
should

be
an

obvious
com

ponent
of

the
accession

process.
M

any
of

the
accession

candidates
had

tended
to

align
them

selves
w

ith
the

E
U

during
the

1990s.
T

herefore,
for-

ging
continued

and
greater

collaboration
on

the
clim

ate
issue

w
ith

the
accession

countries
could

be
an

im
portant

com
ponent

of
a

larger
strategy

of
building

stronger
E

ast/W
est

c
o

operation
w

ithin
E

urope.
A

s
regards

R
ussia,

a
P

rotocol-focused
diplom

atic
initiative

by
the

E
U

could
likew

ise
underlie

a
larger

effort
aim

ed
at

im
proving

co-operation
w

ith
that

country.

T
he

role
of

R
ussia

is
crucial

in
the

effort
to

ensure
the

Protocol’s
entry

into
force

(see
T

able
2).

R
egarding

clim
ate

change,
R

ussia’s
m

ajor
interest

is
to

sell
as

m
uch

of
its

hot
air

(i.e.
its

excess
em

ission
allow

ances,
w

hich
resulted

from
the

transition
process)

as
p

o
s

sible.
H

ow
ever,

since
R

ussia’s
ability

to
sell

this
hot

air
depends

on
the

entry
into

force
of

the
P

rotocol
and

on
a

trading
system

,
R

ussia
has

a
strong

interest
in

an
operational

clim
ate

regim
e.

W
hile

it
w

ould
like

to
have

the
U

S
as

a
possible

buyer
on

board,
it

w
ould

be
m

ore
profitable

for
R

ussia
to

sell
at

least
som

e
of

its
em

ission
allow

ances
to

interested
E

uropean
countries

(and
Japan)

than
to

sell
none

at
all,

as
w

ould
be

the
case

should
the

P
rotocol

not
enter

into
force.

A
lignm

ent
w

ith
the

U
S

as
a

probable
outsider,

w
hich

m
ight

prevent
the

entry
into

force,
therefore

entails
som

e
degree

of
risk

for
R

ussia.

T
he

U
nion

could
exploit

this
situation,

but
this

w
ill

require
a

carefully
designed

diplom
atic

effort
tow

ards
R

ussia
and

Japan.
T

his
effort

m
ust

take
into

account
the

special
interests

of
these

countries
and

the
fact

that
past

conflicts
w

ere
in

fact
m

ainly
related

to
the

design
of

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s.52

A
sustained

diplom
atic

initiative
tow

ards
R

ussia
and

Japan
m

ight
thus

require
a

m
ore

proactive
stance

on
these

M
echanism

s.53
Just

as
U

S
V

ice
P

resi
dent

G
ore

charged
his

negotiating
team

at
C

O
P

3
to

“show
increased

negotiating
flexibility

if
a

com
prehensive

plan
can

be
put

into
place”,54

E
U

negotiators
should

be
sim

ilarly
in-

structed.
C

om
prom

ise
on

all
sides

w
ill

be
necessary

if
agreem

ent
is

to
be

reached.

W
ithout

such
an

effort,
entry

into
force

of
the

P
rotocol

w
ill

be
delayed

along
w

ith
in

crea
sing

pressure
to

w
iden

the
“loopholes”.

M
oreover,

it
w

ill
becom

e
increasingly

difficult
for

m
any

industrialised
governm

ents
to

m
eet

their
targets

in
the

absence
of

dom
estic

im
p
le

m
entation.

T
his

is
also

the
case

for
a

num
ber

of
E

U
M

em
ber

S
tates,

w
hich

are
intending

to
rely

heavily
on

E
m

issions
T

rading,
JI

and
the

C
D

M
for

the
fulfilm

ent
of

their
obligations

(see
C

hapter
2.1).

A
s

a
result

of
this

potential
diplom

atic
initiative,

it
m

ight
also

be
possible

for
the

em
erging

leadership
group

to
agree

upon
a

fee
for

all
activities

under
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
(p

arti
cularly

on
E

m
issions

T
rading),

as
is

the
case

for
the

C
D

M
.

T
his

w
ould

level
the

playing
field

betw
een

the
different

m
echanism

s,
thereby

increasing
the

chances
of

obtaining
the

approval
of

m
any

developing
countries

that
are

interested
in

the
C

D
M

.
It

w
ould

also
raise

the
transaction

costs
of

E
m

issions
T

rading
and

thereby
provide

dom
estic

m
easures

w
ith

a
com

parative
advantage.

A
nd

finally,
this

m
ight

provide
the

necessary
financial

resources
for

the
establishm

ent
of

an
adaptation

fund
as

part
of

the
third

pillar
of

the
L

eadership
Initiative

(see
C

hapter
3.4).
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F
urtherm

ore,
the

U
nion

should
continue

to
insist

on
clear

definitions,
strict

m
onitoring

and
reporting

and
the

effective
enforcem

ent
of

the
rules

of
the

m
echanism

s.
T

hese
m

easures
are

of
prim

e
im

portance
for

the
environm

ental
and

econom
ic

effectiveness
of

the
em

erging
clim

ate
regim

e.
F

inally,
an

inflationary
addition

of
new

categories
of

sinks
under

the
P

ro-
tocol,

w
hich

are
only

quantifiable
in

the
rarest

of
cases,

m
ight

underm
ine

the
basis

of
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol.

T
he

U
nion

w
ould

stand
to

gain
considerably,

and
w

ould
put

its
opponents

on
the

defensive,
if

it
insists

upon
a

sound
design

for
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
and

for
the

rules
on

sinks.
A

greem
ent

upon
these

issues
could

pave
the

w
ay

for
the

form
ation

of
a

strategic
alliance

w
ith

R
ussia

and
Japan.

T
his

in
turn,

w
ould

secure
the

em
ission

p
ercen

tages
required

to
enable

the
entry

into
force

of
the

P
rotocol.

Japan
has

a
profound

d
ip

lo
m

atic
interest

in
the

success
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
and

this
w

ill
provide

it
w

ith
a

further
incentive

to
join

this
new

alliance.
T

his
alliance

w
ould

end
the

stifling
confrontation

betw
een

the
blocks

(i.e.
the

E
U

versus
the

U
m

brella
G

roup)
by

forging
new

coalitions.
It

w
ould

have
substantial

influence
in

the
elaboration

of
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
and

could
achieve

an
early

entry
into

force
of

the
P

rotocol
after

C
O

P
6,

during
the

first
year

of
the

new
century.

T
his

w
ould

increase
the

pressure
on

others
to

join
so

as
to

be
able

to
in-

fluence
future

decisions.
It

m
ight

even
facilitate

the
ratification

process
in

the
U

S
as

it
w

ould
prove

that
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

is,
despite

assertions
to

the
contrary,

alive.
In

any
event,

it
w

ould
end

the
de-facto

veto
pow

er
of

the
U

S
in

the
international

process
and

it
w

ould
dem

onstrate
again

that
the

w
orld

can
act

independently
of

the
last

rem
aining

superpow
er,

as
it

has
done

in
other

cases.

3.3
T

he
S

econd
E

lem
ent

of
a

L
ead

ersh
ip

In
itiativ

e:
M

easures
fo

r
D

om
estic

Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

and
th

eir
C

o
-o

rd
in

atio
n

D
om

estic
im

plem
entation

is
possibly

the
m

ost
fundam

ental
basis

for
exercising

leadership
on

clim
ate

change.
D

espite
all

its
w

eaknesses
during

the
negotiations

of
the

K
yoto

Pro-
tocol,

E
U

leadership
w

as
m

ost
credible

w
hen

it
started

to
lay

the
ground

for
dom

estic
im

plem
entation.

H
ow

ever,
in

the
post-K

yoto
phase,

the
pace

of
dom

estic
im

plem
entation

has
slow

ed
considerably.

T
his

is
due

to
several

factors,
including:

lack
ofpolitical

w
ill;

the
fear

of
com

parative
disadvantages

w
ithin

global
m

arkets;
serious

resistance
on

the
part

of
som

e
industrial

sectors;
and

an
overall

lack
of

public
pressure.

A
second

pillar
of

a
L

eadership
Initiative

could
therefore

be
the

im
plem

entation
of

policies
and

m
easures

am
ong

a
larger

group
of

countries
in

order
to

begin
the

long
process

of
stm

c
tural

decarbonisation
of

the
econom

y.
E

ven
before

K
yoto,

a
num

ber
of

studies
had

p
ro

v
i

ded
evidence

of
the

vast
potential

of
low

-
and

no-cost
options

for
reducing

G
H

G
em

issions
in

the
E

U
and

elsew
here.

T
his

evidence
has

since
been

confirm
ed

and
reinforced

in
the

post-K
yoto

period.
A

n
analysis

of
the

E
uropean

C
om

m
ission

in
1999

concluded
that

the
E

U
can

indeed
achieve

tw
o-thirds

of
its

target
of

m
inus

8%
for

the
first

com
m

itm
ent

p
e

nod
by

im
plem

enting
low

-cost
m

easures
of

up
to

5
E

uro
per

tonne
of

C
O

2
equivalent.55

A
nother

study
concluded

that
the

average
net

annual
savings

due
to

m
easures

to
reduce

C
O

2
em

issions
in

the
U

S
by

7%
below

1990
levels

by
2010

am
ount

to
U

S
$

46
billion

or
U

S
$

393
per

household.56

G
iven

this
cost-saving

potential,
it

is
very

clear
that

it
is

not
the

econom
ic

costs
per

Se,but

rather
the

political
opposition,

w
hich

prevents
im

plem
entation

of
the

K
yoto

targets.
W

ithin

the
fram

ew
ork

of
an

E
U

L
eadership

Initiative,
such

im
pedim

ents
could

be
addressed

through
the

exertion
of

com
m

on
political

w
ill

of
the

E
U

M
em

ber
S

tates
and

other
allies.

R
em

aining
concerns

about
com

petitiveness
could

be
m

inim
ised

through
the

co-ordination

of
policies,

for
exam

ple
w

ith
Japan.

T
he

E
U

and
its

M
em

ber
S

tates
have

a
w

ealth
of

e
x

perience
in

policy
co-ordination

w
hich

they
can

easily
em

ploy
for

this
purpose,

in
light

of

the
preparatory

w
ork,

w
hich

has
been

done
by

the
E

uropean
C

om
m

ission
and

others
in

past
years.

E
xperience

w
ith

the
rather

unsuccessful
attem

pts
of

the
E

U
to

establish
binding

policies

and
m

easures
in

the
Protocol57

suggests
that,

first,
em

phasis
should

not
be

placed
on

binding
m

easures
but

on
a

transparent
and

accountable
process

of
co-ordination.

S
econd,

due
to

the
benefits

that
can

be
expected

from
co-ordination,

the
L

eadership
Initiative

should
concentrate

on
a

lim
ited

set
of

m
easures

upon
w

hich
agreem

ent
can

m
ost

likely
be

reached.
A

leadership
group

of
com

m
itted

countries
could

thus
be

form
ed

to
dem

onstrate
that

ecological
protection

and
an

efficient
and

strong
econom

y
are

not
only

com
patible,

but

also
m

utually
reinforcing

targets.

F
iscal

policy
is

one
of

the
m

ost
im

portant
tools

of
clim

ate
policy.

E
ven

m
inor

tax
d
ifferen

tiations
can

be
very

effective,
as

the
experience

w
ith

the
phasing

out
of

leaded
petrol

in
E

urope
show

s.58
A

num
ber

of
countries

(especially
in

E
urope)

have
already

successfully
im

plem
ented

energy/carbon
taxes

and
there

is
sufficient

experience
in

successful
design

and
developm

ent.59
T

his
econom

ic
instrum

ent
does

have
a

direct
im

pact
on

the
co

m
p
eti

tive
situation

of
various

businesses,
and

m
any

of
the

relevant
countries

have
therefore

granted
tax

exem
ptions

of
various

degrees
to

relevant
industries.

B
ecause

of
this

co
m

p
eti

tiveness
aspect,

the
case

for
a

E
uropean

and
international

co-ordination
of

related
efforts

is

com
pelling.

T
axation

on
a

global
level,

how
ever,

appears
to

be
politically

unfeasible,
in

large
part

due
to

fierce
U

S
opposition.6°

Japan
is

generally
m

ore
supportive

of
the

use
of

such
econom

ic
instrum

ents
and

as
such,

it
could

be
an

ally
for

the
co-ordinated

national

im
plem

entation
of

carbon/energy
taxes.6’

F
urtherm

ore,
structural

decarbonisation
in

the
next

century
w

ill
require

the
rapid

develop-

m
ent

of
low

-
or

no-carbon
energy

sources.62
A

second
focus

of
the

leadership
group

could

be
directed

tow
ards

a
large-scale

co-ordinated
effort

in
research

and
developm

ent
(R

&
D

)

for
renew

able
energy

sources
and

for
the

prom
otion

of
energy

efficiency.63
T

he
co

o
rd

i

nation
of

such
efforts

certainly
has

a
significant

potential
for

producing
m

uch-needed
synergies.

A
nd

by
relying

partly
on

existing
international

institutions
and

research
net-

w
orks,

such
a

co-ordinated
R

&
D

strategy
could

bring
about

substantial
progress

w
ithin

the

next
10

years,
if

funded
appropriately.

A
third

focus
should

be
on

forging
international

agreem
ent

on
guidelines

for
dism

antling

clim
ate

adverse
subsidies

in
order

to
m

obilise
new

resources.
N

um
erous

studies
have

show
n

that
vast

am
ounts

of
financial

resources
are

flow
ing

into
carbon

intensive
and

u
n

sustainable
industries

and
activities.

F
or

exam
ple,

subsidies
for

fossil
fuels

and
nuclear

energy
in

O
E

C
D

countries
am

ount
to

som
e

U
S

$
65

billion
annually

(U
S

$
145

billion
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w
orld-w

ide).64
T

he
rationale

for
such

subsidies
is

frequently
the

protection
of

relevant
industries

from
international

com
petition.

Internationally
co-ordinated

action
could

thus
help

address
this

concern.
S

uch
an

initiative
could

be
linked

to
efforts

w
ithin

the
W

orld
T

rade
O

rganization.
A

t
least

part
of

those
subsidies

could
then

be
diverted

into
R

&
D

and
into

tem
porary

support
for

the
developm

ent
and

introduction
of

renew
able

energy
sources

into
the

m
arket.

fourth,
there

is
a

need
to

co-ordinate
efforts

to
strengthen

the
energy

efficiency
standards

existing
in

all
m

ajor
industrialised

countries.
Im

proving
the

efficiency
of

energy
use

is
not

only
of

m
ajor

strategic
im

portance
for

a
significant

reduction
of

global
G

H
G

em
issions.

C
o-ordination

of
efficiency

standards
(for

household
appliances,

etc.)
should

also
be

of
interest

to
m

ost
industrialised

countries
since

it
w

ould
ultim

ately
facilitate

international
trade

by
rem

oving
or

avoiding
potential

trade
barriers

(e.g.
w

here
efficiency

requirem
ents

are
a

precondition
for

entry
into

foreign
m

arkets).
F

inally,
reaching

agreem
ent

on
clim

ate-
friendly

public
procurem

ent
and

em
ission

reduction
m

easures
for

the
public

sector65
should

be
politically

feasible
as

w
ell.

T
he

public
sector

accounts
for

a
large

share
of

do-
m

estic
dem

and
and

can
thus

exercise
form

idable
influence

on
the

m
arket.66

T
hese

proposed
E

U
L

eadership
Initiative

activities
directed

tow
ards

the
co-ordination

of
dom

estic
m

easures
could

both
decisively

assist
the

m
em

bers
in

im
plem

enting
their

o
b

li
gations

under
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

and
could

catalyse
of

public
aw

areness
and

education.
It

should
be

com
plem

ented
by

strong
public

statem
ents

for
ratification

and
im

plem
entation

by
the

group
of

P
arties.

S
uch

a
strategy

w
as

highly
successful

in
the

ozone
negotiations,

w
here

various
leading

countries,
in

the
absence

of
a

consensual
agreem

ent
on

further
m

ea
sures,

annexed
resolutions

and
declarations

of
support

to
the

reports
on

the
M

eetings
of

the
P

arties.
It

is
interesting

to
note

that
the

m
ajority

of
these

dem
ands

w
ere

actually
m

et
in

the
next

round
of

negotiations.67

T
here

are
num

erous
advantages

to
proceeding

in
a

co-ordinated
m

anner
in

the
afo

re
m

entioned
areas.

In
addition,

and
irrespective

of
broader

international
co-ordination,

there
is

am
ple

room
for

unilateral
action

to
im

plem
ent

the
K

yoto
com

m
itm

ents
both

w
ithin

the
E

U
and

elsew
here.

S
uch

unilateral
efforts

w
ill

be
essential

for
ensuring

the
successful

im
plem

entation
of

the
P

rotocol
and

for
the

m
obilising

of
leadership

on
clim

ate
change.

3.4
T

he
T

h
ird

E
lem

ent
of

a
L

ead
ersh

ip
In

itiativ
e:

E
n

h
an

ced
Involvem

ent
of

D
eveloping

C
o
u
n
tries

F
or

a
long

tim
e,

indeed
since

the
historical

alliance
that

w
as

forged
betw

een
the

E
U

and
m

any
developing

countries
at

C
O

P
1

in
B

erlin,68
the

E
U

has
neglected

its
traditionally

close
relations

w
ith

these
countries.

Increased
participation

of
developing

countries
in

the
clim

ate
regim

e
should

therefore
be

a
third

goal
of

the
L

eadership
Initiative.

A
lthough

the
dem

and
of

the
U

S
for

“m
eaningful

participation”
is

inappropriate
at

this
point

and
could

w
ell

underm
ine

the
present

stage
of

developm
ent

of
the

international
clim

ate
regim

e,
there

can
be

no
doubt

that
the

long
term

sustainability
of

our
planet

w
ill

require
the

substantial
involvem

ent
of

those
countries

in
the

not-too-distant
future.69

B
ecause

the
forceful

dem
ands

of
the

U
S

and
others

before
and

after
K

yoto
have

increased
the

sensitivity
of

developing
countries,

any
such

diplom
atic

effort
m

ust be
conducted

w
ith

great
care

if
it

is
to

succeed.

T
he

needs
and

interests
of

developing
countries

m
ust

be
addressed

first.
A

prim
ary

interest
of

m
any

developing
countries

lies
w

ith
adaptation,

since
they

are
particularly

vulnerable
to

changes
in

the
global

and
regional

clim
ate.

F
or

this
reason,

an
adaptation

com
ponent

w
as

included
as

part
of

the
C

lean
D

evelopm
ent

F
und

proposed
by

B
razil

in
the

m
n-up

to
K

yoto.7°
A

fter
K

yoto,
the

participants
at

the
A

frican
M

inisterial
C

onference
on

E
nviron-

m
ent

(A
M

C
E

N
)

in
O

ctober
1998

recom
m

ended
the

establishm
ent

of
an

“adaptation
fund”

and
a

“seed
fund’.7’

A
t

present,
lim

ited
funds

are
available

through
the

G
E

F
for

ad
ap

ta
tion.

A
rticle

12.8
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
furtherm

ore
requires

that
“a

share
of

the
proceeds”

from
C

D
M

activities
is

to
be

used
to

assist
developing

countries
to

m
eet

the
costs

of
ad

ap
tation.

H
ow

ever,
these

resources
are

rather
lim

ited,
and

w
ill

continue
to

be
so

even
after

the
C

D
M

becom
es

operational.72

A
first

em
phasis

of
the

L
eadership

Initiative
m

ight
therefore

be
on

the
elaboration

and
im

plem
entation

of
an

adaptation
strategy

led
by

the
E

U
and

som
e

key
developing

co
u
n

tries.
T

his
should

include
both

the
financing

of
studies

related
to

im
pacts

and
adaptation

and
the

m
obilising

of
additional

resources
for

adaptation,
e.g.

through
the

establishm
ent

of
an

adaptation
fund.73

T
he

resources
needed

to
finance

an
adaptation

strategy
could

be
generated

by
a

fee
(sim

ilar
to

the
one

already
applicable

under
the

C
D

M
)

on
activities

under
all

three
m

echanism
s

(see
above),

w
hich

could
be

used,
at

least
partly,

for
such

a
fund.

A
s

a
beneficial

side-effect
of

this
initiative,

the
true

costs
of

adapting
to

clim
ate

change
could

w
ell

becom
e

visible.
A

nd
this

in
turn

w
ould

put
cost

estim
ates

for
m

itigating
clim

ate
change

into
perspective.

S
uch

an
initiative

on
adaptation

w
ould

generate
m

uch
support

w
ithin

and
outside

of
the

clim
ate

regim
e.

It
w

ould
dem

onstrate
that

the
special

situation
of

developing
countries

is
being

taken
into

account,
w

ithout
raising

fears
of

a
hidden

agenda.
A

nd
it

w
ould

free
A

O
S

IS
countries

from
their

dilem
m

a
as

regards
the

C
D

M
(see

C
hapter

2.1).

A
second

short-term
com

ponent
of

the
L

eadership
Initiative

could
consist

of
a

diplom
atic

collaborative
effort

to
design

the
C

D
M

in
an

environm
entally

effective
and

econom
ically

efficient
m

anner.
T

he
issues

to
be

addressed
include

the
proper

functioning
of

this
in

stm
m

ent,
for

exam
ple

through
the

definition
of

verifiable
and

strict
baselines,

com
parable

m
ethodologies

for
verification

etc.,
but

also
those

that
are

prim
arily

em
phasised

by
d
ev

elo
ping

countries,
such

as
the

“financial
additionality”

w
ith

regard
to

other
sources

of
funding

(O
fficial

D
evelopm

ent
A

ssistance)
and

the
integration

of
sustainable

developm
ent

o
b
jec

tives.74
A

truly
collaborative

effort
to

design
the

C
D

M
in

a
m

utually
beneficial

m
anner

could
serve

as
a

confidence-building
exercise.

T
hird,

the
L

eadership
Initiative

could
begin

a
dialogue

w
ith

developing
countries

on
the

fair
and

equitable
allocation

of
“em

ission
rights”.

T
he

allocation
of

“assigned
am

ounts
of

em
issions”

on
the

basis
of

1990
em

issions
(“grandfathering”)

in
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

w
as

perceived
by

m
any

to
be

inequitable.
A

num
ber

of
alternative

proposals
have

been
m

ade
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for
the

distribution
of

em
ission

rights,
including

the
pre-K

yoto
B

razilian
proposal

to
allo

cate
em

ission
rights

on
the

basis
of

historic
em

issions
(

i.e.
“effective

em
issions”).

T
he

m
ost

prom
inent

proposal
is

the
one

w
hich

aim
s

at
convergence

tow
ards

equal
per-capita

em
issions,

as
advocated

by
India

at
C

O
P

1
in

B
erlin.

O
thers

have
proposed

to
take

G
D

P
per

capita
and

other
factors

into
account

to
allocate

em
issions

allow
ances.75

T
his

is
an

extrem
ely

sensitive
issue.

E
m

phasis
should

therefore
be

placed
on

building
confidence

and
com

m
on

understanding
through

a
discussion

process
separate

and
apart

from
the

official
negotiations.

S
uch

a
discrete

process
m

ight
also

rem
ove

som
e

tension
from

the
international

negotiating
process

if
the

E
U

(and
its

allies)
carefully

avoid
placing

pressure
on

their
partners.76

A
part

from
addressing

the
difficult

issue
of

allocation
of

em
ission

allow
ances

betw
een

industrialised
and

developing
countries,

these
discussions

m
ight

also
pave

the
w

ay
for

a
m

ore
constructive

approach
tow

ards
differentiation

betw
een

developing
countries.

T
he

problem
is

partly
rooted

in
the

binary
classification

of
P

arties
as

A
nnex

I/non-A
nnex

I
countries

in
the

C
onvention.

A
nnex

B
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol
perpetuates

this
artificial

division.
T

he
dividing

line
in

econom
ic

and
ecological

term
s,

in
contrast,

runs
through

these
categories.

S
om

e
of

those
countries

labelled
as

developing
countries

are
m

ore
afflu

ent
than

their
counterparts.

F
or

exam
ple,

the
G

D
P

per
capita

of
S

ingapore,
S

outh
K

orea77
and

Israel
is

equal
or

higher
than

that
of

som
e

m
em

bers
of

the
E

uropean
U

nion,
such

as
G

reece,
S

pain
and

Portugal.78

A
process

for
differentiating

com
m

itm
ents

for
developing

countries
appears

therefore
to

be
a

reasonable
goal.

T
he

K
yoto

P
rotocol

itself
recognises

the
need

for
differentiation

through
the

specific
targets

listed
in

A
nnex

B
and

through
the

jo
in

t
fulfilm

ent”
m

echanism
under

A
rticle

4,
w

hich
allow

s
the

E
U

M
em

ber
S

tates
to

reach
their

reduction
target

by
w

ay
of

internal
burden-sharing.

D
uring

the
1990s,

a
num

ber
of

countries
sought

to
establish

d
if

ferentiated
targets

based
on

a
variety

of
possible

criteria.79
A

considerable
num

ber
of

L
atin

A
m

erican
and

A
O

S
IS

countries
are

am
enable

to
som

e
form

of
specific

com
m

itm
ents

for
developing

countries.80

T
he

failure
of

industrialised
countries

to
respond

adequately
to

the
challenge

of
clim

ate
change

so
far

has
not

enhanced
the

w
illingness

of
developing

countries
to

contribute
to

m
itigation

efforts
in

the
near

future.8’
N

evertheless,
m

ajor
developing

countries
have

effectively
de-coupled

econom
ic

grow
th

and
em

issions
of

G
H

G
s

to
a

larger
extent

than
m

any
industrialised

countries.82
U

nder
these

circum
stances,

a
thoughtfully

developed
effort

is
needed

to
com

m
ence

the
process

for
involving

developing
countries

in
a

fair
and

equitable
m

anner.

4.
C

onclusion

A
fter

a
decade

of
talk,

it
is

im
perative

that
the

international
com

m
unity

enters
the

new
m

illennium
w

ith
renew

ed
m

om
entum

and
com

m
itm

ent
to

drive
international

clim
ate

policy
tow

ards
action

to
reduce

G
H

G
em

issions.
T

he
E

U
is

the
only

industrialised
player

in
sight

w
ith

the
ability

to
undertake

a
L

eadership
Initiative

aim
ed

at( 1)
ratifying

the
K

y-
oto

P
rotocol

and
bringing

it
into

force,
(2)

initiating
broad

dom
estic

im
plem

entation
of

the
K

yoto
targets

and
international

co-ordination
of

m
easures

in
that

respect
and

(3)
starting

an
international

process
of

discussion
w

ith
the

long
term

goal
of

involving
developing

countries
m

ore
closely

and
m

ore
equitably

in
the

international
efforts.

If
the

envisioned
L

eadership
Initiative

can
be

established
successfully,

it
w

ill
open

up
a

vast
array

of
future

opportunities.
It

w
ill

re-invigorate
the

K
yoto

P
rotocol

and
w

ill
provide

further
incentives

to
governm

ents
w

orld-w
ide

to
im

plem
ent

effective
policies

and
m

ea
sures

to
m

itigate
clim

ate
change.

It
w

ill
also

set
into

m
otion

a
process

of
m

uch-needed
public

aw
areness

raising
to

dem
onstrate

that
overall

w
ell-being

can
indeed

be
im

proved
w

ithout
burning

ever
increasing

am
ounts

of
fossil

fuels.
T

his
could

decisively
facilitate

the
next

steps
of

the
international

process.
In

this
respect,

quantified
targets

for
industrialised

countries
for

the
second

com
m

itm
ent

period
from

2013—
2017

w
ill

be
on

the
international

agenda
in

the
m

iddle
of

the
next

decade.
A

substantial
strengthening

of
existing

com
m

it-
m

ents
w

ill
be

required
in

order
to

direct
industrialised

countries
tow

ards
the

long
term

goal
of

an
em

ission
reduction

in
the

order
of

80%
.

If
an

equitable
schem

e
can

be
devised,

com
m

itm
ents

by
the

biggest
em

itters
am

ongst
developing

countries
could

also
becom

e
a

reality
in

the
second

decade
of

the
21st

century.
A

fter
nearly

10
years

of
developm

ent
of

the
clim

ate
regim

e,
the

L
eadership

Initiative
w

ould
thus

provide
the

opportunity
for

dynam
ic

progress
tow

ards
protecting

the
E

arth’s
clim

ate
for

the
benefit

of
hum

ankind.

28
29



T
he

A
u
th

o
rs

L
iteratu

re

D
r.

H
erm

an
n

E
.

O
tt

w
as

trained
as

a
professional

law
yer

and
political

scientist
in

M
unich,

L
ondon

and
B

erlin.
A

s
A

cting
H

ead
of

the
C

lim
ate

P
olicy

D
ivision

of
the

W
uppertal

Institute,
he

w
orks

extensively
on

the
legal,

political
and

econom
ic

aspects
of

clim
ate

change
as

w
ell

as
on

other
fields

of
environm

ental
protection.

E
-M

ail:
herm

ann.ott@
w

upperinst.org

T
he

W
uppertal Institutefor

C
lim

ate,
E

nvironm
ent and

E
nergy

w
as

established
w

ith
the

aim
of

system
atically

addressing
both

the
global

environm
ental

challenges
and

the
com

plex
task

of
ecological

structural
change.

It
w

orks
tow

ards
overcom

ing
w

hat
are

often
perceived

as
the

conflicting
dem

ands
of

econom
y

and
ecology.

Increased
prosperity

w
ith

a
reduction

in
consum

ption
of

natural
resources

is
the

paradigm
for

eco-efficient
innovation

and
for

a
new

generation
of

technology.
T

o
help

achieve
those

aim
s,

the
W

uppertal
Institute

draw
s

up
concrete

concepts
in

alm
ost

all
fields

of
the

environm
ent

and
provides

tangible
visions

for
new

m
odels

of
prosperity.

D
r.

S
ebastian

O
b

erth
ü

r
w

as
trained

as
a

political
scientist

in
M

arburg
and

B
erlin.

H
e

is
a

S
enior

F
ellow

at
E

cologic,
b
stitu

te
for

International
and

E
uropean

E
nvironm

ental
P

olicy.
H

is
w

ork
focuses

on
issues

of
international

environm
ental

and
clim

ate
policy

w
ith

special
em

phasis
on

international
environm

ental
agreem

ents
and

institutions.
E

-M
ail:

oberthuer@
ecologic.de

E
cologic

is
a

not-for-profit
institution

for
applied

environm
ental

research
and

policy
consultancy,

seated
in

B
erlin.

Its
particular

areas
of

expertise
include

new
approaches

in
environm

ental
policy,

ecologically
sustainable

resource
policy,

international
environ-

m
ental

agreem
ents

and
institutions,

environm
ental

planning
and

the
integration

of
environm

ental
concerns

into
other

policy
realm

s.
E

cologic’s
w

ork
focuses

in
particular

on
analyzing

the
environm

ental
policy

of
the

E
uropean

U
nion

and
its

m
em

ber
states

and
enhancing

the
effectiveness

of
international

environm
ental

regim
es.

L
iteratu

re
S

ebastian
O

berthür
and

H
erm

ann
E

.
O

tt:
T

he
K

yoto
P

rotocol,
International

C
lim

ate
P

olicy
for

the
21st

C
entury.

1999.
X

X
,

359
pp.

14
figs.,

15
tabs.,

3-540-66470-X
,

D
M

9$,-
(R

ecom
m

ended
R

etail
P

rice)

B
ail,

C
h

risto
p

h
1998:

D
as

K
lim

aschutzregim
e

nach
K

yoto.
E

uropäische
Z

eitschrzfl fü
r

W
irtschaflsrecht,

V
ol.

9,
N

o.
15,

457—
464.

B
au

m
ert,

K
evin

A
.,

R
u
ch

i
B

lian
d

ari
an

d
N

ancy
K

ete
1999:

W
hatm

ighta
D

eveloping
C

ountry
C

lim
ate

C
om

m
itm

ent L
ook

L
ike?

W
ashington,

D
.C

. : W
orld

R
esources

Institute.
B

enedick,
R

ich
ard

E
lliot

1998a:
O

zone
D

iplom
acy.

N
ew

D
irections

in
S

afeguarding
the

P
lanet.

S
econd

edition,
C

am
bridge

(M
assachusetts):

H
arvard

U
niversity

P
ress.

B
ernow

,
S.,

K
.

C
ory,

W
.

D
ougherty,

M
.

D
u

ck
w

o
rth

,
S.

K
arth

a
an

d
M

.
R

u
th

1999:
A

m
erica’c

G
lobal

W
arm

ing
Solutions.

W
ashington,

D
.C

.:
W

W
F

/E
nergy

F
oundation.

B
reidenich,

C
lare,

D
aniel

M
ag

raw
,

A
nne

R
ow

ley
and

Jam
es

W
.

R
u
b

in
1998:

The
K

yoto
P

rotocol
ofthe

U
nited

N
ations

fram
ew

ork
C

onvention
on

C
lim

ate
C

hange.
A

m
erican

Journal
ofIntem

ational
L

aw
,

1998,
3

15-331.
C

en
tre

fo
r

S
cience

and
E

n
v
iro

n
m

en
t

1998:
The

K
yoto

Protocol.
W

hat itsays?
N

ew
D

elhi
(India):

C
S

E
.

C
oenen,

R
ein

h
ard

and
G

erh
ard

S
ard

em
an

n
199$:

D
as

K
yoto-Protokoll zum

Schutz
des

K
lim

as
—

E
rfolg

oder
M

ijierfoig?
K

arlsm
he:

F
orschungszentrum

K
arisruhe/ifA

S.
C

ooper,
R

ich
ard

N
.

1998:
T

ow
ard

a
R

eal
G

lobal
W

arm
ing

T
reaty.

F
oreign

A
ffairs,

V
ol.

77,
N

o.
2,

66—
79.

D
avies,

P
eter

G
.G

.
199$:

G
lobal

W
arm

ing
and

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
T

he
International

and
C

om
parative

L
aw

Q
uarterly,

V
ol.

47,
A

pril
1998,

446-46
1.

E
IA

1999:
International E

nergy
O

utlook.
W

ashington,
D

.C
. : E

nergy
Inform

ation
A

d
m

i
nistration.
E

u
ro

p
ean

C
om

m
ission

199$b:
C

lim
ate

C
hange

—
T

ow
ards

an
E

U
P

ost-K
yoto

Strategy.
C

om
m

ission
C

om
m

unication
to

the
C

ounciland
the

E
uropean

P
arliam

ent
(C

O
M

(9$)353
final),

B
russels.

E
u
ro

p
ean

C
om

m
ission

1999:
P

reparingfor
Im

plem
entation

ofthe
K

yoto
Protocol.

C
om

m
ission

C
om

m
unication

to
the

C
ouncil and

the
P

arliam
ent

(C
O

M
(99)230

final),
B

russels.
F

een
stra,

J.,
I.

B
u
rto

n
,

J.
S

m
ith

an
d

R
.

T
ol

(eds.)
1998:

H
andbook

on
M

ethodsfo
r

C
lim

ate
C

hange
Im

pact A
ssessm

ent
andA

daptation
Strategies.

version
2.0.,

N
airobi!

A
m

sterdam
:

U
N

E
P

N
riJe

U
niversiteit

A
m

sterdam
.

F
isch

er
1998:

F
ischer

W
eltalm

anach
1999.

F
rankfurt

am
M

ain:
F

ischer.
F

lavin,
C

h
risto

p
h

er
1998:

L
ast

T
ango

in
B

uenos
A

ires.
W

orld
W

atch,
N

ovem
ber!

D
ecem

ber
199$,

11—
18.

frien
d

s
of

the
E

arth
In

tern
atio

n
al

199$:
C

arbon
Justice!

D
eveloping

an
E

quitable
G

lobal Solution
to

Stabilize
G

reenhouse
G

as
C

oncentrations
at

a
Safe

L
evel

in
A

cco
r

dance
w

ith
the

C
lim

ate
C

onvention
(C

lim
ate

C
hange

B
riefing

O
ct.

1998).
A

m
sterdam

.
G

ru
b

b
,

M
ichael,

C
h
ristiaan

V
ro

lijk
and

D
uncan

B
rack

1999:
The

K
yoto

Protocol.
A

G
uide

andA
ssessm

ent.
L

ondon:
T

he
R

oyal
Institute

of
International

A
ffairs,

E
arthscan.

G
u
p
ta,

Jo
y

eeta
an

d
M

ichael
G

ru
b

b
teds.)

1999:
C

lim
ate

C
hange

and
the

L
eadership

P
aradigm

:
O

ptionsfor
the

E
uropean

U
nion.

D
ordrecht:

K
iuw

er
(forthcom

ing).
lE

A
(In

tern
atio

n
al

E
nergy

A
gency)

199$:
W

orld
E

nergy
O

utlook
1998

E
dition.

P
aris:

IE
A

/O
E

C
D

.
IN

F
R

A
S

A
G

/T
E

ffi
1997:

L
ong

term
carbon

em
ission

targets
aim

ing
tow

ards
convergence.

N
ew

D
elhi.

30
31



N
otes

IT
his

paper
is

the
result

of
m

any
years

of
participation

in
the

international
clim

ate
negotiations

by
the

tw
o

authors.
It

is
furtherm

ore
the

quintessence
of

a
book,

published
in

early
O

ctober
1999,

on
the

history
and

content
of

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol;
see

O
berthür/O

tt
1999.

2
F

or
an

assessm
ent

o
fth

e
P

rotocol
see

O
berthU

r/O
tt

1999;
G

rubb
et

al.
1999;

C
entre

for
S

cience
and

E
nvironm

ent
1998;

Y
am

in
1998;

O
tt

1998;
S

m
eloff

1998;
C

oenenlS
ardem

ann
1998;

B
ail

199$;
S

im
onis

1998;
B

reidenich
et

al.
1998;

M
U

ller-K
raenner

1998;
D

avies
1998.

3
F

or
a

detailed
account

see
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

115
et

seq.
and

G
rubb

et
al.

1999,
pp.

115
et

seq.
4

A
ccording

to
projections

of
the

International
E

nergy
A

gency,
em

issions
of

C
O

2
from

the
com

bustion
of

fossil
fuels

w
ill,

under
a

business-as-usual
scenario,

rise
by

32%
relative

to
1990

until
2010,

for
O

E
C

D
E

urope
the

figure
is

slightly
low

er,
see

lE
A

1998.
5

T
his

problem
atique

is
discussed

in
m

ore
detail

in
O

berthür/O
tt

1999
and

G
rubb

et
al.

1999.
6

See
in

m
ore

detail
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

287
et

seq.
7

See
also

E
uropean

C
om

m
ission

1998b.
A

s
a

first
positive

result,
the

E
U

and
several

C
E

IT
s

(as
w

ell
as

S
w

itzerland)
have

presented
a

num
ber

of
com

m
on

positions
on

relevant
topics

in
the

post-K
yoto

process;
see

e.g.
F

C
C

C
/C

P
/1

9981M
1SC

.7;
F

C
C

C
/S

B
/l998/M

IS
C

.1/A
dd.3IR

ev.1
and

A
dd.6.

8
See

O
berthür/O

tt
1999,

pp.
147

et
seq.

9
See

the
rem

inder
in

E
uropean

C
om

m
ission

1999,
p.

11.
10

See
W

W
F

1998.
II

E
W

W
E

,
V

ol.
7,

N
o.

15,
7

A
ugust

1998,
pp.

35.
2

See
E

uropean
C

om
m

ission
1999,

p.
3.

‘3
E

N
D

S
D

aily,
26

M
ay

1999.
14

See
E

uropean
C

om
m

ission
1999.

‘5
E

N
D

S
D

aily,
23

June
1999;

see
also

the
w

ebsite
of

the
D

utch
E

nvironm
ent

M
inistry

(V
R

O
M

)
at

<
http://w

w
w

.m
invrom

.nl/m
ilieulbroeikaseffecU

f.htm
?41901

.htm
>

as
of

24
June

1999.
16

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

197
et

seq.
17

“G
lobal-W

arm
ing

D
ebate

G
ets

N
o

C
onsensus

in
Industry”,

W
all

S
treet

Journal,
16

A
pril

1998.
g

F
C

C
C

/C
P

R
998/1

l/A
d
d
.l.

‘9
First,

it
has

becom
e

increasingly
evident

that
the

clim
ate

skeptics
represent

an
infinitely

sm
all

m
inority

am
ong

scientists
the

influence
of

w
hich

is
set

to
decline.

S
econd,

grow
ing

sectors
of

the
business

com
m

unity
appear

to
accept

the
need

for
action,

a
trend

that
m

ight
be

reinforced
by

the
entry

into
force

of
the

P
rotocol

(see
S

m
eloff

1998,
p.

67).
F

urtherm
ore,

P
resident

C
linton

has
ordered

all
federal

governm
ent

agencies
to

im
prove

energy
efficiency

in
governm

ent
buildings

by
35%

from
1985

levels
and

to
reduce

G
H

G
em

issions
from

energy
use

in
governm

ent
buildings

to
30%

below
1990

levels
by

the
year

2010
(G

lobal
E

nvironm
ental

C
hange

R
eport,

V
ol.

X
I,

N
o.

11,
11

June
1999,

p.
3).

A
s

regards
ratification

prospects,
the

presidential
and

congressional
elections

in
N

ovem
ber

2000
m

ay
provide

an
opportunity

for
changing

the
internal

balance
in

favour
of

clim
ate

policies.
A

s
typical

of
U

S
politics,

public
opinion

w
ill

have
a

decisive
say

in
the

end.
20

A
lready

in
199$,

it
started

exploring
possibilities

for
ii

projects
in

R
ussia;

see
“Japan

and
R

ussia
C

onclude
L

andm
ark

G
reenhouse

G
as

S
w

ap”,
R

euters
N

ew
s

S
ervice,

19
A

pril
1998.

21
Japan

has
passed

som
e

legislation
to

this
end,

including
a

law
for

the
prom

otion
of

m
easures

to
prevent

global
w

arm
ing

(O
ctober

1998),
and

plans
to

expand
the

use
of

nuclear
pow

er
greatly

in
order

to
achieve

its
target;

see
“A

nalyses
on

Japan’s
P

ost-K
yoto

P
olicy

M
easures

to
A

chieve
the

K
yoto

T
arget”,

3
1

M
ay

1999,
B

onn
(on

file
w

ith
authors);

see
also

“L
aw

C
oncerning

the
P

rom
otion

of
M

easures
to

C
ope

w
ith

G
lobal

W
arm

ing”,
in:

Japan
E

nvironm
ent

Q
uarterly,

V
ol.

3,
N

o.
4,

D
ecem

ber
1998.

22
See

O
berthür/O

tt
1999,

pp.
233

et
seq.

23
“Industrial

G
roup

P
lans

to
B

attle
C

lim
ate

T
reaty”,

T
he

N
ew

Y
ork

T
im

es,
26

A
pril

1998.
24

See
D

ow
Jones

N
ew

sw
ires,

21
A

pril
1998,

“Shell
oil

w
ithdraw

s
from

pow
erful

U
.S.

energy
lobby

group”;
G

reenpeace
P

ress
R

elease,
“Shell

pulls
out

o
fU

.S
.

A
nti-C

lim
ate

lobby
group”,

21
A

pril
1998,

available
at

<
http://w

w
w

.greenpeace.org/pressreleases/
1998apr21

.htm
l>

.
25

W
ashington

P
ost,

14
S

eptem
ber

1999.
26

“B
P

C
lashes

w
ith

E
sso

over
A

ction
on

G
lobal

W
arm

ing”,
T

he
G

uardian,
15

A
pril

1999.
27

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
C

h.
13-15.

28
F

or
the

E
U

cap
proposal

see
C

ouncil
C

onclusions
on

a
C

om
m

unity
S

trategy
on

C
lim

ate
C

hange,
E

U
D

oc.
8346/99,

18
M

ay
1999.

H
ow

ever,
the

E
U

has
becom

e
increasingly

divided
internally

on
these

issues.
29

See
D

ecision
7/C

P
.4

in
F

C
C

C
/C

P
/1998/16/A

dd.1.
30

C
f.

G
rubb

et
al.

1999.
31

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

130
et

seq.
32

D
ecision

9/C
P

.4
in

F
C

C
C

/C
P

/1
998/1

6/A
dd.I.

33
O

n
these

m
eetings

see
E

arth
N

egotiations
B

ulletin,
V

ol.
12,

N
o.

I10,
14

June
1999.

34
T

he
issue

attained
utm

ost
prom

inence
in

the
corridors

and
backroom

s
of

C
O

P
4

in
B

uenos
A

ires
and

w
as

partly
responsible

for
the

sluggish
progress

at
the

conference.

Jaco
b

y
,

H
en

ry
D

.,
R

onald
G

.
P

n
n

n
an

d
R

ich
ard

S
chm

alensee
1998:

K
yoto’s

U
n-

finished
B

usiness.
F

oreign
A

ffairs,
V

ol.
77,

N
o.

4,
54—

66.
K

inzig,
A

nn
P

.
and

D
aniel

M
.

K
am

m
en

199$:
N

ational
T

rajectories
of

C
arbon

E
m

issions:
A

nalysis
of

P
roposals

to
fo

ster
the

T
ransition

to
L

ow
-carbon

E
onom

ies.
G

lobalE
nvironm

ental
C

hange,
V

ol.
8,

N
o.

3,
183—

208.
K

oplow
,

D
ouglas

and
A

aro
n

M
artin

1998:
F

ueling
G

lobal
W

arm
ing.

F
ederalSubsidies

to
O

il
in

the
U

nited
S

tates
(a

report
for

G
reenpeace).

L
oske,

R
ein

h
ard

1996:
K

lim
apolitik.

Im
S

pannungsfeld
von

K
urzzeitinteressen

und
L

angzeiterfordernissen.
M

arburg:
M

etropolis.
M

eyers,
N

.
an

d
J.

K
en

t
1998:

P
erverse

S
ubsidies:

T
ax

$s
U

ndercutting
O

ur
E

conom
ies

and
E

nvironm
ent

A
like.

W
innipeg:

IISD
.

M
oor,

A
n

d
ré

de
and

P
eter

C
alam

i
1997:

Subsidizing
U

nsustainable
D

evelopm
ent.

U
nderm

ining
the

E
arth

w
ith

P
ublic

F
unds

(com
m

issioned
by

the
E

arth
C

ouncil).
M

ü
ller-K

raen
n
er,

S
ascha

1998:
Z

ur
U

m
setzung

und
W

eiterentw
icklung

des
K

io
to

Protokolles.
Z

eitschrflfur
U

m
w

eltrecht,
V

ol.
9,

N
o.

3,
113—

1
15.

O
b
erth

ü
r,

S
ebastian

an
d

H
erm

an
n

F
.

O
tt

1999:
The

K
yoto

P
rotocol.

International
C

lim
ate

P
olicyfor

the
2
jst

C
entury.

B
erlin:

S
pringer.

O
b
erth

ü
r,

S
ebastian

and
H

erm
an

n
F

.
O

tt
1995:

U
N

/C
onvention

on
C

lim
ate

C
hange:

T
he

F
irst

C
onference

of
the

P
arties.

E
nvironm

ental
P

olicy
an

d
L

aw
,

V
ol.

25,
N

o.
4/5,

144—
156.

O
E

C
D

1995:
S

ubsidies
and

the
E

nvironm
ent

E
xploring

the
L

inkages.
P

aris:
O

E
C

D
.

O
tt,

H
erm

an
n

F
.

199$:
T

he
K

yoto
P

rotocol.
U

nfinished
B

usiness.
E

nvironm
ent,

V
ol.

40,
N

o.
6,

16—
20,

41—
45.

O
tt,

H
erm

an
n

F
.

1998a:
U

m
w

eltregim
e

im
V

O
lkerrecht.

E
ine

U
ntersuchung

über
neue

F
orm

en
internationaler

institutionalisierter
K

ooperation
am

B
eispielder

V
ertrage

zum
S

chutz
der

O
zonschicht

und
zur

K
ontrolle

grenzuberschreitender
A

bfallverringerung.
B

aden-B
aden:

N
om

os.
R

eid,
W

alter
V

.
and

José
G

o
ld

em
b
erg

1997:
A

re
D

eveloping
C

ountries
A

lready
D

oing
as

M
uch

as
Industrialized

C
ountries

to
S

low
C

lim
ate

C
hange?

C
lim

ate
N

otes,
July

1997.
W

ashington,
D

.C
.:W

orld
R

esources
Institute.

R
eid,

W
alter

V
.

and
José

G
o
ld

em
b
erg

1998:
D

eveloping
C

ountries
are

C
om

bating
C

lim
ate

C
hange.

E
nergy

Policy,
V

ol.
26,

N
o.

3,
233—

237.
S

chlegelm
ilch,

K
ai

1999:
G

reen
B

udgetR
eform

in
E

urope
—

C
ountries

at
the

forefront,
B

erlin:
S

pringer.
S

chneider,
S

tephen
S.

1998:
K

yoto
P

rotocol:
T

he
U

nfinished
A

genda.
C

lim
atic

C
hange,

N
o.

39
(1998),

1—
21.

S
m

eloff,
E

d
w

ard
A

.
199$:

G
lobal

W
arm

ing:
T

he
K

yoto
P

rotocol
and

B
eyond.

E
nviron-

m
entalPolicy

andL
aw

,
V

ol.
28,

N
o.

2,
63—

68.
S

m
ith,

Joel
S.,

M
egan

M
.

L
aw

son
an

d
S

tephanie
S.

L
en

h
art

1999:
C

om
pendium

o
f

D
ecision

T
ools

to
E

valuate
S

trategiesforA
daptation

to
C

lim
ate

C
hange.

B
onn:

U
N

F
C

C
C

S
ecretariat/S

tratus
C

onsulting.
W

W
F

199$:
A

R
eview

ofthe
S

tage
oflm

plem
entation

o
fE

u
ro

p
ean

U
nion

P
olicies

and
M

easuresfor
C

O
2

E
m

ission
R

eduction
(edited

by
D

ian
P

hylipsen,
K

om
elis

B
lok

and
C

hris
H

endriks).
U

trecht
(N

etherlands):
W

W
F

.
Y

am
in,

F
arh

an
a

1998:
T

he
K

yoto
P

rotocol:
O

rigins,
A

ssessm
ent

and
F

uture
C

hallenges.
R

eview
ofE

uropean
C

om
m

unity
&

mt.
E

nvironm
ental

L
aw

,
V

ol.
7,

N
o.

2,
113—

127.

32
33



35
See

A
nnex

I
of

F
C

C
C

/C
P

/1998/16.
36

D
ecision

4/C
P

.4
in

F
C

C
C

/C
P

/1998/16/A
dd.1.

37
D

ecisions
2

and
3IC

P.4
in

fC
C

C
/C

P
/1998/16/A

dd.1.
38

R
egarding

the
form

er,
C

O
P

4
established

ajo
in

t
w

orking
group

on
com

pliance,
w

hich
is

to
report

to
C

O
P

5.
T

his
m

ight
result

in
the

elaboration
of

a
non-com

pliance
procedure

by
C

O
P

6.
W

ith
respect

to
P

A
M

s,
P

arties
at

C
O

P
4

m
andated

the
S

ecretariat
to

report
on

relevant
“best

practices”
in

late
1999

and
to

organise
a

w
orkshop

on
the

m
atter

in
2000.

39
D

ecision
8/C

P
.4

in
F

C
C

C
/C

P
/1998/16/A

dd.l;
on

the
latter

aspect
see

also
F

C
C

C
/S

B
S

T
A

/1998/9
and

F
C

C
C

/S
B

I/l 998/7.
40

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

253
et

seq.
41

E
arth

N
egotiations

B
ulletin,

V
ol.

12,
N

o.
76,

13
D

ecem
ber

1997,
p.

14.
42

See
also

G
rubb

et
al.

1999,
pp.

253
et

seq.
43

See
G

uptalG
rubb

1999.
44

B
enedick

1998a;
F

lavin
1998.

45
T

his
is

different
from

the
approach

proposed
by

C
hristopher

F
lavin,

w
ho

suggests
the

form
ation

of
a

leadership
group

of
com

m
itted

countries
outside

of
the

clim
ate

regim
e, joined

by
regional

governm
ents,

cities
and

com
panies;

see
flav

in
1998.

46
See

E
uropean

C
om

m
ission

1998b.
47

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

261
et

seq.
48

See
E

uropean
C

om
m

ission
1999,

p.11.
49

F
urtherm

ore,
the

U
nion

appears
to

be
speculating

internally
on

the
accession

of
the

first
E

astern
E

uropean
countries.

If
this

happens
prior

to
ratification,

this
w

ould
enable

the
E

U
to

incorporate
som

e
of

the
‘hot

air’
available

from
these

countries
into

its
bubble

agreem
ent.

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

141
et

seq.
50

A
lthough

it
should

be
noted

that
A

ustralia
because

of
its

grow
th

target
probably

has
a

strong
interest

to
:O

fl
the

P
rotocol

and
sell

its
excess

em
ission

allocations.
IT

he
U

m
brella

G
roup

w
as

form
ed

in
K

yoto
and

com
prises

the
U

S,
Japan,

C
anada,

A
ustralia,

N
orw

ay,
N

ew
Z

ealand,
R

ussia
and

the
U

kraine.
U

nited
by

the
com

m
on

goal
to

design
the

K
yoto

M
echanism

s
as

flexibly
as

ossible,
this

group
has

effectively
played

the
counterpart

to
the

E
U

in
the

post-K
yoto

negotiations
to

date.
-2

In
the

past,
R

ussia
and

Japan
w

ere
able

to
point

out
that

the
E

U
advocated

strict
lim

itations
for

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s

w
hile

at
the

sam
e

tim
e

securing
for

itself
the

possibility
to

jointly
fulfil

its
obligations

under
an

E
U

bubble
under

A
rticle

4
of

the
P

rotocol.
F

or
an

analysis
of

A
rticle

4
of

the
P

rotocol
see

O
berthür/O

tt
1999,

pp.
141

et
seq.

53
T

he
attem

pt
by

the
E

U
to

establish
a

quantitative
cap

on
the

use
of

the
K

yoto
M

echanism
s

w
as

unsuccessful
in

K
yoto

and
the

U
S

therefore
accused

the
E

U
of

trying
to

“rew
rite

the
K

yoto
P

rotocol”
; see

the
quote

by
Jam

es
F

oley
o
fth

e
S

tate
D

epartm
ent

in
G

lobal
E

nvironm
ental

C
hange

R
eport,

V
ol.

X
I,

N
o.

10
of

28
M

ay
I999,

p.
1

; see
also

“C
linton

accuses
E

U
of

T
rying

to
R

ew
rite

G
lobal

W
arm

ing
Pact”

,W
all

S
treet

Journal,
18

M
ay

1999.
54

See
R

em
arks

by
V

ice
P

resident
A

l
G

ore,
T

he
U

nited
N

ations
C

om
m

ittee
on

C
lim

ate
C

hange
(m

istake
in

the
original),

C
onference

o
fth

e
P

arties,
8

D
ecem

ber
1997,

K
yoto,

Japan.
55

E
uropean

C
om

m
ission

1999,
p.

10.
56

B
ernow

et
al.

1999.
57

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1999,
pp.

103
et

seq.
5$

See
E

uropean
C

om
m

ission
1999,

p.
7.

59
See

S
chlegelm

ilch
1999.

60
See

for
exam

ple
the

call
by

C
ooper

1998
and

S
chneider

1998.
61

A
ccording

to
a

recent
poii

released
by

the
Japanese

E
nvironm

ent
A

gency,
the

m
ajority

of
Japanese

firm
s

support
a

tax
on

fossil
fuels

to
curb

C
O

2
em

issions,
<

http://biz.yahoo.com
/ rf/990527/u.htm

l>
as

of
27

M
ay

1999.
62

See
Jacoby

et
al.

1998,
p.

61.
63

See
also

the
B

attelle
G

lobal
E

nergy
T

echnology
S

trategy
P

roject
to

A
ddress

C
lim

ate
C

hange,
<

http://gtsp.pnl.gov/gelhom
e.nsf/w

ebpage/>
for

a
technology-based

initiative.
64

M
eyers/K

ent
1998,

pp.
55-78;

see
also

O
E

C
D

1995;
M

oor/C
alam

i
1997;

m
ore

specifically
on

clim
ate

see
K

oplow
/M

artin
1998.

65
See

“C
linton

orders
governm

ent
to

reduce
energy

use
and

em
issions”

,G
lobal

E
nvironm

ental
C

hange
R

eport,
V

ol.
X

I,
N

o.
I1,

1 1
June

1999,
p.

3.
66

B
enedick

I998a,
p.

20;
see

also
the

C
lim

ate
T

echnology
Initiative

of
the

TEA
:

“E
nhancing

M
arkets

for
C

lim
ate

F
riendly

T
echnologies:

L
eadership

T
hrough

G
overnm

ent
P

urchasing”
; June

1998,
available

at
<

http://w
w

w
.iea.org/clim

ate.htm
>

.
67

See
for

exam
ple

O
tt

1998a,
pp.

200
et

seq.
68

See
O

berthür/O
tt

1995;
L

oske
1996,

p.
250.

69
See

O
berthür/O

tt
1999,

pp.
233

et
seq.

70
See

F
C

C
C

/A
G

B
M

/1
997/M

IS
C

. I/A
dd.3.

71
See

U
N

E
P

press
release

1998/11.
72

F
or

som
e

relevant
support

m
aterial

that
has

been
developed

w
ith

respect
to

adaptation
so

far
see

F
eenstra

et
al.

1998;
Sm

ith
et

al.
1999

and
S

outh
P

acific
R

egional
E

nvironm
ental

P
rogram

m
e

(S
P

R
E

P
),

T
he

D
evelopm

ent
of

A
daptation

G
uidelines

in
the

P
acific

at
<

http://w
w

w
.sidsnet.org>

(as
of

S
eptem

ber
1999).

73
See

also
H

um
phreys,

S
tephenlS

okona,
Y

oubafl’hom
as,

Jean-P
hilippe:

“E
quity

in
the

C
D

M
”,

E
N

D
A

T
M

,
D

akar,
<

http://w
w

w
.enda.snlenergie/cdm

equity.htm
>

as
of

15
O

ctober
1998;

M
athur,

A
jay:

“C
lim

ate
C

hange:
P

ost-K
yoto

P
erspectives

from
the

South”
, T

E
R

I,
N

ew
D

elhi,
<

http://w
w

w
.teriin.org/clim

ate/cp
4/contents.htm

l>
as

of
7

July
1999.

74
H

um
phreys

et
al.,

see
footnote

above.
75

See
“C

ontraction
and

C
onvergence:

A
G

lobal
S

olution
to

a
G

lobal
P

roblem
”

,G
lobal

C
om

m
ons

Institute,
18/07/1997

<
http://w

w
w

.gci.org.uk/contconv/cc.htm
l>

as
of

9
June

1999;
see

also
F

riends
o
fth

e
E

arth
International

1998;
IN

F
R

A
S

A
G

/T
E

R
I

1997;
K

inzig/K
am

m
en

1998;
B

aum
ert

et
al.

1999.
76

B
y

presenting
its

“A
nnex

X
”

before
K

yoto,
the

E
U

did
give

the
im

pression
that

it
w

as
open

for
non-O

E
C

D
developing

countries,
w

hich
severely

strained
its

relations
w

ith
these

countries.
77

O
E

C
D

m
em

ber
since

1996.
7$

In
com

parison
w

ith
recent

O
E

C
D

countries
like

M
exico,

T
urkey

and
H

ungary
their

figures
are

up
to

nine
tim

es
as

high;
see

F
ischer

1998;
C

IA
W

orld-F
actbook

199$
<

http://w
w

w
.odci.

ov/ciaJpublications/factbook>
as

of
6

A
pril

1999.
9

T
heir

proposals
w

ere
issued

as
F

C
C

C
/A

G
B

M
/M

IS
C

.3
and

M
IS

C
.3/A

dd. I
to

3.
80

F
or

exam
ple

A
rgentina,

K
azakhstan

and
C

osta
R

ica
have

already
announced

their
w

illingness
to

take
on

binding
com

m
itm

ents.
S

outh
K

orea
is

considering
this

as
w

ell,
see

“T
ow

ards
G

lobal
P

articipation”,
P

resentation
by

M
r.

R
aeckw

on
C

hung
on

behalf
of

the
K

orean
M

inistry
of

F
oreign

A
ffairs

and
T

rade
at

the
O

E
C

D
/IE

A
C

lim
ate

C
hange

F
orum

in
P

aris,
10

M
arch

1999
(on

file
w

ith
the

authors).
$1

In
the

U
nited

S
tates,

net
em

issions
o

fall
G

H
G

increased
by

21.54%
from

1990
to

1997
(E

P
A

draft
U

S
G

H
G

inventories,
3

F
ebruary

99,
<

http://w
w

w
.epa.gov/globalw

arm
ing/

inventory/l999inv.htm
l>

as
of

9
June

1999);
o
fth

e
24

countries
listed

in
A

nnex
II,

only
seven

are
expected

to
em

it
C

O
2

at
or

below
1990

levels
by

the
end

o
fth

e
m

illennium
(F

C
C

C
/C

P
/199$/1

1/A
dd.2).

82
See

R
eid/G

oldem
berg

1997;
1998
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T
he

H
ein

rich
B

oll
F

o
u

n
d

atio
n

T
he

H
einrich

B
oll

F
oundation,

affiliated
w

ith
the

G
reen

P
arty

and
headquartered

in
the

H
ackesche

H
öfe

in
the

heart
of

B
erlin,

is
a

legally
independent

political
foundation

w
orking

in
the

spirit
of

intellectual
openness.

T
he

F
oundation’s

prim
ary

objective
is

to
support

political
education

both
w

ithin
G

erm
any

and
abroad,

thus
prom

oting
dem

ocratic
involvem

ent,
sociopolitical

activism
,

and
cross-

cultural
understanding.

T
he

F
oundation

also
provides

support
for

art
and

culture,
science

and
research,

and
developm

ental
cooperation.

Its
activities

are
guided

by
the

fundam
ental

political
values

of
ecology,

dem
ocracy,

solidarity,
and

non-violence.

B
y

w
ay

of
its

international
collaboration

w
ith

a
large

num
ber

of
project

partners
—

cur-
rently

num
bering

about
130

projects
in

60
countries

—
the

F
oundation

aim
s

to
strengthen

ecological
and

civil
activism

on
a

global
level,

to
intensify

the
exchange

of
ideas

and
experiences,

and
to

keep
our

sensibilities
alert

for
change.

T
he

H
einrich

B
oll

F
oundation’s

collaboration
on

sociopolitical
education

program
s

w
ith

its
project

partners
abroad

is
on

a
long-term

basis.
A

dditional
im

portant
instrum

ents
of

international
cooperation

include
visitor

program
s,

w
hich

enhance
the

exchange
of

experiences
and

of
political

netw
orking,

as
w

ell
as

basic
and

advanced
training

program
s

for
com

m
itted

activists.

T
he

H
einrich

B
oll

F
oundation

has
about

160
full-tim

e
em

ployees
as

w
ell

as
approxim

ately
300

supporting
m

em
bers

w
ho

provide
both

financial
and

non-m
aterial

assistance.

R
alf

F
ücks,

D
r.

C
laudia

N
eusüf3,

and
P

etra
S

treit
com

prise
the

current
E

xecutive
B

oard.

T
w

o
additional

bodies
of

the
F

oundation’s
educational

w
ork

are:
the

“G
reen

A
cadem

y”
and

the
“F

em
inist

Institute”.

T
he

F
oundation

currently
m

aintains
foreign

and
project

offices
in

the
U

S
A

,
in

C
am

bodia,
the

C
zech

R
epublic,

E
l

S
alvador,

Israel,
the

A
rab

M
iddle

E
ast,

K
enya,

P
akistan,

S
outh

A
frica,

T
urkey,

and
an

E
U

office
in

B
russels.

N
ew

foreign
offices

in
B

osnia-H
erzegovina,

B
razil,

and
T

hailand
are

currently
being

established.

F
or

2001
,the

F
oundation

had
alm

ost
70

m
illion

D
M

public
funds

at
its

disposal.


