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1. Forward 

An international policy framework beyond the Kyoto Protocol does not mean that we 

should aim for a completely different approach to the Protocol.  If we return to the 

fundamentals of multi-national agreements, there is nothing more difficult and costly 

than to dissolve agreements and policies that have been created by international 

consensus.  The only way to create a framework that will surpass the Protocol is to 

follow the principles of Kyoto along with strengthening its measures on climate change.  

In the international discussions on a future global climate change policy framework, 

some countries have suggested to revoke the Protocol due to the withdrawal of the US 

from the treaty.  The US, which is Japan’s largest export market, does not hold 

emissions targets that are legally binding.  Furthermore, China, which is Japan’s largest 

import market, is also exempt from legally binding targets due to the principle of 

“ common but differentiated responsibilities” .  Therefore, under these circumstances, it 

may appear that Japan is the only country that must suffer reduction commitments out 

of its major trading partners.  As it is highly unlikely that a revolutionary approach will 

be created to replace the Protocol, and also considering the socio-economic implications 

of establishing a framework completely from scratch, it is best to take a gradual 

approach to create a new international framework. 

In the first place, ever since the US’s withdrawal, Japan should be reevaluating its 

diplomacy that is usually a wait-and-see policy towards the US.  Japan must redefine 

its climate change policy and how to proceed with its environmental diplomacy.  It 

must create a “soft-landing”  policy yet, which also reflects a strong resolve.  Although 

the US is opposed to Kyoto’s cap and trade system, there is still a chance to influence its 

current policy in the mid-to-long term.  If Kyoto’s technical policies succeed, the US 
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may find a fresh interest in the cap and trade measures.  The US may, furthermore, 

shift its policy if the current administration changes and there is conclusive evidence of 

the socio-economic impacts of climate change.  In the past, many international 

agreements have gone through unexpected changes following major events or accidents.  

Japan must prepare itself well beforehand to deal with such scenarios by clarifying its 

position on climate issues.  During the negotiations before Kyoto was enacted in 1997, 

many countries commented on how Japan was outwitted by the shrewd diplomacy of 

western nations.  This is due to the fact that Japan had not conducted sufficient 

on-the-ground debate on how to prepare our society to cope with mitigating the process 

of global warming.   

The European Union has defined clear rules for cap and trade measures that follow the 

provisions of the Protocol.  It has set its ultimate emission control targets for the 

overall rise in air temperature within 2 degrees compared with pre-industrial levels.  
1The US, on the other hand, has excluded itself from the confines of the Protocol for the 

time being, and has created its own measures as if dreaming for the revival of a post war 

regime of American supremacy.  The US climate change policy is centered primarily 

on technological developments, and it is committed to bear this cost to a certain degree.  
2In the meanwhile, there is no sign of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions slowing down 

anywhere in the world, although the recent surge in oil prices may reduce GHGs 

temporarily.  3It is, however, important to acknowledge that both of these 

aforementioned factors are not absolute.  Under these circumstances, what should 

Japan do? 

In the document introduced at the beginning of this paper, Dr. Murase advocates that the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs should take the initiative in coordinating the commissions of 

both, the Ministry of Environment, and the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry.  

In addition, the initiative of the Cabinet Office is also important as we have seen during 

the time Japan served as the host nation during the 1997 Kyoto Conference, and 

thereafter, when the Prime Minister’s Office took initiative in clarifying Japan’s position 

on the Protocol, where the Cabinet secretariat played a central role.  What is most 

important, however, is to conduct extensive national debate on the issues - not limited to 

the recommendations from expert commissions and line-ministries - in establishing 

Japan’s climate change policy.  Although the effects of global warming extend to 

various areas in society, it is the citizens, who are in the most vulnerable position, that 

are affected the most.  This standpoint is especially important when considering how 

people must “adapt”  their lifestyles to mitigate global warming.  Businesses and 

industries will also be affected by climate change measures and will particularly play a 
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key role in alleviating global warming.  Under these circumstances, what kind of 

domestic climate change polices and international frameworks must be formed?  

Germany, the Netherlands, and Scandinavian countries have been in the forefront in 

designing environmental policies in the EU.  These countries have a system where 

there is a strong vertical link between each nation and the international community.  In 

other words, its domestic climate change policy is in line with its environmental 

diplomacy.  4Japan unfortunately, still lags behind in this aspect.  In order for Japan to 

not be outwitted again by other nations in the future climate change policy negotiations, 

it must urgently create a policy formation framework that is truly sustainable. 

I am not suggesting that the bureaucrats in Japan do not play a crucial role.  There is 

no question that the role of the government and bureaucrats who are ultimately 

responsible for carrying out these policies is important.  However, in light of the 

international situation where the demands for international frameworks have diversified, 

and a resolute environmental diplomacy is called for by Japan, it is particularly 

important that the government, the private sector, NGOs and researchers all take part in 

creating a sustainable policy.  This is especially important in order to develop 

international discussions that are on-the-ground.5 

The current international discussions on climate change recognize the need for the 

aforementioned multi-stakeholders to be involved in building climate measures beyond 

Kyoto.  For “complex issues”  such as environmental ones - in which many factors are 

interlinked - involving various stakeholders in the policy-making process is also in line 

with the concept of dispersed governance - which is establishing a social system where 

autonomous dispersed cooperation works best.  According to current-day international 

relations, the state is ultimately responsible for ensuring that international frameworks 

are implemented domestically.  The UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) and the Kyoto Protocol shall be the basis for formulating cooperation and 

norms.  On the other hand, we must also recognize the importance of various 

partnership initiatives when creating regulations for the management of complex issues.  

For climate issues which include diverse issues and realms, a structure must be created 

where the various functions of governance are directed to the most appropriate entity.  

The U.S.’s withdrawal from the Protocol has led them to create a similar framework, 

which is perhaps their greatest benefit of abandoning Kyoto to date. 

The next chapter will focus on the details of the aforementioned structure.  

 

2. The magnitude of this challenge: the preconditions for risk management 

Before proceeding with this discussion, I would first like to review the magnitude and 
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seriousness of the situation on climate change.  Article 2 of the Convention is an 

ultimate target that is used frequently for long term, global issues such as climate 

change.  The ultimate objective of the treaty is the “stabilization of greenhouse gas 

concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic 

interference with the climate system”.  As 189 countries including the US have ratified 

the treaty, we can say that Article 2 has reached an international consensus, and is 

applied by most signatories at present.  6In other words, it aims to prevent climate 

change that reaches a critical level that is harmful to humans and the environment.  But 

what is the definition of a critical level?  The next step shall attempt to clarify this. 

The European Union designated their definition of “critical levels”  back in 1996, which 

is to maintain the earth’s average increase in temperature within 2 degrees compared 

with pre-industrial levels.  This is the ultimate goal for climate change measures 

established in the EU.  7In Japan, the special committee to the central environmental 

commission started discussions in 2005 by setting emissions targets within 2 degrees for 

the following reasons according to my understanding:  If the target was set at 3 degrees, 

it is estimated that the damages will outweigh the benefits.  The agricultural sector in 

various parts of the world will be afflicted, and vulnerable areas will particularly see an 

alarming rise in the number of human deaths.  Furthermore, although uncertainties 

surround the science of global warming, evidence has shown that the probability has 

increased for irreversible damage and instability inflicted on the earth.  If we regard 

placing minimum risk on the environment as most important, the magnitude of risk the 

world will face at the 3 degrees target is unacceptable.  The recommendations of 

specialists on the actual cost of emissions reductions have also shown that the costs are 

enormous to reach a target of 1 degree - an amount that cannot possibly be met by many 

countries.  Furthermore, if we consider the uncertainties on our current knowledge of 

the actual effects of global warming, it is best to examine the effects of GHGs 

calculated at 1 degree intervals.  Since to differentiate the effects between 1.5 to 2 

degrees, 2 to 2.5 degrees is difficult for now, the 2 degrees target will be used as the 

basis for the following discussions. 

Since this debate has not reached a consensus in Japan, the definition of critical levels is 

still unclear.  From a scientific and political standpoint, however, the 2 degree target 

will be used as the starting point of our discussions. 

In order to achieve the 2 degrees target, how much GHGs must be reduced and by 

when?  According to our research, by applying an energy/economy model called 

AIM/Impact[Policy], we calculated that in order to maintain the overall rise in air 

temperature within 2 degrees compared with pre-industrial levels, the level of carbon 
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dioxide in the atmosphere must be stabilized at 475ppm (refer to Diagram 1).  8To 

realize reduction paths of 475ppm (Diagram 1: Right column) means that the earth as a 

whole must reduce its GHG emissions by half by 2050.  This is, however, looking at 

the entire planet.  In order to see the magnitude of the challenge Japan is faced with, it 

is important to break down specific targets for each nation.  By defining the amount of 

possible emissions per nation, only then can we calculate the actual reduction figures 

that must be met by each country to realize the 2 degrees target. 

Many people in developing countries still live on less than 100 yen per day and lack the 

basic necessities such as electricity and energy supplies.  It is physically impossible to 

demand these countries to reduce emissions.  In light of these differences, if we 

calculate the percentage of emissions reductions needed per country, we found that 

Japan must reduce its emissions by at least 60 percent by 2050.  9Existing studies have 

also shown similar figures.  10Furthermore, when looking at the mid-to-long term goals 

that have been established already per nation, many have set their reduction targets 

ranging from 60 to 80 percent.  Even in the US, California has recently set reduction 

targets to 80 percent by 2050.   

Left: rise in air temperature 

Right: amount of GHG 

emissions (Carbon Dioxide 

calculations) 
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Mid-Long term targets per country  

Country/Date Organizations 
setting targets 
and reports 

Long-term targets Mid-term targets 

Germany 
(Oct/2003) 

German 
Advisory 
Council on 
Global 
Change

·  Overall rise in air temperature 
compared with pre-industrial 
levels: 2 degrees maximum.  
The rise in air temperature for 
the next 10 years: within 0.2�  

45-60% reduction in CO2 levels 
by 2050 compared with 1990 
levels 
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WBGU  

·  CO2 concentration levels: under 
450ppm 

Britain 
(Feb/2003) 

Energy White 
Paper 

CO2concentration levels within the 
atmosphere: under 550ppm 

60% reduction of CO2 emissions 
by 2050 

France 
(Mar/2004) 
 

The 
Government’s 
Climate 
Change 
Commission 
 

CO2 concentration level stabilized 
under 450ppm 
 

·  Reduce CO2 emissions per 
person to 0.5tC by 2050 

·  Reduce 3 billion tC of 
emissions per annum for 
the entire planet by 2050 

Sweden 
(Nov/2002) 
 

Swedish 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency 
 

Stabilize concentration of all GHGs 
defined under the Kyoto Protocol: 
within 550ppm (CO2 concentration 
within 500ppm) 
 

Reduce CO2 and GHG emissions 
per person to 4.5tC by 2050 in 
all industrialized nations and a 
continued reduction of 
emissions as becomes 
necessary (emissions are 8.3tC 
at present)) 

European Union 
(Mar/2005

 
 

EU 
Environmental 
Commission 

To maintain the overall rise in air 
temperature within 2 degrees, 
the concentration of GHGs to 
be stabilized under 550ppm  

15-30% reduction by 2020 
compared with 1990 levels in 
industrialized nations, and a 
60-80% reduction by 2050  

Source ! Chart created by author based on various reports and policy papers  
 
Aside from the small differences in these figures, what is important essentially is to 

recognize the reality of the seriousness and scope of the climate change issue.  There is, 

of course, some scientific uncertainty since these figures have been calculated based on 

a supposition.  Furthermore, there is still much to be debated concerning the 2 degrees 

target.  Nevertheless, considering that Article 15 (the preventive approach) which was 

drafted at the Rio summit continues to receive international consensus when dealing 

with environmental issues, it is clear that substantial reductions of 60 to 80 percent are 

necessary by 2050.  We must realize the gravity of the situation we are faced with.  

What’s more, we must prepare ourselves to adjust our lifestyles in order to keep the 

overall increase in air temperature within 2 degrees compared with pre-industrial levels.  

In other words, when considering climate change measures, we must look at both 

reduction measures as well as methods on how society must adapt itself to realize these 

targets. 

Next, I will discuss how to establish measures beyond the Kyoto Protocol. 

 

3. Network type dispersed governance 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, for climate change policies which are long-term, 

research on existing regulations will provide a basis for establishing the next phase of 

the international climate change system.  Current research has shown that, in order to 
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solve highly interactive complex issues such as global environmental ones - in which 

the interests of many actors are involved - a regulatory framework that is moderate and 

multi-level, with a strong network structure works best.  11In such a framework, key 

stakeholders such as the state, NGOs and businesses share information and carry out the 

functions necessary for governance.  In other words, when solving issues that are 

essentially complex, although it may seem as though the regulatory framework and 

entities are complete in themselves, we must not forget that the problems are 

interdependent and that the entities are horizontally interlinked to one other (or even 

overlap at times).  The most effective way to solve complex issues is, therefore, to 

create regulations aimed specifically for interdependent issues and to foster the 

networks between these stakeholders.  12This will, furthermore, help ensure that the 

issues will be solved.  For example, if one regulation becomes ineffective for some 

reason, this will not cause the entire system to break down.   

Climate change governance should take a similar approach.  In the first place, climate 

issues are complex, in which various issues are interlinked: Mitigating climate change is 

an issue which involves the increased use of renewable energy such as wind power, 

solar power, and biomass, as well as improving energy efficiency.  Renewable energy 

also involves the development, diffusion and transfer of technology.  Climate change is 

also linked to issues of deforestation, forest use, desertification, and biodiversity.  

Adaptation to climate change also concerns sustainable development issues in 

developing countries.   

Such complex issues will involve various entities in its problem solving.  In order to 

create an effective network between these stakeholders and increase synergies among 

them: the procedures necessary for good climate change governance must be established, 

the relationship between the stakeholders must be accurately understood, and the 

optimum regulatory structure must be developed.  Under the current international 

agreements, for example, the state is ultimately responsible for consensus building and 

implementation of agreements, whereas industries should not be held responsible for 

this.  Although some agreements established by the industrial sector may have a 

complementary function to international agreements, there cannot be structure to secure 

global public goods for agreements created by the interest-lead business community that 

would override international agreements.  On the other hand, when looking at the 

financial mechanisms for climate change measures, private cash investments supplied 

by the business sector have a strong influence along with the public cash flows from 

national and international organizations.  It is, therefore, important to create a 

regulatory framework - including both formal and informal cash flows - where the 
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functions for solving climate issues are defined, and the networks among stakeholders 

are promoted.13   

Furthermore, taking the recent developments in the theory of “constructivism” into 

account, the development of governance where there is formal and informal networking 

will create a common understanding of “common knowledge” and “consensual 

knowledge”.  14Good networking among stakeholders will create a chain reaction that 

will develop widespread knowledge and norms on climate change measures.  As a 

result, this will create a dynamic form of dispersed governance.  In other words, the 

structure of dispersed governance will play a key role in diffusing the norms of climate 

change.  This is an important aspect particularly for climate change measures in the 

long run. 

The current trend in international discussions on future climate change measures shows 

that there is no need to wait for the British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s proposal.  As it 

can be seen, the direction of the current international discussions is not all pessimistic.  
15The US’s withdrawal from the Protocol, along with implementation of its own climate 

measures, may be seen as a process where the various initiatives on climate change are 

permeating and progressing into various sectors.  What is important is not an outright 

“Yes or No”  to Kyoto, but is to maintain the Protocol while developing other 

alternatives.  This is an obvious choice given the history of how climate change 

measures were developed and also since the current international system holds the state 

responsible for the consensus building and implementation of international agreements 

and securing global public goods.  A totally new framework to Kyoto may be 

considered if we find a way for nations to be responsible for emissions targets that are 

not legally binding, and a way to reduce GHGs assuredly.  At present, however, an 

alternative to Kyoto is yet to be found.  Hence, the best way to realize a reduction in 

emissions is to implement Kyoto along with other initiatives, and to create synergies 

among them. 

The next chapter aims to look further into the details and the situation of international 

discussions on future regulatory frameworks. 

 

4. Initiatives beyond the UNFCCC and the Protocol Process  

4.1 The Convention and the Protocol Process  

The international framework to discuss climate change will focus within the realms of 

the UN Framework on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Kyoto Protocol.  Taking 

into consideration the state centered rule formation process, a key factor will be the 

future developments of the US and Australia - two countries that did not ratify the 
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Protocol, although they participated in the negotiations. One of the biggest challenges 

that lay ahead will be to explore ways to bring these two countries into the future 

climate change framework discussions while trying to achieve the goals of the 

Convention.   

Article 3, paragraph 9 of the Protocol defines that states must start consideration of the 

next commitment phase at least seven years before the first commitment phase expires.  

As the first commitment phase will end in 2012, this means that the negotiations must 

start in 2005.  As such is the case, it is anticipated that the Conference of the Parties to 

the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (COP) will hold active, 

full-fledged discussions to explore future commitment issues which were initially 

discussed at COP 10 held in Buenos Aeries, Argentina in December 2004.  At the 

COP10, a “seminar”  on future developments of the framework was proposed in order to 

gather ideas and to prepare for future discussions.   First of all, this seminar aimed to 

conduct “position mapping”  through dialogue.  Although the Articles that mention 

commitment issues are defined only within the Protocol, negotiations were held without 

limiting the discussions to Kyoto.  This was done in order to provide an environment 

that would enable dialogue with non-signatory countries such as the US and Australia..  

However, such dialogues which aimed for negotiations were strongly opposed by the 

US and Saudi Arabia.  As a result, a Seminar of Government Experts was convened in 

May 2005.  The seminar was held independent of any future negotiations, 

commitments, processes, frameworks and mandates under the Convention and the 

Kyoto Protocol.  1626 countries, including the Japanese delegation, gave presentations 

in which many elaborated on the issues of the future of the framework.    

The Kyoto Protocol came into effect on February 16th, 2005.  This new regime would 

be the backbone of climate change governance with a multi-level and network structure.  

To be more specific, the Kyoto regime started within the UNFCCC framework.  The 

Protocol depicts concrete international measures such as monitoring the progress of 

industrialized countries in achieving GHG emissions reduction targets which should 

essentially lead to realizing the ultimate targets.  Kyoto also defines various functions 

to promote climate change governance including capacity building, financial 

mechanisms and monitoring.  These functions will be undertaken by the appropriate 

and suitable entities (ideally) such as: corporate business initiatives through CDM, 

awareness raising activities by civil society organizations, reporting by the signatory 

countries and screening and assessment by international organizations. Like it or not, 

the international system of the Kyoto Protocol has started. 

With the Kyoto Protocol’s entry into force, the Meeting of Parties to the Protocol 
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(MOP) was held alongside the COP meetings in November and December 2005, also 

referred to as the COP/MOP.  With the clock ticking in face of a deadline in late 2005, 

the two week long negotiations centered on how to create an environment that would set 

the course for future action on climate change.  Two agreements were created as a 

result of the marathon negotiations and consultations which ran from morning to night.  

Under Article 3.9 (future commitments) of the Protocol, Parties agreed to establish an 

“Ad hoc Working Group (AWG)” as a process for enhancing implementation of the 

Convention.  On the other hand, discussions on a future framework which include 

countries that have not ratified the Protocol will be undertaken by “dialogue on strategic 

approaches for long term global cooperation to address climate change”  in order that the 

negotiations will be carried out without prejudices to any future negotiations, similar to 

the conditions at the “Seminar of Governmental Experts” .  The workshops will be 

convened four times during 2006 to 2007.17   

As such, consensus building by entities such as the state, which is ultimately responsible 

for consensus building and implementation of climate change policies, will be promoted 

through the Kyoto Protocol – the core of the climate change regime that is composed of 

many layers- , and the Convention (also known as the meta-regime) that ranks highest 

within the climate change regime hierarchy.   

In other words, the discussions on how to maximize the Kyoto framework within the 

confines of the Protocol were separated from the discussions of a generic, long-term 

climate change initiative that would involve the US and Australia..  

 

4.2 Initiatives beyond the Process  

As the Convention and Protocol process continued to show developments, the 

preparatory processes of the Gleneagles G8 Summit and the Fourth Assessment Report 

of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) confirmed findings on the 

actual progress of climate change.  Furthermore, the effectiveness of climate change 

norms has brought on a situation where the international community can no longer 

continue to agree with the policies of countries that did not ratify the Protocol such as 

the US and Australia.  In addition, there is strong international public opinion that 

these two countries - that are responsible for around one-fourth of the world’s CO2 

emissions - should not be exempted from the responsibilities of tackling climate change 

as a global effort.  As such, ever since the US’s withdrawal from Kyoto, there has been 

continuous debate on how to bring the US and Australia into the future negotiations.  

As a result, various climate change initiatives have been established.  These initiatives 

are not bound to the multilateral UN framework.   Many of these initiatives take form 
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of a partnership by/among various entities including governments, and are called “Type 

II partnerships”  which have been registered since the Johannesburg Summit.  Many of 

these partnerships have been established under an international cooperation framework 

of voluntarily consensus that does not go through the process of international 

negotiations.  

As a follow-up to the Johannesburg Summit, the Commission on Sustainable 

Development (CSD) reviews and monitors the progress and implementation on 

sustainable development areas.  The focal areas during the period of 2006 and 2007 

include energy for sustainable development and climate change.  During a review 

session, the CSD found that out of the 319 partnerships, 25% focused on climate change.  
18Initiatives such as the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate 

(AAP), Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), the 

Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership (REEEP), Methane to Markets 

(aims to reduce methane emissions) fall within this framework and are also registered 

partnerships with the CSD.  

Of course there are other initiatives such as the Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum 

(CSLF) and an international partnership for a hydrogen economy society.  Reality is, 

however, that many of the initiatives that fall outside of the Convention and the Kyoto 

Protocol process take the form of partnerships.  

Although these initiatives do not solely focus on climate change issues, what they have 

in common is that they take on climate change measures as one of its main theme.  In 

other words, while these initiatives focus on other issues related to climate change, they 

also carry out climate change measures at the same time.  Many of these initiatives 

have not yet started and their future developments are unclear.   

However, if these initiatives are in carried out in full-scale towards the respective 

objectives, the interdependence of the various actors will be facilitated within the 

related diverse framework.  Furthermore, as the diverse framework and the actors build 

a network among each other through interdependency relationships, it is anticipated that 

the problem solving structure for climate change related challenges will permeate into 

various sectors, and take a form similar to the structure of distributive governance.   

In order to realize this, the relationship between the functions of governance and entities 

required for tackling climate change issues must be organized.  Following this, an 

international system that encourages the optimization of this structure must be 

established.  It should be noted that a moderate overlap is important as it provides 

sound competition among the systems.  

For example, the Asia Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate covers 
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eight areas including the development of new technology for renewable energy.  It 

aims to promote information exchange within the private sector as well as to establish 

procedures to identify, evaluate, and to provide solutions for the challenges and 

obstacles faced in technology development.  19These procedures are difficult to 

undertake within the framework of conventions and protocols.  It is, however, possible 

for the actors that are implementing the CDM projects within the Kyoto framework to 

also be actors of a partnership.  Therefore, as different actors repeatedly work together 

interdependently in various frameworks, new information, knowledge and awareness is 

created, and interdependency and networks are further enhanced.  It can be noted that 

such elements may, in the long run, be a short-cut to achieving the ultimate objectives 

underlined in Article 2 of the Convention.   

What is important is that these partnerships are not alternatives to the Convention or to 

the Protocol process.  Only when the Convention and Protocol process - particularly 

the international systems defined in Kyoto - specifically sets down the responsibility of 

the states for climate change, will a dispersed governance system structure be realized.  

It is similar to the Johannesburg Summit Partnership documents that have a 

complementary function to political declarations and implementation plans, and do not 

solely represent a comprehensive agreement.  According to current day international 

relations, even if governments become partners, the collection of independent initiatives 

alone does not guarantee the realization of achieving targets.  

 

5. Beyond the Kyoto Protocol  

In the international arena surrounding climate change, the perception is that the two 

bipolar coalitions will continue for the time being - the EU centered block which aims 

to establish measures that respect the Kyoto Protocol, and the US centered block which 

created its own initiative.  The important point, however, is that both parties are not 

exclusive of each other.  In the first place, when solving complex issues such as 

climate change, a co-existing framework of conventions, protocols and other initiatives 

may stimulate structural innovation (or synergy effects) based on the reinforced 

characteristics of the latter system (other initiatives) which are constituted by 

“partnerships” .  From the perspective that the climate change issue is long term, it is 

recommended to establish a security system by creating a mechanism for an 

autonomous dispersive cooperation which permeates into various sectors.  

In this case, however, what is important when dealing with climate issues is the 

existence of the systems of the Convention and the Protocol.  20As mentioned earlier, if 

there are other means for the respective countries to seriously deal with climate change 
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measures, then there is no reason to dwell on the Protocol.  However, until the actions 

aimed at combating climate change take firm root, the Protocol which sets clear goals 

and objectives will continue to play an important role.  Under the UNFCCC - taking 

into account the history of non-compliance towards non-binding targets – evidence of 

the situation in the US in 2004 which has shown an increase of green-house gas 

emissions of 15.8 percent compared to 1990 levels and that there is no sign of putting a 

stop to the increase in emissions, shows that this statement remains valid.  21Emphasis 

has been, furthermore, placed on the fact that the Kyoto Regime is now actually in 

operation after enactment of the Protocol.  22That is if the current mechanism happens 

to fail, the international community will not only be pressured to change future 

measures, but will also be faced with a decline in investment willingness.  For instance, 

even in Brazil, also known as the “CDM world leader” , which accounts for nearly 15 

percent of the total registered CDM projects world wide, it is said that due to the 

uncertainty of the future framework debate, there are now signs of reluctance towards 

CDM investments.23   

In this light, from the perspective of systems, history and incentives, it is important to 

maintain momentum towards continuing beyond the first commitment phase of the 

Protocol as part of the next step towards future global warming measures.  As stated in 

the early sections of this paper, it is too costly to start the Kyoto process again from 

scratch by a revolutionary approach.  In addition, based on the role of the state within 

the structure of dispersed governance, it is important to strategize on how to bring the 

US back into the negotiations.  For instance, this could be a unit consumption based 

target, or capacity development measures in developing countries - especially the larger 

ones - through initiatives outside the Convention and Protocol process.  If the US is 

severely impacted by the effects of climate change, there may be room for large 

developments. Before that happens, however, the US should be called for to propose a 

blueprint for taking responsibility and action towards climate change.  Only then - 

aside from the Convention, the Kyoto process and other initiatives - respecting the 

principle of “states have common but differentiated responsibilities“ , will the discussion 

on the role of developing countries become clearer.  According to the calculations of 

the aforementioned Long-Term Scenario Measure project, it would be impossible to 

reduce GHG emissions globally by half by 2050, with measures taken only by 

industrialized countries.  In the near future, developing countries will also need to take 

action. 

In reality, many international regimes have been formed that do not include the US, 

similar to the situation with the Kyoto Protocol.  To mention a few: the International 
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Court of Justice (2002), the Convention on the Rights of Child (1989), Optional 

Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in 

armed conflicts (2002), and the Convention on the Prohibition of Anti-Personnel Mines 

(1999).  Despite the non-participation by the US in these treaties, there have been 

developments towards reaching a consensus.  One main factor in solving the issue of 

how to bring the US in these negotiations, lies in the hopes for the diffusion of the 

structure and norms of dispersed governance, as well as good diplomacy.  

Japan which has a history of a firm post-war US-Japan diplomacy, has placed extreme 

emphasis on US diplomatic relations.  However, for instance, in the case of the 

negotiation for the Plan of Implementation during the WSSD, a clause was included 

stating that the countries that ratified the Protocol should urge those countries that have 

not signed the treaty to join within a year.  As seen in this case, due to the firm 

foundation of US-Japan relations, there is much anticipation towards the possibility of 

Japanese diplomacy to influence the US towards consideration of joining the Kyoto 

Regime.  Furthermore, it is necessary for the domestic debate concerning this issue to 

be held with the participation of the government, private sector, researchers and NGOs, 

is based on sound science in a fair manner, and that a future positioning is created based 

on consensus.  

In the era of this type of diplomacy and dispersed governance, transparent and 

accountable diplomacy will be a key factor.  24In order to reflect the negotiators’ 

contributions and devotion working day in and day out in creating the international 

system, the negotiation process should not resort only to a “closed door”  approach.   

Japan’s diplomacy must maximize on the comparative advantages of the diverse actors 

and utilize their dispersed and extensive multi-channel networks.  These methods will 

be essential for establishing a system as well as for realizing effective diplomacy.  

Based on these factors, furthermore, there is a greater possibility for creating effective 

synergies.  In addition, in an era where information holds value in governance issues, 

the factor of rapid information flow is the foundation for effectiveness.  In the case of 

the representatives of European Non-governmental Organizations, even if their 

positions may differ from the government at times, they seem to show satisfaction with 

the level of information obtained and their contacts with government delegates.  The 

Japanese NGO delegates, on the other hand, expressed great dissatisfaction in this area.  

Of course, this problem cannot be resolved solely by the efforts of the governmental 

organizations and individuals.  Efforts must also be made by the civil society including 

the private sector, NGO and academia.  Information sharing through communication 

and dialogue should be promoted among various stakeholders, avoiding confrontation at 
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all costs.  What is important is to look for ways to explore a roadmap for an effective 

governance mechanism that promotes networks and enhanced interdependence among 

actors, which aims to essentially create a system that houses a mechanism for 

information sharing with a degree of security.   

Ultimately, the debate on international systems begins from defining and strategizing 

positions at the national level.  As it is anticipated that there will be full-fledged 

negotiations concerning the future of the climate change framework, there is all the 

more need for global discussions based on sound science. 
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