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Preface 
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game around this issue. The US rejection of the Kyoto Protocol was a step-back for the 
international community and in my opinion made the Protocol “pale and weak”. Even though 
it came into force in 2005 following the ratification by Russia, it seems like the Protocol has 
landed in some kind of a no-man’s-land.     
 
I think that in order to get a truly global reduction framework in place it is very important and 
necessary that the United States participate in a future global agreement. This, since the US 
stands for 25% of the world’s greenhouse gas emissions at the same time as it is one of the 
most dynamic and incentive economies and markets in the world.  
 
Therefore, as I see it the international community faces a huge challenge with the negotiations 
on a future post-Kyoto agreement. Balancing between considering the participating countries’ 
interest, actually agreeing on new greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the period 
beyond 2012, and not least trying to make the agreement attractive for the United States. I 
therefore think it becomes interesting to study what the international community should think 
of when they design a post-Kyoto agreement in order to re-engage the United States and make 
an American participation in a future global agreement possible. 
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Abstract 
The United States is the single largest contributor of greenhouse gas emissions. Its 
engagement is therefore critical to the success of any international effort to prevent man-made 
global climate change. It was therefore a huge step-back for the international community 
when President Bush soon after taking office in 2001 rejected the Kyoto Protocol.  Despite a 
strong opposition the international community did not convince the Bush administration to 
reconsider its decision and re-engage in the Kyoto Protocol process.  
 
The objective of this thesis is to investigate which central elements that will increase a US 
inclination to participate in international agreements after the first commitment period in the 
Kyoto Protocol. These elements were found through a literature study of four peer-reviewed 
articles and an empirical analysis of four international partnership agreements. 
  
The overall conclusion is that there are several central elements that could increase a US 
inclination to participate in international agreements after the first commitment period in the 
Kyoto Protocol. These elements cover a wide range of disciplines from technology over 
research and development to business interests.  
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1. Introduction 
The United States (US) is the single largest contributor of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
and has one of the most dynamic and inventive markets in the world, thus its engagement is 
critical to the success of any international effort to prevent man-made global climate change 
(DeSombre, 2005; Tamura, 2006). 
 
It was therefore a huge step-back for the international community when President Bush soon 
after taking office in 2001 announced that the Kyoto Protocol was “fatally flawed in 
fundamental ways” and withdrew USA from participation (Cohen et al, 2003; Tamura, 2006). 
The Bush administration rejected the Kyoto Protocol, it is argued using California’s energy 
crisis and a Senate Resolution to justify its position, identifying three flaws in the agreement; 
an insufficient grounding in science and technology, the World and not least the American 
economy would be exposed for serious and unnecessary risks and last but not least the 
agreement did not to a sufficient extent handle the climate issue/problem since the Protocol 
does not make the same demands on all countries (developed as well as developing)  
(Lisowski, 2002; Storey, 2003). 
 
The decision to abandon the ratification of the protocol did not only alter the dynamics of the 
negotiations over the agreement, it also reversed the prior commitment to the protocol made 
by the Clinton administration and shocked several of the nations that had worked hard to craft 
a binding climate change agreement (DeSombre, 2005; Cohen et al, 2003). In the following 
months a strong opposition emerge particularly in the European countries which had been 
most decisive in order to reach a co-ordinated climate change response (Cohen et al, 2003). 
The White House was under pressure from various sides, but in the end the international 
community did not succeed convincing the Bush administration to reconsider its decision and 
re-engage in the Kyoto Protocol process (Tamura, 2006).  
 
In 2002, almost a year after the US withdrawal, President Bush launched the federal US 
policy, The Global Climate Change Initiative. A comprehensive strategy on domestic 
voluntary measures based on three main elements; GHG emissions intensity targets (18 
percent by 2012), emissions per unit of economic activity, incentives for firms and business 
sectors to take voluntary actions and programs for development of emission-reducing 
technologies (The White House, 2002). Furthermore Bush initiated federal support for a 
Climate Change Science Program and a Climate Change Technology Program. (The White 
House, 2002). Meanwhile, at the international arena the US has played a somewhat passive 
role some would even say negative role (Andresen, 2007). Even though the European Union 
(EU) succeeded in its effort to get the Kyoto Protocol to enter into force in 2005, when Russia 
ratified the Protocol, the negotiations of moving the process beyond 2012 have been an uphill 
battle (Andresen, 2007). The post-Kyoto progress has not been made less complicated by the 
establishment of four international initiatives, launched by the Bush administration between 
2003 and 2006: the International Partnership for a Hydrogen Economy (IPHE), the Carbon 
Sequestration Leadership Forum (CSLF), and the Methane to Markets Partnership (M2M) and 
finally the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP) (Tamura, 
2006).  
 
The global negotiations on climate change and on commitments for a post-Kyoto regime have 
therefore entered a new phase through the negotiations of a broadening of the Kyoto Protocol 
(Sugiyama, 2005).  It is crucial to get the US to re-engage in this process not only because the 
US is the world’s largest emitter of GHG, but also due to the fact that the US is by far the 
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most important actor in the evolving of an international climate change regime and for getting 
a truly global mitigation framework in place (Grubb et al, 2001; Sugiyama, 2005). But what 
does it take to re-engage the US in the post-Kyoto process?  

1.1 Objective 
The overall objective of this thesis is to study which central elements that will increase a US 
inclination to participate in international agreements after the first commitment period of the 
Kyoto Protocol. The study aims to identify partly what some scientists sees as necessary 
initiatives taken by the international community and the US and changes required in order to 
form a post-Kyoto agreement that will be attractive to the US and partly to identify what the 
US is willing to sign up for at this point in time.  

1.2 Research questions  
1. Which key factors do four selected peer-reviewed articles bring up as most significant 

for an American re-engagement in a post-Kyoto regime?  
 
2. What are the concepts of the four multilateral initiatives the Bush administration are 

involved in? What is the US willing to agree to?  
 

3. Do the key factors found in (research question 1 above) completely contradict, what 
can be analysed from the four international initiatives launched by the Bush 
administration (research question 2) or is it possible to identify areas where the two 
support each other?  

1.3 Outline  
In chapter 2 the main features of the Kyoto Protocol and the historical background for the US 
rejection of the Kyoto Protocol are outlined. In chapter 3 the methods, material, research 
strategy and a discussion on strategy are presented. Later on, in chapter 4 the results of my 
two analyses are presented and chapter 5 discuss the results. Finally, summary conclusions are 
presented in chapter 6. 
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2. Background 
The Kyoto Protocol was established in 1997 in Japan at the Third Conference of Parties 
(COP-3) to begin convening the aim, to “prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with 
the climate system”, of the United Nation Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) (Sugiyama 2005). The Protocol sets up legally binding emission reduction targets 
and timetables for industrialised countries; a reduction of GHG emissions by 5.2 per cent by 
the period 2008-2012, compared to 1990 levels. The most important part of the Kyoto 
Protocol was the introduction of flexibility instruments or mechanisms: Emissions Trading 
(ET), an instrument for trading surplus emission reductions with other Parties; Joint 
Implementation (JI) between industrialised countries and finally Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM), for credits from reduction projects in developing countries1 (Oberthür, 
1999). 
 
The responsibility for articulating the US position throughout the period from Rio to Kyoto 
rested on the Clinton-Gore administration (Agrawala et al, 1999). While climate change was 
not high on the US political agenda between 1993 and 1996, the political interest peaked as 
the climate change regime approached the negotiations of a binding international agreement 
(Agrawala et al, 1999). Just prior the COP-3 in Kyoto President Clinton agreed to commit the 
US to returning its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2008-2012. This indicated a change in 
position and a willingness to negotiate short-term (legally-binding) targets, as a White House 
spokesman expressed it: “the president wanted to have a negotiating position that would at 
least give him a seat at the negotiation table” (Agrawala et al, 1999).  
 
The changed US position caused new political dynamics in the international negotiations, but 
at home a domestic opposition in July 1997 resulted in the Byrd-Hagel resolution (Tamura, 
2006). The resolution stated that the Senate would not ratify any protocol which did not put 
similar commitments on developing countries as on developed countries as well as 
jeopardizing the US economy. Despite this extensive pressure from the Senate, the Clinton 
administration signed the Kyoto Protocol, agreeing to reduce emissions by seven percent of 
1990 levels by 2008-2012 (Cohen et al, 2003).  
 
The Protocol however left many procedural issues open and therefore there were still room 
for negotiations in order to make the protocol more ratifiable domestically (Tamura, 2006). 
The US diplomatic only produced modest results in the negotiations following the Kyoto 
Conference and therefore the Clinton administration did not succeed on closing the domestic 
gap in policy preferences between the administration and the Congress (Tamura, 2006). Due 
to this failure and the Senate’s resistance the Clinton administration never submitted the 
Protocol for ratification (Cohen et al, 2003).  
 
President Clinton left office in the beginning of 2001 without having proposed a workable 
plan for how the US should reconcile its obligations and when Bush took office in 2001 it 
became obvious that the Kyoto protocol did not meet the ratification criterion of the Senate 
(Tamura, 2006). And as important, the Bush administration had a strong preference for an 
energy policy that would not by far match up to the goals of the Protocol (Lisowski, 2002). 

                                                 
1 For more information on the Kyoto Protocol see e.g. Oberthür (1999) 
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3. Methodology and material 
3.1 Method choice and material 
3.1.1 Literature study 
A literature study has been carried out on a selected scientific material, four peer-reviewed 
articles which deal with future international climate policy and a US re-engagement in a post-
Kyoto agreement (presented below). The articles were published between 2003 and 2007. The 
study was aimed at investigating what the scientists of the four articles think is needed in 
order to get the US to participate in future climate change agreements. This study was 
conducted in order to get a general picture, to have a theoretical framework. 
 
I used the following selection strategy to select the four peer-reviewed articles. I started 
by/with making searches in two databases: Science Citation Index Expanded (ISI Web of 
Science) and Scopus. The databases were found through a search in the database bank at the 
Campus library of Linköping University. In my search I used the following keywords; 
climate, change or changes, USA or US or America, policy or agreement and post-Kyoto. My 
search led to a rather large number of articles, which it would have been impossible to analyse 
within the scope of this thesis, so I had to narrow down the numbers. At first I remove all 
duplicates and secondly I sorted out all articles which I, by looking at the titles, clearly could 
determine were not consistent with my objective. This was articles that in one way or the 
other dealt with relationships between the US and specific countries or the EU, emission 
targets and timetables  My next step was to sort out those articles which I could not get in full-
text. I had now narrowed down the number of articles to eight articles. Since it was 
impossible to decide from the titles alone whether these articles where consistent with my 
objective or not, I therefore read the abstract of each article. This led to that I could sort out 
one article which was only discussing American domestic institutional frameworks and 
credibility. I then continued by reading the seven remaining articles from start to finish. This 
step led to that I could remove three articles which I considered did not consist with my 
objective. This, since two of the articles to a large extent took a historical approach rather than 
discussing future prospects. The third article I sorted out discussed the impacts of the US 
withdrawal more than what is needed for an US re-engagement. I had now narrowed down the 
number of articles to four, which all dealt with future international climate policy and a US re-
engagement in a post-Kyoto agreement. I considered that these articles could give answers to 
my first research question and were consistent with my objective. 
 
Observe that even though these four articles do not represent the view of the whole scientific 
community I have chosen to handle the articles as one entity throughout my discussion in this 
thesis, since the aim of the analysis of the articles was not to find similarities and differences 
between themselves, i.e. the articles are not put up against one another.  
 
Article 1: The US’s retreat from the Kyoto Protocol: An account of a policy change and its 
implications for future climate policy published in European Environment (Steurer, 2003). 
 
Article 2: Convergence or divergence? Status and prospects for US climate strategy published 
in Climate Policy. Article keywords: Climate policy, USA, flexible mechanisms, Kyoto 
Protocol (Christiansen, 2003). 
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Article 3: Future U.S. Climate Policy: International Re-engagement? published in 
International Studies Perspectives. Article keywords: climate policy, re-engagement, 
unilateralism (Bang et al, 2005).  
 
Article 4: The United States and international climate cooperation: International “pull” versus 
domestic “push” published in Energy Policy. Article keywords: Climate regime, Kyoto 
Protocol, International cooperation, The United States (Bang et al, 2007). 

3.1.2 Empirical study 
An empirical study was carried out on a selected political material, four international 
partnership agreements (presented below), that was initiated by the US between 2003 and 
2006 and all a part of the US climate strategy. The study was aimed at investigating and 
identifying fundamental components in the partnership agreements.  
 
The reason for choosing these four partnership agreements were that they were consistent 
with my purpose and would provide answers to the first of my research questions: What is the 
US willing to agree to at this point of time. The partnership agreements were found after a tip 
from Guri Bang at the Center for International Climate and Environmental Research, Oslo 
(CICERO). I have analysed the Terms of Reference (ToR) or Charters of the partnerships and 
fact sheets, all information has been found on the home page of respective partnerships 
agreement.  
 
International Partnership for a Hydrogen Economy (IPHE) includes 15 member countries 
(Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, Germany, Iceland, India, Italy, Japan, South Korea, 
Norway, Russia, UK and US) and the European Commission (EC). The partnership was 
established to accelerate the transition to a hydrogen economy (IPHE, 2003).   
 
Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum (CSLF) has 22 member countries (Australia, Brazil, 
Canada, China, Colombia, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, 
the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, UK and US) and 
EC and was established in order to develop new technologies for long-term CO2 capture and  
storage (CSLF, 2004). 
 
Methane to Markets Partnership (M2M) includes 14 member countries (Argentina, Australia, 
Brazil, China, Colombia, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Russia, Ukraine, UK and US) 
and the purpose is to increase energy security, improve environment and reduce worldwide 
GHG emissions (M2M, 2004). 
 
Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP) includes six member 
countries (Australia, China, India, Japan, South Korea and US) and the purpose is to develop 
cleaner and more efficient technologies (APP, 2006). 

3.2 Research strategy 
The study was carried out from a qualitative perspective, as the aim is not to demonstrate 
exact measurable variables or data as in quantitative studies, but to reveal new perspective 
which could be a help in getting the US to be a part of a post-Kyoto regime and to sign a 
global post-Kyoto agreement. I have therefore analysed my empirical material with the help 
of a qualitative content analysis inspired by discourse analysis. 
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The fundamental aim of qualitative studies is to focus on getting a better understanding of the 
society we live in and how individual people, groups etc. act and affect one another (Holme et 
al, 1997). It is therefore important to read actively, i.e. question the text; what is the author’s 
point? What is the author actually saying? Is the point supported by what is said? (Esaiasson, 
2004). But while the quantitative studies transform the collected information to numbers and 
quantity, it is the idea and interpretation of the researcher of the information that is expressed 
using a qualitative approach (Holme et al, 1997). It can be interpretations of frame of 
references, motives, social processes and social connections. This means that the researcher, 
using a qualitative approach, obtains different and deeper knowledge than the fragmentised 
knowledge which is often received when you use quantitative methods (Patel et al, 2003). In 
order to get this overriding view that makes an advanced understanding of the social 
processes and connections possible, an intensive study of every single research object is 
required (Holme et al, 1997). The researcher has to read the text several times, fast and in 
broad outline and also slowly and thoughtfully and to work thoroughly with the research 
problem (Patel et al, 2003; Esaiasson, 2004). It is therefore preferable in qualitative studies 
that the scientist or scholar include a relatively small amount of empirical material as a 
starting point. The above is consistent with the aim of the discourse analysis which is to study 
what is actually said or written in order to analyse how the surrounding world, or part of it, 
(social processes and connections) is described (patterns in the statements) and what social 
consequences these processes and connections will have (Jørgensen et al, 1999).  
 
I have two particular reasons why discourse analysis has been a source of inspiration, even 
tough the concept discourse is incredible complex and not easily defined (Bergström et al, 
2005). First; I believe that the discussion about a post-Kyoto regime can be seen as a 
discourse. In line with the view of Dryzek on environmental discourse as a variety of 
discourses that complement one another but often compete (for more information se Dryzek, 
1997), I assume that the post-Kyoto discourse comprise several different discourses. 
Discourses which I will characterise as sub-discourses, that competes in the same social area. 
A post-Kyoto area, which they want to fill out with content based on different perspectives, 
e.g. economical, moral, political, technical etc. Second; I believe that our understanding of the 
world is based on how the reality is structured by discourses and thereby guide our concept of 
the world (or part of it). Our conceptions of environmental issues like climate change can 
change over time, and that of course has an impact on politics and policies concerning climate 
change issues. I believe that the post-Kyoto regime is structured by and around the different 
sub-discourses and that these in turn will have an effect on the structures of a global post-
Kyoto agreement.   
 
Reality being structured by discourses makes it interesting to study and analyse these 
structures (Bergström et al, 2005). One way to uncover these structures or patterns is through 
a discourse analysis, and since the discourse analysis is mainly focusing on the aspects of 
meaning in texts I have chosen to do likewise. In my analysis I have only focused on the 
content of my material (articles and partnership agreements) and since I was inspired 
discourse analysis the study has been a question of identifying central elements, not to count 
how many.  

3.3 Analysis strategy 
I began my analysis by reading the articles and the ToR or Charter and fact sheets of the 
partnership agreements in order to get an important overall picture and to place the material in 
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a context. Partly to get a better understanding of the text and partly to identify the following; 
who have written the text and who is it addressing. 
 
I then read the material over and over while I took notes as accurately as possible. After 
further reading of the original material and my notes, I extracted text units like sentences or 
phrases which corresponded with the objective of the study. I then processed and sorted 
(coded) the text units, placing all units relating to the same thing in respective categories, a 
first preliminary categorisation. I continued by trying to distinguish the boundaries between 
the different categories. This led to that categories with similar content were consolidated and 
that categories with spread content was split into more.  
 
When the structure of the category system was reasonable, and the final categories were 
excluding one another and were in agreement with the objective, I considered the analysis for 
being finished. I then named the final categories, describing and reflecting the content and 
extent in the name. 

3.4 Discussion on research strategy  
One advantage with qualitative studies is that they show a holistic picture (Holme et al, 1997). 
In order to obtain this holistic picture an intensive study of every research object is needed, 
which of efficiency courses, necessarily, lead to a concentration of a few objects. These 
objects do not need to yield a representative selection or represent opinions which are typical 
for the public in general. Through a qualitative analysis we look for what is not typical in 
order to illustrate our objective from different angles. The disadvantage with this approach is 
that we can not generalise, which is possible in quantitative studies (Holme et al, 1997). The 
latter was, I believe not a problem in relation to my study since I was not interested in 
generalisations but had an interest in getting a deeper understanding of social processes, of the 
different sub-discourses in the post-Kyoto regime. 
 
In qualitative studies the framing must be changeable during the actual analysis (Holme et al, 
1997). This means that such studies are marked by flexibility. This flexibility applies to two 
matters, the relationship with the experiences we get during the information- and analysis 
phase, i.e. if it is discovered that objectives are forgotten or formulated wrong we can put it 
right during the course of the analysis; and secondly the relationship on how we approach the 
different analysis entities (Holme at al, 1997). Therefore planning of the analysis is 
characterised by little control by the researcher and openness towards new knowledge and 
understanding. These two factors can both be an advantage and a disadvantage. The 
advantage is that they constantly give a better and fundamental understanding of the objective 
we work with, but at the same time this flexibility makes it difficult to compare information 
from the different research objects, knowledge we had in the beginning of the analysis phase 
is deeper and better at the end of the study (Holme et al, 1997). The last disadvantage I have 
tried to overcome by making a relatively strict analysis in order to make sure that my research 
objects are analysed in the same way.  
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4. Result 
4.1 Literature study – Peer- reviewed articles  
4.1.1 Technology  
In article 2 and 4 it is brought up that an explicit emphasis, in the US, on technologies to 
facilitate solutions to almost any thing including climate change stands in sharp contrast to the 
European approach on climate policies. According to article 4 the focus in Europe is laid on 
mitigating global warming whereas the US prefers an adoption to climate change and 
therefore technology-oriented policies could be an alternative or supplementary strategy to the 
approach of targets and timetables included in the Kyoto protocol.  

4.1.2 Research and development funding 
In article 4 it is argued that one form of technology-oriented policy, which gives priority to 
research and development (R&D) funding and aims to give rise to longer-term options to 
reduce emissions at low cost, could be an area that could help re-engage the US in a post-
Kyoto regime. Furthermore the article brings up that the US has been the leading country in 
funding and conducting scientific research into the causes, effects and mitigation of climate 
change and development of climate-related technologies to reduce GHG emissions have been 
a high priority for both the current and earlier administrations. And this is the area where the 
Bush administration is willing to take important new action and the only area where US has 
taken initiative to develop international cooperation (the four partnership agreement, author’s 
comment). According to the same article a break in the trend is, though, that the Bush 
administration now concentrates on emission reduction technologies that will, if successful, 
allow emissions to be reduced without putting limits on road transport or coal-fired electricity 
generation. 
 
According to article 4 a global protocol based on R&D activities under a UN mandate can be 
seen as an obstacle for global cooperation since countries could be unwilling to give UN 
bodies authority over their R&D spending2. Furthermore the article argues that if similar 
R&D activities were to be included under a UN body, it must be in some form of agreement 
that regards levels of funding since such an approach could be an area where the US would be 
willing to obligate itself. According to the same article no country is likely to obligate to a 
legally binding agreement that dictates their budget spending and the question is whether such 
an agreement would really have any effect. 

4.1.3 Intensity-based emissions targets 
In article 1, 3 and 4 it is brought up that a replacement of absolute emissions limits, like in the 
Kyoto Protocol, with intensity-based emissions targets could be of interest of both developing 
and industrialised countries. This type of regime implies that obligations to reduce GHG 
emissions is differentiated among countries based on their economical development, 
emissions reductions will be relative to the gross domestic product (GDP) per capita3.  A 
change from absolute to intensity-based targets in a post-Kyoto agreement could be one 
reason for a US re-engagement since indexing targets to GDP secure room for unrestricted 
future economic growth. According to article 3 and 4 another reason is that the Bush 

                                                 
2 Countries are expected to offer some contribution in terms of funds, expertise and operations. 
3 For more information on intensity-based approaches  see e.g. Lisowski (2002) 
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administration has already formulated a GHG intensity target for the US economy and a 
global regime based on US climate policy would be seen upon with positive eyes by the US. 
Furthermore according to article 4 intensity targets could ease the economic burden compared 
to the absolute targets in the Kyoto Protocol. Article 3 and 4 brings up that if large developing 
countries, like China and India, were to participate in an international emission trading 
system, it would lower the costs of emissions reduction for the US (and other industrialised 
countries). Furthermore intensity targets could make participation by developing countries 
more likely and thereby making a US re-engagement more probable since the requirements of 
the Byrd-Hagel resolution would be meet according to article 4. 

4.1.4 Private sector 
American companies were rather united in the 1990s in their scepticism to the theory about 
man-made climate change; furthermore they were also more or less unified in their opposition 
to mandatory mitigation policies. According to article 2 and 3 there is no doubt that business 
and industry interest and lobby groups have had a strong influence on US climate policy and 
Washington’s decision in international negotiations. However, both articles argue that this 
unified front has been fragmented and the anti-Kyoto lobby has begun to take a more 
moderate position on climate change issues. It is furthermore argued in the two articles that a 
growing number of American businesses are making efforts to address climate change and 
have taken a more proactive standpoint on climate policy regulations and have shown an 
interest in flexible and cost-effective climate policy solutions using market-based 
mechanisms, like emissions trading schemes, joint implementation and the World Bank’s 
Prototype Carbon Fund4.  
 
In article 3 it is brought up that the sensitivity of companies to regulations that are adopted in 
the global markets but not in the US varies. According to article 2, multilateral companies that 
operate both internationally and in the US could experience difficulties in terms of having to 
relate to several sets of policies and not knowing which climate policies will be implemented 
in the US in the next couple of years. In article 3 and 4 it is brought up that these factors could 
stop long-term investments since they are seen as difficult and risky, and therefore lead to a 
new kind of policy pressure through a demand from the business community on the federal 
government to take action in order to ratify climate policies that harmonize with strategic 
trading partners and global markets. According to article 3 the willingness to accept voluntary 
or mandatory regulations among some companies cannot alone lead to a US re-engagement, 
since those parts of the industry lobby and large energy corporation in oil, gas and coal 
industries, that oppose to mandatory climate policies, have a strong influence on policy 
outcomes, if the federal government does not become actively involved.  

4.1.5 Participation criteria   
In article 3 it is brought up that the US has emphasised the importance of flexibility 
mechanisms and broad participation in the Kyoto Protocol in order to provide cost-
effectiveness. According to article 2, an important issue for the US is the fact that growing 
and developing countries do not have GHG emissions reduction targets or have to slow their 
emissions growth. Furthermore as economies of countries like India and China grow stronger, 
                                                 
4 The World Bank has recognized that global warming will have the greatest impact in its borrowing client 
countries and have therefore approved the Prototype Carbon Fund (PCF). PCF, with the objective to mitigate 
climate change, aspires to promote the Bank’s tenet of sustainable development, to demonstrate the possibilities 
of public-private partnerships and to offer a “learning-by-doing” to its stakeholders (World Bank 2007). 
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it put pressure on the US economy and its competitiveness according to article 2, 3 and 4. In 
article 2 and 4 it is brought up that this image of unfair competition from low-cost countries 
excepted from GHG emissions reduction targets is a part of the US climate policy discourse. 
Article 1 and 4 argue that emissions reduction targets for developing countries are vital for a 
US re-engagement and this fact must be addressed in a post-Kyoto regime at least in the long 
run, otherwise support from the US will be difficult or impossible to achieve.  

4.1.6 Compliance system 
In article 1 and 4 it is argued that a changed and strengthened compliance system could 
perhaps make a post-Kyoto agreement more attractive to the US, but a modification of the 
compliance system is not alone a decisive factor. According to article 4 the US worked hard 
during the Kyoto negotiations for a tough compliance system, taking for granted that it would 
fulfil its emissions targets (a 7% reduction), and therefore saw the compliance system as a 
tool to ensure fulfilment by other countries. The same article says that a stronger compliance 
mechanism would assure the US that at least some of the other Annex 1 countries are going to 
live up to their commitments, but at the same time a modified compliance system could 
reduce the willingness to accept significant emission reductions in a second commitment 
period by countries like Russia and Japan that were against a tough compliance system during 
the Kyoto negotiations.  
 
It is said in article 4 that furthermore, and perhaps more important for the US, a tough 
compliance system could discourage developing countries to commit to binding caps and 
intensity targets for future commitment periods, since these countries were very sceptical 
towards enforcement based on punitive consequences. All though the US is likely to look 
positively at a strengthened compliance system the effect mentioned above will certainly pull 
in the opposite direction.  

4.1.7 US constitution – party affiliation – domestic consensus 
In article 2 and 3 it is said that domestic governance structure is a key factor for the US since 
a pluralistic governance structure has shaped the US responses to climate change in many 
respects. Furthermore the articles say that due to the separation of powers in the US 
constitution, effective policy-making and implementation require consensus across several 
divisions of government (executive, legislative and judicial)5, levels of government (federal, 
state and local) and across government agencies within each level.  
 
Article 2 brings up that key milestones in US climate change politics may be explained by 
examining the party that has been in control over the Presidency, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives (House), respectively, but in some cases it is not enough to only consider 
partisan preferences; one also has to look at US micro-politics and the interaction between 
party interests and those of local electorates. According to article 3 constructing global 
warming-related legislative proposals (bill, resolution etc.) that can create bipartisan 
consensus are very difficult. The same article says that the Senate and the House is both 
clearly divided along party lines on how to handle global climate change. The article 
continues by saying that most Democrats favour mandatory regulations whereas most 
Republicans oppose to such policies, but if party lines are broken there is a tendency for 

                                                 
5 President and administration (Executive), Congress: Senate and the House of representatives (Legislative) and 
Supreme Court (judicial).   
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Democrats to move over to the Republican side. A shift in the political majority in both 
Senate and the House is required in order to bring the parties together. Furthermore a change 
in policy proposals is necessary at the domestic and international level for the US to re-engage 
in the post-Kyoto regime according to article 2 and 3.  

4.1.8 State and local level 
Article 2, 3 and 4 bring up that some 27 states have developed or are in the process of 
developing strategies and action plans to control GHG emissions and several states have 
already set up quantitative targets and timetables. 
 
In addition 20 states have implemented regulations/legislation in order to promote the use of 
renewable energy through the adoption of a Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) according to 
article 2 and 4. The same articles continue by saying that a RPS makes requirements on 
utilities to provide a gradually increasing percentage of renewable power in the total offering 
of electricity by a certain date. Article 4 brings up that the standards although differs 
noticeably in percentage requirements, timetables and what types of renewable energy sources 
and technologies that are included.  
 
Article 3 brings up that the prospect for states to link to international emissions trading 
markets depends to a large degree on whether the EU will allow them to participate in its 
emissions trading scheme. The same article continues by saying that American states cannot 
ratify the Kyoto Protocol and can therefore not participate in the international market, but EU 
has in its linking directive left a window partly open for non-Kyoto entities with their own 
emission trading schemes to be a part of the EU scheme. 
 
At the local level, mayors representing 38 states have joined a bipartisan partnership in order 
to reduce GHG emissions according to article 4. The same article continues by saying that the 
goal is to meet what would have been the US requirements under the Kyoto Protocol, 7 % 
below 1990 level by 2012, through land-use policies, increased use of renewable energy, 
public information campaigns and efforts to change states and national policies. Furthermore 
article 4 says that this partnership is unusual because of its open embrace of an international 
agreement rejected by the federal government and significant because the cities are large 
contributors to US GHG emissions.  
 
According to article 3 and 4 a development of a “bottom-up” policy approach, that initiatives 
at state and local level confronting the issue of climate change could put pressure on the US 
government and provide a way for a revised international climate regime for the US. The 
same articles says that a regime that extends actions that have already been tried and tested at 
the state level may achieve more support at the federal level than newly proposed federal 
initiatives. Initiatives at state level is more likely to become the source of a considerable 
“bottom-up” pressure than initiatives taken on the local level because of the superior decision-
making authority and scope of the state governments. 

4.1.9 Public interest 
Article 3 brings up that the public pressure in favour of adopting proactive climate change 
policies is much weaker in the US compared to the situation in Europe, even though a 
majority of the US population is concerned about global warming, believing that rising 
temperatures pose a danger to the environment and support regulations on CO2 emissions. 

 17



The article continues by saying that, presently the public attention to climate change does not 
have the proportions to force an unwilling president or congress majority to act. According to 
article 4 an effective communication with and information to the public, might change the 
public opinion and trig a change in climate policy. 

4.2 Empirical study - The four international partnership agreements 

 4.2.1 Overall characteristics 
All four partnerships are a part of the Global Climate Change Initiatives and elements in a 
series of international technology partnerships advanced and implemented by the Bush 
administration between 2003 and 2006 on hydrogen, carbon sequestration, fusion and 
advanced nuclear power technologies. These initiatives will help develop and deploy 
transformational energy technologies that will significantly reduce future emissions and the 
GHG intensity of the global economy in the context of sustained economical growth.  
 
My analysis of the four partnership agreements has shown the following. All four partnership 
agreements are based on voluntariness and long-term planning. Each partner country 
individually decides the nature of its participation in the activities of the partnerships. This 
means that participation in activities is subject to the availability of funds, personnel and other 
resources and that each partner of respective partnership agreement conducts the activities in 
accordance with the laws, regulations and policies under which it operates and the 
international instruments to which it is a party. Any costs arising from activities mentioned in 
the ToR or Charters are to be borne by the partner that attains them, unless other arrangements 
are made.  

4.2.2 IPHE 
IPHE is an institution to accelerate the transition to a hydrogen economy among developed, 
countries with economies in transition (growing) and developing countries  
 
The purpose of the IPHE is to provide a mechanism to organise, coordinate and implement 
effective, efficient and focused international research, development, demonstration and 
commercial utilisation activities related to hydrogen and fuel technologies. The purpose is 
also to serve as a forum for advanced policies, common codes and standards that can 
accelerate the cost-effective transition to a global hydrogen economy. In addition the purpose 
is to educate and inform stakeholders and the general public on the benefits and challenges of 
establishing a hydrogen economy. 
 
Through the IPHE the partners have committed to accelerate the development of hydrogen 
and fuel cell technologies to improve their collective energy, environmental and economical 
security. Partners will benefit from this international coordination through equal distribution 
of the international RD&D (research, development & demonstration, author’s comment) 
funds and thereby reduce the cost of the hydrogen and fuel cell research programs. Likewise 
the increased information sharing will benefit the partners facilitating efficiency in their 
research and demonstration programs.  
 
The core activities are: 
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• Identifying and promoting potential areas of bilateral and multilateral collaboration on 
hydrogen and fuel cell technologies;  

• Analysing and recommending priorities for research, development, demonstration, and 
commercial utilization of hydrogen technologies and equipment;  

• Fostering implementation of large-scale, long term public-private cooperation to 
advance hydrogen and fuel cell technology and infrastructure research, development, 
demonstration and commercial use;  

• Addressing emerging technical, financial, market, environmental, socioeconomic, 
legal, and policy issues and opportunities related to hydrogen and fuel cell technology 
that are not currently being addressed elsewhere. 

4.2.3 CSLF 
CSLF is a climate change agreement among developed and developing countries for 
cooperation in research and development (R&D) for the separation, capture, transportation 
and long-term geologic storage of CO2. Over the coming decades, CSLF will seek to realize 
the promise of carbon capture and storage, making it commercially competitive and 
environmentally safe. 
 
The CSLF was organised as a technological working group to develop technology and 
processes for dealing with GHG independent of other climate change activity. CSLF 
acknowledges the findings of the International Energy Agency that the world will have to rely 
on fossil energy for economic growth and stability during the indefinite period required to 
pass from the present to a point in the future where low- and no-carbon energy sources can 
meet requirements. The challenge is to reduce emissions while fossil-energy use rises.  
 
The purpose of the CSLF is to facilitate the development of improved cost-effective 
technologies for the separation and capture of CO2 for its transport and long-term safe storage 
and to make these technologies broadly available internationally. Furthermore the purpose is 
to identify and address wider issues relating to carbon capture and storage, e.g. promoting the 
appropriate technical, political, and regulatory environments for the development of such 
technology. 
 
The CSLF organise intellectual, technical and financial resources from all parts of the world 
to support the long-term goal of the UNFCCC, stabilisation of atmospheric CO2 in this 
century. Members are dedicated to collaboration and information sharing in developing, 
proving safe, demonstrating and fostering the worldwide deployment of multiple technologies 
for the capture and storage of CO2 at low costs; and to establishing a companion foundation of 
legislative, regulatory, administrative, and institutional practices that will ensure safe, 
verifiable storage for as long as millennia. They are furthermore entitled to participate in the 
US FutureGen Project (FGP)6.  
 
Core activities are: 

• Identify key obstacles to achieving improved technological capacity;  
• Identify potential areas of multilateral collaborations on carbon separation, capture, 

transport and storage technologies;  

                                                 
6 FGP will be the prototype for zero-emissions generation with coal. Based on coal gasification, the FGP will 
integrate now-in-development technologies to capture and store CO2 while producing hydrogen and low-carbon 
fuels for other uses such as transportation.  
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• Identify potential issues relating to the treatment of intellectual property;  
• Establish guidelines for the collaborations and reporting of their results;  
• Assess regularly the progress of collaborative R&D projects and make 

recommendations on the direction of such projects;  
• Establish and regularly assess an inventory of the potential areas of needed research;  
• Organize collaboration with all sectors of the international research community, 

including industry, academia, government and non-government organizations, the 
CSLF is also intended to complement ongoing international cooperation in this area;  

• Develop strategies to address issues of public perception;  
• Conduct such other activities to advance achievement of the CSLF’s purpose as the 

Members may determine. 

4.2.4 M2M 
M2M is an agreement to promote cost-effective, near-term methane recovery and use as a 
clean energy source among developed, developing and growing countries in coordination with 
the private sector, researchers, development banks, and other relevant governmental and non-
governmental organisations. The active involvement of all the last-mentioned is essential to 
build capacity, transfer technology and promote direct investment in methane projects. A 
Project Network serves as a mechanism to facilitate the mentioned private sector involvement, 
communication and project development and implementation. The US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) plays a lead role in the M2M by building on the success of 
voluntary domestic methane partnership programs. The M2M targets four major methane 
sources: landfills, underground coal mines, natural gas and oil systems and agriculture 
(animal waste management).  
 
The purpose of the M2M is to advance the recovery and use of methane as a clean energy 
source in order to increase energy security, enhance economic growth, improve air quality, 
improve industrial safety and reduce the global GHG emissions. The purpose will be achieved 
through focusing on the development of strategies and markets for the recovery and use of 
methane through technology development, demonstration, deployment and diffusion, 
implementation of effective policy frameworks, identification of ways and means to support 
investment and removal of barriers to collaborative project development and implementation. 
 
Core activities are: 

• Identifying and promoting areas of bilateral, multilateral, and private sector 
collaboration on methane recovery and use;  

• Developing improved emissions estimates and identifying the largest relevant 
emission sources to facilitate project development;  

• Identifying cost-effective opportunities to recover methane emissions for energy 
production and potential financing mechanisms to encourage investment;  

• Improving the legal, regulatory, financial, institutional, technological and other 
conditions necessary to attract investment in methane recovery and utilization 
projects;  

• Identifying and implementing collaborative projects aimed at addressing specific 
challenges to methane recovery, such as raising awareness in key industries, removing 
barriers to project development and implementation, identifying project opportunities, 
and demonstrating and deploying technologies; 
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• Developing collaborative action plans that outline a series of concrete activities and 
actions that directly support the core goals and functions of the Partnership;  

• Developing and implementing a process for evaluating progress and reporting results. 

4.2.5 APP 
APP is an initiative among developed, growing and developing countries to create new 
investment opportunities, build local capacity and remove barriers to the introduction of 
clean, more efficient technologies. APP will help partners to meet nationally designed 
strategies for improving energy security, reducing pollution and addressing the long-term 
challenge of climate change. The private sector as well as development banks, research 
institutions, and other relevant governmental, intergovernmental, and non-governmental 
organizations are engaged as an integral part of the cooperative activities. 
 
The purposes of the APP are inline with the principles of the UNFCCC and other international 
instruments and are intended to complement but not replace the Kyoto Protocol. 
 
The purpose of the APP is to facilitate the development, diffusion, deployment and transfer of 
existing, emerging and longer term cost-effective, cleaner more efficient technologies and 
practices. In addition the purpose is to provide a forum for exploring respective policy 
approaches of the partners relevant to addressing interlinked development, energy, 
environment and climate change issues within the context of clean developments goals and 
for sharing experiences in developing and implementing respective development and energy 
strategies. 
 
Core activities are: 
Promote the use of proven and emerging cost-effective clean technologies and practices by:  

• Accelerating the deployment of coal gasification and other clean coal technologies; 
particularly in those partner countries with plentiful coal resources and rapidly 
increasing energy demand; 

• Expanding the use of Renewables to provide lower-cost, clean power in areas without 
access to modern energy services; 

• Encouraging the power sectors in each partner country to improve the efficiency and 
reliability of their electric power systems; 

• Developing and deploying advanced manufacturing processes for cleaner aluminium, 
cement, and steel production; 

• Strengthening adoption and use of building and appliance efficiency standards, using 
proven market approaches; 

• Capturing and using coal-bed methane as a clean energy source, and adopting new 
techniques and technologies to improve safety and reduce emissions in the mining 
sector.  
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5. Discussion  
5.1 Technology 
According to the articles future policies with a technology-oriented approach could be an 
alternative or supplementary strategy to the approach of targets and the timetables of the 
present Kyoto Protocol. This opinion is underlined through a statement by the authors, that 
there is an explicit emphasis in the US on technologies to facilitate solutions to almost any 
thing including climate change. 
 
In my study of the partnership agreements a picture has also emerged that American climate 
politics very much focuses on and is based on technology programmes in order to adapt to 
climate change. This is shown in my study by the fact that all four partnership agreements are 
framed by the purpose to research, develop and deploy efficient and cost-effective 
technologies.  
 
In the light of the above, there is therefore, as I see it, no doubt that a technology-oriented 
approach in a post-Kyoto agreement is a very important issue to address, if the international 
community wants to see a US re-engagement in a post-Kyoto regime. 

5.2 Research and development funding 
One form of technology-oriented policy, which gives priority to R&D funding and aims to 
give rise to longer-term options to reduce emissions at low cost, could be an area that could be 
attractive for the US, making an American re-engagement possible. 
 
My analysis of the four partnership agreements is in accordance with this view, since my 
study shows that these technology-oriented partnership agreements are based on R&D 
funding. I therefore think that the partnership agreements are excellent examples of that R&D 
funding is an area where the US is willing to take action. It is therefore in my opinion 
important that the international community attract attention to R&D funding when designing 
and negotiating on future climate agreements.  
 
The question is though if it is possible to establish an agreement on technology and R&D 
funding under a UN mandate. One problem that the articles point out is that countries are not 
willing to give UN bodies authority over their R&D spending, as the authors say no country 
will participate in a legally binding agreement that dictates their budget spending. The authors 
think though that R&D activities can be included in a UN agreement, but for the US to 
participate it is important that the agreement regards levels of funding. In the light of my 
analysis of the partnership agreements I interpret that it will be difficult to get the US to 
participate in an agreement that dictates R&D budget spending. I build this opinion on the fact 
that the four partnerships are not under a UN mandate, are based on voluntariness and do not 
dictate the budget of the partners; it is the availability of, among other things, funds which are 
decisive for the degree of participation in the partnership activities.  
 
The question that arises is then, could the partnership agreements perhaps be an alternative or 
supplement to a post-Kyoto agreement, at least when it comes to technology agreements, as 
the authors questions? It is a difficult matter, but I do not see that these partnership 
agreements could be an alternative to the Kyoto Protocol. First, as my study has shown they 
are based on voluntariness and there are no emissions reductions targets included, which I 
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think will be hard foremost for the EU to accept. Second, I do not think that the EU is 
prepared to abandon the Kyoto Protocol and with it the mandatory emission reduction targets. 
The partnership agreements being a supplement to the Kyoto Protocol are more likely as I see 
it, since my study of the partnership agreements shows that each partner of respective 
partnership agreement conducts the partnership activities in accordance with the laws, 
regulations and policies under which it operates and the international instruments to which it 
is a party. 
 
A question is though if the partnership agreements would be effective. A problem, as I see it, 
could be in the light of that countries are un-willing to give UN bodies authority over their 
budget spending, that countries are also un-willing to share their research results and the 
technology they develop with each other. This complex of problems is also highlighted in a 
study by Grubb (2004), he concludes that: “No country wants to give away its most valuable 
technological expertise”.  

5.3 Private sector 
My studies of both the articles and the four partnership agreements show that the business 
community or the private sector has a strong influence on US climate policy. Which can be 
both positive and negative for the possibility of a US re-engagement in a post-Kyoto 
agreement?  
 
A positive sign is that the otherwise sceptical anti-Kyoto lobby has begun to take a more 
moderate position on climate change issues according to the authors. American companies 
have begun to address climate change and have a more positive attitude towards climate 
policy regulations. This positive attitude on climate policy regulations is, according to the 
authors, essential for a US re-engagement. I interpret in the light of my study of the 
partnership agreements that the US government, to a certain degree, tries to attend to these 
currents by having at least one core activity that is about identifying and organising bilateral 
and multilateral collaborations with the private sector. One should of course be aware of, as I 
see it, that for the US government the great thing is to keep at good terms with the private 
sector, since they have a strong influence on the American society in full, especially when it 
comes to economical terms. In the light of my analysis of the partnership agreement, I also 
interpret the fact that the US government and the private sector “work together” through the 
partnership agreements, as sign of that the companies with a positive attitude toward climate 
change issues in a stronger manner can make their voices heard and therefore could have an 
positive influence on a future US re-engagement. 
 
Another issue, according to the authors, that can trig a US re-engagement is if multilateral 
companies, operating both in the US and internationally, begin to put pressure on the US 
government, since the companies see the risks of an uncertain and defective US climate 
regulation. According to a study by Purvis (2004) the multilateral companies are concerned 
about trade and other sanctions on US-produced products. According to the articles, 
multinational companies experience difficulties in terms of having to relate to several sets of 
policies and therefore it is important for them that the US participate in a post-Kyoto 
agreement in order to harmonize with strategic trading partners and global markets.   
 
In the light of my analysis of the partner ship agreements, I interpret that companies that work 
with and in areas related to hydrogen economy, carbon cap and storage (carbon 
sequestration), methane recovery and use and clean energy technologies will benefit from 
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being parts of collaborations under the partnership agreements, since I understand the 
partnership agreements as being a way to harmonize the research and development of energy 
technologies in the international community, anyhow between the partnership members.   
 
Unfortunately, according to the authors, the positive attitudes to climate change regulations 
mentioned above, voluntary or mandatory, among some companies, are not enough to lead to 
a US re-engagement in a post-Kyoto agreement. Since there is still a part of the industry and 
energy lobby that oppose to mandatory climate policies and this part has strong influence on 
policy outcomes. In the light of my study of the partnership agreements, I think, that engaging 
companies through the partnership agreements to participate in bilateral and/or multilateral 
collaborations with both the US government and other companies, can help smoothening up 
the strong opposing attitude to mandatory regulations. And that this in the long run can lead to 
pressure on US to re-engage in a post-Kyoto agreement. One could argue that this will only be 
a fact if the partnership agreements turn out successfully and this remains to be seen. 

5.4 US constitution – party affiliation – domestic consensus 
My analysis of the articles has shown that the domestic governance structure like party 
affiliation is a very important feature in the US response to climate change. The US 
constitution prescribes a dividing of the US government into three divisions, at the same time 
it gives power to states and local authorities. The impact of this separation of powers is a 
pluralistic form of democracy where numerous actors have access to the policy process. This 
makes effective policy-making and implementation very difficult since a unified policy 
consensus across the divisions of government and the levels of government can be 
complicated to achieve, among other things due to the fact that partisan preferences as 
mentioned also play an important role.  
 
In the light of my analysis of the partnership agreements, I consider that these constitution 
coherences are reflected in the implementation of the four partnership agreements and in their 
structure. The partnership agreements were all launched and implemented in a period with a 
republican president in power and a republican majority in the Congress. Since the executive 
and the legislative division shared common policy preferences, President Bush and his 
administration did not have to develop consensus before an approval from the Senate.  
 
The view of the articles is, that a change in policy proposals is necessary both at the domestic 
and international level for the US to re-engage in the post-Kyoto regime. In the light of my 
analysis of the partnerships agreements I understand that it is important for the US that 
international agreements to a large extent reflect the view of the US government but also of 
the American society in full. With this I mean that the partnership agreements in many ways 
stand in contrasts to the Kyoto Protocol. My analysis of the partnership agreements show that 
they are based on a technical approach in order to reduce GHG emissions, an approach which 
are very important for the US (se above). In addition the partnership agreements are based on 
voluntariness in opposition to the Kyoto Protocol which is legally binding.   
 
Furthermore I think it is important for the adverse parties in negotiations on international 
environmental policies to be aware of the American separation of powers and that this 
knowledge is used when policy proposals are designed. Because, it is not enough for an 
implementation of an international agreement on climate change, that the president takes a 
leading role internationally if he cannot achieve a domestic consensus. Harris (2001) 
describes this very adequately saying that:  

 24



  
The president can take a lead in proposing international environment protection 
efforts or in trying to promote US participation in international environmental 
instruments and institutions. (…) However, the president must achieve a 
consensus at home before he or she can lead abroad – despite what many 
foreigners hope and believe about the president’s power to formulate and 
implement environmental regulations in the United States and to be a leader of 
the international environmental protection efforts. 

 
The US rejection of the Kyoto Protocol is a good example of the fact that a defective domestic 
consensus can lead to an international agreement that is not ratified even though the President 
has been in favour of it. Likewise, the US implementation of the partnership agreements can, 
as I see it, be seen as result of that domestic consensus on policy preferences was prevailing 
when the partnerships were launched.   

5.5 State and local level 
According to the articles a “bottom-up” pressure could put pressure on the US government 
and provide a way for a revised international regime for the US.  
 
In the light of my analysis of the four agreements I can not directly confirm or reject this 
assertion since the partnership agreements does not specifically mention state and local level 
but as I interpret the partnership agreements the collaborations within the partnerships take 
place at all levels in society, even state and local level. Making this interpretation and the fact 
that my analysis of the articles show that the state governments has superior decision-making 
authority, could as I understand it lead to a bottom-up pressure. This, since the state 
governments can put pressure on the US government to promote initiatives like the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard, tested domestically, in negotiations on a post-Kyoto 
agreement.   

5.6 Public interest 
My analysis of the articles shows that even though the general public is concerned about 
global warming, the public attention to climate change does not have the proportions to force 
an unwilling president or congress majority to act. The authors think that communication with 
and information to the public could change the public opinion and trig a change in climate 
policy.  
 
Through my analysis of the partnership agreement I did not get any indications of how the 
public opinion is, but two of the partnership agreements specifically mention the general 
public. The CSLF has as a core activity to develop strategies to address issues of public 
insight and in the IPHE one of the purposes is to educate and inform the general public. As I 
interpret this, the fact that the general public get more information and is educated within the 
areas of the four partnership agreements, meaning that when the public gets information about 
the necessity of developing clean and efficient technologies in order to reduce GHG 
emissions, this could increase the overall attention to climate change and thereby lead to a 
public pressure on the US government to re-engage in a post-Kyoto agreement. A problem, 
though, could be that some information does not reach the general public. In a study by 
Hasselknippe et al (2001) it is shown that it is difficult to communicate scientific results to the 
general public. This will mean that the public perception and attention to climate change will 
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not increase and therefore no pressure will be put on the US government to re-engage in a 
post-Kyoto regime.   

5.7 Participation criteria 
In the articles it is stated that emissions reductions targets for developing countries are vital 
for a US re-engagement. They argue that this must be addressed in a post-Kyoto regime at 
least in the long run; otherwise support from the US will be difficult or impossible to achieve.  
 
I can not directly through my study of the partnership agreements confirm or explode this 
assertion that reductions targets for developing countries are important for the US. This is due 
to the fact that the main objective of all four partnership agreements is, as my study has 
shown, to help develop and deploy energy technologies. This means that the objective of the 
partnership agreements is not to set up emissions reductions targets but to develop 
technologies that can reduce GHG emissions. However, in the light of my analysis of the 
agreements I interpret the fact that the US “has looked to” that countries like Brazil, China, 
India and Japan are members of several or all four partnership agreements as a sign of that it 
is important for the US that these countries are partners in the same international agreements 
as themselves.   
 
However, one could flip the coin and say that it has probably not been difficult for those 
developing countries, that participate, to say yes to the partnership agreements since the 
agreements, as my study has shown, do not set up any reduction targets and is based on 
voluntariness. I bring up this opinion since the developing countries during the Kyoto 
Protocol negotiation resisted against any legally binding commitments to future emissions 
reductions (Agrawala et al, 1999). 

5.8 Intensity-based emissions targets 
A replacement of absolute emissions limits, like in the Kyoto Protocol, with intensity-based 
emissions targets could, according to articles, is of interest for both developing and developed 
countries. They stress that such a change to intensity-based emissions targets in a post-Kyoto 
agreement could be especially interesting for the US, and could initiate a US re-engagement.   
 
In the light of my analysis of the four partnership agreements I can not confirm or explode 
this assertion, since the partnership agreements do not include any emissions reductions 
targets at all. 
 
It is, though, worth mentioning that the Global Climate Change Initiatives, which the 
partnership agreements are a part of, is based on an intensity-based approach (The White 
House, 2002). This indicates that a post-Kyoto agreement based on intensity targets could be 
more attractive for the US.  

5.9 Compliance system 
According to the articles the US worked hard for a tough compliance system during the Kyoto 
negotiations since it saw it as a tool to ensure fulfilment by other countries (taking for granted 
that it (the US) would fulfil its emissions targets). A changed and strengthened compliance 
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system in a post-Kyoto agreement, could therefore, according to the articles, be more 
attractive to the US.  
 
My study of the partnership agreements does not show that a compliance system is included 
in the agreements. This is of course due to the fact that the agreements, as my study has 
shown, are based on voluntariness, i.e. that each partner country individually decides the 
nature of its participation in the activities of the partnership, meaning that participation in 
activities is subject to the availability of funds, personnel and other resources.   
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6. Conclusion 
The overall objective of this thesis was to study which central elements that will increase a 
US inclination to participate in international agreements after the first commitment period of 
the Kyoto Protocol. Through my analyses of the four peer-reviewed articles and the four 
partnership agreements and the interpretations I have made, I have identified several common 
central elements that could increase an US inclination to re-engage in a post-Kyoto 
agreement.  
 

• My analysis of the four articles has shown that a post-Kyoto agreement with a 
technology-oriented approach could be an alternative or supplementary strategy to 
the approach of targets and timetables of the present Kyoto protocol. This is 
underlined by the study of the partnership agreements which shows that all four 
agreements are framed by the purpose to research, develop and deploy efficient and 
cost-effective technologies. 

 
• The four articles bring up research and development (R&D) funding as an area the 

international community should prioritize in order to make a US re-engagement more 
likely. My study of the partnership agreements shows that R&D funding definitely is 
an area where the US is willing to take action since all four agreements are based on 
just R&D funding. 

 
• The analysis of the articles and the partnership agreements shows that the private 

sector has a strong influence on US climate policy. This means that pressure from the 
private sector could make the US government to take action. Especially multinational 
companies experience difficulties in terms of having to relate to several sets of 
international policies and therefore it is critical for them that the US participate in a 
post-Kyoto agreement in order to harmonize with strategic trading partners and global 
markets.  

 
• My analysis of the articles shows that domestic consensus is a very important feature 

in the US response to climate change. Without domestic consensus, effective policy-
making and implementation is very complicated to achieve. A good example of what a 
defective domestic consensus can lead to is the US rejection of the Kyoto Protocol, 
whereas my study of the agreements shows that the US implementation of the 
partnership agreements are a symbol of the fact that domestic consensus on policy 
preferences were prevailing when the partnerships were launched.   

 
• The view of the articles is that a change in proposals both at international and 

domestic level is necessary in order to get the US to re-engage in the post-Kyoto 
protocol. My analysis of the partnership agreements shows that it is important for the 
US government that international agreements to a large extent reflect the view of the 
US government and the American society in full. My analysis shows that the 
agreements in many ways stand in contrast to the Kyoto protocol. The agreements are 
based on a technical approach and voluntariness in opposition to the Kyoto Protocol 
which is legally binding. A change in proposals on future agreements which includes 
the two features above would be more attractive to the US. 
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• The analysis of the articles shows that a “bottom-up” pressure could put pressure on 
the US government and provide a way for a revised international regime for the US. 
Even though my analysis of the partnership agreements does not explicit show that 
this is the case, the analysis nevertheless shows that collaborations within the 
partnerships take place at all levels in society even state and local level. Collaborations 
which can lead to a bottom-up pressure.  
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