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With the entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol to the Climate Change Convention in 
February 2005, policy attention has shifted decisively to what will happen in the period 
after the first commitment period in 2008-2012. The next rounds of global climate 
change negotiations are likely to be dominated with the problem of how to build on 
Kyoto.  

The recent G8 Gleneagles Summit reaffirmed a commitment to stabilizing greenhouse 
gas concentrations at a level preventing dangerous interference, and argued for greater 
action on technological innovation, investment and technology transfer to developing 
countries and awareness raising. Furthermore, the recent Seminar of Governmental Ex-
perts has been a fruitful exchange of experiences of different Parties and may have trig-
gered reflection what criteria could be of use in assessing future international climate ac-
tion. While the value of the Kyoto Protocol is widely accepted, and a large number of 
countries have ratified the Protocol, there is also recognition that it represents the first 
step in the construction of a more comprehensive policy regime for managing and adapt-
ing to a changing climate. There has for some time been widespread discussion about the 
possible benefits and disbenefits of alternative policy architectures. A wide range of al-
ternative policy approaches have been proposed by academic researchers, think tanks 
and environmental organizations over the past five years or more. These proposals will 
form the background for climate negotiations as new modes of climate governance are 
developed in the coming years. 

�'��  �������
�� �����

On the basis of an environmental, economic and political assessment of post-2012 policy 
options,1 this international seminar discussed the options and provided an overview of 
the international perspectives on this issue. The key questions addressed in this seminar 
were: What do alternative policy architectures offer in terms of effectiveness in achiev-
ing stabilisation? And what are the costs, benefits and risks associated with the policy 
pathways they prescribe? What is the interaction between climate change mitigation and 
adaptation measures? And how politically feasible are alternative arrangements? 

The international seminar was organised in conjunction with the awarding of an honor-
ary doctorate to the late Ms. Joke Waller-Hunter, Executive Secretary of the United Na-
tions Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), by the Vrije Universiteit 
Amsterdam. Ms. Joke Waller-Hunter received her doctorate ‘honoris causa’ in Bonn on 
28 September and she sadly passed away on 14 October 2005. 

This report presents the proceedings of the international seminar ‘Moving beyond 2012: 
International perspectives on future climate change policy options’, which was held at 

                                                   
1  This assessment is available online at: www.falw.vu.nl/post2012seminar.  
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the Auditorium of the Vrije Universiteit in Amsterdam, The Netherlands on 21 October 
2005. The programme of the seminar can be found in Annex 1. Approximately 90  
participants attended the seminar from a variety of backgrounds (for a list of participants, 
see Annex 2). 
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Prof. Pier Vellinga, Dean of the Faculty of Earth and Life Sciences of the Vrije Univer-
siteit opened the seminar. Dedicating his speech to Ms. Joke Waller-Hunter, who sadly 
passed away the week before the seminar, he explained that Waller-Hunter had received 
the honorary doctorate for her “contribution to society through her outstanding work in 
the field of sustainable development and protection of the global climate”. 

Prof. Pier Vellinga commemorates Dr. Joke Waller-Hunter. 

State Secretary for the Environment, Mr. Pieter van Geel elaborated on the view of the 
European Union for international post-2012 climate policy. He also commemorated Ms. 
Waller-Hunter, and called her death a great loss for all, for the Ministry of the Nether-
lands Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (VROM), where she 
has worked for many years, for the Netherlands, for the international community, and 
especially for the environment. Addressing Mr. Halldor Thorgeirsson, representative of 
the UNFCCC Secretariat, the State Secretary said that he hoped the UNFCCC would 
keep up the good work that Ms. Waller-Hunter initiated. Even though Ms. Waller-Hunter 
had passed away, she specifically wished for this seminar to take place. 

The first priority of the next Conference of the Parties (COP-11) in Montréal is to con-
firm the agreements that were made after the adoption of the Kyoto Protocol. Further-
more, negotiations on a next period of international climate policy need to be initiated. 
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Although it is too early in the process to visualize the feasibility of different proposals 
for a post-2012 climate policy regime, informal discussions are useful. It gives the op-
portunity to elaborate on their consequences and how different parties evaluate these. 
The current opinions are widespread, but the more effort is made in understanding the 
different arguments, the easier a next step is made against global climate change. 

The European Union is determined to continue the development of a middle- and long-
term strategy against climate change. Therefore the mean global temperature should not 
rise more than two degrees Celsius compared to the pre-industrial level. In accordance 
with the precautionary approach, the EU aims to limit the risk that climate change will 
have severe or irreversible effects. Intensive reductions in greenhouse gas emission are 
necessary. The European Union wants to initiate, within the framework of the Kyoto 
Protocol, a process to achieve the objective of the UNFCCC: stabilization of the concen-
tration of greenhouse gases at a level that prevents dangerous human interference with 
the climate system.  

State Secretary Pieter van Geel discusses the EU and the Netherlands position on future 
climate policy. 

The EU wants to talk to other developed countries about achieving reductions, relative to 
1990, of fifteen to thirty percent, by 2020 and sixty to eighty percent by 2050. And as for 
developing countries, rapidly growing economies cannot allow their emissions to grow 
unchecked until 2050. These are ambitious objectives. The best strategy is to combine 
concrete objectives with technology. That is why we need a long-term plan for the busi-
ness community, to inform investment and drive technology development and diffusion. 
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And the larger the coalition, the lower the costs. Emissions trading and other flexible in-
struments can also bring down costs significantly. These are key instruments in a global 
framework beyond 2012 that will enable cost-effective emission reductions and support 
sustainable development in developing countries.  

The costs of climate policy are offset by a major benefit: fewer dangerous effects of cli-
mate change. But this benefit is undervalued in traditional economic calculations, be-
cause it lies far in the future. The costs of climate policy are not prohibitive; in fact they 
are small in comparison to other costs to society. Environmental spending can even 
benefit the economy. 

Europe is open to other countries’ perspectives on how to solve the climate problem. 
That is why we need closer diplomatic consultation about future international climate 
policy. The goal is to form a broad climate coalition that includes the US and developing 
countries, in order to tackle the problem effectively. Free riders make solutions more ex-
pensive for the countries that pay for them.  

Innovation is what it is all about: how do we get everyone to use climate-friendly tech-
nology? Technology that cuts greenhouse gas emissions is used only when there is a de-
mand for it. That is why it is so important to put a price tag on emissions. If we combine 
targets with emissions trading, a market price for such technologies will emerge. 

The G8 summit at Gleneagles in July 2005 explicitly acknowledged the climate issue 
and the need to deal with it now. This is a big step forward. The G8 also acknowledged 
that the UNFCCC is the appropriate framework for negotiations on future action. The 
State Secretary believes it is vital to use the United Nations to bring all the bilateral and 
multilateral initiatives together.  

To take the climate change agenda forward, we need to broaden the dialogue to include 
other subjects, such as development, energy security and air quality. This will help get 
the US and developing countries more involved. In Van Geel’s view, our climate change 
strategy beyond 2012 should consist of three elements. First, we need to create a clear in-
ternational framework, under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change that 
has the following features: 

• We need deeper reductions and targets to achieve the ultimate objective; 
• The regime must be socially equitable; 
• Every country needs to take measures that are conducive to sustainable economic 

and social development and poverty eradication. 

Secondly, every country should have a national framework for integrating energy, devel-
opment and climate change in their national energy plans. The third and last element, fi-
nancial, fiscal and administrative resources must be focused on steering future invest-
ment towards climate-friendly activities. 

In general, getting a clear view of a broad portfolio of international arrangements and the 
advantages and disadvantages for all countries in the world would certainly assist dis-
cussing the future. But to be realistic: no theoretic model will be applied in practice to all 
parties. Parties will want to negotiate to improve the outcome for their specific interests. 
And different groups of countries have a common interest but differentiated capabilities 
to deal with climate change. 
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Prof. Frans Berkhout, director of the Institute of Environmental Studies (IVM), gave a 
presentation on alternative proposals for post-2012 international climate policy architec-
tures assessed by IVM, the Energy Research Centre of The Netherlands (ECN) and Plant 
Research International (PRI) of Wageningen University.  

He summarised that 156 countries have adopted the Kyoto Protocol. Only a small num-
ber of countries do not participate in the agreement. The Kyoto Protocol is regarded as 
being a necessary first step towards a more stable, global climate system. In Montréal, 
the first formal negotiations will start about the options for international climate policy 
after 2012, post Kyoto. IVM assessed 45 ideas for this post-Kyoto period, including the 
Kyoto Protocol and 44 other proposals.2  

A large number of goals for this regime are to be achieved. It is a large burden for a sin-
gle objective treaty regime to bear. The high degree of uncertainty in scientific, and the 
social and economic impacts makes this an even greater challenge. The long list of op-
tions will provide the raw material for the post-2012 period. In broad terms, the post-
2012 regime should meet four objectives: a ‘safe’ climate; growth and competitiveness; 
a rule-based world; and energy security. In addition, five policy dilemmas can be distin-
guished: carrots or sticks; front door or back door; markets or regulation; team player or 
John Wayne approach; and mitigation or adaptation. 

Berkhout explained that the authors of the policy brief divided the long list of options in 
three categories. There are target approaches (driven by environmental targets), action 
approaches (which emphasise specific measures) and pathway approaches (a longer-term 
timetable for staged implementation of a climate management regime). The authors con-
cluded that none of these approaches reaches all four objectives for the post-2012 re-
gime; therefore choices need to be made. A key post-2012 requirement is the creation of 
an appropriate architecture for a balanced approach combining the aims of short-term 
static efficiency and a long-term dynamic efficiency. Creating effective issue linkages 
(back door) between climate policy and other policies has been and will be a key post-
2012 requirement. However the history of negotiations in other arenas, the power poli-
tics and possibly different parties engaged in these negotiations imply that issue linkage 
may sound simple to start but can be very difficult to achieve. Markets and regulation 
must be viewed as mutually dependent and reinforcing, rather than alternative courses of 
action. Choosing between a multilateral UN-based order and a more fragmented set of 
arrangements depends on the worldviews that drive politics in different countries. The 
key is to find ways to accommodate both approaches. Many ideas exist for tackling 
greenhouse gas mitigation, but fewer ideas exist about tackling problems of adaptation. 
In the proposals investigated there is little integration.  

These findings result on two overall, more tentative conclusions: 

• Pathway approaches tend to score best in environmental criteria, but poorly on  
economic and institutional criteria. Target approaches tend to score relatively well on 
environmental criteria, but badly on economic criteria. Action approaches tend to 

                                                   
2  These 44 other proposals are listed in: Bodansky, D., Chou, S. & Jorge-Tressolini, C. (2004). 

International Climate Efforts Beyond 2012: A Survey of Approaches. Washington, D.C.: Pew 
Center on Global Climate Change. 
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score better on economic criteria, but have much greater uncertainties associated with 
environmental outcomes; 

• Very few of the options assessed are concerned with energy security, although this 
will be a primary political consideration in the development of climate policies by 
governments.  

Berkhout recommends that parties participating in the negotiations should be flexible. A 
window of opportunity now exists and this needs to be fully exploited. After that, parties 
will start making commitments and decision space will reduce quickly. 

Prof. Frans Berkhout presents the IVM policy brief. 

In the following discussion, it was argued that policy makers need to take note of the 
different options with benefits for both energy security and climate change at the na-
tional level, including hydrogen. Although some technologies, according to scientists, 
may only play an important role after decades, these need to be considered now already. 
In response, the State Secretary pointed out that the real problem concerns large develop-
ing countries, such as India, China, and South Africa. These countries will use coal be-
cause of their energy situation and the need for economic growth. These countries will in 
the end not accept any instrument, which could hamper economic growth. Frans Berk-
hout adds that the moral position of the Western countries is based on their ability to 
show that we can reduce CO2-emissions.  

Another participant is sceptical of a possible ‘window of opportunity’, as it is difficult to 
get the United States on board. He suggests rather focusing on getting five large, grow-



Moving beyond 2012: seminar proceedings  

 

8 

ing developing countries on board, including India, Brazil, South Africa and China. 
These countries should be supported through technologies: carrots, not sticks. The State 
Secretary responds, however, that it is crucial to get the US on board first. There are 
positive signals coming from business and federal states within the US. 

The view was expressed by another participant that the link between development,  
finance and energy security merits attention. The World Bank, as well as private actors 
through foreign direct investment have an important role to play in ‘greening’ develop-
ment. Another participant argued that more attention to adaptation should be paid. The 
focus may be too much on involving the US and on new technologies. In response to the 
discussion on large developing countries, it was further stated by one of the participants 
that there is not much awareness in these countries as to the adverse effects of climate 
change there. Even though the national communication of India, for example, addresses 
these, this information does not get through to the public.  

In addressing the question on development, finance and energy, the State Secretary  
responded that it is necessary to make power plants in, for example, China more  
efficient. Finance for access to energy for the poor is more difficult, as private compa-
nies are less interested.  

Next, Prof. Thomas Brewer presented US perspectives on climate change policy  
options. He explained that four questions had been posed to him by the organisers of the 
seminar: what are the objectives, what are the architectures, what are the pathways, and 
what are the costs/benefits/risks of climate policy options beyond 2012? He stated that 
these questions had been quite helpful, and that he had also found the framing of policy 
options in the IVM handbook to be useful in organizing his presentation. 

In his presentation Brewer tried to give a balanced view of what is going on in climate 
change politics in the United States. He explained that the dialogue at the moment in the 
US is focused on domestic politics, and that any work at the international level is  
focused on bilateral and regional initiatives. In terms of the objective of the US admini-
stration, according to Brewer it is to do as little (or as much) as domestic political  
constraints allow, while doing as little harm as possible to the economy. In terms of  
architectures, at the international level they will be regional and bilateral arrangements, 
while at the domestic level the administration will focus on how to constrain domestic 
federalism. In his opinion some of the most interesting issues in the coming years will 
revolve around how the federal government deals with state and local initiatives on  
climate change. In terms of pathways, in the US technological solutions are favoured 
over regulatory ones. In terms of costs, benefits and risks, there is some recognition that 
the costs of doing nothing are too high and that the risks of climate change are not  
acceptable, but that there was still a dominant concern that mitigation would seriously 
impact the American economy. 

Brewer then outlined his approach, which was to distinguish four policy areas that con-
cern either technological or regulatory approaches at the domestic or international level, 
arguing that each area has distinctive patterns of political economy. The first area is  
domestic technology research, development and diffusion. In this area he suggests that 
subsidies are a highly attractive policy tool in the US and that Americans love technol-
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ogy, and thus it is likely that spending in this area will increase steadily from year to 
year. 

 

Prof. Thomas Brewer discusses US perspectives on future climate policy. 

He discussed briefly the recent trends in expenditures, which show a consensus in the 
Republican Party to spend about $3 billion per year on climate technology. However, as 
a caveat, he noted that subsidies to oil and gas and other greenhouse emitting energy sec-
tors are currently almost the same as subsidies to nuclear and renewables. He strongly 
encourages the framing of the climate problem as an energy security issue, which the 
Americans might take more seriously. He also discussed the Energy Policy Act of 2005, 
which requires the US trade representatives to work on barriers to trade in greenhouse 
gas reducing technologies. While he noted that many in the audience might not appreci-
ate this ‘backdoor’ strategy, he explained that in the US the link between trade and  
climate is viewed as a ‘win-win’ situation.  

The second area is international technology research development and diffusion. In this 
area the main issues are cost sharing and international assistance and it is likely that the 
US will continue at the level they have been at, more or less, although support will be 
focused on big international projects. The third area is domestic regulation, where he 
noted two interesting trends: first the split in US industry with, for example, Duke En-
ergy and General Electric making strong statements about climate policy (because they 
seek a competitive advantage), and second the pressure on industries that is emerging 
from new areas including the religious right. The final area is international regulation, 
where he emphasised that not much will change before 2009 in terms of policy from the 
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White House, however, Brewer suggests that observers should pay attention to the 
House and Senate in the coming years. There have been a number of Senate votes on 
climate issues, for example one initiated by John Kerry, which involved a non-binding 
resolution on constructive participation in international negotiations such as those occur-
ring in the UNFCCC. Unfortunately Kerry’s initiative failed, and according to Brewer 
until there are changes in the Senate, there will be no progress at the international level. 

Prof. Christian Azar presents on economic issues in climate policy. He focused on 
three main issues: abatement costs, emissions trading, and the use of cost-benefit analy-
sis in climate policy. 

In terms of abatement costs, he noted first of all that the CO2 targets are based on  
temperature targets – for example the EU has chosen to target staying below a two  
degree Celsius rise in temperature compared to preindustrial levels. In order to achieve 
this it is likely that the CO2 concentrations will have to remain below 350-450 ppm and 
might even need to be lower. In his opinion the best way to meet these targets was to  
focus on wind power, biomass energy, and energy conservation along with coal with 
capture and even possible biomass with capture (which gives a negative carbon  
emission). He discussed what efforts Sweden had made in these areas. In terms of the 
cost of such initiatives, he emphasised that many economists only present the numbers in 
absolute terms – in other words, it will cost trillions of dollars. If instead one presents the 
costs from a different perspective, and plots them over time against projected growth in 
income, then the picture that emerges is far less threatening. Azar argues that neither 
method of explaining costs is superior to the other, but that both perspectives should be 
presented to give a balanced picture.  

In terms of emissions trading, Azar conceded that he would have preferred a carbon tax 
to the trading scheme, but that now that it is in place it has to be accepted. In terms of the 
technological change that can be encouraged by trading, he makes an important distinc-
tion between changes in consumer/industry choices (what you pick off the shelf) and 
availability of options (what is on the shelf). To ensure that there are changes in choices 
and increased options you need a cap and trade system plus research and development, 
creation of niche markets and subsidies. By itself the pricing in the current trading sys-
tem is not high enough to promote investment in fuel cells and hydrogen technology. In 
addition, Azar is concerned that by shifting the climate debate to an energy security de-
bate (as suggested by Prof. Brewer and others) there is a risk that people may consider 
coal a good option. He is also concerned that the current trading system may allow for 
too much ‘updating’ – that is companies asking for more permits whenever they need 
them and getting what they ask for. He suggested that there needs to be long term targets 
for business, which means there needs to be agenda building in government (to avoid 
changes every time there is an election) and that auctioning would prevent problems 
such as coal companied profiting off of the permit system. His final point on technology 
related to the amount of money going into research and development (R&D), which is 
certainly not enough – he compared how much the average pharmaceutical company 
spends on R&D versus US spending in the energy sector. Next, Azar looked at issues of 
competitiveness in emissions trading. He argued that it would be easier to assess the  
system and determine what is working and what is not if all emissions sources were  
covered. He also suggests that fairness required that all sectors should be priced the 
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same, however, there is a dilemma here – the energy intensive sectors will provide a lot 
of opposition to targets if this path is taken. Azar, in general, favours a strongly competi-
tive system, even if this means that some industries (e.g. steel mills) may lose out – in 
the end this will mean that the EU can meet its targets more easily and cost effectively. 

In the final section of his presentation, Azar discussed Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA). The 
basic tenet of CBA is that you should take measures, in this case the reduction of emis-
sions, as long as the benefits of doing so are higher than the costs. While it is an intellec-
tually attractive concept, Mr. Azar sees many problems with applying it to the issue of 
climate change. First, there is the issue of the choice of the discount rate (costs occur to-
day but benefits will be felt in the future), which is a value-laden decision. Second, there 
are problems with the cost evaluation methods – what is the value of a life? of the Ama-
zon? Again these are choices that relate to values and ethics. Third, there is also a large 
degree of uncertainty in CBA, in particular there is a difficulty when if comes to low 
probability but high impact events, which are usually excluded from the analysis. He 
concluded that in the end these questions are ethical, and cannot be accurately addressed 
through CBA.  

In the discussion after Mr. Azar’s presentation, he was asked about how these arguments 
played in the US. In response, Azar argued that the best way to convince the US is to 
show that it is possible to reduce emissions without hampering economic growth. This is 
the best argument to get both the US and developing countries on board. Another ques-
tion that was raised was whether there were any ethical arguments that could convince 
the US to take action. In this regard, Mr. Brewer referred to the religious right in the US. 
A further question addressed the impact of hurricanes this year on US perceptions on 
climate change. Mr. Brewer responded that there was definitely a change in the mindsets 
of people in the US, but that it will take time for this shift to complete. 

Finally, Mr. Halldor Thorgeirsson, on behalf of the UNFCCC Secretariat presented. 
He sees this moment as a ‘turning point’ for the UNFCCC and for climate policy in  
general. The turning point is a result of: more evident impacts of climate change that are 
bringing the issue home for the average person and are resulting in activity at the local 
level; the private sector taking on a leadership role; the links to future energy investment 
being discussed more openly; and the identification of the implications of climate change 
for development and poverty eradication. He pointed to a statement from the G8 Summit 
in Gleneagles – “we know enough to act now” – as evidence that there is a change in the 
debate – it is no longer focused on scientific uncertainty. 

Mr. Thorgeirsson then turned to the future, in particular COP-11 in Montréal, and  
discusses why it is important (it is the first meeting of the parties of the Kyoto Protocol) 
and what is likely to be the focus of discussions. In addition to the discussions on the  
institutional infrastructure of Kyoto, important topics will be: the CDM and Joint Im-
plementation and how their full potential can be realised; technological cooperation (how 
to involve the private sector), and in particular carbon capture and storage technology; 
the adaptation agenda, which is a high priority for all countries; and the future dialogue 
on climate policy (there are two tracks – Kyoto and the Convention).  

The Canadian Minister of Environment has also released a list of key issues for Mont-
real: environmental effectiveness; advancing development goals in a sustainable manner; 
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broadening participation; building a strong global market; realizing the full potential of 
technology; and tackling adaptation.  

Mr. Thorgeirsson concluded that the main challenge at Montréal is to maintain a basis 
for continuing dialogue on climate policy, and he is optimistic that this will be achieved. 

Mr. Halldor Thorgeirsson of the UNFCCC Secretariat provides the closing speech of the 
seminar. 
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