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The United States is so dominant in almost every
aspect of global affairs that international efforts to
battle climate change cannot be effective without con-
sidering the position of the world’s largest energy
consumer and greenhouse gas emitter.

To shed light on possible U.S. solutions to the issue
of global warming, the Keizai Koho Center, a Tokyo-
based nonprofit organization, invited senior re-
searchers from leading U.S. think tanks to speak at
a symposium on their country’s approach to climate
change and energy security. The symposium was held
at Keidanran Hall in Otemachi, Tokyo, on Feb. 1.

The participants were: Sarah Ladislaw, fellow
in the Energy and National Security Program at the
Center for Strategic and International Studies;
Jason Bordoff, policy director of the Hamilton Pro-
ject at the Brookings Institution; Peter Ogden, senior
national security and foreign policy analyst at the
Center for American Progress; James Bartis, senior
member of Rand Corp.; Paul Saunders, executive
director of the Nixon Center; Akihiro Sawa,  pro-
fessor at Tokyo University; and Taishi Sugiyama,
senior researcher at the Central Research Institute of
Electric Power Industry.

Akihiro Sawa opened the symposium by
mentioning that the participants had “hotly de-
bated most of the relevant issues...from differ-
ent standpoints and from different perspec-
tives” for about an hour beforehand.

At the first session, which dealt with what do-
mestic measures the United States was taking to
deal with global warming, Sarah Ladislaw point-
ed out in a keynote speech that her country was
responsible for 22 per-
cent of global carbon
dioxide emissions.

“Like many people
around the world, Ame-
ricans are concerned
about the economic, se-
curity and environmen-
tal impact of their ener-
gy production and
use,” she said.

Touching on the recent history of U.S. en-
ergy policy, Ladislaw said, “Over the last 25
years, U.S. energy policy has not changed very
much—we have benefited from global energy
markets, world-class energy companies, and
relatively cheap and readily available energy.”

She said gasoline prices in the United States
had risen 23 percent on average since 2005 and
it now had to import nearly 60 percent of its oil
needs. Oil imports will either remain steady in
the future or increase, she added.

“The traditions of U.S. energy policies have
been to encourage new sources of supply, re-
duce demand through greater efficiency and to
manage geopolitics, build strategic stocks, en-
courage market principles and to invest in clean
energy technologies,” she said. “But these pil-
lars must be updated to accommodate new cir-
cumstances in energy and climate realities.

“At the same time, the trends that have
changed the world realities with regard to glob-
al climate change and energy security have
driven other movements on energy and cli-
mate [issues] among companies, states, in the
Congress and in the courts.”

UU..SS..  ppuubblliicc  ooppiinniioonn  cchhaannggiinngg
Ladislaw noted that in January last year,

major businesses with a high awareness of cor-
porate social responsibility joined hands with
environmental groups to launch the U.S. Cli-
mate Action Partnership, under which they rec-
ommended a cap-and-trade system throughout
the economy, and stressed the importance of

getting all major emitters involved. 
“Public opinion is changing as well. In fact,

some polls show that these [climate change poli-
cies] are top priorities among voters,” Ladislaw
said. “Polling also suggests that the public is
willing to pay to address these policies—but it’s
not clear yet how much they’re willing to pay.

“For those who have been waiting for the
United States to recognize how important it is
for us to address global warming and to reduce
its consumption of energy, these trends are en-
couraging. No matter who wins the [U.S.] pres-
idential election, climate and energy policy will
be a priority and the policies of tomorrow are
very likely to be different from the policies of
today and yesterday.”

Jason Bordoff agreed, saying: “It has no
doubt been evident to all of you that the relat-
ed topics of climate change and energy securi-
ty have escalated rapidly in their importance to
the American public in just the last few years.” 

In the second keynote speech at the first
session, Bordoff asked:
“The question then is
what do we do about it?
Obviously the United
States alone cannot ad-
dress climate change.”

He said Americans
often lump the relation-
ship between climate
change and energy secu-
rity and energy prices to-
gether and “assume that policy goals are kind of
overlapping in their implications.”

“In many ways, they obviously do overlap,”
Bordoff said. “Oil is responsible for 44 percent
of energy consumption, so lowering America’s
oil use helps on multiple fronts: mitigating cli-
mate change, improving energy security, miti-
gating our economic vulnerability to oil price
shocks. 

“But I think in some important and under-
appreciated ways, at least in the United States,
these issues are distinct. For example, climate
change is a long-range problem because carbon
stays in the atmosphere for up to 200 years;
energy security and price shocks are much
more immediate.

“Also, effective climate policies will not nec-
essarily do very much relatively speaking to
curb oil use because a carbon price will have a
much larger impact on things like coal than it
will on things like oil. A $27 per ton CO2 tax,
for example, would triple the price of coal but
increase the price of oil by only 30 percent.”

UUssee  mmaarrkkeett  mmeecchhaanniissmm
“Some policies are in direct conflict with

one another,” he continued. “The most no-
table is coal to liquid technology, which would
reduce oil consumption but emit more carbon
in the process. And it’s also worth noting that...
effective and efficient policies to address cli-
mate change...will have the effect of increas-
ing—not decreasing—energy prices though
this can be minimized in various ways with the
revenue gains from a carbon tax or cap-and-
trade system, as I will discuss.

“Given these competing concerns, let me
focus on what I think the best strategy to address
climate change and promote energy security.
The first and most important step is to use a mar-
ket mechanism to put a price on carbon either
through a cap-and-trade system or carbon tax.

“Second, the government needs to increase
and redirect public investments on basic re-
search and on long-run speculative energy
technologies—I think those sorts of technolo-
gy investments look quite different in a world
in which you do price carbon as opposed to a

world in which you do not.
“On the other hand, a price instrument like

a carbon tax gives you certainty about what the
government is going to do to the price you pay
for electricity or other forms of energy but
[there is] uncertainty about how much progress
we are going to make against climate change. 

“I think in reality the best option is sort of a
hybrid approach that minimizes short-run price
volatility, for example, by issuing more permits
at a specific price or by allowing firms to bank
or borrow permits over time because this is a
long-range problem after all.”

Regardless of what pricing mechanism is
used, the effect will be to raise “the cost of car-
bon intensive forms of energy,” Bordoff said,
adding, “It’s really important for people in the
United States to be aware that some people, as
a result of this, are going to be hit harder than
others. Low-income people, in particular,
spend a higher percentage of their income on
energy and they are going to feel the pain more
acutely of a market mechanism.”

UU..SS..  nneeeeddss  ttoo  ttaakkee  lleeaaddeerrsshhiipp
“Whatever approach we use, though, we

need to do much more in the United States to
take a leadership role in combating climate
change and I’m hopeful that in the near future
we will make more headway in this regard and,
working with our friends across the world, such
as all of you, we will be able to combat this
most global of problems,” Bordoff said.

In a question-and-answer session, Sawa
asked what the U.S. po-
sition in international
climate change negotia-
tions was likely to be
under a new administra-
tion, compared to the
Bush administration.

“There’s a fairly
strong opinion,” Bartis
replied, “that the mes-
sage that Jason [Bordoff]
and Sara [Ladislaw] have given you—that the
United States is heading toward a market-based
mechanism—is true and I think that is the most
likely outcome, although we can never guaran-
tee anything. We don’t expect, as Sara men-
tioned, that there’ll be action during this year of
elections because it’s a very sensitive issue.
Americans and our politicians and our business-
es are still learning about what the true costs are,
what the impediments are. There hasn’t been a
full examination of these various processes.”

In this connection, he said Japan should
“keep its powder dry and carefully watch the
[U.S. presidential] election.”

For his part, Paul Sanders said: “The ques-
tion that is much more important is—how
much of a reduction will the United States
commit to internally through the political pro-
cess that leads to that agreement? I...don’t
think any of us would be willing to take a po-
sition today on how steep that reduction is
going to be through whatever bill or other
measures emerge from this process.

“Because that is really going to be the decisive
factor in defining our international strategy, I
think it’s very difficult to make predictions about
our international strate-
gy. It’s really going to
depend on what we
come up with ourselves
and how that relates to
what others want to do
and what they already
have. I guess it’s one of
the unique advantages
or it’s an advantage

the United States has that very few other coun-
tries have, that we can go through this process
domestically and make a decision and then
we’re in a position internationally to argue rel-
atively strongly on the basis of what we’ve al-
ready decided domestically.”

NNuucclleeaarr  ppoowweerr  ooppttiioonnss  lliimmiitteedd
James Bartis said: “We don’t have the expe-

rience of the European Union. So if you look at
our electric power system, over 50 percent of our
power is from coal. Nuclear energy is not on the
table for us. There may be a couple of nuclear
plants built in the next 10 or 15 years, but I
doubt many more will be. So we don’t have one
of the big options that’s available for Europe and
Japan to address reducing our emissions.”

In a second-session
keynote speech, Peter
Ogden brought up “a
couple of the areas I
think have become of
heightened concern
when you start to over-
lay the political and cli-
mate maps that we
have.”

“The top concern,”
he said, “may be in South Asia and, in particu-
lar, Bangladesh, which we know is extremely
vulnerable to environmental impacts and, ac-
cording to the IPCC [International Panel on
Climate Change] report, is going to be particu-
larly susceptible to almost every one of the im-
pacts of climate change from rising sea levels
that will contaminate coastal aquifers and make
it extremely difficult for people to sustain them-
selves, to greater frequency of extreme weath-
er events, which will again displace large popu-
lations that live in the coastal regions.”

IInntteerrnnaattiioonnaall  iimmpplliiccaattiioonnss
Citing perceptions in the U.S. intelligence

and national security communities, Ogden said
they “fear Bangladesh is the most likely next
ground for Al-Qaida affiliates to set up opera-
tions because of these circumstances.”

“There is a second category of countries
when we are talking about security chal-
lenges,” he said. “This is one that I believe my
colleagues are going to discuss and we have
discussed a lot in the international climate ne-
gotiation context, and that is the geopolitical
arrangement, in particular China. 

“When China released its climate change strat-
egy in 2007, I know that most people, from an
environmental standpoint, don’t think it’s ade-
quate and don’t think it’s going to avert any of the
consequences of global warming that we need to
avert. However, if you think about it from a po-
litical and geopolitical standpoint, it was quite im-
portant because...it was an official acknowledg-
ment of the fact that climate change, insofar as it
exacerbated various kinds of environmental dam-
age, was a component of one of the chief causes
of social unrest within their country.”

AArreeaa  ooff  ttoopp  ccoonncceerrnn
He added: “While I think it’s clear that at

this point there are lots of very immediate en-
vironmental concerns and that climate change
at this point is probably not the top [concern]
domestically within China, what the Chinese
leadership has done is they have folded the cli-
mate problem domestically into that other bas-
ket of issues. And this is an area of top concern. 

“The question then becomes whether the
domestic pressure within China to respond to
these environmental concerns combined with
international pressure to prioritize among these
environmental challenges.

“It can go in more than a couple [of direc-
tions on climate change] but from the geopolit-
ical standpoint, it [could] respond to the social
unrest that is going to continue to occur due to
these various environmental factors through in-
creased crackdowns on its population, by trying
to control information, prevent organizing or re-
moving nongovernmental organizations that are
active in their country. That is going to have se-
rious implications for the West really and
Japan’s relationship with China.

“I would contend that really for the United
States and Japan that this could be and should
become one of the fundamental principles of
our bilateral relationship—to make sure that
the new arrangements within Asia promote a
rise of China that is peaceful and that strength-
ens the international community.”

JJaappaanneessee  ccoonncceerrnnss  lleeggiittiimmaattee
In a keynote speech, Bartis said Japanese

government and industry leaders had also ex-
pressed “deep concern that a post-Kyoto [Pro-
tocol] framework involving deep reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions would jeopardize
Japan’s competitive position, especially with
regard to China and India. These economic
concerns are legitimate.”

“But there is another important reason why
the developing country problem must be ad-
dressed,” he said. “As you know, Prime Minister
[Yasuo] Fukuda has called for a halving of glob-
al greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. If we as-
sume for the moment that this is the appropriate
goal, global emissions of carbon dioxide would
need to be cut to about 15 billion tons per year. 

“But today, China alone is already emitting
a third of this amount.
And China is still grow-
ing. With 20 percent of
the world’s population,
China is already past its
possible per capita share
for 2050. Can we expect
China, India or any
major developing econ-
omy to accept a binding
emissions cap? Almost
surely the answer is no if the cap is near their
current emission levels. But probably the an-
swer will be yes if the cap is very high. But that
means that the cap will have no impact over
the next 10 or 15 years.

“In addition, the combination of a high cap
and international carbon trading will likely be
a massive flow of money from developed na-
tions to the high-cap developing countries.
Neither the United States nor Japan is likely
to support a cap-and-trade system that results
in the heavy subsidization of, for example,
China’s industrial base with the net result
being a more competitive China than it is with
regard to our two nations.”

GGeett  ddeevveellooppiinngg  nnaattiioonnss  iinnvvoollvveedd
Bartis suggested “an approach for persuad-

ing developing nations to participate meaning-
ly in a post-Kyoto framework.”

“This approach has three components,” he
said. “The first component is equity or fair-
ness. The second is responsibility. And the
third is motivation.

“To be equitable and fair, we should not ex-
pect developing nations to adopt per capita caps
that are below those of the developed nations.
Prime Minister Fukuda’s suggestion of a 50 per-
cent reduction in global greenhouse gas emis-
sions by 2050 requires that all per capita emis-
sions in all countries would be very low. Now,
since I have not seen a cost-benefit analysis of
this suggestion versus other reduction levels, I

do not know whether a 50 percent cap reduction
is a good target, but let us assume for the mo-
ment that it is the right number. If it is, I believe
it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to
establish an equitable approach today to allo-
cating binding long-term targets to all nations.

BBiinnddiinngg  ccaappss  iinnaapppprroopprriiaattee
“I say this because 40 years is a very long

time. Many things—both good and bad—can
happen between now and then. Many devel-
oping countries have crucial needs that require
attention and investment besides the threat of
global warming. Examples include...reducing
poverty and raising living standards, improving
sanitation and health care, and addressing en-
vironmental problems that today are posing
immediate threats to the health and welfare of
their citizens. For these reasons, I suggest that
over the next 10 or 15 years, it’s inappropriate
to even consider binding caps on the green-
house gas emissions of developing countries.”

Saunders called in a keynote speech for
“greater coordination” among consuming coun-
tries.

“This is not an easy thing because many con-
sumers feel that they are in competritive rela-
tionships with one another and it certainly is a
sellers market at this point,” he said. “While
consumers may not be able to have enormous
influence as a group or working in various com-
binations of different groups, it is likely that
they would be better [by intensifying their co-
ordination] than alone or even being pressed
into competition by the supplying countries.”

He added:“One of the best ways to address
the role of energy suppliers is in domestic pol-
icy. This is certainly what we see in the Unit-
ed States in our energy security debate. We
need to use less oil; we need to conserve ener-
gy in other ways so that these dependencies
are less threatening to our economies.”

In the second keynote speech in the second
session, Taishi Sugiyama said, “The result of
American domestic debate may not be com-
patible with the Kyoto regime,” he said. “The
Americans will have to come up with their own
domestic emissions standard by themselves.

“Therefore, the United States will move
along its own unique path. So two systems will
exist in parallel, a Kyoto
Protocol-type system
and an American type.
In the near future, we’re
most likely to see those
two systems running in
parallel.

“In July, Japan is
going to chair the Group
of Eight Toyako sum-
mit [in Hokkaido]. The
Europeans have asserted that there should be
some kind of numerical targets set at that time,
an ambitious goal. A lot of people are saying
that numerical targets must at least be dis-
cussed...in the short term, but once you do that,
and listening to the debate earlier today, I feel
that maybe the system that emerged would not
be acceptable to the United States. In other
words, Japan would commit to something con-
sidered unacceptable by the United States. 

“We should negotiate a post-Kyoto frame-
work, but that’s going to happen after the G-8
summit. At the Toyako summit, therefore, how
should we position ourselves in the overall
scheme of things? With short-term, numerical
and ambitious targets? Is it safe to go along with
the European argument? Or should we take time
and look into a post-Kyoto arrangement or frame-
work likely to be more widely appropriate? These
are the positions Japan needs to choose from.”
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