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ABSTRACT

Climate change has been characterised as one afdbecritical issues to be faced by
the modern world. Having adopted the highest ewmsseduction target amongst all
developed countries, the European Union has setflgmed as a global leader in the
battle against climate change. However, environaleggroups call on the EU to further
develop its environmental policies and take on mem#itious goals to ensure that
global warming will be kept under the critical 2&Dove pre-industrial temperature.
Target agreed by the international community aagoropriate threshold beyond which
climate change risks become unacceptably high. fii@sis examines the relevance of
multi-level governance in this field, while analysing tée that climate policy and the
actions of environmental groups might play whenlaxing the main features of MLG.
In doing so, | studied several green action cammzaignd thoroughly describe the
European Union’s policy developments in the fiekdcbmate change. Most of the
content of this research is based within other @i Hein-Anton van der Heijden’s
book: “Social Movements Public Sphere and the EemopPolitics of the Environment
— Green Power Europe”, essential academic ‘toal'tie development of this master
thesis.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

December this year (2015), the United Nations Cién@@hange Conference will be held
in Paris (COP21). During the last years and mocenty, in relation to the EU-Russia
(Ukrainian) energy crises, climate policy has bgaming more and more relevance
worldwide and especially within the EU arena. Asatved by Hein-Anton van der

Heijden:

“Over the last decade, climate change has develdpgn the single most important
subject of environmental consciousness, enviroraheattivism and environmental
politics.”

(Van der Heijden 2010)

Time and scientific research have brought morerande evidence concerning global
warming and climate change. The latter altogetbbowed by a predictable shortage of
fossil fuels and their unpredictably changing psideave thus highlighted a very needed
search for alternatives in the fields of efficieranyd renewable energies, changing the
concerns of ‘'some’, to the concerns of the gregomtga. Actually, a detailed article by
Jim Carle summing up recent public studies in adgaof the coming COP21, have
classified global climate change as a top inteonati threat. These studies included
issues such as the so called Islamic State (ISi8)the war in Syria, tensions with
Russia and global economic instability. In Europenedian of 42% responded to be
very concerned about climate change, having pesiiiteein countries such as Spain
with a 59% and varying also depending on ideoldgiifferences, for instance in the
United Kingdom, where 49% of those on the left esged deep concern, compared to
only 30% of those on the right of the political spam (Carle 2015).

At the political level, it was not until the 197@sat environmental topics started to
show up on the agenda (Hey 2006). It was in 1978 Huropean Commission
established the guidelines for the creation ofEheironment and Consumer Protection
Service, within the former Directorate General &wcial Cohesion (DG lll). Many
things have change since, although maybe too litlat the very least not enough
(according to scientific research) has been agtuthe. Still, on 28 February 2015,
the Energy Union Package was released by the Ju@kemmission, including a

communication entitled: “The Paris Protocol — Adpunt for tackling global climate
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change beyond 20207, featuring the Commission’orjtyi of building a resilient
Energy Union with special focus in pushing forwardconsistent European climate

change policy.

The birthday of environmental policy-making in tB& and its development during the
1980s and the 1990s was followed by the emergeheawironmental organisations in
Brussels. Back in 1974 the first environmental argation, the European
Environmental Bureau (EBB) established in Brusselswadays, the European
Commission funds and gives support to 28 diffeesntironmental groups (Greenwood
2007).

This paper will analyse the evolution of EU climatdicy and when doing so, it will try
to clarify how environmental groups have been iagdlin this process. As explained
by Van der Heijden (2010), European environmeritalisave had the least political
influence on the area of climate change, but as#mee time, this issue has contributed
the most to the creation of new green public sghatell territorial levels. In this sense,
this research project intends to throw some lighhow all this pieces of the puzzle get
together and to do so, will use the following peyhlformulation:

To which degree does the action of European environmental groups in the field of

climate policy endorse the main features of multilevel governance theory?
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY

The structure of this project is divided as followstroduction, methods, theories,
empirical overview, analysis and conclusions. Thest fpart gives a general
understanding of the reasons for the project, wiiéesecond details the methodology

employed during my research.

The third chapter includes a theory introductiameaplanation for the choice of theory,
followed by a general description of the Multilev@bvernance theory and a more
detailed description of its application in relatiom EU environmental policy. The
arguments for the selection of the theories arenlpan the line with their relation with

the history of European integration, the explamatb the different levels of influence
at the EU and their adjustment to the commitmentngf research. A theoretical
hypothesis is stated, in order to better structine following development of the

analysis.

As for the overview, which is an extensive parttlod project, it begins with a brief
introduction, followed by the historical summaryesfvironmental policy developments
from the beginning of the 1970s until the day ortiwg, a chapter on current
developments and ends up with a presentation ofamaental groups in Brussels,
focussing more specifically on the Green 10. Thekwng process demanded review of
a wide range of mainly quantitative and qualitatigsources, including in the data both
primary sources, as the recompilation of numerousoHicial documents, legislations
and other national reports; and secondary sourgkgh are all kind of academic
publications, books, journals, magazines, news rgaped online sources. All of the
sources used in this research come from well knestiolars and journalist dealing with
the scope of international relations, Europeanisgidenvironmental protection and
climate policy. These sources are thoroughly docuetkin the bibliography annex at

the end of this project.

In the analysis, in chapter 5, three campaignsipusly studied by Van der Heijden
(2010) and related to climate change policy proegssill be seen through the scope of
the stated theory and the suggested hypothesisn\@hiag so, | will, in line with his
work, be analysing the operational framework of Brassels-based G10 organisations

and the ways in which they have tried to foster ¢éhgergence of new green public
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spaces. However, as distinct from Van der Heijdapgroach, in which he applies the
Political Opportunity Structure theory to analybe tase, my analysis will be done in
the light of my selected theory, namely multi-legelvernance (MLG). In this regard,
my research intends to test to which degree MLGhiagt as global and adaptive
theory, assessing a framework of analysis whidbased on another theory, while not

necessarily having to confront any argument.

Both chapters have been limited due to the typgb@project and selected analysis. The
reasons for these limitations are regarding taadiffies involved on conducting proper
interviews and surveys, and the inaccessibilitycéatain documents because of their

classification, dates of announcement, etc.

The final chapter presents the conclusions, gatpeail the previously mentioned units
and trying to give a coherent understanding andtisol to the problem formulation

stated in the introduction.
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CHAPTER 3: THEORIES

3.1 Theories Introduction

When approaching the study of theories of Europetgration, we commonly end up

facing two basic assumptions:

Firstly, the state-centric governance theories,clvtbased on an intergovernmentalist
view, assume that EU integration does not queshiersovereignty of nation-states and
actually reinforces it. Basically, no state woulavé to flow into integration more than
needed, since the bargain rest on the “lowest camdemominator” of the members

involved. This means, that their autonomy remaimswched (Trnski 2004).

Secondly, a multi-level governance approach, aéegrib which state and government
still remain as a crucial key player in the gamet &t the same time, the European
integration being considered as a polity creatingcess. This is, the confluence of
authorities and different stakeholders, which stegpaces through the different levels
(subnational, national and supranational) of polmgking in EU. This assumption
contradicts the previous theoretical approach,esstates have to concede a certain loss
of sovereignty in order to have a greater sucgessher areas.

The main arguments of these two models regardiagtiwer/influence division could

be presented as follows:

State-centric governance, establishes that thatatien of policy making is dependent
on state restraints, that there is a clear distindbetween national and EU politics and
that the characteristic functioning of the Europé&hmon, is tolerated by the member
states, only to the extent that it reinforces tlweintrol over domestic politics in ways
that otherwise would be impossible (Moravcsik 1993)

Multi-level governance, states that integration thasdle state decision making power,
since they no longer monopolise policy making & HU level. Decisions are made
along the different levels of influence, and suptamal powers (as other stakeholders)
have independent approaches to the process. Stlacesion making means a certain
loss of sovereignty and thus member states do omtral solely, the connections in
between the domestic and the European arenas, agjagerthe possibility of

transnational action (Trnski 2004).
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This project intends to prove or not the differeharacteristics of the functioning of
multi-level governance through and environmentdicggerspective. In this regard, the
rest of the sections of this chapter will furth@vedlop choice of the theory, a global
description with its historical developments andl@ser theoretical approach on how
the theory has been used so far to explain andyssmanvironmental policy in the

European Union.

Theoretical Hypothesis

The problem formulation of this proje¢To which degree does the action of
European environmental groups in the field of climé policy endorse the main
features of multilevel governance theory?’requires the creation a hypothesis in order
to provide a structured answer to the posed queslibis hypothesis, which will be
evaluated within the analysis, will be based oretaited description of the theory of
multi-level governance (MLG), which should be atbeorovide unique insight into the
topic. The hypothesis constructed as a result ofsSMises to the belief that decision-
making in the European Union is steered not onlypbplic but by private and other

interests, and as a process that takes place antgsgle geographic levels and sectors.
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3.2 Choice of Theories

In order to better undertake my research projethought it was crucial to base my
theoretical approach in theories of European regjiortegration, especially those that
have been proved useful in the latest years anddfiact themselves in older and more
“experienced” theories of EU integration. The usemulti-level governance for my
thesis follows an exercise of simplification or maving of possibilities for the chosen
topic, since it encloses all the actors involvedhi@ processes climate policy making at

EU level, while opening connections to other theoat possibilities.

Other theories more closely related to the fieldsofial movements could have been
used for this research, especially those relateitheéotheories of political opportunity
structure (POS), “new social movements” and so@ahstructivist approaches.
Furthermore, we could have also engaged in theuseories of civil society such as
those dealing with associational life, normativedels and public sphere, since they
have a close relationship with the social-consivisttapproach to social movements. In
this regard, all these theories, even if not presems a main basis for theoretical
discussion, will still be employed or at the veegdt mentioned when trying to reinforce

certain aspects of the multi-level governance depént during the analysis.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that Van der Heijde book “Social Movements, Public
Spheres and the European Politics of the Envirotinieiorucial to this research. In this
regard, his involvement when explaining the infleemulti-level governance in the EU
arena is rather undeveloped. Thus, my analysisdstao further complement the

authors thought on these political processes.
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3.3 Multi-level Governance
3.3.1 A Historical Analysis

Attempts to define the theory of Multi-level govante began already more 20 years
ago, and this chapter will try to explain how thedry has evolved since then and were
and how it is employed nowadays. The first artitlentioning the theory was written
by Gary Marks in 1992, it presented it as an eiffectool to analyse part of the policy
making processes ongoing inside the European UBefare this proposal came to the
light, studies of European integration and the fiaming of the EU, were clearly
monopolised by theories such as inter-governmemtalind neo-functionalism. There
was a broad academic assumption that the sameausasiavhich were useful to study
the formation and evolution of the European Unwauld also be useful when trying to
figure out its functioning. This is, no matter iifrough member states maintaining their
sovereignty and pushing for their interest (libeérdkr-governmentalist approaches) or
interest flows of individuals, stakeholders and NG@ithin a newly created
supranational institution. Thus, these flows oegration were simultaneously used to
explain the functioning of the European Union aghale (Piattoni 2009).

In this regard, Marks was the first academic togesgy that this approach was
oversimplified. He did so by emphasising the fdwttboth theories were not really
considering what he called the “flesh and blood"toes; in the case of
intergovernmentalism, because it was prisoner ®finstitutional role, focusing in
defending the interests of the institutions it esgnted; as for neo-functionalism,
because it was mainly pushed by the unruly socim@mic market dynamics (Marks
1993). Introducing the interest and goals of otbeternal individuals would clarify
answers to this hanging question, creating a nedenstanding of politics, a new

structure, a new theory: ‘multi-level governanddlG).

As described by Piattoni (2009), this new approaeldl three different levels of
analysis: politics (political mobilisation), policypolicy-making) and polity (state
structures). The first application of MLG theory svéor political mobilisation, and
mainly centred in the arena of cohesion policy,em@obilisation and decision making
trims were mostly appreciated, but also (and thisbve much of our interest) in other

areas such as environmental policy. Focusing spieetttese new actors was definitely
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the way in to a new conceptual space, but alsostyccondition for the foundation of
the theory. As Piattoni explains, “MLG theory bulg proved to be a much harder
task, to which other scholars also contributed, &hath is not yet completed” (Piattoni
2009).

Still, the concept was not only useful to analysgain decision-making processes, but
also those moulding societal mobilisation. This rapph directly defied liberal
intergovernmentalist assumptions, pointing out ifm@ortance of non-central states
authorities and NGOs in the everyday politics @ Buropean Union and their capacity
to influence policy bypassing the control of thaditional national-control structures of
power (Marks et al. 1996). At the very least, prograts of MLG had drawn attention to
the fact that the study of the EU arena, couldamtmore be concerned solely to the
national and supranational level, thus changingwhg in which we understood the
functioning of the European Union.

The appearance and development of the theory wdeedh pushed forward by the
resurgence of parallel development of other kingbrafposals. This is for example the
case of Hooghe and his approach to regional makis, but also the new literature on
transnational social movements (Della Porta anchiD2®06) and European political
contention (Tilly and Tarrow 2007). The foundatioolsMLG and its fellow theories
had clearly drawn a picture by which, even at iigimum consideration, one would
have to accept the fact that certain amount ofenbé&l entered a room that “was meant
to be quiet” and that this new theoretical expldime one way or another, the new
power structures (Piattoni 2009). Furthermore,ttte®ry’s focus on actors, highlighted
how the diverse levels of policy-making were trégsiand interconnected, but also how
different the involved actors could be, describéngew governmental structure that had

to accommodate all of them.

Once the theory had been launched, it commencdoktosed by the considerable
number of academics in the analysis of EU policyimg and more broadly, in the
functioning of the EU as such. According to Piaitotie study of state society
interactions (political mobilisation, policy-makirand policy restructuring) had to be
global from a MLG point of view, since the strength the approach, relies in its
panoramic eye across the different levels of aimmaly$his meant a more than

demanding exercise which, as recognised by itsqmepts, was at that time, still out of
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reach. This reflection, initiated what could bed#sed as the last chapter of the theory
elaboration, designing a multi-level polity and @werising it. The gradual building-up
of policy decisions and mobilisation, was now pethbut by scholars as a remodelling
process of the EU, its member states and all teeiqgaus common procedures. Even if
most of the times parting from national examples@GWvas elaborated more and more
as a far reaching theory, arriving to its zenithhwiHooghe’s and Marks’ attempt of

theory generalisation (Piattoni 2009).

3.3.2 Types of Multi-level Governance

Over the last 20 years of EU history, it has beethat there was a large production of
new term and concepts (for example multi-level goaace, multi-tiered governance,
polycentric governance, multi-perspectival goveosn functional-overlapping-
competing-jurisdictions (FOCJ), fragmegration, aoti® and condominio). As
described by Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, eadimitien might have its own
characteristics, but they all have in common, thdistribution of state authority,
redirected to the supranational (upward), subnatiofdownward) and to other
private/public spheres. This academic convergegmroeess is partially due to the
parallel development of approaches coming from ridan and new institutionalism,
but also due to the coincidence in the politicalgsis of the different scholars. One of
the common elements presented by these scholars,thved the redistribution of
authority is generally more effective and normdiivereferable, than when analysing
the central state authority. Even more relevanthir plea, that it is a must for
governance to function at different levels in ortleraccommodate the deviations of
policy externalities in the different regions oétkU.

“Because externalities arising from the provisioh public goods vary immensely—
from planet-wide in the case of global warming tzdl in the case of most city

services—so should the scale of governance.”
(Hooghe and Marks 2001: 6)

These are the fundamental assumption of MLG, agghdbere are many other relevant
assets to this theory. Nonetheless, there is rav algreement upon how MLG has to be

structured, and it is usually presented with twpaging perspectives: Type | and Type

10
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Il governance. The first type assigns the redistrdn of authority to a counted amount
of independent jurisdictions inside a defined amooh levels of government.
Territories and issues inside this category gelyeoagjanise authority in large sets, they
do not overlap each other and tend to be duralyiee T, is presented as an anarchical,
changing individually oriented jurisdictions ovestang each other, being more flexible
and adaptable to ever changing demands for goveenépiattoni 2009). Below, |
elaborate on both types in more detail, as it isvant to understand their distinction
when elaboration their relation with environmergalicy and useful when confronting

the analysis.

Type | governance:

The academic reference for this type finds its gdmgs in federalism, since it
discusses common power within a limited amountafegnments and levels. Hooghe

and Marks describe its relation as follows:

“The main thrust of federalism in the context o thational state is the relationship
between central government and a tier of non-oygilag sub-national governments.

The unit of analysis is the individual governmeather than the individual policy.”
(Hooghe and Marks 2001).
The main characteristics of Type | governance @eatified as:

- A system organised among multi-task jurisdictiomswhich power is divided
into differentiated multi-task slots according tdixed amount of sub-national
governments.

- Jurisdictions that have restricted geographic 8naimd do not overlap authority
at the sub-national level.

- A limited number of jurisdictions, individually bignough to support a variety
of tasks.

- A restricted amount of jurisdictional levels insidé which the subdivided
authority is balanced by controlling the amounteskls.

- A quasi-permanent jurisdictional system, since gatirteg, deleting or heavily
reforming new jurisdictions is a costly task foe tsystem.

11
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As previously mentioned, the Type | model, althouglying on them, is not merely
limited to the fields of international relationsdafederalism, actually from the bullet
point above, the first two are generally applicabdethe study of federalism and
international relations, the rest, are particulesitof the Type. The restructuring of
governance at the European Union was defined gmlity-creating process in which

authority and policy-making influence are sharedross multiple levels of

government—subnational, national, and supranatiow#tile national governments
[remain] formidable participants in EU policy magijncontrol has slipped away from
them” (Hooghe and Marks 2001). Furthermore, thecgsees of integration and
regionalisation in Europe, are considered to beaprecal mechanisms by which
member states’ authority in redistributed to th@ranational and subnational levels
(Ansell 2000; Bache 1998; Bomberg and Peterson;1B8&el and Risse 2000; Borzel
2001; Burgess 2000; Hooghe and Marks 2001; Jeff®€86; Keating 1998; Kohler-

Koch 1998; Marks, Hooghe, Blank 1996; Sbragia 1®&3arpf 1988, 1994).

Many scholars however, describe this Type | modaihatamorphosis of nation-states,
but do not sentence them to death penalty. Theyeatbat, while admitting the
important role of these new stakeholders in a nmegermational regime, states remain as
the main authoritative power in the system (Caporaf00). Hooghe and Marks
nonetheless, argue that nation-states are beingleorented by the new actors, in a

more complicated and diverse system (Hooghe an#3ve(01).

Later on, authors like Chris Skelcher (2005), woeldcouraged this approach of
thinking (in line with Hooghe and Marks) by develuogp a general theory on how this
systems encourage jurisdictional integrity. In tiela to this the authors refers to the
Type | governance as the easiest to be identifieihg the prevailing form within

national polities.

“Type | bodies are constructed, discursively innterof their formal authority, as the
government for that community of citizens. The hedymbedded in a political process
that makes it the focus of the expression and atiloe of community values. There is
an infrastructure of democratic rule by elected nesgentatives that provides symbolic

and substantive means for securing legitimacy, eosigs and accountability.”

(Skelcher 2005)

12
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Type Il governance:

In this second proposal for MLG, jurisdictions arenceived as rather unlimited,;
functioning at several territorial levels; defin@adstead of multi-task) and flexible. This
approach is mainly used amongst neoclassical gallisconomists and public choice
scholars, but again, it does also enclose manysideam other academics on

international relations and federalism (Hooghe iagks 2001).

Within this scenario, the main characteristics dbsd by Hooghe and Marks, are the

following:

- Jurisdictions deal with specific tasks, meaningt thl@s vast number of
autonomous jurisdictions serve different functioimsthis sense, citizens do not
depend exclusively of state governance but ongelacope of public services.

- Jurisdictions overlap each other territorially, ben*hierarchical structure of the
nation-state has no obvious economic rationale ianopposed by economic
forces” (Casella and Weingast 1995).

- There is a larger number of jurisdictions, sincg eammon problem between a
group of citizens may end up creating a new jucisain.

- The jurisdictional levels also increase, we do mte any more the predefined
local, regional, national and international levedsyvices are provided by the
most effective institution which internalises coatsd benefits. This Type with
several and expanding numbers of jurisdictionatllevs sometimes defined by
scholar as multi-centred governance.

- And finally, a flexible jurisdictional system, inrder to be able to attend the
above changing citizens’ demands and functionablsie&his is “a polity in
which groups of citizens band together in “colleeticonsumption units” to
procure public goods” (Hooghe and Marks 2001).

Amongst this type of governance, a large scopectdra has the authority to apply

collective decisions and make them work together.

“The choice that citizens face is not between apeirfect market, on the one hand, and
an all-powerful, all-knowing, and public-interesteking institution on the other. The
choice is, rather, from among an array of instituns—all of which are subject to

weaknesses and failures... These include familiesl &lans, neighbourhood

13
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associations, communal organizations, trade assioria, buyers and producers’
cooperatives, local voluntary associations and slubpecial districts, international
regimes, public-service industries, arbitration anaediation associations, and

charitable organizations”
(Ostrom and Walker 1997)

Overall, Type Il interacts simultaneously with Typgovernance, or as described by
Hooghe and Marks, it “is generally embedded in Typgovernance(Hooghe and
Marks 2003). Type Il jurisdictions overlap one dret but also other Type |
jurisdictions. These threats to the sovereigntgertain jurisdictions may be both up-
down or down-up processes when “supra” or “subtituisons try to gain more space in
the search for effectiveness on a concrete polgsud, but also sideways from
jurisdictions acting at the same level. In this ssenSkelcher comments that the
“boundary spanning behaviour of individuals opermtiat the margins of their
jurisdictions embodies a deeper motivation to @mge and recast the existing patterns
of governmental authority” (Skelcher 2005).

Following this point, it is worth mentioning thectahat while the formal differences in
between Type | and Type Il are easily understamjablis not such an easy task to
identify concrete processes or structures witha tifpes. Type Il pledges most of its
legitimacy and accountability from Type | structsirebut still tries to generate
mechanisms of its own. In words of Piattoni thegifienacy of Type | MLG structures
derives from the procedures by which they are @gdl (rules, roles and norms), while
the legitimacy of Type Il MLG structure depends their effectiveness and on the
‘navigational skills’ of their management” (Piattd2009). Even if appearing to be so
different, as the above separate presentation ssggethese two types simultaneously
take part and characterise the reality of the modiropean polity. In this regard, the
following two sections will identify where each gmf governance can be generally

located, while again highlighting the fact they depending on one another.

Location of Type | governance

As previously mentioned, the Type | is multi-tagleographically independent and
stable in what regards to number of jurisdictiof@lels and actors. This type is
generally prevailing in traditional governance stanes that reach up to state level.

14
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According to Hooghe and Marks, dispersion in TygmVernance has been present for

the past 3 decades, meaning the decentralisatithinvgtates in favor of regional and

local authorities. It is the particular case of tRaropean Union, by which this

dispersion of power has been going in both direstioup (to the supranational

institutions) and down (to subnational actors)tHis sense, none of the member states

of the EU has undergone centralisation processes she 1980s and more than half

have dispersed their authority through the regitenad!.

“There are few rather than many tiers ... the teral scales of government across the

EU range between three and six. This is a far ooynfthe near infinite jurisdictional

dispersion conceived in Type Il governance.”

(Hooghe and Marks 2001)

Location of Type Il governance

According to Hooghe and Marks, Type Il appearsdcclearer in the limits of Type |

governance and given the following circumstances:

Along the public/private border. There is no distos regarding the enormous
growth undergone in the number of public and peyatate and non-state actors
in the last 3 decades. Action for states has beemidhed while privatisation,
decentralisation and market regulation processesbban evolving. This is the
environment for Type II, not market competitiont Istates that are still present
and accountable for services and the private sedtah provide these services
with ample independence.

Within the national/international border. Due toetHack of national
coordination, some of the transnational jurisdicsithave had to coordinate state
actors, a mix of state and non-state and largepgra non-state actors. As
accounted by Clark (2000), since the 70s, more thaif of the 150
environmental treaties have been signed by menthgessand the scope for
these jurisdictions varies from local to global. hms regard, most of the
transnational governance is initially non-stateeclied and jurisdictions allow
self-regulation within the different firms. In suripschutz (2006) described it

as a “global civil society of functionally specifiterritorially overlapping, and

15
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fluid jurisdictions is responsible for policy makirat the national/international
frontier”.

- A densely populated area of regions and borderiages In this scenario the
largest part of the functioning is directed to pteractors who are generally free
to fix their own common arrangements.

- And finally, the place for local governments andmoounity association
interaction. Type Il for the local level is not coman in the EU context,
however “partnership between a whole variety o¥iserproviders and levels of
[local] government is the normal practice in mosedlEuropean countries”
(Batley 1991).

As already justified in my description, the goveroa processes in the European Union
generally blend together both types. On the onel hBtJ merges a large number of
policy competences that are managed by a speaificber of more or less definite
jurisdictions. On the other hand, certain charasties of its functioning resemble those
of type Il governance: changing territorial jurisiitbns and governance systems
depending on policies, multiplication of non-gouwaental agencies and differentiated
integration. However, Hooghe and marks locate enwitental policy within the scope
of Type Il governance:

“The territorial scale of these regimes varies froghobal to regional (including
patchworks of non-contiguous territories). Most gair functionally specific policy
problems ranging from aircraft engine emissionsimete change, ozone layer
protection, shipment of hazardous waste, to whalmigratory species, tropical timber,
etc.”

(Hooghe and Marks 2001)
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3.4 Criticism and Benefits of Multi-level Governane

Despite the innovative and interesting approach MiaG has to EU as a polity, it has
also encountered several scholar critiques, edpefoa its incomplete approach when
explaining processes. According to Nugent, it hesnbdemonstrated that while being
an advantageous tool when analysing the intricaofeshe EU, this theory, lacks
theoretical perspective and does not offer mucanasxplanatory tool. In this regard, it
has been pointed out that it could be MLG had rmatt tmuch to offer besides
highlighting the complexity of the EU. Moreoverhias been criticised for not giving an
appropriate relevance to the influence of the magonal level on European politics and
from intergovernmentalists, who maintain that stadéll have sovereignty over sub-

and supranational spheres of power (Nugent 2003).

On the other hand, the different levels of analgdithe theory, also present numerous
advantages. First of all, because it allows the afsg number of different theories to
analyse the variable process of integration anero#tspects of EU politics, while

guestioning the interconnection and simultaneouastfaning of the latter.

“There is no simple conclusion to the discussion hmiw MLG contributes to
understanding EU governance: whether it works andemocratic. MLG arrangements
appear flexible enough to accommodate differentionat constitutional orders,
institutional practices, and political cultures bt the same time, distant enough from
all of them to create problems for all of them.”

(Piattoni 2009)

17



&

AALBORG UNIVERSITY

3.5 Multi-level Governance and Environmental Policy

During the foundational process of the EuropeannBooc Community (EEC), there
was no policy or statement whatsoever in relatmrihe environment. More than 50
years have passed since then, and as describedirbyaSs and Jordan (2004), the EU
Is today one of the most progressive environmepaéties in the world. This success
would not have been possible without the activeolvement of different state actors
and other non-state stakeholders, from subnationalipranational along all the levels
of governance. Actors vary from the main supramafionstitutions (Commission,
Parliament, Council, Courts...), to national andb-sational bodies (central
governments, regional and local authorities) amtho®y a large number of non-state
actors such firms and environmental groups. It geiésout saying that international
negotiations within the UN have also been cru@ahe issue and both EU institutions
and national governments were signing parts oretagseements (Fairbrass and Jordan
2004).

We should keep in mind, that while EU institutiohave certain authority in the
environmental field, the EU is not sovereign in maother aspects and shares
governance with all the other state or non-statera@bove mentioned. This is the case
for instance, when the EC initiates new policiesl amsputes regarding compliance
arise. These disputes generally end up in the EarmCourt of Justice (ECJ), which
together with the EC, basis its legal action inieehcoming from other stakeholders
such as NGOs frequently. In this regard, we canwsden environmental policy how
the different actors and levels of governance auewith each other, converting the
European polity into a ever changing and compléityen

Since policy in the field of environment protectidras become an example of
diversified decision-making and the participatiohboth state and non-state actors,
some scholars as Sbragia, have even come to défses processes as multi-level
environmental governance (Sbraggia 1992). In tkisss, EU environmental policy,
presents itself as a useful case to put into madhe foundations of MLG theory. This
is especially so for Hooghe and Marks’ model, wiealy presented these policy
issues as a perfect example to describe “the digpeof authoritative decision-making

across multiple territorial levels” (Hooghe and &f2001).
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Fairbrass and Jordan (2004) classify the main featwf Gary Marks’ multi-level

governance in relation to the EU Environmental @olas: “the mobilisation of

subnational interests; the complex, uncertain andested nature of decision making;
the entrepreneurial action of EU level policy-makéespecially the Commission and
Parliament); and the unintended and often unwelcpatiey outcomes that are said to
emerge from multi-level governance” (Fairbrass doddan 2004). In order to better
undergo my research, | will now proceed to develmgse aspects of MLG aiming to

achieve a clearer path for the coming analytical glamy research.

Subnational mobilisation

The first feature, presents regional, subnationdl @ational actors as entities having a
direct relationship with the EU supranational sphehis means, without necessarily

going through the national governments filter. Epéaa of such cases are stakeholders
establishing representation offices in Brusselerater to have the benefits of having a

direct relationship with the Institutional bodiefstioe EU (Marks 1992).

Some scholars argue (Marks et al 1995) that integesups shift their forces to
Brussels, once they are certain that the institstivave gained influence enough in the
area that concerns them. At the same time, thiglomg upgrade”, brings legitimacy to
the decisions taken at EU level. Still the mosgevaht repercussion, would be that fact
that these newly established relationships are rgpeindependent from member
states’ influence and thus, free to evolve in wiatentended direction (Fairbrass and
Jordan 2004).

Complexity in decision-making

As expressed by Marks, within the EU reform on treal funding, a flowing and
distorting situation was generated. Member statastleol for the control and
comprehension on the extent and influence in sayete regarding decision making.
This increase in the complexity of the policy premes and a misleading context, in
which it was not clear anymore which level had gheatest influence in policy making,
had as a result national actors willing to estabielationships with both the national
and the EU level (Marks 1992).
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Entrepreneurial action and alliances at the supiama level

As previously expressed in the general theory @rapwen if it is a founding claim of

MLG that supranational actors are active-indepehdetors, many actors question or at
least recognise, that is not clear to which dethieseis true (Marks 1996, Pierson 1998).
Still, the abilities of the Commission would remaincontested when dealing with its

different contacts, in high level negotiations afigctive decision making.

Scholars argue that the Commission has a uniquéguoas core centre for claims and
advice, even if not having complete exclusivity fkkaet al. 1996). In this sense, other
institutions such as the European Court of Jugiee]) present themselves as crucial
players, since their decisions affect dramatictily legal order in the European Union.
As a result, we can observe an increased multi-légeeision-making governance with

multiple influential networks (Fairbrass and Jor@a04).

Unintended Outcomes

Considering the characteristics mentioned abovegemonents encounter a complex
situation when trying to manage policy making ie t8U and this is also the case with
environmental policy. The processes of Europeaegiation, far from reinforcing the
state, have created a more multilayered, open ead@diverse space (Marks 1992). In
this regard, governments are not certain anymoré¢hefresults of signing certain
policies. It is now a matter of sharing governapiliather than monopolising control
over decisions affecting their territories. Howevee should have in mind that this
does not mean states will remain apathetic whenframoiing such unexpected

consequences (Fairbrass and Jordan 2004).
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CHAPTER 4: CLIMATE POLICY IN THE EU

4.1 Introduction

Climate change has been positioned as a high aoncethe international arena
regarding environmental issues. It is well knowt iteeffects are spread worldwide and
that action in this sense needs a global apprdaching the last years, the European
Union has been developing a leading role, or atlekaiming to do so, in this matter
and it has been acknowledged as the global headhat regards developing a policy

framework to combat climate change (Kulessa 2007).

Several studies have been proving the dramaticecpuesices of climate change for our
planet and our societies. As for the last Intergoreental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) 5th Assessment Report (AR5) from 2013:

“Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, amice the 1950s, many of the
observed changes are unprecedented over decadedlémnia. The atmosphere and
ocean have warmed, the amounts of snow and icediavrished, sea level has risen,
and the concentrations of greenhouse gases haveased”.

(AR5 2013)
Unless there is a radical decrease in the emissionse of temperatures from 3 to 4 °C
by the end of the century is expected, with coneeges such as extreme weather
conditions, shifting rains, melting ice and de @meent rising seas, floods, hurricanes
and droughts, amongst other consequences. Greengas€missions are mainly due to
agricultural practices, land-use changes and imdiishctivities. Greenhouse gases
(GHG) include: methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2@ydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
sulphur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PEE€bk)orofluorocarbons (CFCs) and
carbon dioxide (Ce), the latter being the one causing most concemdloSome of the
consequences of climate change have already beseritokel as irreversible, turning the
subject into an international concern for which iethate actions should be undertaken
(Van den Hove 2000).

This chapter will give a general insight on thetdvigal international climate change
policy regime, a more close approach on EU clintii@nge policies and will end up
presenting some of the most relevant environmenrtgé&nisations in relation to the

topic.
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4.2 The pre-Kyoto Era

It was not until the first World Climate ConfereniceGeneva (1979) that the issue of
climate change was officially addressed by the éthNations, but it would take still 10
more years for politicians to actually approachphablem seriously, voting in favor of
the creation of the United Nations Framework ¥&mnion on Climate Change
(UNFCCC). This occurred during the Rio de Janeiaot Summit in 1992, in which
154 countries including US, Japan, Australia, Russid the formerly known European

Community passes the resolution.

Most of the industrialised countries present, agiteevoluntarily undergo the necessary
transformations in order to take emission levelskba the levels before 1990 by the
end of the year 2000. The most surprising comprerame by the hand of the EU,
which accorded not only to balance its emissionshieyyear 2000, but also to keep on
doing so after the dateline. Still the EU was rdedo push the US for legally binding

resolutions at the UNFCCC (Gupta and Ringus 2001).

Initial considerations for climate change were hgjtted by the Commission and
through resolutions in the European parliamentrduthe mid 80s, but no action was
taken amongst the™4Environmental Action Programme, running from 13871992.
The signature of the Single European Act in 198V ke other hand, and the further
legal developments for environmental policy in Eneopean Union, made it possible to
confront the commitment for pre-1990 emissionsciplg the EU in a leading role
positions on its own right, but also due to thespasess of the United States in their

approach to climate change policy (Haigh 1996).

Once the agreement for the UNFCCC had been readniries started their individual
battle in order to reach their commitments and alltuy 1994, over 50 countries had
ratified the convention. From the European perspectwo were the main challenges
in order to achieve the proposed objectives. Ficsgdvance in market mechanisms to
comply with the climate convention, a proposal wesied in 1991 to adopt carbon
taxes aiming to alleviate bias caused by individgalernment measures. Second,
considering a (more or less) general reluctanceherpromotion of nuclear energy,
design a combined tax for both carbon and energgdace levels of GHG from 3 to

per cent respect 1990 levels. However, the Commulidt not arrive to an agreement
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on the need for and content of a CO2/energy taxaagicbup of governments under the
leadership of the United Kingdom prevented itsadtrction (Oberthir and Pallemaerts
2010). Still, despite the setback regarding taxatbm CO2 emissions, a number of
instruments in the fields of energy efficiency aetiewable energies were agreed on
during the 1990s.

The SAVE programme (Specific Actions for Vigorousdegy Efficiency) was

introduced in 1991, promoting numerous programnnelspmlicies in the field of energy
efficiency. Along with SAVE, standards for boilengfrigerators, freezers and their
different combinations were introduced in 1992 tigio the 92/42/EEC Councll
Directive, which was complemented with the 92/4ZIE#irective for labelling and

enabling to compare house consumption. Howeveke there no quantification targets
or general evaluation methods and implementatios designed individually by each

member state.

Another of the instruments employed was the ALTENBRgramme, under the
93/500/EEC council decision. This way the EU introed indicative targets for the
promotion of renewable energies, encouraging casmto adopt them amongst their
national policies. This programme provided not oglyidelines, but also funds for
measures facilitating renewable development anldded studies, monitoring and pilot

projects.

From 1995 onward, 20 Conference of the parties ®Rve been held in order to
elaborate the UNFCCC, the first one of which wasP@0On Berlin, which gave the
general foundations for the Kyoto Protocol under ‘tBerlin Mandate”, which started a
process enabling parties to incorporate actionther period beyond the year 2000.
Basically the mandate stated that cuts in GHG mall be sufficient (Long et al. 2002)
and that future negotiations should prepare momateling and effective targets.
During this period the EU managed to champion aigrof developing countries, the
so-called G-77, to support this demands in the tnegan with industrialised countries.
The proposal included a 15% reduction compared®ff) levels in C@ CHs and NO
by 2010 for all developed countries, but the taggdétthe mandate remain dependent on
what would be decided later on in COP3, Kyoto (Hafim and Prahl 2014).
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The climate summit in Kyoto was held in Decembefl®®7. A group of industrialised
countries agreed on a number of GHG targets remuadif 5.2% (the group was
composed of 38 countries, including the OECD grand a number of Soviet Union
members) and the European Community committedrexlaction of 8% for six green
house gases along the period going from 2008 t@.20breover, the Kyoto Protocol
established market based mechanisms in order tdy appse reduction targets
(emissions trading), the clean development mechan{(€DM) and the joint

implementation (JI).

“In emissions trading, a country with excess enaissicredits may sell a part of these
credits to another country that emits more thansitallowed to. The CDM enables
developed countries to finance or invest in prgehat avoid greenhouse gas emissions
in developing countries and in return, to receivedits that may be used to meeting
mandatory limits on their domestic emissions. Jdmplementation is a similar
mechanism, but rather than to developing countiiespplies to transition countries

(the former Soviet Bloc)”

(Van der Heijden 2010).

The next section will further develop the conse@esrmand actions following the Kyoto

summit, from the late 1990s and during the firstadke of the new millennium.
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4.3 The Kyoto Protocol Implementation
4.3.1 The European Emissions Trading Scheme

In spite of the voluntary car producers reductiageeement of 1998 (Brink 2010) and
landfill directive 1999/31/EC there was not muclogress in the initial post-kyoto
period. Still, after having designed a strateggrder to meet the reduction targets, the
EU created a more intensive atmosphere for thelolewvent of climate policy. The
European climate Change Programme (ECCP) was is$tadlin the year 2000, this
programme covered a large scope of policy secteleted to GHG emissions and
developed a holistic approach in line with the Kydargets. This was the first step
towards the 2003/87/EC Directive which introducéeé Emissions Trading Scheme
(EU ETS) for all emissions coming from the energyl andustry sectors and which
managed individually by each member state. Somesyader in 2004, the Linking
Directive (2004/101/EC) was passed, merging togethe JlI and the CDM of the
Kyoto Protocol. Along with the ETS, there were gisoposals for energy labelling, the
promotion of biofuels and cogenerations and theodhtction of the Renewable
Electricity Directive (2001/77/EC), indicating meprbstates targets on renewable
electricity shares. Furthermore, other pieces gfslation on energy efficiency and
biofuels were launched. All this legislation wasalissed during the period going from
1998 to 2006, intending to achieve reductions f2008 to 2012 as agreed within the
Kyoto Protocol (Hofmann and Prahl 2014).

Some of the key facts highlighting the relevancéhefEU ETS are the following:

+ Operates in the 28 EU countries and the three EERAE states (Iceland,

Liechtenstein and Norway).
« Covers around 45% of the EU's greenhouse gas @msssi
+ Limits emissions from:

o More than 11,000 heavy energy-using installations the power
generation and manufacturing industry.
o Aircraft operators performing aviation activities the EU and EFTA

states.

(European Commission 2015)
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4.3.2 EU Climate Policy: GHG, Renewable Energy anBnergy Efficiency

In order to have a clearer overview of the policraplemented before and after Kyoto,

I will analyse them using the following table, whits adopted from the Climate Police

Info Hub website.

Pre-Kyoto

(1990-1997)
aimed at 2000

No European policy
(discussionon CO2
tax, which was not
adopted)

= Mainly national
policies

ALTENER

SAVE

European Climate Change Programme
and additional legislation

(1998-2006)
aimed at 2010 (or 2008-12)

EU ETS (2003)

Fluorinated Gases Regulation
Mobile Air-Conditioning Systems Directive

Voluntary agreement with car manufacturers
(1998/1999)

Renewable Electricity Directive (2001)
Biofuels Directive

Energy Services Directive

Combined Heat and Power Directive
Ecodesign of Energy Using Products Directive
Energy Labeling Framework Directive

Energy Performance of Buildings Directive

Climate and Energy Package
and additional legislation

(2007-2010)
aimed at 2020

EU ETS review (2008, 2009)
(One EU-wide ETS target / including aviation)

Effort Sharing Decision
(National non-ETS targets)

Fluorinated Gases Regulation review

Further implementation

Mandatory standards for cars and vans

Renewable Energy Directive (RED) &
Fuel Quality Directive

Energy Efficiency Directive (EED)

Further implementation
Energy Labeling Framework Directive review

Energy Performance of Buildings Directive review

® Ecalogic Institute 2015

Climatepolicyinfohub.eu 2015

The table presents policy implementation in theligfbre Kyoto, during the 1990s and
early 2000s (first period) and the years from 2@92010 for the 2020 targets and it is
divided in the three main pillars: GHG, renewahhtergy and energy efficiency. Each
cell in the table contains a list of policies depsd within each of these three subfields
of environmental policy during each period relatitce the Kyoto Protocol and its
aftermath. Even if disagreement on the introductb&€Q» tax in the pre-kyoto period
hindered the use of coordinated measures for tagkiimissions, these consequent
periods were very active in the creation of newrumaents concerning climate related
issues, as might be observed in the table. Furthrernserves as an example the fact

that during the European Union enlargements of 22087 and 2013, all the 13 new
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member states (except for Cyprus and Malta) corechiid the Kyoto reduction targets.
(Hofmann and Prahl 2014).

4.3.3 Climate Change and the Energy Policy

The heads of state of the European Union agredtbaich 2007 on the so-called set of
targets “20-20-20 by 2020” 20% cut in greenhouse gas emissions respect to 1990
levels, 20% of EU energy from renewable and 20%rawpment in energy efficiency).

As in previous approaches this target was divided GHG emissions, renewable
energy and energy efficiency, and in order to imm@at them the EC presented the

Climate and Energy package in 2008 which consistede following four policy sets:

« the reviewed Directive 2009/29/EC on emissionsitigadETS Directive)
with an overall EU covering for its 3rd allocatiperiod (2013-20),

« the Decision 406/2009/EC or Effort-Sharing Decis{&$D) which introduced
national reduction targets for non-ETS sectorslbmamber states,

+ the Directive 2009/28/EC or Renewable Energy Divec{RED) which
specified country targets for use in electricitgating/cooling and transport

and

« the Directive 2009/31/EC on carbon capture andag®i(CCS Directive),
the Directive 2009/30/EC on fuel quality and theg®ation No 443/2009
on CQ emission performance standards for cars were adojugether

with the Climate and Energy Package.

Despite the fact that energy efficiency was noedtly included within the climate and

energy package, it was promoted through a largebeummf sector specific approaches,
including taxation measures, standards and infoomabols. The Energy Efficiency

Directive (EED) was established in 2012 as a comframework of measures for the
promotion of energy efficiency policies. Some measwevolved during time and found
their groundings on previous experiences, whicheweconfigured or adapted through
a continuous learning process. Furthermore, thdyioly processes of numerous
stakeholders actively influenced and impacted tha& shape of climate policies. Serve

as an example all the policy changes regarding ibmese gases. The EU Emissions
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Trading Scheme, evolved from a method organiseddiyonal quotas for individual
member states, towards a global EU quotas systéms Tipgrading to the EU level
certain control over related economic sectors ts#d to be under member state
umbrella. As for renewable energies, the Renewd&bétricity Directive and the
Biofuels Directive blended under the Climate anceiigy Package to be part of the
RED. Moreover, the RED introduced renewable en¢aggets which were binding as
part of the final energy consumption, thus incnegghe relevance of this mechanism
and adding renewable heating and cooling to thatemu Nonetheless, the results for
the 2030 target framework have proved this apprdache efficient. In this regard,
since the 2030 renewable energy target will beochiced as binding only at EU-level,
the stringency of the RED will have to be adjudtedllow each country to decide their

own targets (Hofmann and Prahl 2014).
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4.4 The post 2020 Period

As thoroughly described by Hofmann and Prahl, theogean Commission agreed on a
renovated target framework for 2030 in October 204gain within a three column
approach. The greenhouse gas target of 40%, was digaded into Emission Trading
Scheme sector (ETS), meaning a 43% of the totaesgdwmmpared to 2005 and non-ETS
sector (a 30%). Non-ETS being the binding at Mendiate level according to the
European Council conclusions on 2030 Climate anergnPolicy Framework. These
new targets for both ETS and non-ETS sectors maeastincluded into national
legislations, requiring a future reform of the Edi&ctive and a different Effort Sharing
Decision (ESD) which will divide the total share thie non-ETS targets amongst the
MS. Actually, we have a prior Decision of the Eugap Parliament and of the Council
regarding the establishment and functioning of aketastability reserve for the Union
greenhouse gas emission trading scheme and ametitgngreviously mentioned
2003/87/EC Directive.

However, in relation to the 2030 Climate and EnePgyicy Framework, the target for
renewable energy has been slightly depleted sineeagreed target was only for the
27% and binding at the EU level. In this regarde TRenewables Energy Directive
(RED) will have to be reshaped in order to fit Bagran targets but still out binding
individual member’'s shares. In any case, the negislition will have to set the

framework for national target-setting and amendciimeent evaluation processes.

Regarding energy efficiency, the target will only imdicative, 27% with a margin of
improvement depending on future projections. Tleeef the Energy Efficiency

Directive will basically stay in the same scopeewéluation, with small modifications

depending on the non binding target variations.eD#xamples of new policies in the
filled are the Ecodesign and Eco-Labelling Direetvand the Cfstandards for cars.

(Hofmann and Prahl 2014).
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4.5 Sum Up of Ongoing Programmes

Three main Energy programmes are currently devedppi the European Union: the
2020 package, the 2050 roadmap and the 2030 frarkeWbe 2020 package (2007)
previously described, was proposed attending tontked of reshaping the energy
market, facilitating mechanisms and targets inftgkt against climate change while
enhancing competition. Secondly, the 2050 roadmdgich sets targets for a 30 years
period: reduction of greenhouse gases (GHG) by &%, renewable energy use up to
55% of the total consumption and reduction of ttaltfinal consumption up to 41%,
all led by improved distribution, interconnectiomda long distance transmission
infrastructures. And finally, the 2030 frameworkregd by EU leaders on 23 October
2014, aims for a 40% GHG emission reduction (comgbao 1990) and a 27% of
renewable and energy savings by 2030. Accordingead=C, its main objectives aim to
help the EU achieve a more competitive, securesaisthinable energy system and to

meet its long-term 2050 greenhouse gas reductargstt

In spite of the three previous programmes, on 24y 2015, the EC released the
Energy Union Package, a communication pendant pfospl divided on three papers:
‘A framework Strategy for a Resilient Energy Uniatith a Forward-Looking Climate
Change Policy’, ‘The Paris Protocol — A bluepriot tackling global climate change
beyond 2020" and ‘Achieving the 10% electricity ardonnection target - Making
Europe's electricity grid fit for 2020’. In thisgard and highlighting the compromise of
the EC in the fight against climate change, Comimies Arias Carfete during his

speech at the Energy Union Conference in Riga dnuaey 2015 stated:

“EU citizens continue to strongly support dealinghaclimate change; our challenge is
to craft an energy policy that will deliver a 40%0&reduction by 2030, but does so in
a manner that becomes a motor for both competiéiseand energy security. This is far
from simple; but | believe that with resolute antithe competitiveness - security -

sustainability triangle can be achieved.”

(Europa Nu 2015)
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4.6 Environmental Groups in Brussels

This section will introduce the (green Europeamjiaomovement organisations, civil
society and associational life dealing with envimamtal issues at the EU level,
focusing on the most relevant groups in directti@awith the politics of climate

change and whose actions will be analysed in thesong chapter.

It is relevant already at this stage to highlighte tfact, that the majority of

environmental groups think about the national leagkheir natural domain and that in
this sense, for most of them the “trip” to Brusskeds been a tedious one. Activity of
these groups at the EU level has been profoundigitoned by internal resistance to
changing resources allocation and different peroept of their strategies and
organisational missions (Roose 2013).

As already pointed out in previous chapters of tegearch, already from the 1970s the
EU began to have a major presence in the fieldngfrenmental politics, a presence
that would be definitely increased during the tvatiowing decades. This increased
relevance is clearly reflected of the appearanca tdrge number of environmental
organisations lobbying directly from Brussels. Thwst group established was the
European Environmental Bureau (EEB) in 1974, ardsn in representation of 143
umbrella organisations from 31 different Europeanntries. At the same time, these
umbrella organisations represent 14,000 membemaat@ons, 500 regional, 800 local
and 260 associated branches. In total the EEB septe more than 15 million

individual EMO affiliates and supporters (Van degijden 2010).

It would not be until the year 1988 that other eonmmental groups joined the EEB in
Brussels. From this year onwards, EEB members r{&sieof Earth, Greenpeace, and
WWEF) started settling their own offices and esti#d the former ‘Green 4’ a

coordinated network that many times acted withnglsivoice when lobbying European
institutions. The original cooperation between éhgsoups served two main goals:
working for the common assessment on the revisidheoTreaty of Rome which ended
up in Maastricht and starting a formal contact wiie former Directorate-General for
the environment, DG Xl (Webster 1998). The Greemodild progressively evolve into

its current shape, conformed by 10 groups (Greg¢md@ presented in detail by Van der

Heijden in the table next page.
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Organization Year Brussels Funding/ European Number of
founded staff sources member members in
organizations Furope
(estimate)
Birdlife 1993 4 Commission; 41 1.700.000
International Birdlife mvt.
CEE Bankwatch 1995 n.a. Commission; 16 n.a.
Network nat,
governments;
foundations
Climate Action 1989 9 Commission; 90 I.a.
Network Europe network
(CAN-E) partners; trusts
European 1974 15 Commission; 143 15.000.000
Environmental nat.
Bureau (EEB) governments;
members
European 1989 9 Commission; 42 n.a.
Federation for nat. members
Transport and
Environment
(T&E)
Friends of the, 1989 18 Commission; 30 900.000
Earth Europe FoEE mvt
(FoEE) |
Greenpeace 1988 16 Greenpeace 20 2.000.000
mvt.
Health and 2003 9 Commission 65 n.a.
Environmental
Alliance
International 2008 1 Commission; 50 500,000
Friends of Nature IFN mvt.
World Wide 1989 27 Commission; 20 2.500.000
Fund For Nature WWF mvt.
(WWF)

Sources: Birdlife International et al. 2006; Greenwood 2007: 133; websites of individual
organizations; interviews with staff members.

Van der Heijden 2010

Besides the G10 there is a large number of operativironmental groups in Brussels
that are not introduced in this chapter. Howeveshiould be noticed that EC funds

support the activities of 28 of these groups.

Finally, as observed by Mazey and Richardson, wasth mentioning that the rivalry
that usually arises between industrial groups insBels does not seem to be present
between environmental groups. In this regard, év&10 groups have different interest

32



&

AALBORG UNIVERSITY

and perspectives, they are generally together enstdime side of the battle field,
fighting for the same common interest in pursuingedter environmental European
policy. Thus, the G10 groups tends to speak frethyall under the same voice, being
at the same time more attractive and accessiblthéEuropean Commission and other

relevant EU institutions (Mazey and Richardson 3005

As a global conclusion for the overview and follagithe analysis of Schreurs and
Tiberghien, EU policy-making in the field of clineathange can be thus understood as
a consequence of multi-level reinforcement, witbifferent political forces amongst
the EU in a scenario of centralised governance.celepromoting leadership, in a
system close to federal structures and encouragepublic support and normative
commitment (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2007). Inttbggrd Van der Hejden concludes:

“Obviously, the environmental movement, both atEkeand at the member state level,

has played a key role in fostering this processofti-level reinforcement”.
(Van der Heijden 2010)

It is this process of 'multi-level reinforcementha increasing relevance of policy-
making in the field of climate change, | wish tather investigate in my analysis in
chapter 5, as | go on to present the chosen exampleé study them in the light of the
selected theory.
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS

5.1 Introduction

“Climate change is a problem that poses high regmients for governance by
requiring the coordination of demands and needsos&rinternational, national,
regional and local scales, as well as coordinatibetween sectors (e.g., across
departments that deal with environmental, energg &inancial issuespr between

private and public sector actors).”
(Carina Keskitalo 2010)

In the scenario above described by Dr. E. Carin&éstitalo and for the last 20 years,
the Green 10 environmental coalition and indivitluahrough its members, have
published thousands of reports, recommendatioraflets, manifestos and press
releases evaluating the European’s Union policyingakn the field of climate change

and other related environmental issues.

The previous chapter has thoroughly described wokigon of environmental policies
in the EU and the increasing relevance given byBhmwpean Commission to climate
change since the 1970s. This chapter will procegdahswering the problem
formulation for this researcliTo which degree does the action of European
environmental groups in the field of climate policyendorse the main features of
multilevel governance theory?” through a MLG perspective, as detailed in the
methods section. When doing so, | will base my ywtad three actions campaigns
related to the Green 10 and employed by Van dejdetei(2010), in order to test the
main features of MLG employed by Fairbrass and alori examine the relevance of
(Gary Marks’) multilevel governance for understanding environmentalicyo
(Fairbrass and Jordan 2004).

The first of the campaigns considered is the ‘Gldtianate Campaign’, running since
2005. Secondly, the so-called ‘Cool Products f@oal Planet’ campaign, an EU-level
campaign for the promotion of more eco-efficiemdurcts. Finally, | will evaluate the
‘Spring alliance, a coalition fighting against chbte change that has encouraged the

emergence of a new green public sphere within the E
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5.2 The Global Climate Campaign

Since 2005, the Global Climate Campaign (GCC) rimgdividuals, groups and
organisations together from all around the worldrmnannual ‘Global Day of Action on
Climate’ with demonstrations and events all arotimel globe on the same day. The
GCC represents more than a 106 different natiox@yding hundreds of groups from
23 European countries (Van der Heijden 2010). is tegard, coalitions have been
established in different Member States, for exantp& Klimaatcoalitieé (Belgium),
the ‘Klima-AllianZ (Germany), the HIER Campaigh (the Netherlands), the
‘Movimiento Clim&a(Spain) and theStop Climate ChaogUK).

Serves as a perfect example of these actions vdrgaemised, the preparations for the
Global Action Day in 2009. The European meetingtfe@ Global Climate Campaign,

brought together several of the previously mentibgealitions, Green 10 members
such as Green peace, Friends of the Earth EurogeE)Fand several other national
environmental organisations (Campaign Against Ci@n&hange from, United

Kingdom; Climate et Justice Sociale, Belgium; Ettus Terremutanti, Italy; and Cool

Climate, The Netherlands). Due the difficulties lofnging together large groups of
people in the same place, the aim of the campaigoe s2005, was to organise
simultaneous demonstrations and events all oveofeurDuring the celebration of
COP21, thousands of people march as part of a lglplmest to demand that

governments agree on a new climate deal (Van de2069).

Actions were multiple and varied, although accagdio Van der Heijden (2010), the
Green 10 member Friends of the Earth was one ofniibst relevant participants.
Examples of it are actions by their national bras;tas in Austria were they brought an
ice sculpture in front of the Parliament in 2008roPoland in 2009 with the ‘Bikes for
Climate’ action (FOEE 2009). The author elaborates

“All these actions in a carnival atmosphere notyhklped to make the general public
more aware of the climate problem, but also coniiélol to the emergence of green
public spheres (motivational framing), in which Fofered concrete opportunities for

agency in combating climate change”.

(Van der Heijden 2010)
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This campaign comes to support the MLG theory imber of aspects, which | will
now further discuss. The first point featured byrlsfass and Jordan (2004), is in
relation to subnational mobilisation and its paenbenefits. As above expressed and
especially within the case of FOEE, environmenteios mobilised at all levels
establishing coalitions at the EU level (or evera gtobal scale). This could be justified
by their interest in achieving direct contact at tbvel of EU policy-makers, having
domestics groups lobbying in Brussels without neaely ‘knocking’ on the national
door. However, the example also highlights that ynantions, while organised at
European level, were deployed nationally. In tlease, it could also be related to the
second level of analysis, by which the complexihd auncertainty of the decision
making system, encourages actors to create andtaimipressure structures both at

national and supranational levels of governance.

Finally, this campaign could somehow endorse swgti@mal entrepreneurial action and
alliance building, linking European environmentdliaaces with the Commissions
capacity to foster activity at EU level and moreafically by the creation of green
public spheres offering ‘agency’ opportunities. s for instance, when stakeholders,
as in this case are the environmental groups, dffeir experience and resources
regarding specific issues, for the improvement @ftain policies while legitimising

policy-making at the European level.

Overall, we can thus confirm that this example suigoin one way or another, the main

characteristics of MLG theory.
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5.3 Cool products for a Cool Planet

Cool Products is a campaign to establish minimuguirements for energy efficiency
and other environmental aspects, notably ambiti@garding products sold in the
European Union. Organised as a coalition of Eunogé&O0s, it works to ensure that

ecodesign and energy labelling truly works for Bag@ans and the environment.

Launched in 2009, this campaign is being led byBEheopean Environmental Bureau
(EEB) and the European Citizens Organisation fan&ardisation (ECOS) at the

Brussels level, but the campaign is also fougmeamber state level by a large number
of national environmental organisations. Besides HBB, other Green 10 members
such as World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), Frienfi€arth Europe (FOEE) and the

Climate Action Network (CAN) have gradually joingde campaign as well (Cool

Products 2015).

The 2005 Directive on Ecodesign of Energy usingdpots (2005/32/EC), establishes
that only the products achieving the minimum of rggeefficiency adopted in the
document, are allowed for commercialisation in domening years. The goal was to
avoid contrasting legislation from the differentmiger states on this kind of products,
hampering the functioning of the EU internal marlirthermore, an extension to this
directive was passed in 2008 by the Commission¢hvapplied the same requirements
to a wider scope of products, covering almost thmpdete spectrum of energy-related
devices (Van der Heijden 2010).

Earlier diagnosis by the coalition claimed thatustlial lobbies had a real interest in
stopping European countries from appropriate enwirental legislation. Most
producers were actively lobbying at two levels: iovally and within the EU

institutional level. Their intentions were both Ibtey the process while trying to

undermine the ongoing legislative proposals.

In this regard, as observed by Van der Heijden @20&ne of the main aims of the
campaign, was to open to the greater public craspects of the negotiation processes,
through its website, but also through the presemtatt European level of the Manifesto
‘Warm Homes, Cool Products’ in October 2009. Thiscuiment called for the

Commission to:

- Adopt a mandatory 20 per cent energy saving targ020.

37



&

AALBORG UNIVERSITY

- Establish more coherent product and buildings lagis to close gaps and
define clear responsibilities.

- Set ambitious standards for new build (all new dinds should be net zero
carbon by 2015).

- Allow only the most efficient heating and coolingpducts onto the market.

- Redirect finance into renovation and retrofit ofstixng buildings.
(Cool Products 2015)

By the end of the same year, the Commission puddish recast to the Ecodesign
directive (Directive 2009/125/EC@xtended its scope to energy-related products asich
windows, insulation materials and certain watenggproducts. In the same line, the
recast Energy Labelling Directive 2010/30/EU wasmdd in May 2010, spreading the
energy labelling system from consumer-related petslto energy-related products in
the commercial and industrial sectors. And in 20ff®% EC passed the Energy
Efficiency Directive (EED), as a common framewofknteasures for the promotion of

energy efficiency policies.

All in all, as in the previously analysed campaand in the light of MLG theory, the
cool products campaign appears to endorse the wtaanmacteristics of multi-level
governance. Regarding the mobilisation of actorthiwidifferent governance levels
pressing for direct influence at the European leagldescribed above, groups from the
environmental and from the manufacturer side hav@béished in Brussels and are now

both lobbying at the national and supranationatllev

At the same time this multi-level system of inflees can also be due to the significant
intricacy of EU policy making and its unpredictatyil with producers and
environmental actors pursuing to influence (or raamtheir influence) at the national

and the EU institutional level.

In the same way and certainly connected to the fiwvdtomes, Cool Products’
manifesto, the relationship and negotiating proeessuring the elaboration of the
Ecodesign and other directives, confirms the tlaspect featured by Fairbrass and
Jordan (2004). This is, acknowledging the supranatiplayers’ decisive and proactive
role, as in the case of the Commission, acting dsecal point, handling difficult
negotiations and attending a large number of diffeactors from the different levels.
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5.4 The Spring Alliance

“One example of a movement whose diagnostic angnastic frame starts from the
structural interdependency between climate changkalarge number of other social

and political issues (labor, social justice, deyeitent) is the Spring Alliance.”
(Van der Heijden 2010)

The Spring Alliance, a campaign bringing togethasrdpean trade unions and
environmental, social and development organisatisas established in the beginning
of the year 2009, mainly by the European EnvironiaeBureau (EBB), the European
Trade Union Confederation, the Social Platform ahd NGO for development
Concord. Currently there are seven Green 10 memibeved, but within their
partners you can also find national organisatipasljamentarians and a large variety of
stakeholders (Spring Alliance 2015).

Back in 2009 when the idea was launched, the n@iores undertaken by the alliance,
were regarding the development of a Manifesto a$iing EU Institutions and setting
up an unrestricted dialogue between civil societg aolicy-makers at the EU level.
The document ‘A better Europe now’, highlighted faet that after many years of EU
policy in the field of climate change, results Hman rather poor or at least insufficient
when reducing GHG emissions. Furthermore, it argtret economic policy had
negatively affected general life in the EU, whigaVing an ecological footprint of twice

of the Union’s capacity (Spring Alliance Manifes2009).
The manifesto presented the following priorities:

- Priority A. Improve democracy

- Priority B. Establish more cohesive and equal smse

- Priority C. Ensure quality employment for all

- Priority D. Put environmental sustainability at dere
of Europe’s development model

- Priority E. Live up to our development commitments

- Priority F. Revise economic policies

(Spring Alliance Manifesto 2009)
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However, all demands overlapped each other aloagitttument, from environmental
to labour, from labour to social and back to enwnental. In connection to my
research, the main goals featured by the docunegarding environmental and climate
measures, claimed for: EU GHG emission targetseteeinforced to 25-40 per cent by
2020, a specific target for transport and a manglagbare of 35 per cent of renewable

energy supply also by 2020.

In this regard, as already described in the overyvee large number of directives and
new legislation has been passed by the Europeaanlsince then. From the 2050
roadmap, to the 2030 framework and to the EnergpitJiPackage published on 25
February 2015. This communication calls to redugepe’s energy consumption by at
least 27 per cent by 2030, set a GHG emissiongttarig40 per cent (minimum) by

2030, while making the EU the world number onecnewable energy and leader in the

fight against global warming (Energy Union 2015).

Van der Heijden (2010) describes the Spring Alleas one the first serious attempts to
conform a coalition of a variety of social movensiat the EU level, with climate

change being one of the crucial points of theiccaligse. This movement, as in the
previous cases, encouraged the emergence or aemhéeast the reinforcement of new

green public spheres.

Once again, this case seems to come to prove teefmandations of MLG theory and
perhaps, it is the one that shows a more directl le¥ influence in relation to EU
policy-making in the field of the environment. Risf all, by meeting the theory’s
description of an emerging agglomeration of envmental groups in Brussels,
establishing alliances which target European wmstihs. Hence, following Marks
approach (Marks 1992) of the rewarding new linkagiegU level, while legitimising

(recognising) final decisions and legislation c# thnion.

Secondly and in connection to Van der Heijden’snopg statement in this section, the
creation of a set of interdependent structuress ihinot only within the different levels
(national, supranational) but also within differetors and stakeholders, as it is the
case here. Bringing together environmental groupscial actors and labour
organisations, who are searching for a higher aegfeinfluence and efficacy over

European policy developments and setting relatipssht every level of governance.
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All of this driving (as described by the MLG appcbg, to a complex, uncertain and

contested decision-making process.

Finally, the Spring Alliance, the ‘A better Europew’ manifesto and the resultant
decision and actions implemented by the Commissenje as a precise illustration of
supranational entrepreneurial action within allesduilt at the different levels of
governance. With the coalition opening dialoguethwhe EC, which not only fosters
this kind of contact but also exploits them, esakgciwhen anticipating demands and
handling difficult negotiations and justifying poyi decisions. Furthermore, all the new
legislation published at the EU level, as in theecaf the Energy Union Package (still
in process), partly in recognition of the coalit®rdemands, serves as a perfect

conclusion of the analysed governance processes.

Overall and even if has not been mentioned in Wee firevious campaigns, Fairbrass
and Jordan (2004) mention a forth feature of maltel governance theory in relation
to environmental policy, which somehow a resulttled previous three. This feature
describes the unintended outcomes and learningegbrievious three, observing that the
above processes (without stating the degree ofparience), highlight that states,
share rather monopolise, control over decisiond #féect their territories. Thus

explaining, that this multi-actor, multi-level cagotions and negotiations between
European environmental groups (as it is the caskeoGreen 10) or other stakeholders
(producers, NGOs, etc), can be undertaken seemwglyout the members states
limiting red tape. However, the authors do remusdthat this does not necessarily
imply that states will remain passive under thaseumstances and that actually, they

might vigorously intervene to recover control ogabnational actors.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS

In this concluding chapter of my research, basingvbat | have written so far, | will
provide an answer to my problem formulation. Irsttegard, after having analysed the
chosen campaigns within other elements, one muesé @gain state the problem

formulation at hand:

To which degree does the action of European environmental groups in the field of

climate policy endorse the main features of multilevel governance theory?

As previously described in my analysis and in gahtarms, the analysis of the three
main characteristics of multi-level governance,tdead by Fairbrass and Jordan’s
approach in the study of environmental policy, @early supported by the campaigns
evaluated in this thesis. First of all, the authpresented regional, subnational and
national actors as entities having a direct retetinop with the EU supranational sphere
and not necessarily going through the national gowents filter. The analysis has
proved through all of the three cases that thistia@iship not only exists, but also, that
the EU level has become a common level of influedf@vironmental groups have

steadily shifted their forces to Brussels, sinceytlare aware that the supranational
institutions are of key importance in their actiorfsurthermore, this “lobbying

upgrade”, has been described to legitimate thesoes taken at EU level, as it is

especially reflected within the aftermath of thebétter Europe now’ manifesto.

Secondly, Fairbrass and Jordan describe an incieag®e complexity of the policy
processes in the EU and a misleading context, iiclwit is not clear anymore which
level has the greatest influence in policy makigd as a result of this, national actors
willing to establish relationships at different &v Again, these characteristics have
been reflected in all of the campaigns analysedn dee case of the ‘Global Climate
Campaign’, were most of the actions while beingaoiged at the EU level, were
implemented nationally. But also within the ‘Cootogducts’ example, in which
producers together with a large number of differantors, pursued influence at
different levels of governance.

Finally, their third point analysis featured sumfonal entrepreneurial action and

alliance building. The abilities of the Commissi@main in this regard “uncontested”
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when dealing with different contacts, in high lewelgotiations and pursuing effective
decision making. Thus, we can observe an increaselli-level decision-making

governance with multiple influential networks, wiiads one more time perfectly
exemplified by our third campaign, with the Sprilljance opening dialogues with the
EC, which at the same time not only fostered thems#acts, but also exploited them

when justifying policy decisions.

However, one might argue that that outreach ofehisdings is not a “novelty”,
considering that policy in the field of environmembtection has become an example of
diversified decision-making and the participatidnboth state and non-state actors, in
other words, multi-level governance, as argued lyada (1992) and already
mentioned in the theory chapter. In this regafeklieve that my research pushes a little
further or at the very least, projects a wider gcop the MLG theory and to further

develop my argument | will once again share Pidggajuote:

“There is no simple conclusion to the discussion hiw MLG contributes to
understanding EU governance: whether it works andamocratic. MLG arrangements
appear flexible enough to accommodate differentionat constitutional orders,
institutional practices, and political cultures huatt the same time, distant enough from
all of them to create problems for all of them.”

(Piattoni 2009)

According to my research, the virtue of multi-lewglvernance lies it is capability to
coexist with other theories without necessarilyfommting its most basic assumptions.
Establishing symbiotic relations and allowing othbeories to function within its
borders. In my opinion, this is the main reason wigving selected a set of cases
previously employed by Van der Heijden (2010) ie tlght of Political Opportunity
Structure, MLG can be perfectly endorsed usingsdi@e examples. Thus, remarking
not only the wide range of the theory, but als@adaptability.
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