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Executive summary 

With the Treaty of Lisbon, energy policy became one of the shared competences of the EU 

institutions under Article 4 of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). This 

enables the European Commission to propose legislation for common European energy policy, and 

has recently resulted in a Green Paper ‘A framework for 2030 energy and climate policies’, 

published by the Commission in March 2013, which proposes plans for a new European energy 

strategy running from 2020 till 2030. This strategy includes a 30-45% target for European energy to 

come from renewable energy sources (RES) by 2030. This thesis therefore analyses how the 

European policy creation process will affect the final target that will be adopted.  In order to 

conduct this analysis, the PEST model has been used to bring attention to the main factors of 

influence upon the process, both external and internal to the EU setting. These factors are then used 

in combination with European integration theories to assess whether European energy policy 

developments in recent years can best be described using a neofunctional or intergovernmental 

approach. These findings are subsequently substantiated through the use of Principal-Agent theory, 

which allows for a description of the nature of the mandates extended to the different actors.  

As a result of this process, it is found that the member states (MSs) have so far, and will also in the 

future, have the deciding say in the pace and depth of European energy policy harmonization. This 

is in no small part due to the fact that the article 194 of the TFEU leaves competence to MSs to 

decide on their own energy mix, which can only be deviated from by unanimous MS decision. This 

means that a future RES target will reflect the priorities of the MSs primarily. However it is also 

found, that due to the empowered roles of the European Parliament and the European Commission, 

following the Treaty of Lisbon, the MSs will continuously be pushed toward accepting a more 

ambitious target by these two institutions. Finally, the findings also indicate that interest 

representation has come to play an increasing role in energy policy since the Treaty of Lisbon, and 

that interest groups will put further pressure on the MSs, on both the national and supranational 

level, to adopt a more ambitious RES target.  
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1. Introduction 

“[Energy and climate change] will open the door to a new dimension of European co-operation in 

the years to come.” 

Angela Merkel, German Chancellor, March 2007 

 

“The point of the Green Paper (A 2030 framework for climate and energy policies) is to lead to a 

decision which has the support and commitment of all Member States. We shouldn't delay, because 

getting the changes we need in our energy system takes a very long time.” 

EU Commissioner for Energy Günther Oettinger, speaking at a conference in Ljubljana 17 May 

2013 

 

Energy policy is one of the most important policy areas that any sovereign state has to address. 

Most of modern day society is deeply dependent on energy, be it for transportation, work or 

pleasure. Modern day society uses energy on an ever increasing scale and ensuring that this energy 

is available is becoming ever more important for countries around the globe. As energy 

consumption increases, so too does the complexity of ensuring adequate supplies and efficient use 

of the energy consumed. This is why the inclusion of energy policy in the shared competences of 

the EU under the Treaty of Lisbon was such an important development. No longer would individual 

MSs have to fend for themselves in an increasingly energy hungry world, but could now share 

knowledge and influence through a common and harmonised energy policy. The fact the energy 

policy had been at the heart of the European project from its very beginning only made the 

transition that much easier. That was why the European Commission could present plans for an 

ambitious new, long-term strategy for European energy policy the same year the Treaty of Lisbon 

came into force. This strategy, entitled the Energy 2020 strategy has deeply altered the way that 

energy is governed in the 27 MSs. The changes caused are multiple and cover many different 

aspects of energy as well as climate policy. 

This thesis is therefore dedicated to taking a closer look at what these changes have meant for 

European energy policy and how the future of this policy might turn out. However, before 

specifying the research question this thesis will answer, a summary of the research that has gone 

before into the question of European energy policy is in order. 
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2. Literature review 

In this chapter, the literature that has laid the foundation for this thesis will be introduced. Research 

that has proven a source of inspiration, along with articles and books that are actively used in the 

following chapters are included here. The chapter is structured in the following way. Studies that 

deal with European energy policy on a broad basis are presented first. They will then lead the way 

into literature dealing with European integration theories (integration theories), since these theories 

apply to all fields of European policy. Furthermore they are very relevant to energy policy given its 

relatively recent promotion to a formal competence of the EU and the intricate development such a 

change causes. Since an important aspect of integration theories is the role of interest groups, 

literature pertaining to interest representation will subsequently be examined. Finally, previous 

studies concerning specific aspects of energy policy will be introduced and the aim of this thesis 

explained. 

 

As just explained, energy policy is still a relatively new addition to the EU’s formal competences. 

While it will be clarified in chapter 8 how a common energy policy for the EU has been in the cards 

since the very beginning of the ECSC (1952), energy policy only became part of the EU’s formal 

competences after the Treaty of Lisbon. Research in the area has followed several avenues, ranging 

from comprehensive accounts of how energy policy is administrated on the supranational EU level, 

to articles dealing with very specific aspects of the policy area. Since the increased use of renewable 

energy sources (RES) and transition to a low carbon economy are two of the top priorities in 

European energy policy, the literature reviewed will mostly focus on these two aspects.  

Early work by Nilsson et al. (2009a) examine the development of European RES policy with 

regards to choice of policy instruments to promote RES and ‘the role and influence of different 

interest groups, member states and policy makers in the EU policy-making processes’. They find 

that the advancement of European RES policy in 2007 and 2008 was a result of the connection of 

climate change, energy security and innovation policy agendas. Furthermore they argue that these 

‘agendas undermined the Commission’s wish to deepen the European harmonization of RES policy 

by advancing internal market compatible policy instruments’. One example of such an instrument 

that was not supported by MSs was the Guarantees of Origin (GO) trading instrument1. Subsequent 

                                                           
1
 This instrument was meant to provide renewable energy certificates that MSs and private actors could buy and sell 

in order to meet their carbon-emission requirements. The proposal never made it through voting in the Parliament 
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research by Duffield & Birchfield (2011) agrees with this assessment and adds that harmonization 

of energy policy has not taken place as effectively as the Commission had hoped. Even with its new 

competences formalized. They conclude however, that of the three main EU institutions, the 

Parliament is the most favourable toward RES promotion and fighting climate change. Meanwhile 

the Commission tends to take a more market oriented approach through liberalization strategies, 

which is more consistent with its original competences. Furthermore, they predict that the future of 

European energy policy will ‘depend on both the degree to which energy issues in the 21st century 

are marked by crises and the institutional and economic logic of operating within a complex policy 

landscape (supranational, intergovernmental, and multilevel)’. A more nuanced description of the 

Commissions role in energy agenda setting is found in the research done by Eikeland (2011). 

Although focusing exclusively on the internal energy market, he describes the ‘power game’ that 

takes place between the MSs and the Commission through the use of integration theories. The 

different aspects of integration theories will be given a closer look in the chapter 7. It in short deals 

with the issue of whether the EU is a supranational or intergovernmental structure. The 

neofunctional theory argues that the Commission, dependent on interest groups, has the ability to 

drive policy harmonization forward independently of the MSs. This would make the Commission a 

supranational structure. Intergovernmental theory on the other hand argues that MSs decide on the 

pace of harmonization and can reject any Commission proposal they do not agree with (Hoffmann 

1966, Moravcsik 1993, Haas 2004). In his research, Eikeland (2011) notes how the validity of the 

intergovernmental argument was firmly shown with the MS rejection of the mandatory ownership 

unbundling (MOU) proposal. This proposal would have required national energy companies to sell 

off their gas and electricity network businesses. However, Eikeland also suggests that the current 

Commission under president Barroso has shown more independent will than previous ones. This is 

done by using other political tools at its disposition to diminish the influence of powerful interest 

groups that could influence MSs toward certain decisions. It should meanwhile be noted that this 

argued behavior by the Commission would run contrary to the typical arguments of liberal 

intergovernmentalism, in which the Commission would attempt to increase the interest groups 

power toward MSs. This type of activism by the Commission is a topic that will be further explored 

in subsequent chapters. Another author who also employs integration theories in his study is Maltby 

(2013). He concludes that although European energy policy is still decided by the MSs, it has been 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 

and Council.  According to Nilsson et al. (2009a/b) this was due to a fear that it might impeach on MS rights to decide 

on subsidies and feed-in tariffs (FIT) independently. In the end, the instrument was replaced by a voluntary system 

whereby MS could trade excess renewable credits among each other. 
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highly influenced by the Commission. This has been achieved through its more in-depth knowledge 

of both energy policy and how policy is created in the EU. This has led to the Commission being 

able to create a policy monopoly for itself on energy matters, whereby it can define the context and 

to some extent the direction of negotiations on energy policy. It is thus clear, that Eikeland and 

Maltby both agree that energy policy so far has been governed according to the intergovernmental 

approach, but that the Commission has not contented itself with simply carrying out the desires of 

the MSs. Instead it has actively used the knowledge and possibilities it has to maximize its own 

impact upon recent development on this policy field. 

 

It should at this junction be mentioned that Duffield & Birchfield (2011) note, that ‘despite the 

importance of the subject, surprisingly little has been written on EU energy policy, perhaps 

reflecting the limited formal competence that EU institutions enjoyed in this area until very 

recently’. This especially means that very little literature is available which treats the issue of 

European integration on energy policy from a theoretical perspective. This is a major obstacle, and 

hence opportunity for further research, in terms of understanding the wider implications of adding 

energy policy to the EU’s competences. The common element for each of these pieces of work is 1) 

the importance of agenda setting and 2) which actor has the authority and influence to get their 

agenda to the top of the list. This is why literature which deals with integration theories is now 

brought into play, as these theories attempt to show whether the MSs or EU institutions set the 

agenda for policy development in the EU.  

 

The literature treating the issue of European integration often focuses on the role of third party non-

state actors or interest groups because they are a major actor in the EU context, along with the 

Commission and MSs. Under the supranational approach they operate independently of the MS and 

can convince the MS to accept deeper harmonization in spite of MS opinion. Under the 

intergovernmental approach, interest groups are not considered independent actors, but form part of 

the national policy sphere. In this sphere, they help decide on the agenda that MSs bring to the EU 

level. This is where the research into multilevel governance comes in, because it focuses on the fact 

that there are several levels of negotiation (national and supranational levels) (Hooghe and Marks, 

2001; Daviter, 2011). It is therefore significant that several authors (Bouwen, 2002; Pedersen, 2005; 

Schendelen, 2009) conclude that there has been a change toward corporate interest groups gaining 

more influence on the EU agenda, through several channels. Pedersen shows that both on the 
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national level and on the EU level, an increased amount of influence has been gained by interest 

groups. This has happened, as ‘administrative agencies engage in relationships to organizations at 

the same time as organizations adopt a by-pass strategy and circumvent national administration by 

tying contacts to European organizations’. These observations relate to a common set of concepts 

in interest representation in the EU setting, which is direct and indirect interest representation. By 

direct representation is meant that interest groups will lobby the EU institutions directly, bypassing 

the national administrations. The indirect rout is through the national administrations, where an 

interest group will use its influence on the national scene to influence the agenda of its MS on the 

EU level (Kincaid, 1999; Tatham, 2008). 

The assessment by Pedersen is however somewhat in contradiction with the research done by 

Michalowitz (2007), which suggests that political autonomy has persisted in the EU despite interest 

groups attempts to gain influence through direct representation. Michalowitz concludes that an 

interest group is the least likely to have success when it wants to change the core of a legislative act 

(or perform ‘directional’ influence). Meanwhile it will have more success in gaining ‘technical’ 

influence, which implies ‘changing details of a legislative act that do not run counter to any other 

stakeholder’s interest and do not touch the core contents of the legislation’. 

 

Lindgren & Persson (2011) study interest representation specifically and focus on the type of 

interest groups that have gained influence in the EU. They argue that the EU institutions, mainly the 

Commission, are opening up for further ‘inclusive corporatism or a restrictive interest group 

pluralism’ by championing new modes of governance. These observations are however contradicted 

by other authors (Kohler-Koch, 1999; Coen & Richardson, 2009), who argue that it is a 

misrepresentation to assume that the corporate interest groups have outperformed all other types of 

interest groups in EU agenda setting. This is further supported by Bickerton (2012), who examines 

the transition from nation state to MS. He highlights how technocracy (to some extent corporatism) 

and populism (to some extent pluralism) are both important aspects of the national political sphere, 

whose agendas are raised to the EU level through MS mediation.  

 

Returning specifically to energy policy, a stream of the literature has focused on the Energy 2020 

strategy and the many different policy instruments that have been created to meet these targets for 

RES and emission reductions. The main aim for most of this research is to describe how well the 

policy instruments are fit to deliver the targets required (Haas et al., 2004; Verhaegen et al., 2007; 
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Klessmann et al., 2011; Harmsen et al., 2011; Tolón-Becerra et al., 2011; Michalena & Hills, 2012) 

and the shortcomings and successes of each instrument. These instruments include; GO trading2 

(Nilsson et al., 2009a; Nilsson et al., 2009b); flexibility/cooperation mechanisms3 (Klessmann, 

2009; Klessmann et al., 2010); EU emissions trading system (ETS) (Clò, 2010; Möst et al., 2010); 

subsidy/feed-in tariffs (Lauber, 2004, Klessmann et al. 2011, Ragwitz et al. 2012). 

What is however a common feature for all of these studies, is that they tend to focus exclusively on 

the adopted legislation and how successful its implementation has been. This is done through the 

use of mathematical models and statistics. This means that there is often very little attention given 

to the policy creation process that lead up to the adoption of the legislation as well as the possible 

future development of energy policy. This is especially visible, as few authors have attempted to 

study how Europe will meet the lofty promises laid out in the Energy Roadmap 2050 (Langsdorf, 

2011), while most contend themselves with focusing on the already adopted Energy 2020 Strategy 

(Klessmann, 2009; Lawson, 2010; Löschel, 2010; Klessmann et al., 2011; EREC, 2011). 

 

Due to this lack of literature taking a forward look at European energy policy, this thesis will 

attempt to fill several gaps. It will attempt to bridge the gap between researches into individual 

policy instruments, by bringing the findings together and placing them in the political context from 

which they have all sprung. Secondly it will take this combination out of the locked setting of the 

Energy 2020 strategy and attempt to uncover how the combination of theory and practice will affect 

the energy policy creation process post 2020. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 See previous explanation. 

3
 They include the statistical renewable energy transfer between MS (so only what goes in the ‘books’ but not actual 

energy), joint projects (whereby a RES exploited in one MS can be shared by adjoined MSs) and joint support schemes 

(where MSs coordinate their support schemes). 
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3. Research Question 

Given that the EU Commission operates with 10 year plans in most policy areas, the next energy 

strategy to be developed will be the one running from 2020 till 2030. In fact, preparatory work has 

already begun on this strategy, as was made clear by the Commission’s presentation of the Green 

Paper, entitled ‘A 2030 framework for energy and climate policies’, on 27 March 2013. The 

outcome of the preparatory work that will go into shaping this strategy will have a profound effect 

upon the way that energy policy is treated in EU in the next many years. For this reason, the 

research question for this thesis is as follows: 

How will the EU policy creation process affect the EU’s renewable energy target for 2030? 

The reason to focus on the RES target is two-fold. First it is an attempt to encompass every aspect 

of European energy policy is a much bigger subject than the size of this thesis allows for. Secondly, 

the role of RES in European energy policy is not only one of great change, as the use of RES has 

increased tremendously since the millennium. It is also a role that could potentially hold the answer 

to meeting many of the EU’s energy policy priorities, be it in decreasing carbon emissions, 

providing greater energy supply security or providing European industry with a technical 

knowledge that it can reap the benefit of selling to the rest of the world for years to come. 

In order to answer the research question, theories and models that analyse both the external and 

internal factors that influence European policy creation are used. These include the PEST model, 

Integration theories and Principal-Agent theory (P-A theory). 

Before a further clarification is given of the analytical tools used to answer the research question, 

the research method employed in writing this thesis will be explained. 
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4. Research philosophy 

‘The research philosophy you adopt can be thought of as your assumptions about the way in which 

you view the world. These assumptions will underpin your research strategy and the methods you 

choose as part of that strategy.’4 

When this thesis was researched and written, a pragmatist research philosophy laid the foundation. 

This philosophy was chosen, because ‘for pragmatists, the importance of the meaning of an idea (or 

a research finding) are its practical consequences. Pragmatists recognize that there are many 

different ways of interpreting the world (…), that no single position of view can ever give the entire 

picture.’5 Limiting the questions asked and perspectives of this thesis to either an ontological or 

epistemic position would risk misinterpreting or entirely miss certain points that could have 

importance for the final answer to the research question. There are meanwhile certain concepts 

within each position that find more relevance throughout the following paragraphs than others.  

Ontology is at its core concerned with the nature of reality and closely connected to social science 

because it argues that research cannot be understood correctly without taking into account the social 

aspects in which it is embedded6. This is why the objectivism and subjectivism aspects of ontology 

respectively attempt to portray the position that things exist as a meaningful reality external to those 

social actors concerned with their existence, or that social phenomena are created through the 

perceptions and consequent actions of affected social actors. Of these two aspects, the objectivist 

position finds purchase in the fact that the European Community exists, and the existence of the EU 

institutions is mandated by the Treaty of the European Union (TEU). There is an established 

hierarchy to proceedings and none of the involved parties can choose to shortcut this hierarchy 

should they feel so inclined. At the same time, certain considerations in this thesis will also reflect a 

subjective position. This is the case whenever the intentions of Member States (MSs), institutions 

and third party actors are mentioned or surmised. Each party is interested in getting something out 

of the work going on in the EU, and their motives for participating are as important as the structure 

is in itself. 

Epistemology on the other hand concerns what constitutes acceptable knowledge in a field of study 

and is closely linked to the principals of natural science, as it considers reality a tangible thing 

                                                           
4
 Johnson & Clark (2006) 

5
 Saunders et al. (2012) 

6
 Saunders et al. (2007) 
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which can be experienced objectively. It is further divided into positivism, realism and 

interpretivism aspects, which are all inspired by the scientific approach, but which differ on aim of 

the end result. Where the positivist searches for law-like generalisations, the interpretivist embrases 

the complexity of the world and focuses more on the transformation process than the end result. 

Finally the realist attempts to understand the collected data much like the positivist, but is split 

between considering the world as experienced throughout senses as accurate, which is called direct 

realism, or considering it a sensation of the world but not the real thing, which is called critical 

realism. 

Hence, the positivist position finds credence, as much of this thesis will be about finding patterns 

and regularities in the development of European energy policy over past years that can give 

indications of what will happen in coming years. Furthermore, it has been attempted to conduct 

research and formulation of the arguments in this thesis in a value-free way, which is one of the 

cornerstones of the positivist position.  Finally, certain parts of the following paragraphs will also 

reflect a critical realist position, as events are interpreted and their hidden significance or meaning is 

explained along with the event itself. This position has been chosen over the direct realist position, 

as it is the author’s view, that international diplomacy and the nature of the EU often prevents 

involved actors from expressing outright what they really intend, yet use the means at their disposal 

to make sure that the intent still materializes. 

5. Research approach 

Of the three types of research approaches, deductive, inductive and abductive, this thesis makes use 

of the inductive approach. As explained by Saunders et al. (2012), the inductive approach calls for a 

collection of data, followed by an interpretation of said data on order to finally arrive at a 

formulated theory. While this thesis does not formulate a final theory as how best to interpret 

European energy policy in the future, it builds upon a primary collection of data, which leads to the 

formulation of a most probable scenario for the future. This choice of approach is also due to the 

fact that ‘an inductive approach is likely to be particularly concerned with the context in which 

(described) events take place.’7 And since the EU framework is a context that is unique in both the 

world and in history, paying sufficient attention to this context is indispensable to the findings of 

this thesis. 

                                                           
7
 Saunders et al. (2012) 
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6. Delimitation 

When conducting research on the topic of European energy policy, the distinction between which 

data it is relevant to include or not is a difficult task. As energy policy is a subject that is affected by 

and affects many other aspects of modern day societies, the list of potential factors to include is 

nearly endless. This is in part why a focus has been put in the research question on RES, in an 

attempt to limit the number of factors that are important, to a manageable size. While the effects of 

developments in the global economy and of the financial crisis of 2008 onwards will invariably 

impact on RES policy in the EU, attempting to summarise them would go beyond the scope of this 

thesis. Their inclusion would furthermore increase the amount of variables, making the end 

conclusion weaker and less focused.  

Likewise, the Multi-annual Financial Framework (MFF) 2014-20 has not been included in the list 

of influencing factors. This is because at the time of writing no final agreement has been reached 

between Council and Parliament on the allocation of funds and because its influence will only last 

until 2020, with no indications so far as to how the following MFF will be structured or be 

prioritised. 

Two other important aspects relevant to this thesis is the role of nuclear energy in European energy 

policy and the distinction between the different RES. While nuclear energy is an important 

contributor to the European energy consumption, it has not been allocated more space than other 

energy sources. This is because it does not hold a dominant position on the energy production field 

and is unlikely to do so in the future on a European scale. This is due to several countries, most 

notably Germany, having opted to suspend or continue not using nuclear energy. Given that the 

focus of this thesis is the role that RES will play in the future of European energy production, in-

depth studies of other energy sources have not been included. As for RES themselves, focus has not 

been put on each individual type of RES, as it is the overall contribution that renewables will 

deliver in the future that is important. 

Finally on a more general note, it has also been assumed that the EU framework will remain largely 

unchanged until 2030 and that the EU will continue to be in existence until then. These assumptions 

are made because a coherent European energy policy on the level that it is today will in all 

likelihood only be possible under an EU setting and at the time of writing there are no indications of 

a desire by any party to change the overall framework of the EU. 
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7. Theories 

In this section, the different theories and models that are applied in this thesis are introduced and 

their purpose described. This will explain why they have been included in this thesis, and clarify 

how they are supposed to interact in order to provide as comprehensive a picture of the research 

field as possible. This will enable a better discussion to result from their provided findings. 

While the topic of this thesis is rooted in political science, the theories and model chosen, originate 

from both political science and business. The PEST model was developed to answer questions 

raised by companies about factors influencing their markets. European Integration Theories were 

developed in the sphere of political science, to answer questions about the nature of the European 

wide organization that is the EU. Finally the Principal-Agent theory was developed for use by 

students of both business and political science, in order to describe the difficulties arising from 

motivating an agent to act in the best interest of his principle. This thesis, will show that these 

theories support each other without problem, despite coming from different academic fields. Apart 

from coming from different academic fields, both Integration and P-A theory focus on the internal 

working of the EU, putting their focus on how different institutions act together and the role 

different actors, such as MSs and interest groups, have on EU policy creation. The PEST model on 

the other hand takes into consideration both the internal and external factors that influence decision-

making in the EU. This includes how the European energy industry reacts to policy changes, how 

the common citizen perceives new requirements and which new technologies might come to play an 

important role on the RES market. The decision to include both the external and internal perspective 

is two-fold. Focusing solely on either perspective would in the context of any political organization, 

with as much legislative power as the EU has, provide an incomplete answer. Secondly, the field of 

RES policy is one currently influenced by both strong political ambitions and economic prospects. 

Taking into account how they influence each other and make use of each other is essential when 

observing a structure as transparent and reliant on the outside world as the EU is.  
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7.1 PEST model 

The reason why the PEST model has been chosen for this thesis, is that the different aspects 

highlighted by the model, (P)olitical, (E)conomic, (S)ocio-cultural and (T)echnological, are all 

factors of importance to the question at hand. However, as much as these factor’s 

interconnectedness shows the importance for politicians to consider all aspects of the question, as 

much the different factors have to be individually identified and examined on a separate basis, in 

order to more clearly see possible links. 

The model is normally used by private enterprises to analyse their macro environment when 

conducting strategic planning prior to the launch of new products8. The main idea behind the model, 

is that it allows ‘marketing-orientated firms to look outwards to the environment in which it 

operates, adopting to take advantage of emerging opportunities and to minimize potential threats’9. 

This is caused by the macro environment consisting of a number of broad forces that affect not only 

the company but also the other actors in the microenvironment, which typically consist of suppliers, 

distributors, customers and competitors. The strong links between the macro and micro 

environments are therefore clear and as it will be seen later in this thesis descriptions of both will 

often blend together to give as complete a picture as possible. While this may be somewhat of a 

deviation from the ‘pure’ model, it is an exemption that has been made for the sake of showing 

relations between the two environments as best as possible. 

Since Europe’s RES policy is still under development, many external factors and actors to the EU 

institutions will have an influence upon future decisions taken within the institutions on this policy 

area. Likewise, many external actors will be heavily affected by the decisions that will be taken and 

have to abide by new legislation that will appear on the area.  

In order to highlight the various factors that will be considered in the following application the 

model, table 1 has been created to give a clearer overview of the elements that constitute each of the 

four main areas of importance.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
8
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9
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Table 1 – PEST model 

Political Economic 

 

� MS Government Type and disposition 

toward RES                   

� Regulation/Deregulation Trends 

� Interest group influence                 

 

 

� MS energy mix, including electricity 

generation and import dependency 

� The threat of carbon leakage 

 

Socio-cultural Technological 

 

� Public acceptance of higher electricity costs 

� Public information/acceptance of RES 

policy 

 

� Subsidy structure for different technologies   

� Effects of having national subsidy structures 

 

Source: http://ygraph.com/chart/1407 (with personal adaptation) 

Many more points could be included in this table, especially given the diversity of the policy area in 

question, but including them all would risk important points getting lost in the myriad of 

information. It is therefore, that the number of points has been kept relatively short and focused on 

the most important aspects. This is also the reason why the political aspect has been given its own 

section. While it could be argued that politics will always be mainly influenced by the socio-cultural 

and economic aspects, through voters and market forces, the outcome of politics is still the result of 

a continued struggle between these two elements of society, on who gets to decide. Not giving the 

political aspect its own section would thus require the socio-cultural and economic sections to be 

equally larger and the final result of this struggle, which is the important element, lost in describing 

the struggle.  
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7.2 European Integration Theories 

As mentioned, Integration theories are the only theories included in this thesis to only originate 

within the field of political science. They are theories that emerged early in the life of the European 

project and as the community has changed in nature and structure, so too has the theories had to be 

changed and adapted. The core question that the theories attempt to answer is whether the EU is an 

intergovernmental or a supranational organization, with an agenda defined by the MS or the EU 

institutions. Any answer provided will of course not be as clear cut as one or the other, but the 

questions that the theories raise are important as they help to understand who have had the deciding 

influence on European integration in the past and most likely will have it in the future. Since energy 

policy has only recently been added to the formal list of competences of the EU, predicting whether 

the MS or the institutions will have the defining say in its further evolution is of great importance. 

Before using these theories, a further explanation of their function is in order. 

 

7.2.1 Neofunctionalism 

Integration theories have been derived from the two main theories of International Relations studies, 

the realist and liberal theories. Because of this, integration theories have since their conception 

wavered between defining European integration as a neofunctional or intergovernmental project. 

There can be no doubt that the Schuman Plan was created with a supranational idea in mind. After 

all, the foundation upon which the ECSC rested was the inability for the MS to decide upon how 

they wanted to use the essentials of war, so as to avoid another world war. If either MS could decide 

how they wanted the ECSC to manage its competencies there would have been little point to the 

whole exercise. By creating an independent High Authority to settle any disputes, the ECSC took 

power away from its MS and placed it in the hands of a neutral actor. This would later provide the 

blueprint for the EC/EU commission(s) and European Court of Justice. As observed by Bache & 

George (2006), this idea of creating the European institutions to have a supranational status was 

first described by Ernst Haas in 1958 through the perspective of neofunctionalism. To Haas and the 

neofunctionalist school, there were several important arguments to back their claim that the 

European project was neofunctional in nature, among them:  

1) The concept of the ‘state is more complex than realists10 suggested. 
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 International Relations theory in the 1950’s was dominated by the Realist school, which held that sovereign states 

formed the fundamental units of analysis for understanding international relations. Bache & George (2006), p. 8 
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2) The activities of interest groups and bureaucratic actors are not confined to the domestic 

political arena. 

3) Non-state actors are important to international politics. 

4) European integration is advanced through ‘spillover’ pressures. 

Taken together, it was the neofunctionalist schools claim, as well as they EU institutions 

themselves, that the European project was an unprecedented creation, which did not fit into the 

mould of previously developed theories describing international organisations11. By pointing out 

how sovereign states did not speak with one voice and could be influenced by many actors both at 

home and abroad, they opened up for the possibility that interest groups could be included when 

viewing European integration. They also highlighted how the matters dealt with within the EC/EU 

context would keep on increasing in number through both the functional, political and cultivated 

‘spillover effect’12, whereby harmonization of one policy area would lead for calls to harmonize 

adjacent ones, often against the initial intention of the MS. ‘In the 1950s, neofunctionalist theory 

neatly fitted events, particularly in explaining the transition from ECSC to the EC. Events in the 

1960s were less supportive’13. With the ‘empty chair’14 crisis in particular, it became clear that MS 

were not as powerless to check the momentum of integration as had earlier been assumed. 

 

7.2.2 (Liberal) Intergovernmentalism 

As a reaction to these developments, the intergovernmental theory was developed, advanced by 

Stanley Hofmann15. His theory’s arguments are summarized in the following three points: 

1) European integration has to be viewed in a global context. The outside world is not a 

constant and will have an influence on all involved parties. 
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 Schmitter (2006) 
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 Functional spillover relates to the effect of needing to harmonize adjacent industrial sectors once one has been 

harmonised since modern industrial economies were made of interconnected parts. Political spillover on the other 

hand deals with the desire by interest groups of one industrial sector to have their sector harmonised once they see 

the benefits harmonization brings to adjacent sectors. Finally, cultivated spillover depends on the Commission to 

cultivate contacts on the international and national scene and facilitate their cooperation to put further pressure on 

MS. 
13

 Bache & George (2006) 
14

 In July 1965, France boycotted meetings in the Council of Ministers, due to President De Gaulle’s disapproval of new 

proposals from the Commission aimed at making the EU more supranational in nature. This prevented an unanimity to 

be reached in decisions and was only resolved in 1966 through the Luxembourg compromise. There the procedure 

‘qualified majority voting’ was introduced, which overcomes the problems related to voting by unanimity by only 

requiring 75% of MSs to be in favour for a vote to pass.   
15

 Bache & George (2006) 
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2) National governments are uniquely powerful actors, controlling the pace of integration to 

suit their need for protection and promotion of national interests. 

3) Although, where national interests coincides, governments might accept closer integration in 

the technical functional sectors, the integration process will not spread to areas of high 

politics such as national security and defence. 

The close ties that intergovernmentalism shares with realism become clear in this list, but it does 

highlight a number of shortcomings in the opponent’s arguments. By assuming that it would only 

be actors within the EU that could muster pressure to sway governments plans a certain way is to 

neglect the widespread effect globalization has had upon the world as a whole. With actors such as 

the USA or UK that have always been weary of the EU gaining too much power, it would be wrong 

to neglect the efforts they have put into preventing further integration, both from the inside and 

outside the EU. Hofmann has also been proven right over time concerning the lacking integration of 

high politics areas. While the European External Action Service (EEAS) places many aspects of 

both MS foreign affairs and military cooperation within EU competences, the decisions are still 

taken among the MS, and all decisions must be taken unanimously. The same goes for Justice and 

Home Affairs police cooperation and questions to do with the Euro, which according to 

Puetter,(2011) and Medrano (2012) is due to a continued priority among MS to keep economic 

governance questions within the intergovernmental realm. 

Another critique of the neofunctionalist arguments was provided by Andrew Moravcsik, who 

argued that16:  

1. Previous theories had to be supplemented by more general theories of national response to 

international commitments. 

2. The development of common policy responses warranted as much attention as did transfer 

of competences to institutions. 

3. More than one theory had to be brought into play when considering the complexity of EC 

policy making. 

The main difference between Moravcsik’s liberal intergovenmantalism and Hofmann’s 

intergovernmentalism is in the way they perceive the MSs goals. Hofmann defines the state as being 

supreme arbitrator on key decisions, given its democratic and legal legitimacy, choosing not to 
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recognize any other domestic actors. Moravcsik argues that states play a ‘two-level game’. First, 

national interests are determined by a domestic political process, in which national political and 

economic actors agree on their MSs agenda, and this agenda will then be brought into the 

international negotiations. Only then does the reconciliation of conflicting national interests begin 

in the Council of Ministers. Distilled, Moravcsik’s argument can be reduced to the following list: 

1. The major choices on favour of Europe were a reflection of the preferences of national 

governments, not supranational organisations. 

2. These national preferences reflected the balance of national economic interests. 

3. The outcomes of negotiations reflected the relative bargaining power of the states, and the 

delegation of decision-making authority to supranational institutions reflected a wish to 

ensure commitment by all parties to the agreement, rather than a belief in the efficiency of 

IOs. 

It should be noted, that one of the main critics of Moravcsik’s argument is, that while this reflection 

may hold true for the dealings in the EU on the ‘EU summit level’ or ‘higher levels’, most day-to-

day dealings would not fit with this description, as the supranational institutions hold a lot more 

sway in these negotiations. 

 

7.2.3 Supranational governance 

Having explained the two main schools of integration theory, there is just one more argument that 

warrants further attention in this context, as it tries to find a middle ground between the two poles. 

This has of course led it to be reproached of being more on the one or other side over the years, but 

its arguments are never the less of great interest. The arguments put forward by Wayne Sandholtz 

and Alec Stone Sweet17 can be summarized as follows: 

1. A transnational society was developing, as transactions across borders increased in number, 

resulting in the emergence of a society of relevant actors. These actors would want increased 

harmonization, as differing national rules would prove a hindrance to them. And once these 

common rules were used and tested, they would gradually be specified, and not always in 

accordance with the MS original intention.   
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2. A focus would be put on European rule-making to resolve ‘international policy 

externalities’. This would i.e. be the case for air pollution, whereby the CO2 emissions of 

one country would drive its neighbours to seek the implementation of pollution standards for 

all MS on an EU level. 

As it is clear from these arguments, they are quite close to the ones advanced by neofunctionalists, 

yet they do still recognize the MS as more intentionally entering into cooperation with the EU for 

its own gains than neofunctionalists would. But like Moravcsik, who chose to mainly focus on the 

‘high-level’ politics of the EU, Sweet and Sandholtz’s were more focused on the daily dealings, 

which is also to adopt a somewhat myopic view when dealing with as complex an organization as 

the EU. As stated earlier in this section, any answer, as to whether the EU is governed through a 

neofunctional, intergovernmental or supranational approach, will never point to only one approach 

as the single one. But having outlined them, the way has been opened for describing in which 

combination they work, in the analysis chapter. 

 

7.3 P-A theory 

The principle-agent theory is a very popular theory among scholars observing the dealings of 

international organizations (IOs). While the EU is not a full-fledged IO, due to its geographical 

membership restrictions, many of the challenges faced by actors in the EU are similar to the ones 

found in IOs such as the United Nations and International Monetary Fund. P-A theory stems from 

the broader agency theory and as Eisenhardt (1989) states: “Agency theory is concerned with 

resolving two problems that can occur in agency relationships. The first is the agency problem that 

arises when (a) the desires or goals of the principal and the agent conflict and (b) it is difficult or 

expensive for the principal to verify what the agent is actually doing. The second is the problem of 

risk sharing that arises when the principal and agent have different attitudes toward risk.”18 While 

agency theory has two lines of development, the (a) positivist and (b) principal-agent, this thesis 

will only use the P-A theory, since it puts less emphasis on contract alternatives and more on the 

general relationships between principal and agent. 

While often used by private enterprises to determine best motivation strategies, “the agency 

structure is applicable in a variety of settings, ranging from macrolevel issues such as regulatory 
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policy to microlevel dyad phenomena such as blame and self-interest.”19 This means that in a 

political setting, the theory can be used just as well to ensure that governments do as they promise 

and that IOs endowed with MS trust fulfill the role they are supposed to play. The main difference 

between the realm of economics and politics in this case being, that where the former will try to 

discern how the best representation can be acquired for a certain amount of money, the latter will 

try to optimize representation acquired by political votes. Both realms however face the same types 

of problems, which warrant further explanation. 

 

7.3.1 Collective or Multiple Principal 

In its simplest form, P-A theory analysis the relationship between a single principal and agent, 

however these relationships are seldom simple and in the case of an IO like the EU, an agent will 

often end up with several principals giving it directions. In this case, it is important to distinguish if 

the principals speak with one voice, in which case they are defined as a collective principal, or if 

they each have their own agenda, in which case the agent has multiple principals. “The most 

familiar delegation relationship in politics and government involve a collective principal. Voters 

delegate to politicians, and nation-states delegate to IOs.”20 The level of coordination required to act 

as a collective principal depends on several things. First, the number of principals, as more 

principals increase the difficulty of reaching consent. Secondly, the political orientation of the 

principals must have some common ground from which consent can grow. While a collective 

principal is easier for an agent to obey, it also leaves the agent with less freedom or ‘agency slack’ 

to exploit differences in principal orders than with multiple principals. The principals will therefore 

be in a stronger position if they are united, but it requires more work and internal consent from their 

side. The agent on the other hand gains more leeway to pursue its own agenda the more divided the 

principals are. An agent that seeks a high degree of leeway will therefore often attempt to play 

principals off against one another to avoid a collective principal situation. The trade-off for the 

agent is that multiple principals may demand more work and lead to conflicting orders, forcing the 

agent to choose side or demand clarification.  
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7.3.2 Proximate Principal and Leapfrogging 

In addition to considerations of collective or multiple principals, the concepts of proximate 

principals and leapfrogging are important. As table 2 shows, when dealing with IOs, there are many 

layers or links in the delegation chain between the citizen and the final policy outcome. As the 

number of layers between principal and agent increase, so too does the possibility of agency slack. 

One way to combat this possibility of slack is to design the IO in such a way that a proximate 

principal is put in place somewhere along the chain of delegation. This principal will then be the 

only one to deal directly with the agent/IO, while all other principals can submit their requests to 

this proximate principal. This allows the proximate principal to maintain better control with the 

agent and to filter all messages coming down the chain. This also ensures that the agent is not 

forced to consider which requests, from further up the chain, to accommodate as the proximate 

principal will make this decision21. This will often be a very real necessity for most IOs, as having 

to give equal credence to all citizen requests would prove an immense strain on resources. Another 

way to avoid agency slack, is for principals to leapfrog over links in the chain of delegation. This is 

a strategy most often used by interest organizations, who often bypass several links when lobbying 

IOs22. 
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Table 2 –The layers of principals that influence the final policy outcome  

 

*Note the increasing amount of agency slack, the more layers of principals are involved. 

Source: Nielsen and Tierney (2003)  

 

When applying P-A theory to a structure such as the EU, the traditional clear distinctions between 

Principle and Agent become easily blurred, with different actors assuming both roles at different 

times depending on context and issue being discussed. This is often the case with the Commission, 

which officially assumes the role of agent for the MSs during the proposal and enforcement process 

of legislation, yet as will be shown later on, unofficially strives to establish a principal position for 

itself prior to and during the proposal faze. The complex mandate of the Parliament is another 

example, whereby Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) not only act as the agent of two 

different principals, but also switch between having executive and consultative power in the 

proposal process, depending on the issue at hand. Mapping out the different possible principal and 

agent relationships in a RES policy context, is thus vital to answer the research question in the most 

stringent way.  
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7.4 Interplay between model and theories 

Before concluding this chapter, a short explanation is in order, as to how it has been envisioned that 

the chosen tools of analysis will work together.  

Table 3, Outline of the intended progress achieved through the use of the different tools of analysis 

 

By first using the PEST model to bring attention to the most important internal and external factors 

that influence RES policy, these factors can be used in conjunction with the theories to draw 

conclusions about the likely future for RES policy in the EU. Yet as the internal and external factors 

will affect and be prioritized by the MSs and institutions in different ways, it is logical that they be 

explored first. Integration theories can then be brought into play, to determine whether RES policy 

is created on the basis of an intergovernmental or supranational approach. With this approach 

determined, the mandates that result from either the intergovernmental or supranational setting, and 

hence are given by the MSs or institutions to their respective agents, can be discussed through the 

use of P-A theory. Only at this point will the links that connect the internal and external factors to 

the final policy outcome be clear, and the likely future RES target become describable.  

It should therefore be clear, that the theories were chosen because they can be used to observe many 

of the same problems from different angles and because they can work together to form a complete 

picture of the policy creation process with regards to RES. 

Internal/External factors affecting 
RES policy

PEST model

Intergovernmental/supranational 
agendasetting

Integration theories

Mandates given by MSs or 
institutions

P-A theory

The future of RES policy 
for 2030
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8. The history of European energy policy 

Having elaborated upon which theories will be used to analyse the research question and under 

which methodology this will be done, it is time to take a closer look at the main topic which is the 

European energy policy and more specifically RES policy. RES policy is a relatively new concept 

within the EU framework, as it is in most world politics in general. While RES policy has only been 

at the forefront of the EU agenda since the early 2000’s, European energy policy has been around 

since the very beginning of the European project. This is why a detailed look at it is important to 

understand how current energy policy is shaped. 

 

8.1 A community of Coal and Steel 

When the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was created in the Treaty of Paris in 1951, 

coal was the primary source of energy production and made it an essential component in weapons 

production. Controlling its use therefore made sure that the production of weapons could be held in 

check, which was the purpose of the whole Community. It is thus clear, that right from its very start, 

energy has been high on the priority list of the European institutions and attempts have been made 

to bring it under the competences of the EU institutions. However as was shown at the 1955 

Messina conference, getting MSs to relinquish authority over too large parts of their energy policy 

was a problem that would haunt the creation of a common policy almost from its conception. One 

example of these problems was the aforementioned Messina conference, where attempts to increase 

integration of the energy sector ended up only focusing on integration of atomic energy policy. 

Another example was the Commission initiative of 1968, “First Guidelines for a Community 

Energy Policy”, which presented various ways and steps to create a common market in the energy 

sector. In this case the MSs, through the Council of Ministers only managed to agree on a set of 

general principles23. This struggle continued during the through the 70’s, with much more attention 

going to other parts of the integration process, such as establishing the common market. It was only 

towards the end of the 1990’s, that energy policy was brought back to center stage. This is not to 

say that there was no interest from the institutions’ side in playing an active role with regards to 

energy policy. These ambitions would albeit to prove increasingly difficult to fulfill, as MSs were 
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weary of granting ‘power’ to the institutions on energy policy and effectively hampered 

Commission initiatives on several occasions.  

Apart from the MSs being unwilling to relinquish control over their own energy production, the 

ECSC only had jurisdiction to deal with one source of energy, namely coal. Yet through its 

existence from 1952-2002, the ECSC saw the role of coal as the primary source of energy 

production diminish, and oil and gas start to take up an ever increasing role.  

Because of the continued hesitance from MSs to give the EU institutions competence over joint 

energy policy, their ability to play any significant role in the oil crisis of the 1970’s was severely 

limited. This became evident in the way almost all MSs ended up relying on the International 

Energy Agency’s (IEA) emergency oil sharing mechanism to make it through the crisis, despite a 

previously adopted community requirement for MSs to have 90 days-worth of oil reserves. 

Following the crisis, the community adopted ambitious long-term goals for energy production, 

consumption, and imports, but it was never able to agree on concrete measures to implement24. 

 

Taken together, these different institutions and initiatives show the undecided nature of the MSs 

desires to grant competence over energy policy to central supranational bodies. Because as much as 

the MS want to ensure a fair market for their own extracted energy resources and produced energy, 

as little are they willing to part with the final authority on a matter so inextricably linked to the 

sovereignty of a modern state. Yet what must be remembered is, that the Commission is a master at 

finding areas where consensus can be reached and gradually link these individual areas together into 

a much larger entity. This started to become clear on the energy field throughout the 1980’s and 

90’s, as the Commission started issuing communications calling for more cooperation between MSs 

and adopting a more viable method for exercising control25.  
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8.2 Taking the long way around 

Realizing that any initiative that would encompass the whole energy field most likely was doomed 

to fizzle out when MSs were asked to approve, the Commission started to shift its focus. The shift 

implied making changes in areas where the Commission already had a position of power and which 

could tie into the energy field in general. According to Duffield & Birchfield (2011), the 

Commission came to realize the need for change of strategy after the Maastricht Treaty. The 

Commission had hoped that the Treaty of the European Union would include a chapter on energy, 

but this hope never got any support from MSs. This was why a proposal for legislation concerning 

the harmonization of the energy production market was presented by the Commission, intended to 

mimic the Single European Act (SEA) which had come into effect by 1987. This set of legislation 

would ten years later start to open up MSs electricity and gas markets26, enabling fair competition 

on both markets. However a completion of the internal market for energy production would only be 

settled upon 10 years later, in 2007. A White Paper on the importance of promoting RES was 

published in 1997. This paper first led to the adoption of the 2001 and 2003 renewable energy 

Directives, which were subsequently amended and repealed by the 2009 RES Directive27. This final 

directive was to play an important role in the way RES was to develop in subsequent years, as it 

included national targets for RES for 2010 and 2020. The reason why national RES targets were 

implemented was because the EU had decided to increase its share of energy coming from RES by 

20% by 2020. Yet having only one common target for all the MSs would run the risk of MSs not 

increasing their individual RES shares sufficiently and thus miss the 2020 target. Hence national 

targets were agreed upon, which can be found in appendix 5. There is however one important fact to 

consider when dealing with this directive, which is that Art. 194 of the TFEU stipulate that MSs can 

independently decide the composition of the energy mix. This means that officially the EU has no 

competence to require MSs to get a certain percentage of their energy demands met by RES. This 

fact was however circumvented by the MSs unanimously agreeing to each MSs targets and once the 

targets had been entered into the directive, they became enforceable by the Commission. This also 

means that any future national targets would have to go through the same procedure, with the 

constant possibility for MSs to water down the targets if they should so desire.  
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Another important directive that was first adopted in 2003 and subsequently amended in 2009 is the 

EU ETS directive28. This directive set up a system, whereby power plants, energy-intensive industry 

sectors and commercial airlines, have to buy shares for every ton of CO2 they emit. While this 

system has gotten a lot of criticism since its inception, which is a fact that will be further explored 

later in this thesis, it is a significant innovation in the fight against carbon emissions. Latest figures 

also show that the system currently cover 45% of total CO2 emissions from all the MSs.  

This directive was however not introduced through the common energy policy as might be 

expected, but was based on environmental policy, which is also within the Commission’s 

competences. It was in this way that a truly comprehensive and mandatory European energy policy 

began to emerge. First it was agreed, at an informal meeting of the European Council in October 

2005, to start working on a new common policy. Then when the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force 

in 2009, it included energy under the list of shared competence29. This meant that not only had 

energy policy finally been accorded its own heading, but also that the EU institutions and MSs in 

the future jointly were to decide on energy policy. In this way, MSs could not question the legal 

basis of initiatives coming from the Commission. Specifically the art. 194 of the TFEU first 

mention the ‘functioning of the internal market’ as a requirement. It then goes further, which is the 

innovative part, to mention 1) ensuring the functioning of the energy market, 2) ensuring security of 

energy supply in the Union, 3) promoting energy efficiency and energy saving and the development 

of new and renewable forms of energy and 4) promoting the interconnection of energy networks, as 

equally important aspects. This means that the only areas left for the MSs to manage on their own 

are 1) energy mix30, 2) foreign energy policy and 3) the conditions for exploitation of their own 

energy resources. Meanwhile any decisions on legislative proposals based on Art. 194 will be taken 

according to the ordinary legislative procedure. Measures ‘primarily of fiscal nature’ will be 

decided by the Council unanimously, with the Parliament only being consulted. This means that 

while the MSs will still have a say in all energy matters, both the Commission and the Parliament 

has come to play much more important roles than they have in the past. In the case of the 

Commission, it now has the authority to enforce implementation in MSs of adopted energy 

legislation. In the case of the Parliament, it entails a shift in purpose, as the Parliament will now 
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have the authority to reject or send back to the Commission any energy policy proposals it does not 

agree with. This is contrary to the purely consultative role it held before.  

 

8.3 Tying the ends together 

Of equal importance, 2007 was also the year when the Commission released its proposal for a 

common energy policy, entitled Energy for a Changing World – An Energy Policy for Europe31. 

The aim of this policy was as the Commission itself wrote to, ‘firmly commit the EU to a low 

consumption economy based on more secure, more competitive and more sustainable energy’. 

These three concepts were to form the backbone of future European energy policy, upon which all 

other work in this area would be based and the initial idea was to have an equal amount of 

importance attached to each one. 

Table 4- The EU's Energy Policy Priorities 

 

It was in this proposal, which was approved by the MS on 8-9 March 2007, that some of the topics 

that have gotten so much attention in subsequent years are to be found. First of all, it proposes a 

20% cut on greenhouse gas emission from primary energy sources by 2020 and a 80-95% cut by 

2050, both compared to 1990 levels (this could be adjusted to 30% by 2020 if the other countries in 

the world also contribute equally). Furthermore it proposes a minimum of 20% of total energy 

consumption to originate from RES by 2020 and a reduction of 20% in primary energy use. Finally 

it also proposes to develop a European Strategic Energy Technology Plan to develop new 

technologies in key areas, amongst other RES, low-energy buildings and Carbon Capture and 
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Storage (CCS)32. It is thus from this proposal that the 20/20/20 targets and idea for an Energy 

Roadmap 2050 originate, both of which have in recent years caused much debate in the institutions 

and MSs.  

 

8.4 Energy strategies 

Both the ‘Energy 2020. A strategy for competitive, sustainable and secure energy’ and the ‘Energy 

Roadmap 2050’ strategies came out a few years after the COM(2007) 1 final proposal, with the 

former being presented in 2010 and the latter in 2011. Both were meant to set ambitious targets for 

carbon emission reductions to be reached in 2020 and 2050 respectively. Furthermore they were 

meant to get Europe moving in a direction that would allow it to live up to its climate and 

environment obligations under the Kyoto Protocol. The Protocol states that ’the States which were 

members of the EU before 2004 must collectively reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by 8 % 

between 2008 and 2012. Member States which joined the EU after that date undertake to reduce 

their emissions by 8 %, with the exception of Poland and Hungary (6 %), and Malta and Cyprus, 

which are not listed in Annex I to the Framework Convention.’33. Furthermore it was meant to 

reduce EU’s dependence on imported energy. While both strategies are non-binding by nature, the 

Energy 2020 strategy is much more focused on supplying actionable solutions, while the Roadmap 

2050 rather emphasizes a deeper fundamental change in the way energy is thought of in Europe. 

Because of the importance of both strategies for the future of Europe’s energy policy and thus also 

this thesis, a more detailed description of each is warranted.  
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8.4.1 The Energy 2020 strategy 

On its website, the Commission gives the description of the Energy 2020 strategy: ‘The 

communication defines the energy priorities for the next ten years and sets the actions to be taken in 

order to tackle the challenge of saving energy, achieving a market with competitive prizes and 

secure supplies, boosting technological leadership, and effectively negotiate with our international 

partners.’. While this of course is a rather broad description, it states the urgency with which action 

must be taken. After all, ten years is not long when talking about timeframes for EU legislation to 

make its way from Commission proposal to Council and Parliament approved and nationally 

implemented law. Neither is it much when considering that many of the changes being proposed 

have to do with the infrastructure in all MS and changing these will take years and cost up to 1 

trillion Euro according to Commission estimates34. The strategy focuses on five priority areas: 1) 

achieving an energy-efficient Europe, 2) completing the internal energy market, 3) empowering 

consumers and achieving the highest level of safety and security, 4) extending Europe’s leadership 

in energy technology and innovation and 5) strengthening the external dimension of the EU energy 

market. While none of the areas are specifically focused towards RES, several of them will have 

effects on renewables and a further analysis of this is therefore found in the subsequent analysis 

chapter. Looking at the list of priority areas, it is important to note how especially the first area 

brings into play many of the political initiatives that have made much ink flow over the last two 

years. First of all, the energy-efficiency Directive35, which was adopted in October 2012, is 

supposed to start Europe towards a near future where energy is used more efficiently in all stages of 

the energy chain. This will enable MS to more easily achieve the 20% reduction in primary energy 

use by 2020, which will mean less pollution and less dependence on the import of energy resources. 

It also reaches target groups that use a lot of energy but aren’t covered by the ETS, namely the 

transport and buildings36 area. After industry, transport and buildings are the two biggest consumers 

of energy in our societies and reforming them is therefore paramount. Secondly, the eco-design 

Directive37 will also help to reduce energy consumption, by improving the environmental 

performance of energy related products38.  
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8.4.2 Roadmap 2050 

As stated above, the point of the Roadmap 2050 is less to highlight short term areas of importance 

to the energy future of Europe, and more to get the whole Community to start thinking about how it 

can reform its societies in ways that would allow carbon emission cuts of 80-95% in just 40 years. 

Change on such a massive scale on the energy area would be unprecedented on a world level. While 

the inclusion of atomic energy and CCS technology as accepted ways to decrease carbon emissions 

has raised much debate and criticism, the ambitious reductions in emissions will require a novel 

approach. As in the Energy 2020 strategy, the Commission has outlined five areas in the Roadmap 

2050 that it sees as being essential in this context: 1) transformation of the energy system, 2) 

rethinking energy markets, 3) mobilizing investors, 4) improve public acceptance and 5) driving 

change at the international level39. Once again, many of the areas of focus relate to RES without it 

being specifically stated. Taking a more general approach to the five areas, it becomes clear what a 

vast task is described in those five points. First of all, a near total transformation of the European 

energy system and infrastructure would not just include adding more powerlines to the existing 

grid, but also entail building new powerplants and refurbishing old ones. The need to mobilize 

investors is therefore a clear sign that the Commission is well aware that a transformation of this 

size cannot realistically be undertaken solely by the MS, without the help from the private sector. In 

order for the private sector to invest, it needs guarantees that the investments will pay off and to 

forget this important point would be tantamount to dooming the whole project from the start. 

Secondly, a rethink of European energy markets would involve more liberalization, as the near 

monopolies energy producers have in many MS must be removed and smaller producers along with 

private citizens empowered to enter and sell their energy to the market. 
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8.4.3 The 2030 framework 

The freshest shoot on the energy policy tree is the Green Paper entitled ‘A 2030 framework for 

climate and energy policies’40. Adopted by the Commission on 27 March 2013, this document 

launched ‘a public consultation lasting until 2 July, allowing Member States, other EU institutions 

and stakeholders to express their views; for example on the type, nature and level of potential 

climate and energy targets for 2030, but also on other important aspects of EU energy policy in a 

2030 perspective.’41 The views collected will then be included in the Commission’s preparations for 

presenting a more concrete proposal for the 2030 framework by the end of 2013. This proposal 

would be the natural successor to the Energy 2020 strategy, and is expected to focus on many of the 

same areas that its predecessor did. Among the reasons cited for the necessity of a strategy for 2030 

are: ‘the necessity to provide certainty and reduced regulatory risk for investors and to mobilise the 

funding needed; to support progress towards a competitive economy and a secure energy system; 

and to establish the EU's 2030 ambition level for GHG reductions in view of a new international 

agreement on climate change foreseen for 2015.’ One important addition in comparison to the 2020 

strategy, is that a separate consultation has been initiated for the future of CCS targets42, indicating 

the increased importance that this technology is being accorded as a tool to mitigate carbon 

emissions. Given that no responses to either of the consultations have been made publicly available 

yet, very little is known about the view expressed by MSs and interest groups about what they 

would like to see included in the future proposal. So far the Commission itself has ventured an RES 

target of 30-45%, echoing the 20% target from the 2020 strategy, but so far reactions to such a 

target have been very limited in number. As for the timeframe for the proposal negotiations, this too 

is uncertain. While a proposal is supposed to be presented at the end of 2013, the second term of 

President of the European Commission J. Barroso expires 31 October 2014, which means that a 

whole new college must be assembled. On top of this the current Parliament’s session will also end 

in 2014, which means that there will be significant delays to the timeframes of most legislation in 

preparation, until the new Commissioners and MEPs find their feet. Furthermore, new 

Commissioners can also bring new ideas and priorities with them, which can impact the further 

development of the 2030 framework proposal.  
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Concluding this chapter, a short explanation of the different EU institutions’ role in relation to 

energy policy follows.  

 

8.5 The institutions role 

8.5.1 The European Commission 

Under the ordinary legislative procedure, the European Commission is the institution charged with 

drafting proposals for new legislation. By far the largest of the institutions, the Commission is also 

responsible for the day-to-day running of the EU, by making sure that decisions are implemented 

and that adopted legislation is transformed into national law in the MS within the given timeframe. 

It is for this purpose also empowered to take legal steps to ensure compliance and impose fines in 

the case of persistent non-compliance. Internally the Commission is structured around 24 

Directorat-Generale (DG), each headed by a Director General who is in charge of the administrative 

coordination and day-to-day running of the DG. These Director Generals answer to an appointed 

commissioner, who is in charge of the political agenda of each DG. Each commissioner is 

appointed by the President of the Commission and the college of commissioners is approved by the 

European Parliament. The DG Energy, headed by commissioner Günther Oettinger is of course the 

center piece when it comes to the Commission’s external representation on energy policy. However 

several other DGs also play a very prominent role in relation to the work going on with reaching the 

Energy 2020 strategy and Roadmap 2050 goals. First of all, a completely new commissioner 

portfolio was created under President Barroso’s second term which started in 2010, the new 

commissioner for Climate Action. It was given to Connie Hedegaard, and her function is not only to 

act as the Commission’s lead political figure on climate policy, but also to work together with DG 

Energy to find the best solutions internally in the EU to mitigate climate changes. Furthermore, both 

DG Environment, headed by commissioner Janez Potočnik and DG Industry and Entrepreneurship, 

headed by Antonio Tajani, are heavily involved in finding ways to strengthen the EU’s commitment 

to mitigate climate change, be it through enforcing implementation of the Energy Labeling 

Directive43 or the REACH Regulation44.   
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As has been remarked earlier in this chapter, when it comes to energy policy, the Commission has 

throughout much of its history attempted to gain more influence, but has often been denied or 

hampered in such efforts. And even though a comprehensive energy policy has now been put under 

the competences of the Commission and MSs have asked it to oversee the transition of their 

societies into a cleaner future, all negotiations still go far from smoothly when new proposals are 

presented. This was the case with the Energy Efficiency Directive when it was adopted in 2012, 

following many protracted discussions between a Commission that called for tougher targets and 

MSs that generally tended to push for more leniencies. In the end the targets came out less strong 

than the Commission had hoped for. The fact is however, that if the Commission is the only party 

pushing for a certain decision, it will seldom have enough weight to get its point through both the 

Council and Parliament voting.  

 

8.5.2 The European Parliament 

Following the Lisbon Treaty, the European Parliament has attained a much more significant 

position among the institutions, as it must now give its approval to most decisions going through the 

ordinary legislative procedure due to the joint decision procedure. This also applies to the field of 

energy policy, where the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI) and Industry, 

Research and Energy (ITRE) committees are responsible for overseeing most of the negotiations 

concerning energy. Furthermore is it important to note, that the Parliament has to approve the EU 

budget and thus wields considerable power on deciding how much money to allocate to different 

policy areas, not least energy. The Parliament is also, along with the Commission, the favoured 

institutions to lobby, as it is in nature much closer connected to the individual cases in all MS. This 

has the added effect, that it since the Treaty of Lisbon has prove to be the least predictable of the 

three institutions in terms of outcome of votes. This is always an important fact to remember when 

observing the Parliament, as it can be the champion of a cause one day and later be less inclined to 

give its support to this cause if certain members of a committee have been swayed by effective 

lobby campaigns. 
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8.5.3 The Council of the European Union 

The third institution in the decision making trio of the EU is the Council of the European Union. It 

is through this institution that the voices of the MSs are heard and it is the one institution, who 

adopts new legislation. Presided over by a rotating presidency, the focus of the Council often tries 

to strike a balance between MS individual interests and the necessary common interests of the 

whole EU community. This involves much bartering and diplomatic finesse, not just among the MS 

representatives, but also from the presidency, which holds significant influence if efficient. This 

was the case with both the Polish and Danish presidencies of 2011-2012, which both had energy 

policy high on their presidency agendas and managed to pass through the Council a lot of new 

legislation to do with strengthening the EU’s commitment to fight climate change. However, due to 

the effects of the financial crisis, MSs have in recent years started to focus more on the affordability 

of energy policy proposals and the economic competitiveness of European industry.  In day to day 

matters, it is mainly the Transport, Telecommunications and Energy (TTE) and Environment 

(ENVI) Councils that deal with energy policy and in most cases the qualified majority voting is 

employed to adopt decisions. 

Having now taken a closer look at the history behind the EU and its energy policy, we will now 

proceed to the analysis chapter.   

 

9. Analysis 

The following chapter contains an analysis of the different elements that affects the RES sector in 

Europe. As political decisions in the EU are always the result of a longer negotiation process, it is 

important to know the elements that contribute to forming these decisions. For this purpose, a wide 

variety of information from different sources is brought into play.  

In order to perform the analysis in the most coherent and relevant way, the chapter is divided into 

three parts. Each part is dedicated to a model or theory presented previously in the chapter on 

theory. This means that the PEST model, Integration theories and P-A theory will have their own 

separate parts, which will ensure that a possible confluence of the findings from each part only 

happens in the final conclusion chapter. 
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9.1 Elements that influence the RE policy process 

The following section will present a broad view of the different external and internal elements that 

affect the decisions being made in the EU institutions regarding RE policy. This section will, 

because of the use of the PEST model, include more external elements of influence than the 

subsequent sections. Internal factors will albeit also be included when applicable. The first area to 

be examined is the political context within which the question of RES exists, on the national and 

supranational level.  

 

9.1.1 Political 

When one considers the current and future prospects for RES in the EU, taking into account the 

many political factors that are in play, is important. After all it was only following a string of 

political initiatives45 that the recent EU-wide progress of RES started as a coordinated effort. Be it 

for reasons of wanting better energy security, to increase competitiveness or to limit the effects of 

climate change, the work that the Commission, Parliament and national governments have put into 

promoting RES has moved the field ahead much faster in recent years than would any of the other 

factors in this model on their own. Yet, to assume that there are no groups pulling in opposite 

directions or diverging opinions on what would constitute a best solution for Europe’s future energy 

needs, is to overlook important details. Factors such as the effect that the political orientation of an 

EU country’s government has on its willingness to invest in RES are important when considering 

the current and future state of RES.  

 

9.1.1.1 Government orientation 

In keeping with PEST model, table 1, presented in chapter 7, the first aspect of the political context 

to be examined here is the government orientation of the 27 MSs. By determining if a government 

is situated more on the left, center or right side of the political spectrum of that country’s political 

system it is, according to Biresselioglu and Karaibrahimoglu (2012), possible to predict how 

favourable it will be towards the promotion of RES. According to their study, ‘it is found that there 

is a significant and positive relationship between renewable energy consumption and countries’ 

government orientation, when a ruling party or coalition forms a left-oriented or center-oriented 

government and a significant and negative relationship when a ruling party or coalition forms a  
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right-oriented government’. This assessment is based upon data collected about the political 

orientation of the EU 27 MSs, EFTA countries and EU-candidate countries, between the years 1999 

and 2009, see appendix 1. Correctly determining what constitutes a left- or right-oriented 

government is inherently difficult, as political systems can change between countries, and this 

should be taken into account when considering the involved data. The political orientation data was 

collected by Biresselioglu and Karaibrahimoglu from the World Bank’s Development Research 

Group46. The results of a subsequent gathering of data for 201247, for the EU-27 and future 

enlargement countries (Croatia, Iceland, Macedonia and Turkey) are presented in appendix 2 and 3. 

It shows that there is an almost even distribution between the right and center/left wings. Several 

countries have been included with figures from the last elections, when up to date figures were 

unavailable.  

 

 

With these figures, it is possible to calculate whether a vote for or against an increase in spending 

on RES in the Council would be able to pass based on the fact that the Council votes by qualified 

majority. As it turns out, neither bloc would be able to win such a vote without having to sway 

several members from the other block. The right bloc would get enough MSs on their side, with 15 

to the required 14, but still lack the required amount of votes to win a vote with only 225, when 255 

is needed. The center/left bloc would fall short of both, with only 12 MSs and 120 votes on their 

side. This means that as the situation stands now, the status quo is more likely to prevail, than a 

successful pull to either side of the political spectrum. These figures are albeit set in a 2012 

scenario, whereby the possible enlargement countries are not factored into the equation. With the 

majority of these possible enlargement countries situated on the center/left side, the result will tip 

more in their favor. Unfortunately predicting how future votes are likely to turn out is however 

difficult, as the precise percentage of the total EU population that each new country would represent 

has not yet been decided. These percentages will become more important due to the changes caused 

by the Treaty of Lisbon, as the voting system from 2014 will be changed to only rely on number of 

MSs and percentage of EU population represented. This differs from the previous focus on number 

of MSs and number of votes. 
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The political orientation of MSs is nevertheless an element that could come to play a role in future 

negotiations on the energy policy area. It will in all likelihood not be enough to take discussions in 

completely new directions but it could very possibly be a factor that would tip a decision one way 

or the other. 

 

9.1.1.2 Increasing (De)Regulation 

Since energy policy was brought within the competences of the EU, an ever increasing amount of 

activity has followed in this policy area. Negotiations are taking place concerning new initiatives 

and proposals are discussed. However not all negotiations lead to binding agreements and the final 

outcome of negotiations can end up having much difference in terms of how obliged MSs are to 

follow their conclusions. This is why, an attempt to look ahead in this policy area, must also 

summarize whether there has been a tendency to implement an increasing or decreasing amount of 

regulation in this policy area. First a reference to the Lisbon strategy is in order, which is the 

predecessor to the Europe 2020 strategy. The Energy 2020 strategy is a part of this larger strategy. 

The Lisbon strategy ran from 2000-2010 and was meant to set goals that would encourage MSs to 

render their economies more competitive and dynamic. The strategy did not reach this goal, both 

because of the financial crisis which began in earnest in 2008 and, according to many critics both 

from within and outside the EU, because of the non-binding nature of the goals. The non-binding 

goals had simply no sway with the MSs once their economies started to feel the effects of the 

financial crisis. This was why it was strongly suggested for the Europe 2020 strategy to include 

binding targets. The final agreement on the new strategy for 2010-2020 did also end up containing 

such binding targets, such as the requirement for each MS to cut its GHG emissions by 20% for 

emissions not covered by ETS48. This sort of binding agreement will in all likelihood be repeated 

for the 2020-2030 strategy, as is suggested in the Commission’s Green Paper on the Energy 2030 

framework strategy. However, such future requirements hinges upon whether the 2020 targets are 

reached and what happens in case they are not. It would seem likely, that if the 2020 targets are not 

reached, the debate, about binding or non-binding targets are preferable, will reignite. However, the 

role of the Commission in sanctioning MSs that do not meet the targets will be essential in this case. 

Because if no sanctions are imposed, be it in the form of fines, summons to the European court, or 

public naming and shaming, then the usefulness of binding targets will be nullified. As some of the 

MSs are not set to meet the targets in the way they are currently going, this may become a very 
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important issue for the Commission. So far there are for example no financial penalties mentioned 

in the 2009 RES Directive49 should MS fail to meet their national targets. While MSs had to submit 

national action plans in 2010 for many of the different directives adopted to deal with specific 

aspects of the Energy 2020 strategy50, so far the Commission has only sent Reasoned Opinions to 

eight countries for not complying with the implementation procedure of these directives. This 

includes transposing the Energy Performance in Buildings Directive into national laws in the given 

time period and improving access to environmental information and law on access to justice 

concerning environmental issues51. This would indicate that the Commission is more focused on 

encouraging implementation of the directives, than enforcing them through legal actions, which 

would be in line with the findings of Hildingsson et al.(2011) in her study on EU governance. Yet, 

the fact that only Portugal was referred to the European Court of Justice (ECJ), out of an initial 24 

MSs that received informal warnings, would indicate that MSs still take heed when they receive the 

initial warning. This lack of compliance is however not an uncommon occurrence when it comes to 

MSs having to hold up their end of the bargain in transposing EU legislation into national law. But 

it does without a doubt slow down the whole process. 

 

9.1.1.3 Interest group influence 

With the number of private people and interest groups around Europe, working on gaining influence 

on the decisions being made in Brussels and Strasbourg, their impact deserves its own paragraph in 

this part. With a total number of lobbyists and NGO staff in Brussels far exceeding the numbers of 

employees in the EU institutions, these institutions often make use of the organisations that has 

more manpower than the EU institutions and often also more contacts. That is why most of the 

initial work of many Commission proposals is done by lobby and interest organisations that have 

proven themselves reliable and effective in the past. While this part is the more open side of the 

symbiotic relationship between EU institutions and interest organisations, most of the actual 

lobbying is much harder to discern, as discretion often is a requirement due to competition on each 

policy subject. 
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With much lobby activity going toward influencing MEPs in the Parliament, this is an important 

aspect to consider when dealing with lobbyism in Brussels, but concrete information on how 

interest organisations have managed to influence MEPs is scare to come by. 

An indicator of the amount of resources and influence available to different actors that would lobby 

on a certain political area is the size of the firm in the industry and as table 5 shows, the electricity 

production in many MS is controlled by a few larger companies.   

 

Table 5 Market share of the largest electricity producer in each EU MS 

 

Source: EU energy in figures, statistical pocketbook 2012 published by the Commission 

 

Although data is not available for a few MSs, the graph above shows the importance that many 

single companies have in the electricity generation in the EU. This means that not only will they 

have the resources needed to mount ambitious lobby campaigns, but they will also due to their size 

hold a certain influence over the opinions of their respective MS governments. This is important, as 

i.e. the Belgian and French top runners are certain to have a lot invested in nuclear power 

production, thus ensuring that their governments will in turn also have a more favourably 

predisposition towards this energy source.  

 

One of the most important and current examples of interest organisation influence is the anti-

dumping and anti-subsidy cases brought against Chinese PV (photo-voltaic) producers by the 

Commission’s DG Trade. The cases were both filed by the interest organisation for European PV 

producers, EU Pro Sun, in July and September 2012 respectively52. The cases are based on an 
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assessment that Chinese producers of solar panels have over the past couple of years inundated the 

European market with products offered at below production costs. This has led to strong speculation 

among European PV producers and likely also members of the Commission, that the Chinese 

government has somehow been subsidising domestic PV producers until they could establish a 

strong enough foothold on the European market to be able to push European producers out. This is 

the reason why both case types have been accepted and investigations begun by the Commission. It 

is further claimed by European producers that they face an unfair competition on the legal side 

when dealing with China on this issue, as there has so far been no restrictions on Chinese PV 

products entering the European market, but European PV products have been effectively blocked 

from entering the Chinese market. 

At the time of writing, the two investigations have not yet been concluded, as they can according to 

procedures take a maximum of 15 months to complete. There has meanwhile been published a 

regulation in March 2013, which calls for “making imports of crystalline silicon photovoltaic 

modules and key components (i.e. cells and wafers) originating in or consigned from the People’s 

Republic of China subject to registration”53. With this temporary measure, all imports of the product 

in question are recorded so subsequently import taxes can be imposed on these goods. Furthermore, 

11.8% import duties have been imposed on all Chinese PV products from June till August54. These 

duties will then be increased to 47.6% from 6. August if no settlement has been reached. However, 

before permanent import duties can be put in place, the Council will have to give its consent, which 

is at this point uncertain. At the time of writing, China has threatened to impose increased import 

duties on all French produced wine. Such a development would ensure that France, which is 

currently one of the biggest MSs to support sanctions on Chinese PV, would think twice before 

agreeing to permanent sanctions55. 

Because these cases were filed by PV producers, and more accurately the ten biggest producers, 

their interests are not necessarily those of the industry at large. While an all out trade war between 

the EU and China is unlikely, the recent development could have spillover effects on other parts of 

the PV industry. Furthermore, many smaller European subcontractors for Chinese firms would be 

harmed if the sale of Chinese PV products falls as would the many small PV installation firms who 

survive on inexpensive Chinese PV products and could account for as many as 242.000 jobs lost 
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across Europe according to AFASE56. As it is, this has already started to happen, and with 70-80% 

of the European PV market supplied by Chinese producers, a withdrawal of Chinese products 

would inevitably be felt57. Both prices of PV products in Europe would rise, and the more numerous 

smaller subcontractors would face harder times in order for the few PV producers to reclaim their 

lost market-share. These factors therefore decrease to probability that the Council will give its 

unanimous consent to the imposition of tough import duties. This should especially also be seen in 

the light of recent declarations made by the German Chancellor Merkel, who has expressed very 

little interest in a trade war developing between the EU and China.  

Before proceeding, there is another aspect that must be considered in the light of possible import 

duties, which is the procedure followed by the Commission when accepting such cases. After it has 

received the complaint, it conducts a ‘Community test’ whereby it analyses if investigating the case 

will be in the best interest of the whole of the EU. While this is undoubtedly a very complex task 

with many variables to consider, it is somewhat surprising that the two cases were accepted 

although they clearly will favour a few larger producers, but have a negative effect on Small & 

Medium Enterprises (SME) involved in the PV industry and the price of PV products in Europe. By 

increasing the cost of PV products, the cost of reaching the Energy 2020 targets rise accordingly 

and this increase in prices will not be preventable by a rise in domestic PV production alone. 

Furthermore, it is common knowledge that SME’s are the largest employers in the EU and have 

historically been better at ensuring employment than have Large Scale Enterprises (LSE)58. 

Favouring LSE’s over SME’s in the PV industry therefore seems an odd choice by the Commission 

if it really is to act in the best interest of the whole of the EU.  

 

9.1.2 Economic 

The next aspect of importance to the future of RES is the economic one. Because although politics 

may have accounted for much to get RES high on the agenda, the economic aspects reveal whether 

the funds are available to get the MSs to the 20% RES target in 2020 and if it will be a viable 

solution.  
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9.1.2.1 The energy mix 

First it should be observed how the MSs energy demands are met, as this has a significant effect 

upon the energy policy favoured by each MS. As shown in table 6, the final energy consumption in 

the EU in 2010 was still heavily reliant on both petroleum and gas. These figures show that both 

petroleum and gas act as the main sources of energy for both automotive transport and heating of 

houses, which constitutes upwards of 60% of the total energy consumption. Electricity is a 

somewhat complex point in table 6, as it is presented as one figure, yet is derived from a multitude 

of energy sources.  

Table 6 Final Energy Consumption in the EU-27 countries in 2010 
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EU-27 49,5 456,7 268,6 78,5 3 243,9 53,1 

Share(%) 4,30% 39,60% 23,30% 6,80% 0,30% 21,10% 4,60% 

Source: EU energy in figures, statistical pocketbook 2012 published by the Commission, p. 73 

 

The reason for using final energy consumption, as opposed to primary energy consumption, is that 

it has been agreed upon as the benchmark for the 2020 targets. It includes consumption of 

electricity by final consumers and the energy branch; it excludes transmission and distribution 

losses, as well as own consumption by power plants. It should however be noted, when considering 

these figures, that the amounts of solid fuels/petroleum/gas/renewables/waste used in electricity 

production are already counted into the electricity figure and their respective values would be 

higher if they were separated from the electricity figures.  

Focussing on electricity generation, the highly diversified electricity generation mix of the 27 MSs 

lead to many coalitions between countries with similar energy source dependencies. As is shown in 

table 7, the electricity generation composition of each MS differs, which is due to the difference in 

energy sources possessed by the MS and previous investments made in building powerplants. 
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Table 7 Member State gross electricity generation in percentage in 2010 

 

Source: EU energy in figures, statistical pocketbook 2012 published by the Commission, p. 83 

 

One trend that stands out is the high dependence on coal that many of the MSs that have entered the 

EU since 2004 still have. This is especially true for the Czech Republic, Poland and Estonia, to 

name but the three top highest ranked in coal dependency. Apart from Germany and Greece, most 

of the pre-2004 MSs have diversified away from coal. This does however not mitigate the important 

fact, that two of the EU’s most populous and influential MS are heavily dependent on coal to 

provide them with domestic energy. 

Gas is another popular source of energy, although less than coal. Among the major consumers are 

the Netherlands, Ireland, Lithuania and Latvia. Given that gas is advanced by many experts as being 

the best transition source of energy toward the cleaner economy envisioned in 2020 and 2050, it is 

important to note that the total gas use in the EU-27 is lower than coal, as appears from appendix 4. 

This is important because of the implications it has on the 20% emission reduction target set out in 

the Energy 2020 strategy. With coal being the most emission heavy fuel source, yet the second most 

used, MSs will be weary of accepting legislation that puts too high a premium on emissions as it 

would cost their national energy producers, consumers and industry more money. One example of 
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this reluctance are the reactions that were caused by a ‘backloading’ proposal to postpone the 

auctioning of 900 million carbon allowances for 2013-2015, which was presented by the 

Commission in the spring of 2013. The proposal was meant to restore the credibility of the ETS by 

increasing the price of remaining allowances and is the only short term solution available, as a more 

fundamental change of the system would take years. A change is nevertheless necessary because 

when the system was created it was expected that carbon allowances would sell for €30-40 per 

allowance. Currently they are traded for as little as €2,63 apiece59. The MSs declared that they were 

not in favour of the ‘backloading’ option because it could harm European industry and would thus 

probably vote against it. The first round of votes in the Parliament in April seemed indicate that 

MEPs were of the same opinion, with a 334-315 vote in favour of rejecting the proposal and having 

it sent back to the Commission for reworking60. This result came as a surprise to many MEPs and 

outside observers, as there had seemed to be a positive expectation to the outcome of the vote. In 

the end it seems that some confusion had occurred as to the way MEPs of the major political parties 

were supposed to vote and that MEPs from the UK’s Tory party chose to side with the climate-

sceptics and proved the proverbial straw that broke the camel’s back61. However by the time that 

the reworked proposal came up for vote again in the Parliament on 3 July, the party lines had been 

cleared and the plan got MEP approval. There is however one caveat, which is that the proposal 

now includes the following specification, ‘that intervention in the market can only be made once 

and in exceptional circumstances. It should also be on condition that it will not lead companies to 

relocate outside the EU’. Whether this specification will prove enough to get the MSs to also vote 

for the proposal is unclear at this point, but further concessions should probably be expected.  

  

Finally there is the contribution that RES plays in the MS electricity generation to consider when 

assessing the numbers presented in appendix 4. The three largest producers of electricity from RES 

are Latvia, Austria and Sweden and EU-27 RES electricity generation was in 2012 already above 

20% in total. This is a good start to reach the Energy 2020 goals, yet problems remain, because 

while RES share in electricity generation for 2009 was 19.1%, RES share in gross final energy 

consumption was only 11.7%62. This means that in order to meet the 20% RES target in 2020, the 
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use of RES will have to become more prevalent in the MSs use of energy in general, especially in 

energy intensive sectors such as transport and heating of residences. 

 

9.1.2.2 European import dependence 

Another significant factor to consider is the levels of import of energy sources in the EU-27. 

According to Commission sources, the EU’s annual energy imports are in the vicinity of €400 bn, 

which roughly equates to the GDP of Poland63. As appears from table 8, dependency on all energy 

sources has gone up from 2000 till 2010 when the latest statistics were compiled, to the point where 

the EU-27 in 2010 had to import more than half the resources needed to cover their primary energy 

needs. It is in this context again important to notice the difference between coal and gas. The 

dependence on coal is much lower than on gas, even though more coal is used than gas in the 

production of electricity. This is not in final energy consumption, but as MSs continuously attempt 

to secure a more reliable access to sources of energy, they will continuously be tempted towards 

covering electricity needs through the use of coal rather than gas, in order to diminish their risks. 

This however also an important aspect when considering RES policy, as most RES energy is 

produced locally in Europe, and any increase from the source would not just lower the amount of 

money that would flow out of the EU each year but also decrease carbon emissions. 

Table 8 Energy dependency rate for EU-27 

 

Source: Eurostat (online data codes: nrg_100a, nrg_101a, nrg_102a and nrg_103a) 
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Table 9 Gross Electricity generation by source. Baseline 2009 

 

Source: EU energy trends to 2030, p. 27 

 

9.1.2.3 Future prospects 

Looking ahead and attempting to discern how the development of energy production will be, is 

fraught with uncertainty, but relevant in this case. That is why the predicted future electricity 

generation mix for the EU27 has been included in table 9. The estimates have been published by the 

Commission in a report released in 2009, in which it attempted to give its estimate of how the 

energy developments would turn out until 2030. As can be seen, it is expected that RES will 

increase significantly at the cost of all other energy sources. The biggest decline in absolute terms is 

expected to be in the use of solid fuels, which is necessary if the 20% emission cuts are to be met. 

Yet this decrease seems somewhat less likely in light of recent developments. With the US having 

switched most of its electricity production to using shale gas, vast quantities of cheap coal, from the 

US and other traditional coal exporting countries, have become available to the European market64. 

While it is still uncertain how big the amounts of shale gas available in the American underground 

are, they will in any case last for the next couple of decades even according to cautious estimates. 

At the same time European exploitation of shale gas is unlikely to increase as much as in the US, 
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due to several factors. These include significantly smaller deposits available for extraction within 

the EU borders, stricter environmental laws in the EU and lower incentive for private investors to 

get on board due to a difference in landownership laws between the US and EU65. 

The Commission has however recently published a summary of the MSs forecasts documents for 

final energy consumption in 2020, which have been worked out on the basis of action plans66. In 

this document it is reported that 10 MSs are expected to exceed their national RES targets by 2020, 

with Germany and Spain leading the way. Meanwhile 5 MSs are expected to fall short of the 

targets, with Italy showing the largest gap. Together, the EU 27 should meanwhile manage to 

exceed the 20% target by over 0.3 percentage points. This is not a large margin for error and with 

the economic crisis many MSs still face it is uncertain if this prediction will end up being fulfilled. 

 

9.1.2.4 Carbon leakage 

Another aspect of the economic side is the question of whether European businesses have been put 

at a disadvantage due to a political desire to increase the share of RES. This is why the subject has 

gotten much attention since the Energy 2020 targets were adopted and is often referred to as the 

threat of carbon-leakage. The term refers to the threat that European industry will be in increasing 

danger of having to relocate outside of the EU the higher the cost of emissions get due to the EU 

ETS. Heavy industry, such as aluminium smelting, and industry that mostly sells on the 

international market have been described as especially vulnerable, as their production methods and 

competition leaves little room for incorporating increased production costs in the final price of the 

product. 

This is why a certain amount of emission allowances has been set aside for each MS to distribute 

among its industries most likely to suffer from carbon-leakage. These industries are defined by the 

Commission on a 5 year basis and the list for the coming period 2015-2019 is currently being 

prepared. Yet the actual need for such a system has risen increasingly over the last years, as the ETS 

has shown itself not to be a tough incentive for industry to cuts its emission. While emissions 

declined in 2012, this was not due to a shortage of ETS allowances, as the surplus of the allowances 

doubled in 201267. This indicates that companies are complying to some extent even without the 
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incentive of the ETS. This begs the question of how necessary special protection for certain 

industries really is. According to several critics, the idea behind the protectionist measure is sound, 

but the way the current one is designed has left it unfit to fulfil the purpose it was meant to serve68. 

Analysis of the previous lists of eligible industries shows that they are chosen more from a political 

reason than economic and that this reduces the desired effects69. Instead of being a necessity, the 

free allowances become both an incentive that MSs can reward compliant companies with and a 

leverage point for larger companies and industries, which can threaten to leave if they are not given 

free allowances on top of the already cheap normal allowances. Furthermore the system runs the 

risk of removing the incentive for exempted industries to change their production methods and 

thereby rendering them permanently in need of free allowances. 

 

9.1.3 Socio-cultural 

Given that the Energy 2020 targets are supposed to give each European citizen a brighter future 

with cleaner air and less concern about disruptions in energy supply, the following paragraphs take 

a closer look at how the European societies are affected by and respond to the development of RES. 

 

Switching a large part of the European energy production over to RES is a costly affair, as funds 

must be found for renovation of power stations and power grids and subsidies for RES. It would 

therefore seem reasonable that the European consumers would end up having to pay more for their 

energy, either directly to the energy provider or to their governments in taxes. This is however not 

such an easy calculation as would be expected if one considers the findings of Krozer (2013). 

According to his calculations, the data available for electricity prices between 2003-2008, can not 

prove a clear relation between increased RES and higher electricity prices. In fact, the increase of 

RES use in several EU countries70 in the years ’03-’08 contributed to lower electricity prices in ’05-

’08 when the price of oil increased rapidly. One of the explanations for this might, according to 

Krozer be that utility companies learn to diversify the sources from which they produce electricity, 

thus making them less vulnerable to price increases in one energy source, which in turn has a 

positive effect on the consumer. The problem with these findings though, is that they require other 

energy sources to be expensive for RES to be advantageous. This could well be the case as the 
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EU27 become less dependent on volatile oil, yet has easy access to cheap gas from Russia and 

North Africa, along with cheap coal from several international exporters. Furthermore Krozer’s 

argument that utility providers will diversify their acquisitions, will be counteracted, as there are 

and will continue to be requirements for them to provide a certain percentage of their electricity 

from RES. 

It is therefore likely, that European consumers in the future will end up paying a higher price for the 

electricity they use than they necessary would have to. There are in fact already signs of increasing 

consumer prices in MSs that have invested heavily in RES, such as Denmark and Germany71. These 

two countries currently have the highest electricity prices in all of EU and this is mainly due to the 

high level of tax that is put on electricity in order to finance the switch to more RES use. These 

price increases are a problem, as they risk rendering consumers, who are already affected by the 

financial crisis and likely will be for some years to come, averse to the political aim of increasing 

dependence on RES. It is however noteworthy that according to a recently published survey of 

French business and citizen expectations to future energy prices, 78% of the French citizens 

believes that energy will be more expensive in the short term, while this figure falls to 33% on the 

long term72. The burden placed on consumers will be further increased by the need to expand and 

rebuild the power grid in most EU MSs into ‘smart-grids’ in order for them to be able to handle the 

different and increased amount of electricity that will have to be transported across regions and 

borders. This is also why the Commission has put particular focus on informing the European 

public on why these increased investments are important for the future.   

One way to keep costs stable is through the energy efficiency Directive, which should help to 

decrease both emissions and energy use throughout the EU27 by making all parts of society use less 

energy73. By ensuring that European consumers have access to more energy efficient house 

appliances and become more aware of how to preserve energy, their electricity bills should be able 

to absorb the increasing prices of electricity without increasing themselves. However, as is 

remarked in an OECD report from 2010, several elements will have to be overcome. These 

include74: 1. asymmetric information and adverse selection by consumers of new and improved 

products, i.e. the large-scale indignation met by the EU when preventing the further production of 

filament light bulbs. 2. Imperfect competition on energy markets can dull price signals, as some 
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MSs retail electricity prices are regulated and prices faced by consumers rarely depend on the time 

of day the electricity is used, which has a large significance with RES. 3. Households may apply 

inaccurate rules of thumb or be inconsequent when making decisions and calculating future 

investments. 4. Inconsistency from the side of governments, i.e. the subsidies given to private house 

owners for installing PV, which was then withdrawn once a large percentage of house owners had 

started the installation, leaving the private owners with uncovered investments and a decreased 

confidence in their government’s commitment to getting everyone to do their part.  

Whether the plans to increase energy efficiency will succeed is not yet clear, but it is viewed by 

several experts, among them the Chief Economist of the IEA, Fatih Birol75, as one of the best ways 

to counteract the temptations that cheaper energy sources present. 

 

9.1.4 Technological 

The fourth and last aspect under consideration in this model, is the one that deals with the 

technological developments that are taking place in the RES field and how well current 

technologies are serving their purpose to achieve the 2020 targets, with the possibility to extend 

them till 2030. Let us begin by taking a closer look at the current state of renewable technology and 

more specifically how it is given the possibility to evolve. 

9.1.4.1 Feed In Tariffs 

Subsidies or State aid have long been an important component in ensuring that RES are given the 

possibility to mature and contribute in sufficient quantity to the energy mix in order to reach the 

Energy 2020 goals. Table 10 shows the amount of subsidies that is given to each type of RES in 

each of the MSs. As can be seen, several MSs operate with intervals for some sources, which relates 

to how much each produced kWH is subsidised. Interval subsidies are paid out according to the 

amount of electricity from a certain source that is delivered to the electricity grid. Generally 

speaking, if a lot of solar power is produced on a given day, the amount of subsidies received for 

each kWh of solar power that is delivered to the electricity grid will decrease. 

It is important to note how the amounts of subsidies given in the EU vary across type of RES and 

MSs. This is because current EU legislation allows for each MS to tailor their own subsidy plan the 

way they see fit.  
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Table 10 – This table shows the amount of subsidies paid in euros per kilowatt-hour (€/kWh). The price range indicates min/max 

prices paid according to amount produced. 

 

Source: EU energy portal 

 

Much of the reason behind the differences in support is due to the difference in geography of the 

MSs and political objectives. Solar is the most subsidised of the sources, with countries like 

Germany and the UK putting much higher premiums on each kWh of solar power produced than 

any other source. This reflects an ambition to get solar power to contribute a significant part to their 

energy mix, which is especially the case in Germany where this ambition has been high on the 

political agenda for some years. 

The question of how to tackle the question of subsidies for RES on an EU national and 

supranational level goes back to the Directive for the promotion of RES in electricity generation of 

2001. Back then, the MS and the Commission was split between wanting to add a harmonised 

subsidy element that relied on either the tradable green certificates or FITs76. As it turned out, no 

compromise could be reached and therefore the MSs are still free to do as they please. It is however 
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important to note that the Commission was a strong advocate for a harmonised system back in 2001 

and has over the years offered to formulate guidelines, but this has so far been resisted by the MSs. 

Recent developments in the Parliament will however upset this balance, as a recent vote in the 

Parliament showed an overwhelming support by MEPs of all affiliations for a report formulated by 

the rapporteur Herbert Reul (EPP,DE), which calls for the Commission to publish new guidelines 

on how MSs should dispense State aid77. This is of course not synonymous with MEPs wanting the 

Commission to get control over MS spending on State aid, but it is a recognition that more 

cooperation is needed as the system so far has not worked as well as intended. As the report 

remarks, “Member States currently use a wide variety of promotion mechanisms. This support has 

led to healthy growth, in particular when support schemes are well designed, but some of the 

promotion systems have been badly designed and have proved insufficiently flexible to adjust to the 

decreasing cost of some technologies and have, in some cases, caused overcompensation, thereby 

placing a financial burden on consumers without their having had a choice in the matter;”78 

This development is an indication that several actors both inside and outside of the EU institutions 

have acknowledged the inefficiency of leaving each MS to define its own State aid program. They 

have realized that benefits could be gained both to the consumer and the possibility of reaching the 

Energy 2020 targets if the 27 MS were to draw on each other’s best practices and reduce market 

distortions. This view is also reflected in the Commission communication on how to make the 

internal energy market work79. In this communication, the emphasis is on how the guidelines must 

ensure the least amount of distortion in the energy market and that no better alternatives are 

available when subsidies are given. It should meanwhile also be read as a potential representation of 

the Commissions continued focus on promoting free markets in all aspects of EU policy. While 

most RES are certainly not yet strong enough to compete with other energy sources on an equal 

footing, the question of whether some RES currently get too much support is an open question. It is 

in any case certain that the subsidies for RES in the EU have been set on a course for further 

harmonization, if non-binding for the time being, and that completing the internal energy market 

without a fully binding harmonization would be a very unlikely scenario. 
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9.1.5 Conclusion 

Providing a short and clear-cut conclusion is not in the nature of the PEST model, as its purpose is 

rather to bring attention to the many different factors that influence the macro environment of a 

certain topic, in this case European energy policy. It does however bring attention to several 

important factors that merit more consideration as they will reappear in the following paragraphs 

and provide the foundation for later conclusions. In a political context, the influence that interest 

groups have come to possess must be mentioned. First of all, the market share held by many 

electricity producers enables a significant amount of capital to be put behind lobby campaigns. 

Secondly, the anti-dumping and subsidy cases against Chinese PV products also show the influence 

that interest groups have gained and are accorded by the Commission. Also of importance in the 

political context is the role that recently adopted legislation will come to play in the future of RES 

policy. So far it remains to be seen how far the Commission is willing to go in enforcing the 

implementation of energy legislation in the MSs. With an increasing amount of legislation expected 

to be adopted toward 2020 and 2030, this will prove to be a pivotal point. Because so far the MSs, 

while slow to implement new legislation, still take heed when the Commission threatens legal 

action. But if consequences are not felt, future implementation may become even slower or not take 

place at all.  

In an economic context, the importance of coal in the electricity generation composition of many 

MSs will continue to prove an obstacle to reducing carbon emissions. It will also reduce the 

willingness of these MSs to explore new energy sources, due to the cheap coal that is available on 

the world market. However the high import dependence of the EU will continue to present an 

opportunity for RES. The flawed argumentation behind the continued possibility to give free 

allowances to industries in danger of carbon leakage is also a point that will be further discussed at 

a later stage.  

In the socio-cultural context, the likely increase in consumer prices for electricity is important, as 

higher prices may lead the European citizens to become adverse to the agenda of increased RES use 

that the EU is trying to implement. However this effect should be lessened by the Commission’s 

increased focus on informing the public of the benefits related to RES use and the decrease in 

general energy use expected to result from the recently adopted EED. 
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In the technological context, the continued possibility for MSs to design their own subsidy plans 

will continue to prove an obstacle for harmonization of subsidies across national borders and for 

investor confidence in RES technology across the EU. 

 

9.2 Integrating European energy policy 

The previous part of this thesis has introduced and put into perspective the different external and 

internal sources of influence upon the decisions that determines EU energy policy. In the following 

part focus is put on the decisions themselves. Here it will be discussed whether European energy 

policy has become more integrated over the past years and what consequences this might have upon 

the future of this policy area with a view to the 2030 RES target. 

To substantiate the discussion, the integration theories previously presented will be used to provide 

a framework onto which findings from the previous part and new elements can be inserted.  

 

9.2.1 One policy for all 

With the inclusion of energy in the shared competences under art. 4 of the TFEU, the energy 

policies of the 27 MSs were moved from being a solely national competence to a shared one, 

governed by both MSs and the Commission. This change from national to supranational status has 

already had a profound impact upon the way energy policy is being implemented in Europe. With 

its competences expanded, the Commission is in a position of control that allows it to decide when 

to initiate change, on most areas of European energy policy. As previously stated, it took a long 

time for energy to become an EU competence. While being one of the important, if not the most 

important, principle upon which the European community was founded, a common energy policy 

only made it into law with the Lisbon Treaty. Even then there were exemptions, which make it a 

shared competence, with several important aspects still to be managed by the MSs themselves. 

Among them, the extraction of fuel sources and composition of its energy mix are still left for each 

MS to manage as it pleases. This should however not overshadow the great importance that the 

inclusion of energy in the TFEU represents. It entails that MSs have become more dependent on the 

Commission, as they can only legislate on policy areas that the EU has decided not to. At the same 

time, they have become subjected to the Commission’s enforcement of the already adopted 

directives and regulations. This means, that the EU as a whole, has acquired the competence to 
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define and direct the objectives of European energy policy. Because of this, MSs must commit 

themselves to find common ground that they can agree upon amongst themselves, and the 

Commission, Council and Parliament must attempt to work together in order to avoid wasting time 

drafting and discussing proposals that will foreseeably meet too great resistance to be adopted. This 

sort of shift, whereby the Commission gains more influence on a policy area, corresponds well with 

the neofunctionalist argument. According to the neofunctionalist line of argumentation, the EU 

institutions will inevitably gain greater influence on an increasing number of policy areas, which 

will in turn lead to further harmonization of existing and new policy areas. As mentioned the 

process of getting energy policy within the competences of the Commission has been long, but 

could well be seen as inevitable. 

The transfer of competence also means, that the intentions behind European energy policy have 

changed, as the Commission is supposed to draft proposals for legislation that promotes the 

interests of the European community. These proposals will often have a much wider scope than 

single MSs would normally adopt. One such example is the idea of using increased reliance on RES 

to strengthen energy security. While some MSs on their own might have increased reliance on RES 

for this purpose, others would certainly not. By defining that an increase in RES would be in the 

community’s best interest, the Commission is able to draft proposals like the one that led to the 

Energy 2020 strategy; provided that the Commission is able to garner enough support among MSs 

and MEPs to get a majority of votes for the proposal. 

This sort of incremental but fundamental change in the energy policy is also described by Tomas 

Maltby (2013). While his focus is on the gas market, he observes how the Commission 

successfully, and completely in line with the neofunctional argumentation, managed to use the gas 

shortages experienced by some MSs in the winters of 2006 and 2009, to gather support for a more 

common approach to Europe’s gas dependence. To this end, concerns for environmental protection, 

competition and the internal market were bundled to create a problem that the Commission could 

provide expertise in solving and in this fashion carve out a minor but increasing role in the external 

and internal energy policy dimension. This would in other words be in no small part due to the fact 

that ‘the Commission has had a degree of success in creating a policy monopoly through building 

expertise and problematising the issue, and influencing how energy security and energy policy is 

perceived and interpreted within the EU; and how policy and legislation evolves. The Commission 

has successfully framed energy policy as a problem that requires increased (though not exclusive) 
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supranational governance, recommending solutions and establishing a role for the institution in 

their implementation, regulation and governance.’80 

With the Commission being one of the strongest drivers behind European integration, this is an 

important observation. Because it enables the EU, through the Commission, to define future energy 

policy as something that must increasingly be harmonised and decided upon collectively. While the 

internal energy market is still not completed, work has gone into the internal energy market 

packages since 2003, with the third one having entered into force in 200981 and, according to 

researchers, is showing a clear shift in internal European energy market policy towards more 

supranationalism82. Other legislative innovations that have enhanced the amount of influence 

accorded to the Commission include the ETS, energy efficiency directive and the decision 

establishing an information exchange mechanism on intergovernmental agreements between MSs 

and third countries in the field of energy83.  

The decision to establish an information exchange is a good example of a European compromise. 

The Commission had initially envisioned this decision to include a much larger role for itself in 

this, whereby it was to be asked for approval on bilateral energy deals between any MS and a third 

country. The argument being that the Commission had to ensure that all such agreements were in 

compliance with the rules of the internal market and in the interest of the Community. This was 

strongly resisted by MSs, who objected to the mission creep that the Commission was attempting, 

and firmly stated that they would oppose any such proposal presented to the Council. In their 

opinion, the only role the Commission was to fulfill was one granted by MSs and that would mean 

information sharing on a voluntary basis84. During the ensuing vote of approval, Parliament did 

little to change this sentiment, except to highlight the often differing view that Council and 

Parliament holds on the amount of integration desirable in the EU framework. But instead of 

abandoning the whole idea, the proposal was reworked and a compromise was reached on 

September 2012. While not as ambitious as the initial proposal, the final result was a binding 

obligation for MSs to share information about new and existing bilateral agreements as of 1 January 

2012 with the Commission, which would then share it with the other MSs85. In this fashion, MSs 
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still retained autonomy to conclude agreements, but the agreement was made known to the rest of 

the EU, allowing MSs to act increasingly as a single, unified actor. This has the potential to become 

an advantage for the MSs especially when buying natural gas. Currently they operate in a seller’s 

market, but if they worked together they could change it into a buyer’s market due to their size86. 

Furthermore objections could be made to agreements retroactively if it is found that such an 

agreement is not in line with the terms of the internal market legislation. So even though the 

Commission did not get the full amount of authority it had hoped for, it still managed to become a 

lynchpin in the whole process, as all information had to flow through it before being distributed 

among MSs.  

Taken together, this case could be written off as an example of intergovernmentalism, where the 

MSs use the political process in the EU to obtain the result they want, as they avoided having to 

seek approval from the Commission. It is however this authors opinion, that both the original 

Commission proposal and Parliament’s vote of approval are indicators of an aspiration for increased 

integration on the energy policy field. And more importantly, the final result still requires MSs to 

share information, while they would have preferred it to be on a voluntary basis and leaves a 

loophole for the Commission through which it can still enforce legislation pertaining to the internal 

energy market, albeit retroactively. This relates to the neofunctional concept of functional-spillover, 

whereby adjacent policy areas are harmonised once the first area has been harmonised. In this case 

the Commission uses its competence on the internal market to ensure a gradual harmonization of a 

related energy policy area. 

 

Another example is the EU ETS. The current system is a far way off from the miracle cure to lower 

emissions across the EU that it was supposed to be, yet the founding idea for the system shares 

similarities with the previous case.  

In the preamble to the original ETS Directive of 2003 it is stated, that the ‘Directive aims to 

contribute to fulfilling the commitments (under the Kyoto Protocol) of the European Community 

and its MSs more effectively, through an efficient European market in greenhouse gas emission 

allowances, with the least possible diminution of economic development and employment.’87 In 

other words, it is recognized and acknowledged by all signing parties, that a harmonised European 
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system constitutes a better option to decrease emissions on a European-wide level. By creating the 

ETS, it was ensured that nearly all European industry was put on an equal footing with regards to 

incentives to decrease their emissions, yet special circumstances were also accounted for. This is 

why 12% of all allowances are set aside for MSs to give out as free allowances to industry in danger 

of carbon-leakage. Likewise the percentage of allowances given to each MS reflects the amounts 

used by that MS in the period 2005-2007, with 10% being reserved for distribution in poorer MSs 

to mitigate lower GDP and higher prospects of growth. These different exemptions and regards for 

special circumstances are often the result of prolonged negotiations and compromises between the 

different parties involved in the EU decision making process, but the fact that the underlying 

framework is a step further toward full harmonization of European energy policy should not be 

missed. Because although each MS is responsible for enforcing the system in its own country and 

gets to keep the revenue from the auctioning of allowances, it is still the Commission which is in 

charge of allocating the number of allowances to be auctioned by each MS and it is also the 

Commission which holds the exclusive right to start work on new proposals for reforms of the 

system.  

 

The reason for mentioning the two previous cases, is show that European energy policy has been 

integrated into EU policy in large part due to spill-over effects as stated by Ernst Haas. These two 

cases, along with a multitude of other regulations and directives that have been agreed upon in 

recent years have moved the European energy policy forward in fits and starts, but always bringing 

the MSs ever closer and gathering more decisions in meeting rooms in Brussels. E.g. the Energy 

2020 strategy has led to a multitude of new regulations and directives, such as the energy efficiency 

directive, which forms the knots and bolts of the aim to improve EU’s energy efficiency by 20%, 

and the regulation on guidelines for trans-European energy infrastructure88, which aims at ensuring 

that strategic energy networks and storage facilities are completed by 2020. This regulation and 

directive are but typical examples of functional spill-over effects as described by Haas, where 

harmonization in one sector entails harmonization of adjacent sectors. 

Another example of both functional and political spillover effects is the regulation on wholesale 

energy market integrity and transparency89, whose relevance is explained in the following way: 
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‘Wholesale energy markets are increasingly interlinked across the Union. Market abuse in one 

Member State often affects not only wholesale prices for electricity and natural gas across national 

borders, but also retail prices to consumers and micro-enterprises. Therefore the concern to ensure 

the integrity of markets cannot be a matter only for individual Member States. Strong cross-border 

market monitoring is essential for the completion of a fully functioning, interconnected and 

integrated internal energy market.’ This regulation, along with a proposed regulation90 and 

directive91 dealing with penalties for insider trading on the energy market, are all instruments that 

only make sense with an internal energy market in place, and have all been heavily lobbied for by 

interest groups representing both industry and private citizens, as they could see a clear benefit to 

their own expenses if market abuse could be curbed92. 

Aside from integration caused by spillover effects, the neofunctional argument also places great 

emphasis on non-state actors that put pressure on governments in other ways than the Commission 

can. These actors have always been important in European politics, and as the private sector has 

grown stronger over the years, so too has the number of lobby and interest groups grown. While the 

involved actors differ with each piece of legislation, the fact is that there are an estimated 15-30.000 

lobbyists working in Brussels93, coming from firms that have estimated annual turnovers of 

between €0.1mn to €12.2mn94 and countless more firms are located in the 27 MSs. Meanwhile, 

roughly 47.000 EU staff members are dispersed over the Commission, Parliament and the General 

Secretariat of the Council of Ministers of the European Union put together95. It is thus easy to see, 

that while many of the interests being promoted by the lobbyists originate from the corporate world, 

they can provide a substantial amount of manpower when MSs need pushing in a certain direction. 

The increasing number of lobbyists in Brussels also lends credence to both the neofunctional and 

supranational governance lines of argument. The growing number of interest groups put an 

increasing amount of pressure on MSs to accept deeper harmonization, through both functional and 

political spillover. Furthermore, as these interest groups become increasingly transnational, they 

form a society of transnational firms and interests groups that can work together to put increased 
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pressure on several MSs at a time. Additionally, as shall be discussed in the following chapter, once 

the Commission starts to cooperate with these transnational interest groups in order to gain 

cultivated spillover effects, the MSs can soon find their agenda being influenced from many sides 

all at once. 

 

9.2.2 A common policy for the willing 

Following the examples of increasing integration in a neofunctionalist form mentioned in the 

previous paragraph, this paragraph will set out the case for an intergovernmental approach. There 

are a number of cases available, where it is clear that MSs have accepted closer cooperation only on 

condition of their benefiting from the outcome and others where they have resisted attempts by the 

EU institutions to shift power from the national capitals to Brussels. 

Stanley Hoffmann has advanced the argument, that EU integration must be viewed in a global 

context. When considering the European energy situation, the relevance of this point is clear. After 

all, the need to reduce emissions was not an idea only arrived at in Europe, as the Kyoto Protocol 

preceeded by a few years the sudden European focus on emissions reduction. Furthermore, Europe 

is far from self-sufficient in energy sources, with an import dependency of 60-80%, which forces it 

to look abroad to meet its demands. However when importing from abroad, European MSs meet 

heavyweights such as the Russian gas provider Gazprom, which has so far not shied away from 

opportunities to employ less refined methods to get its deals through96 or to let itself serve as a tool 

in Russian foreign policy, as Poland and several Baltic countries have experienced in past winters. 

Alternatively gas and oil must be bought from North African and OPEC countries, with the 

challenges that represents and shipped/pipelined through places like the Gulf of Aden or the Sahel. 

In a similar way, most nuclear fuel must be acquired from outside the EU and as for the machinery 

needed to produce renewable energy, they, as shown by the PV cases presented earlier, come 

increasingly from outside the EU as well. This means that the MSs, especially the smaller ones, 

would be able to obtain a much better bargaining position if all the MSs worked together97. Yet, as 

shown with the decision on information exchange about external energy agreements, MSs are 
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highly weary of handing over too much authority to the Commission, which would impeach on 

their own independence. 

This weariness is also visible in agreements that pertain to the workings of the internal energy 

market of the EU. The EED and ETS are but two examples of this. In the case of the EED, it was 

intended by the Commission to have been a much more ambitious directive than it ended up being. 

It was intended to enable energy saving of 20% by 2020 on its own through various means. These 

included renovation of public buildings; implementation of new building regulations to increase 

energy efficiency in new and existing private buildings; optimization of electricity grid 

infrastructure; implementation of requirement for electricity distributers to get their clients to lower 

their electricity consumption; and requirements for industrial complexes to have frequent energy 

audits. The result however, when it was adopted in October 201298, will only ensure reductions of 

about 15% with the ecodesign directive providing another 2% savings99. 

The target that the directive attempts to reach is one of three stated in the Energy 2020 strategy and 

offers a long-term way for MSs to save on energy expenditure, yet the directive had several odds 

stacked against it from the start. First of all, work was only started on the proposal several years 

after the Energy 2020 strategy and its ensuing directives had been agreed upon, and some of the 

urgency to meet the requirements for 2020 had died away among MSs. Furthermore, the 

requirement to renovate 3% of all public buildings per year would constitute a significant 

investment and did foreseeably cause a lot of discussion of whether this only included actively used 

buildings. As it turned out, the directive came to include minimal requirements for national energy 

efficiency targets, with strong encouragement for MSs to implement their own higher standards, but 

with no mention of ‘binding targets’ anywhere in the directive. While the final agreement was 

proclaimed as a victory for European climate and energy policy, the fact remains that the final 

agreement only provided 3/4 of the originally intended cuts and that this was mostly due to MSs 

watering down the various targets100. In fact the agreement only came about after protracted 

negotiations between Council and Parliament, and the rapporteur MEP Claude Turmes expressed 

that the agreement was the best achievable solution, while strongly hinting at a disappointment in 

terms of the final outcome. The general development of this case corresponds well with the 
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intergovernmental arguments, that 1) MSs are uniquely powerful actors that control the pace of 

integration to suit their need for protection and promotion of national interests and that 2) where 

national interests coincides, governments might accept closer integration in the technical functional 

sectors. In realizing that they would all need increased energy efficiency in order to save money in 

the future, MSs agreed to legislation that regulated and harmonised that aspect. Furthermore, many 

of the technical aspects related to energy efficiency would only be practical if all MSs agreed on 

some common rules, yet this harmonization was strictly kept to areas that did not pertain to areas of 

major national interests. Finally the MSs managed to effectively keep the costs, which would be 

associated with an ambitious plan, to a minimum and protract negotiations long enough for the 

Parliament and implicitly the Commission to accept lower targets. 

 

As for the ETS, it was stated in the previous paragraph that its creation was a sign of an increased 

supranational integration. While this is true for its creation, much of the way it has been managed 

since bears signs of an intergovernmental approach that has the MSs as supreme judges of how far 

integration is allowed to proceed. One of the problems faced by Climate Commissioner Hedegaard 

when wanting to change the structure of the ETS, is the electricity generation mix of some MSs, 

especially the latest enlargement states. As shown previously, MSs such as Poland, Czech Republic 

and Bulgaria, are heavily dependent on coal as a fuel source for their electricity generation. 

Increased emission allowance prices would therefore also mean higher electricity bills for their 

citizens, with no cheap alternatives. Likewise, the insistence on being allowed to mitigate the 

effects of ‘carbon-leakage’ through handouts of free allowances is a right that many MSs are in 

favour of due to their focus on competitiveness and because of pressure from the national industrial 

sectors. This is a typical example of the ’two-level game’ described by Moravcsik, whereby 

national interests are first determined by a domestic political process and then brought into the 

international negotiations. In this case, the lobbies of emission heavy industry wield enough 

influence on the domestic process to be able to get the ear of the MS governments to continue to 

require that free allowances be made available to the governments under EU legislation. 

The proposal for ‘backloading’ a number of allowances is another example. As European industries 

would potentially be put at a disadvantage on the global market if the price of allowances was to 

rise, they use their domestic influence to make sure that MSs bring a firm focus on competitiveness 

when they debate energy policy in the Council. This in turn means that MSs are little receptive to 
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the idea of increasing the price of allowances and hence show no support for a ‘backloading’ 

proposal, as has been seen in Council statements regarding the proposal presented to the Parliament 

for vote in April and July 2013.  

 

A final case to consider in the context of intergovernmentalism in European energy policy is that of 

the missing harmonization of FITs. While Energy Commissioner Günther Oettinger said already in 

2010 that the EU would need a harmonised feed-in tariff to boost investment in solar power and 

other renewable energies101, such harmonization is still not being worked on in the form of a 

proposal for new legislation. Parliament has recently expressed a desire to see harmonisation, but 

the fact that at least a proposal has not yet been presented is a witness to the MSs preference to 

maintain the competence to tailor FITs on national hands. This is due to several factors102. To begin 

with, MSs were for several years split between using a Tradable Renewable Electricity Certificate 

(TREC) system or FIT103. Eventually FIT has shown itself to be the better alternative for nascent 

RES, and most MSs have hence opted for using a combination. Secondly, different MSs have set 

different internal targets for RES to meet in the future and thus feel a need to be able to tailor a 

support system that works best with their targets. Thirdly, the RES composition and availability is 

different across the MSs, leading to some RES getting more attention and support in one MSs than 

in others. And finally, the structure of a MSs support program is a reflection of the governments 

political agenda, e.g. much attention is given to PV in Germany. These factors would be attributed 

less importance if a harmonization of the system was to take place. This renders MSs doubtful to 

such suggestions. This in spite of the fact that some inter-European electricity generating firms104, 

complain about the lack of a harmonised European framework which would incentivize them to 

invest more. Because as it is currently, MSs are free to change the composition of their support 

schemes regularly. This is detrimental to long-term commitment and investment that would be 

required for the operation of many large-scale RES plants. The question therefore remains how long 

this configuration will continue, but so far the supranational integration seen on many adjacent 

policy areas has remained absent and Moravcsik’s argument, that national preferences reflected the 
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balance of national economic interests, could provide the answer as to why this supranational 

integration has not happened. 

 

Before concluding this section, a further look at the exemptions written into article 194 of the TFEU 

is necessary. Because although it was stated at the beginning of this section, that the inclusion of 

energy in the EU’s shared competences meant a shift towards a more supranational energy policy, 

these competences are still not extended to all parts of the policy area. Particularly the right for MSs 

to decide themselves on the composition of their energy supply and choice of different energy 

sources are important issues. Any requirement originating from the Commission for MSs to change 

their energy supply composition in a significant way must be approved by unanimity in the Council. 

In this way, the MSs have retained power to decide on this point, which can be a very costly one if 

one considers the costs associated with changing a country’s energy infrastructure. While a source 

in the Council refers to the RES Directive 2009/28/EC105, where MSs pledged to meet individual 

RES targets by 2020 which were in some cases higher than 20%106, as an example of MSs 

willingness to unanimously agree to high standards for RES, this does not detract from the fact that 

these decisions are entirely dependent on the MSs consent. Should MSs e.g. decide after 2020 to 

place focus on nuclear and not RES, there is no provision in the Treaty whereby they could be 

forced to reconsider their choice. This is important to keep in mind, as RES are an important part of 

the 2020 targets and much of the legislation is built up around providing a support system for RES, 

yet their part in the MS energy composition is not ensured. Furthermore it is important to note that 

it was expressed in the Commission’s RES progress report of March 2013107, that there was a 

‘limited progress in Member States in their efforts to remove the administrative barriers to 

renewable energy development.’ This relates to the article 13(1) of the Directive 2009/28/EC, in 

which it is stated that MSs must ‘ensure that the procedures for authorisation, certification and 

licensing procedures for renewables are necessary and proportionate. The Directive also promotes 

coordination between different administrative levels and agencies and asks for concrete time limits 

for decisions.’ So in essence, this development is an example of MSs slowing down the 

implementation of RES to a level they are comfortable with. While the Commission will of course 

be able to apply sanctions against MSs that continuously do not comply, this procedure takes time, 
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a fact that MSs are known to fully exploit to their advantage when dealing with legislation towards 

which they are hesitant. 

 

9.2.3 Conclusion 

Concluding whether European energy policy is best described through a neofunctional or 

intergovernmental approach is a difficult task due to the wide scope of the policy and the many 

different and often complex elements that constitute it. However in reviewing the cases included in 

the previous paragraphs, an intergovernmental approach seems to be the most prevalent. In each 

case the MSs have played a significant role in deciding the pace and scope of harmonization. In 

some cases this has been visible right from the start of negotiations on proposals and in others it has 

become clear in the execution of adopted legislation. This is in fact quite natural as energy is still 

only a shared competence and several exemptions persist that are still under complete MSs control. 

Yet most of the cases also bear the mark of the profound change that the inclusion of energy policy 

under the shared competences has had upon the role that the Commission and not least the 

Parliament has come to play. In nearly every case the Parliament has to some extent pushed for 

further and more ambitious harmonization, often coming to odds with the MSs in Trialogue 

discussions before the adoption of new legislation. As for the Commission, it too has managed in all 

cases to acquire some amount of influence that it can build on in the future when the opportunity 

presents itself. The final conclusion must therefore be that while MSs still play a decisive part in 

European energy policy, their authority will be continuously challenged by a parliament and 

commission that will, mostly in unison, use every possibility and loophole to further deepen the 

nascent harmonization of European energy policy. 

 

9.3 Principal-Agent relations in the EU 

Having examined cases of different instances of harmonization, within European energy policy, it is 

relevant to get a more nuanced understanding of which actors work for each other in the EU 

framework and which effects this has upon the policy area. In order to do this, P-A theory is used 

and its traditional concepts stretched a bit, in order to provide a somewhat new perspective on the 

situation. One assumption involves a difference being made between an explicit and an implicit 

mandate. The explicit mandate refers to a mandate given to the agent, which is ‘guaranteed’ or 

allowed for by the TEU or national constitutions. In other words, it is a mandate that is clearly 
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stated in the treaty/constitution and that was intentionally made possible. The implicit mandate 

refers to a mandate which is still possible within the rules laid down by the treaty/constitution, but 

which was not intentionally made possible. Put another way, the explicit mandate is found in the 

text, whereas the implicit is found in between the lines of the treaty/constitution. Another 

assumption involves the concept of multiple agents. Whereas P-A theory often focus on the 

discrepancies that occur when there are multiple principals, this analysis looks closer at the 

problems and possibilities that occur when multiple agents are involved, as they too potentially 

could act as multiple agents or one collective agent. 

 

9.3.1 Explicit mandates 

A description of the explicit mandates in an EU context must begin with the mandate that the EU 

citizens give to their national governments, when they elect political parties to serve their best 

interests for a number of years. It is the resulting governments of these elections that have in the 

past decided to create or join the EU, although depending on the specific constitution, citizens in 

some MSs are required to vote whenever there is a loss of sovereignty involved. So as much as EU 

citizens may complain about the inefficiency and monolithic structure of the EU, the structure will 

remain due to their continued election of political parties that see the national benefit of keeping the 

EU project going. There is however one important observation to be made in relation to this 

mandate, it concerns the period of time between elections. While this period differs between MS, 

each government once elected is free to do as it pleases, within the boundaries set out in the 

constitution, no matter the will of its citizens. Of course the chances of reelection will be reduced 

the more a political party strays from its election promises, but the possibility of going against the 

citizen’s agenda when voting still exists. This is important because governments could agree to 

decisions in the EU that would bind their MS for a longer period of time than the party has been 

elected for, thus mitigating some of the power that the citizens hold over their government. 

Another explicit mandate that is given by the EU citizens is the one that MEPs are given. By 

directly electing each MEP as guaranteed by the TEU §14, part 3, the EU citizens can expect their 

national MEPs to act both as their agents and the agent of the political party from which he/she 

hails. Once again, the citizens have no possible recourse for the next five years once the votes have 

been cast. It is however important in this case to note, that the mandate between citizen and MEP is 

dependent upon the next mandate described below. 
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This equally explicit mandate is the one, which the governments of the 27 MSs, backed by their 

national mandates, give to the EU. As stated in article 1 of the TEU: ‘By this Treaty, the HIGH 

CONTRACTING PARTIES establish among themselves a EUROPEAN UNION[..], on which the 

Member States confer competences to attain objectives they have in common.’ It is thus due to the 

27 MSs unanimously agreeing to the rules put forward in the TEU, that the Commission, 

Parliament, ECJ, etc. are given their mandate as agents to act in the interest of the EU, its citizens 

and its MSs. This point does however create another problem between reality and theory, because 

while MSs in theory wield complete power over the EU by being the only ones able to change the 

TEU, the possibility of them doing so is in reality small. When the last revision to the TEU, in the 

form of the Treaty of Lisbon, entered into force in December 2009, it had taken 7 years to reach an 

agreement since work had started in 2002 on the drafting of the doomed precursor to the Lisbon 

Treaty, the Treaty for the Establishment of a Constitution in Europe, commonly known as the EU 

constitution. While this ‘constitution’ never materialized and technically was separate from the 

ensuing Treaty, it is not a far stretch to see the link between the two. Additionally this work was 

conducted with a union of 25 at the time, which would make future changes to the Treaty even 

lengthier when 27 or more MSs have to find compromises. This author will not go as far as to say 

that future changes and reforms to the TEU are impossible with the existing procedure, but it is seen 

as very unlikely that any change should happen within even a timespan of a few years. 

In any case, the fact that several institutions become agents of the MSs through the TEU leaves the 

MSs with a monitoring requirement and the problem of having several agents. One of the main 

focus areas of P-A theory is how monitoring can and should take place in order for the agent to do 

as it is supposed to and the principal to feel assured of this fact. The problem that MSs face 

meanwhile is that the institutions which they need to monitor have become bigger and more 

complex over the years and have competences on an increasing number of policy areas. This 

renders the task of monitoring more time and resource consuming and given that the MSs often 

present more of a multiple than common principle profile, they will each need to monitor each 

agent in order to assure themselves that their best interests are still being properly cared for. 

This task has become increasingly difficult over the years, especially when considering the findings 

of scholars such as Mark Pollack, who has previously observed that the Commission is very adept 

at exploiting different preferences among MSs in order to further its own objectives108. This is 
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logical, as the Commission often drafts legislation with a more long term plan in mind than MS 

governments and with the 27 MSs often experiencing some level of dissonance of preferences, they 

are in essence multiple principals. This will according to theory allow the agent, in this case the 

Commission, to capitalize on their disagreement. This should not be observed as a negative effect or 

exploitation of the system, but simply a side effect of the EU system as it has been constructed. This 

observation fits well with the development of binding RES targets in the 2009 RES directive, as it 

was indicated by Council sources that MSs on a general level probably would be more interested in 

a non-binding but well defined framework, while it seems likely that the Commission would be 

more interested in enforceable target requirements. Furthermore, Pollack has emphasized the 

importance that incomplete information has upon MSs willingness to confer power unto the 

Commission109. As both he and Maltby explains, the Commission will often have a better 

understanding of a certain policy area than many individual MSs, and the MSs will therefore be 

more likely to transfer competence to manage that area to the Commission, assuming that it will do 

a better job at managing the policy than MSs could doon their own110. This is in all likelihood also 

the case with much legislation pertaining to the Energy 2020 strategy, and will probably remain the 

case to some extent in the future. In conclusion Pollack arrives at the result that due to long lasting 

work relations and broad range of knowledge, the Commission has become able to anticipate what 

MS preferences are, and tailor its proposals so that it best accommodates its own goals while being 

in line with MS preferences. Falk Daviter agrees with this conclusion. He expands it further to the 

Commission being able to exploit the complexities of EU policy process better than any other agent 

and MS111. 
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Table 41- The way the explicit mandate is supposed to work 

 

 

9.3.2 Implicit mandate 

This leads to the next type of mandate which exists in the EU framework. The implicit mandate can 

be said to be given by the Commission to interest groups and citizens, through the use of cultivated 

spill-over effects, which comes from neofunctional integration theory. It requires that the 

Commission has a degree of autonomy that allows it to act on issues that it itself finds of 

importance, without MSs having told it to do so. By enabling contact and cooperation between 

influential interest groups and people in MSs, the Commission is able to short circuit the traditional 

chain of command, by getting political issues of its own choosing bumped higher up on the national 

and supranational agendas through the use of interest group and private people’s activism. They 

will hence become the Commissions agents, working for their own benefit both through their own 

work and through working on the Commission’s mandate, as the Commission works to promote all 

EU citizens best interests. 

The difference between this scenario and the one that naturally happens in any country as interest 

groups and influential people alter the agenda of the government is 1) the initiation of the chain of 

events by the Commission, 2) the way the Commission can use its knowledge to provide its agents 

with well-founded arguments, and 3) the way the Commission can draw on its wide net of contacts 

to put the most relevant agents in touch with each other across national and professional borders. 

Citizens

give an explicit mandate to their government which is 
controlled by the political party that won elections.

Guaranteed by national constitutions.

Member States

give an explicit mandate to the EU institutions.

Guaranteed by TEU

The EU institutions work toward the best interests of 
the Union, the MSs and the EU citizens.
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This mandate also allows the Commission to exert influence on both the national and supranational 

level. On the national level, the Commission’s agents exert pressure on their government to 

accommodate their, and implicitly the Commissions, objectives. If this is successful, the 

government can then raise the issue to the supranational level, through meetings in the Council. At 

the same time, supranational influence can be gained through the MEPs, as they also serve the 

citizens.  

While the potential benefit for the Commission is the possibility to have a greater influence on the 

way the legislation or debate on a certain policy area develops, there are also drawbacks to this 

method. First of all, as this is an implicit mandate, nothing technically binds the agent to the 

mandate except his own benefit and continued support. This means that fewer demands can be put 

on the agent and more care must be taken by the principal to put the agent to work on topics that the 

agent is already invested in. Furthermore the Commission will easily end up with multiple agents, 

each pursuing their own ends and potentially using the support they are given to meet completely 

different ends than what was intended by the Commission in the first place. As with the MSs, the 

more agents that are recruited, the more monitoring will also be required, although in this case, 

where the mandate builds more on common interests rather than Treaty insured duty, monitoring 

should prove less necessary. Finally the Commission must be careful of making the implicit 

mandate too obvious to the MSs, as this could render the governments less likely to promote the 

case in question on the national agenda and may potentially lead to some sort of backlash if the MSs 

begin to feel that the Commission is meddling too much in their affairs. 
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Table 15- The way the implicit mandate works 

 

 

9.3.3 Delegated acts 

With the different types of mandates described, attention is now turned towards the actual work that 

is carried out on the basis of these acts of delegation. 

When MSs agreed to include energy in the TEU as a shared competence, they extended the 

Commission’s explicit mandate to this policy area. It thereby became the Commission’s duty to 

help MSs manage the future of European energy policy based on its extensive knowledge and 

experience on how to ensure the best harmonization of a policy area. The inclusion of energy also 

extended the Parliament’s mandate, as MEPs were suddenly able to make amendments and vote on 

most new legislation pertaining to energy policy. As a result of this extension the Commission has 

proposed an increased number of harmonizing pieces of legislation112. This has increased the 

workload of the Commission, as more monitoring is required with each newly adopted piece of 

legislation. Yet the EU has over the years been able to establish itself as the leader of climate 

change on the international stage, and this development must in large parts be contributed to the 

MSs and ultimately EU citizens desire to commit themselves to take action on this field113. Under 
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113

 Oberthür & Kelly (2008) 

The Commission

will through cultivated spillover effects 
extend an implicit mandate to interest 

groups and citizens.

Interest groups and citizens

can pressure MSs and MEPs to adopt a 
certain view, by threatening to use their 

explicit mandate against the government.

MSs and MEPs

will more easily accept new proposals 
from the Commission which go against 

their previous wishes.
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this premise, the Commission has thus successfully acted as the agent for the EU citizen’s ambition 

to become leaders of climate change, by ensuring that the framework for such an ambition was in 

place. This is reinforced by the fact that most MSs are expected to reach their 2020 RES target, 

although 6 MSs still lack behind in meeting their interim targets for 2011/2012114. For the 

Parliament, the extension led to a more unpredictable development, because as mentioned earlier, 

MEPs are less predictable than the Commission in their preferences and related questions often end 

up being subjected to shifting coalitions and interests among MEPs. It can therefore not be said that 

the Parliament as a whole is particularly in favour or opposed to further harmonization on the area 

of energy policy and it is certainly not always in favour of proposals presented by the Commission, 

as might be expected with both institutions acting as agents for the same principal. One example 

was the initial rejection by Parliament of the ‘backloading’ proposal for ETS, while another is the 

continued questioning by MEPs of the competitiveness of RES, directed at the Commission115. At 

the same time however, the rapporteur in the Parliament on the Energy Efficiency directive MEP 

Claude Turmes, as stated previously, expressed barely hidden dissatisfaction with the outcome of 

the EED negotiations, strongly hinting at the Parliament’s wish to have seen more ambitious targets 

than the ones agreed to by MSs. As stated earlier, the Parliament is also in a more difficult situation 

than the Commission, in that it has a mandate both from MSs and from the EU citizens directly. As 

each MEP is elected in national elections, his/her duty is not only to serve the best interest of the 

union, MSs and EU citizens in general, but also the national citizens who have elected the MEP. 

This adds an extra layer of complexity and leads to situations where a choice must be made between 

serving multiple principals which, as described by P-A theory, leads to agency slack and confusion 

for the agent. This could explain somewhat for the tendency for MEPs to often vote for the middle 

ground or status quo on legislation, as amendments in either direction would be a breach of either 

mandate. 

For the MSs, having the Parliament take a more active role in the legislative procedure is thus a 

double edged sword. On the one hand it gives the MSs more leeway to side either with the 

Commission or the Parliament on controversial questions, as well as having Parliament act as a 

counter balance to the Commission. But at the same time, the Parliament also has the potential to 

make the legislative procedure more difficult for MSs, as it can now object to and potentially halt 

the legislative procedure from going in a certain direction by refusing to give its consent. 
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With regard to the implicit mandate that the Commission can give to interest groups, a clear cut 

example is more difficult to come by due to its implicit nature. There are however some examples 

that would strongly indicate that such a mandate has been given and others where it would be 

possible in the future. 

With the anti-dumping and subsidy PV cases being investigated, there were signs at the beginning 

of the investigative process that the interest group Prosun had been in contact with the Commission 

before lodging its complaint, causing some confusion in the Commission itself as to when the final 

case was actually accepted116. The purpose of such cooperation would of course be to ensure that as 

solid a case as possible was handed in, making it easier for the Commission to accept it. While such 

speculations may be true, they are still only speculations that have not been backed by evidence. It 

is however interesting to observe that the Commission has decided to go ahead with the 

investigations and imposed preliminary tariffs on Chinese PV products; in clear opposition to the 

desires of both MSs and most European PV affiliated industries. Most other industries except for 

the PV producers themselves have expressed great concern about the impacts rising PV prices will 

have in the future and the ramifications of a China-EU trade war. The German Chancellor Merkel 

has not missed an opportunity since the investigations started, to reassure the Chinese that she 

would prefer an amicable solution and that the mistrust does not stem from the MSs. It would 

therefore not be a far stretch to assume that the Commission has more interest in seeing that these 

investigations are carried out than does the MSs and parts of European industry. The reasons may 

be that the Commission fears the future economic burden on Europe once European PV producers 

have been forced to close, leaving the Chinese as sole suppliers with ensuing monopoly on price 

setting. Or it could be a warning to the Chinese, whereby the Commission attempts to show that 

Europe is not willing to give in to unfair competition just to get cheaper products for a while. As 

observed earlier, the Commission and MSs often operate with different agendas with regards to 

timeframe. Whereas MSs will often focus more on the short term benefits, the Commission tend to 

focus more long term as it does not have to worry about elections. 

As for possible future actions, the lack of investment security associated with RES seems a likely 

candidate for Commission activism. The Commission and interest groups alike have noted how the 

current lack of harmonization of rules concerning RES use in the MSs leave private investors in a 
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position where they hold back on large scale investment due to uncertainty of return on investment 

(ROI). 

Especially the larger electricity providers that operate across the EU would stand to gain a lot from 

having harmonised support schemes, which would allow them to focus on the RES that receive the 

most support or that ensure the best ROI. This would also be the case if private firms must bear the 

burden of constructing smart grids across Europe. Currently these is no guarantee as to how much 

RES use will increase across the Europe following 2020, yet any grid being built would have to be 

able to accommodate significant amounts of traffic. It would therefore be of interest to these private 

investors to have a binding RES target for the foreseeable future, that would ensure their ROI. Both 

of these elements have already been suggested by the Commission as potentially beneficial 

harmonization candidates, so it would not be an unlikely stretch for the Commission to ally itself 

with influential firms and interest groups in the near future on this matter. 

Returning to an earlier made point, the energy policy debate in Europe has especially come to focus 

on competitiveness over the last years. In all likelihood the Commission could therefore 

successfully use its agents in the form of large electricity producers and private investors in RES to 

exploit common ground with MSs on the issue of increased competitiveness. Such attempts may in 

fact already be in motion according to the Austrian newspaper Die Presse117. In any case, if the 

agents can make a strong enough case that their industry would benefit from having more 

harmonised rules, MSs would be more inclined to take heed and take the subject to the EU/Council 

level. This is to a large extent the principles that lie behind the internal energy market packages, so 

it should be possible to extend these principals to the RES market as well. 

 

9.3.4 Conclusion 

To sum up, the argument has been made for the existence of both explicit and implicit mandates in 

the EU framework. The former is given by the citizens to their government which is controlled by 

the political parties that won elections; by the citizens to MEPs; and by the MSs to all the EU 

institutions. The latter meanwhile is given by the Commission which, by the use of cultivated spill-

over effects, gives mandate to relevant interest groups and people on a case by case basis. While the 
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explicit mandates have caused the EU to get a more active RES agenda following the entry into 

force of the Lisbon Treaty, has also changed the dynamics fundamentally, as the MSs’ two agents, 

the Commission and the Parliament can now work together to alter the MSs’ agendas or act as 

counter balances to each other, which leaves the MSs to choose which side to support. The implicit 

mandates have on the other hand possibly resulted in the current controversial PV investigations 

and could very well be used to get a deeper degree of harmonization on subjects like support 

schemes and RES ROI security written into the 2030 strategy. 

 

10. Conclusion 

The foregoing analysis has provided the opportunity for each of the chosen tools of analysis to 

highlight important aspects of RES policy and to add new aspects to each-others findings where this 

is possible. This chapter therefore summarizes the conclusions made in each section of the analysis 

and bring them together in a final conclusion in an attempt to answer the question, how will the EU 

policy creation process affect the EU’s RES target for 2030? 

 

Through the use of the PEST model, it was shown that significant factors in each of the four focus 

areas will have an effect on the decisions being taken in the EU on RES policy. These factors 

include for the political aspect 1) the role that interest representation will come to play as 

significant amounts of capital are available for lobby activity and interest groups become 

increasingly international in nature and 2) the future actions of the Commission to ensure that MSs 

implement the adopted legislation, even if that means resorting to legal actions. For the economic 

aspect, the significant factors include 1) the high dependency of several MSs on coal as a source of 

electricity generation, 2) the high import dependency of the EU on energy sources in general and 3) 

the argument that essential European industry is in danger of carbon leakage unless assisted through 

free emission allowances. For the socio-cultural factors, the main factor of importance is the 

necessity for a continued effort to inform the European public of the benefit of transforming the 

European energy supply to become more reliant on RES. Finally, the most important factor related 

to the technological aspect of RES, is the continued possibility for MSs to design their own subsidy 

plans, with the drawbacks that this entail. 
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Through the use of integration theories, it was discovered that the intergovernmental argument, 

that MSs decide the pace and depth of policy integration, best described the way that most, recent 

energy policies have been created and/or implemented. However, the point was also made, that the 

Parliament and Commission increasingly have acted as a counter balance to the MS’s reticence 

toward more ambitious and harmonised energy policy. In the case of the Commission, this has in no 

small part been due to its success in defining the context within which energy policy has been 

discussed. 

These conclusions were further corroborated by the use of P-A theory, which attributed the 

determining role played by the MSs to their Treaty guaranteed role as principals to the Parliament 

and Commission. Furthermore, the P-A theory also showed that the Parliament, while acting on an 

explicit mandate given to them by the MSs, also has to act on an explicit mandate given to it by the 

EU citizens that elect each MEP. This ensures a degree of difference in the agendas associated with 

each mandate and gives the Parliament an opportunity to exploit the agency slack that comes from 

having multiple principals, to follow its own agenda. It is precisely because of this opportunity that 

Parliament decisions can not be as easily predicted as those of the other EU institutions, and it is 

one of the reasons why so much lobby effort is directed toward influencing MEPs. As for the 

Commission, the P-A theory explained the reason for the Commissions continued possibility to 

influence RES policy as being due to 1) the agency slack that comes from the MSs having to 

monitor multiple agents and 2) its possibility to give implicit mandates to interest groups. Through 

the use of cultivated spill-over effects, described in integration theories, the Commission has 

successfully in the past, and will undoubtedly in the future, made use of the empowered interest 

groups, to put pressure on the MSs on several levels, both national and supranational. 

 

When all these findings are put together, the effects that the EU policy creation process will have on 

the EU’s RES target for 2030 begin to emerge. Most importantly, it is clear that the MSs will have 

the deciding vote in determining the specific target for RES in 2030. First of all, the TFEU still 

gives them the full authority to decide themselves on the composition of their own energy mix and 

secondly, no common target will be credible, if it is not supported by individual MS RES targets. 

Judging by the fact that MSs have 1) in recent years placed more emphasis on energy policy not 

hampering industrial competitiveness, 2) focused on options less expensive than the alternatives due 

to the economic crisis and 3) relied substantially on other energy sources, the 30-45% target 

proposed in the Green Paper ‘A framework for 2030 energy and climate policies’, does not seem 
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like an unlikely assumption. These facts should however not detract from the possibility that 

interest groups can influence the final outcome. The interests pitted against an ambitious target will 

be well funded and have a high level of influence on MSs. However the interest for an ambitious 

target will be backed by important RES industry actors and have the support of both the 

Commission, and possibly the Parliament, to form alliances that can put pressure on MSs on 

multiple levels and across national borders.   

 

11. Suggestions for further research 

With the question that formed the basis of this thesis answered, suggestions for future avenues of 

research can thus be presented. 

 

Given that this thesis only included European factors of influence on the EU’s RES target for 2030, 

a natural next step would be to research how international factors will influence the policy creation 

process that will lead to this target. This would especially make sense, given the fact that the EU is 

a comparatively small actor when it comes to energy and climate policy on the international scene. 

Changes in the American and Chinese attitudes toward RES could therefore prove important to the 

EU both in financial and political terms. 

 

Another step would be to ask the question of what would happen if the exemption in Art. 194 of the 

TFEU, which allow MSs to decide on their own energy mix, was changed. This would of course 

prove a highly speculative endeavor as such a change is unlikely to happen in the near future. 

However the possible differences between MS energy mixes being decided upon by the MSs 

themselves or by shared decision between MS and EU institutions would undoubtedly prove very 

informative. It would be able to highlight benefits and drawbacks in each approach, which could be 

useful in coming debates about change to the TFEU and would enable a debate about how high an 

RES target would be possible with diminished MS influence. This would especially allow the 

differences between the Parliament’s and Commission’s agendas to come to the fore. 
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13. Appendixes 

Appendix 1 – Political orientation of the EU 27 MSs, EFTA countries and EU-candidate 

countries, between the years 1999 and 2009 

 

Source: Biresselioglu and Karaibrahimoglu (2012) 
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Appendix 2 – Political orientation of the 

EU-27 and enlargement countries in 2012. 

Country Year Orientation 

Bulgaria 2012 Right 

FRG/Germany 2012 Right 

Spain 2012 Right 

Estonia 2001 Right 

Finland 2012 Right 

France 2012 Right 

UK 2012 Right 

Hungary 2012 Right 

Iceland 2009 Right 

Italy 2012 Right 

Lithuania 2004 Right 

Latvia 2010 Right 

Malta 2012 Right 

Netherlands 2012 Right 

Portugal 2012 Right 

Sweden 2012 Right 

Austria 2012 Left 

Belgium 2012 Left 

Cyprus 2012 Left 

Czech Rep. 2006 Left 

Denmark 2012 Left 

Greece 2012 Left 

Macedonia 2009 Left 

Romania 2004 Left 

Slovakia 2012 Left 

Turkey 2002 Left 

Croatia 2012 Center 

Ireland 2012 Center 

Luxembourg 2012 Center 

Poland 2012 Center 

Slovenia 2012 Center 

Source: World Bank – Database of Political 

Institutions 2012118 
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Appendix 3- Political orientation of the 

EU-27 + enlargement countries in 2012. 
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Appendix 4 Member State gross electricity generation in percentage 

Country Solid fuels(coal) Petroleum Gas Nuclear Renewables Other 

BE 4,40% 0,43% 34,88% 50,40% 8,25% 1,63% 

BG 48,47% 0,84% 4,22% 32,69% 13,76% 0,02% 

CZ 54,84% 0,19% 4,80% 32,60% 7,56% 0,02% 

DK 43,77% 1,93% 20,39% 0,00% 32,15% 1,75% 

DE 41,87% 1,33% 15,41% 22,39% 17,60% 1,41% 

EE 86,19% 0,31% 5,48% 0,00% 8,02% 0,00% 

IE 22,30% 2,13% 61,90% 0,00% 13,67% 0,00% 

EL 53,66% 10,61% 17,13% 0,00% 18,38% 0,23% 

ES 8,36% 5,46% 32,20% 20,45% 33,21% 0,31% 

FR 4,11% 1,02% 4,68% 75,31% 14,51% 0,37% 

IT 13,15% 7,19% 52,12% 0,00% 26,57% 0,97% 

CY 0,00% 98,13% 0,00% 0,00% 0,75% 1,12% 

LV 0,00% 0,00% 45,10% 0,00% 54,90% 0,00% 

LT 0,00% 11,28% 55,38% 0,00% 28,99% 4,34% 

LU 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 35,51% 64,49% 

HU 16,68% 1,31% 31,34% 42,18% 8,08% 0,40% 

MT 0,00% 100,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 

NL 19,12% 1,06% 65,52% 3,36% 9,48% 1,46% 

AT 6,92% 1,80% 22,68% 0,00% 67,90% 0,70% 

PL 86,64% 1,83% 4,10% 0,00% 7,27% 0,15% 

PT 13,13% 5,56% 27,55% 0,00% 53,15% 0,61% 

RO 34,12% 1,14% 12,08% 19,17% 33,49% 0,00% 

SI 32,18% 0,06% 3,35% 34,43% 29,99% 0,00% 

SK 12,82% 2,16% 9,77% 52,33% 22,70% 0,22% 

FI 25,82% 0,60% 14,69% 28,26% 29,97% 0,66% 

SE 1,19% 1,19% 2,58% 38,91% 55,31% 0,81% 

UK 28,26% 1,28% 46,20% 16,30% 7,58% 0,38% 

EU-27 24,70% 2,60% 23,60% 27,40% 20,90% 0,80% 

 

*’Other’ include biomass and waste 

Source: EU energy in figures, statistical pocketbook 2012 published by the Commission 
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Appendix 5 – Individual Member State RES targets for 2020 and progress toward 

meeting it 

 

 

Source: Commission renewable energy progress report (COM (2013) 175 final) 

 


