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Introduction

Recently the notion of governance change has been strongly emphasised across academic, political and wider public analyses of energy.[endnoteRef:-1]  Political pamphlets have stressed low carbon energy transition and shifting patterns of energy supply and demand, environmental NGOs have demanded change to energy governance to reflect climate imperatives and a debate about profound structural change has emerged within academia more broadly. Specific to this debate are those works which have focused more particularly on ‘paradigm change’ within OECD energy policy (Helm 2005; Mitchell 2008; Jegen 2009).  Each of these analyses suggest that the starting point against which to measure policy change is a ‘pro-market’ energy governance system which has been largely influenced by ideas about liberalisation, deregulation and competition over a period of decades. [-1:  This chapter uses the term ‘governance’ to include a broad range of mechanisms including institutions, both governmental and non-governmental, policies, and other associated decision-making processes.] 


Despite the combined focus on policy change and a large degree of similarity in considering the start position, somewhat different conclusions regarding governance change have been reached.  Dieter Helm, in his article entitled ‘The Assessment: the New Energy Paradigm’, has argued that a paradigm shift already took place in energy policy across the OECD in the early 2000s (Helm 2005).  Maya Jegen, looking more precisely at EU energy policy, concluded that a paradigm shift has not yet occurred although key elements of the energy governance process have been changing (Jegen 2009).  And Catherine Mitchell, on the other hand, has observed a ‘band of iron’ still encircling UK energy policy preventing any profound change from taking place (Mitchell 2008).  Mitchell, amongst a wide group of analysts interested in climate change, has suggested that UK energy policy must undergo a shift away from the current paradigm to, among other things, take into account the need to start delivering on climate objectives (Carter 2001; Held 2006; Giddens 2009; Mitchell 2008; Scrase & McKerron 2009).

This paper seeks to intertwine these two strands of analysis, that of ongoing energy policy paradigm shift, away from the UK’s market model, with that of questions about how to progress towards a lower-carbon economy. It does so firstly by claiming that the objectives of energy policy have changed and, in addition, that these changes have already had significant implications for energy governance institutions.  Energy governance processes are no longer just set against the primary goal of achieving energy security, via deregulation, but now also of achieving a long-term, sustainable energy system.  The inter-twining of energy and climate objectives in practical policy-making terms has added a layer of complication, as well as perceived opportunity, to energy governance and to relations between countries.  This close inter-relationship in policymaking terms between energy and climate objectives, has, in addition pushed more traditional energy governance institutions towards a profound re-think of the role of energy within society and of how to proceed going forward.  The extent to which it can be claimed that new objectives are indeed driving a move away from the largely ‘pro-market’ energy governance system is significant given number of climate analysts who had held that this system orientation was what had stood in the way of progress in terms of energy transition (Carter 2001; Mitchell 2008; +).

1. Policy Paradigm Change and Objectives
Perhaps one of the principle difficulties of assessing the energy paradigm change literature across the two groups is the degree of difference in theoretical lenses adopted, in normative positions taken, and differences in geographic areas of coverage.  Clearly these all have had impacts upon conclusions reached, particularly in the case of those who support radical policy change to support environmental goals.  Conclusions reached about degree of change achieved thus far will be coloured by an analyst’s view of what they expect change to entail, and of the utility of the political model which is undergoing change.

Another principle difficulty, however, can be found in the lack of concise or consistent definition offered of what is meant either by a policy paradigm or, more importantly, of how to measure change in that paradigm.  Although broad attempts are made at generalising about paradigms and change, often with brief reference to Thomas Kuhn and his seminal work on scientific paradigms (Kuhn 1962), no definitive or generalisable definition of policy paradigms or paradigm shift is offered within this varied literature.

To understand a bit more about policy paradigms we can turn to the work of Peter Hall to whom both terms, policy paradigm and policy paradigm shift, are most often accredited (Hall 1993; Hay 2001; Oliver & Pemberton 2004; +).  Although this chapter, dealing as it does with change, will not explore Hall’s definition of a policy paradigm in any great detail, nor the many later analyses which have advanced and enriched this notion, it is probably wise to offer up a brief definition of a policy paradigm as a starting point.

Hall identified a policy paradigm as a framework of ideas which influences, and even specifies, the way in which policy is made in a given policy area. The framework, or policy paradigm, not only influences decisions about appropriate objectives of policy, but also which institutions and instruments are considered to be most acceptable in attaining these goals (Hall 1993: 279).  Any policy paradigm, once accepted and implemented, can become institutionally embedded such that it can become difficult to change over time.  Challenges to the paradigm can appear less than credible from the perspective of the structurally embedded framework of ideas, especially if not expressed using similar terminology or supported by the same methodology. Paradigms, then, can become the ‘orthodoxy’ of any given moment in time and within any given geographic space.

As such this suggests that ideas and institutions are important variables in understanding both policy and the ways in which policy decisions have been reached.  Although Hall’s original analysis focused on policymakers, as the key decision makers in any given process of policymaking, these set frameworks of ideas extend beyond government departments to politicians, third party advisors, i.e. think tanks and academics, and non-governmental organisation (NGOs). According to Hall, policy paradigms are not as strong or influential in all policy areas, as they have been in macroeconomic policymaking, but they are relatively strong in areas which involve highly technical issues as well as a body of specialist knowledge, such as energy (Hall 1993: 291).

Much academic work on governance structures and change has suggested that the framework of ideas most influential over energy and climate governance in the OECD, since the early 1980s, has been based within ‘neoliberal economics’ (Bernstein 2001; Carter 2001; Gault 2004; Foxon et al 2005; Myers Jaffe 2005; CEPMLP 2006; Helm 2005; Kemp & Stephen 2007; Reihing 2007; Mitchell 2008; McGowan 2008; Jegen 2009; Youngs 2009; Scrase & McKerron 2009).[endnoteRef:0]  Many countries, starting with the UK in 1983, have made governance decisions which have led to privatisation and de-regulation specifically to allow for increased competition and economic efficiency in the energy sector.  As such, energy governance since the 1980s can be understood as having been designed to shift responsibility for energy from state to market, or private sector, mechanisms and ‘pro-market’ energy governance has come, therefore, to be referred to as ‘the new orthodoxy’ (CEPMLP 2006).   [0:  The wider context was one within which neoliberal economic ideas had come to dominate policymaking more broadly, particularly within the area of macroeconomic policymaking.  As such many argue that this framework, and the acceptance of a more limited role for the state, had come to represent ‘conventional wisdom’ (Falk 1997; Mitchell et al 2001; Watson 2002; CEPMLP 2006; Jaffe & Hayes 2006).] 


Importantly, a wide range of climate policy analysts have also claimed a preponderance of the influence of neoliberal ideas over OECD climate policy.   Not least amongst these are Steven Bernstein’s observations about the compromise of liberal-environmentalism whereby political elites have over time accepted certain arguments from the environmental literature, but have continued to use market friendly methods to pursue climate ends (Bernstein 2001).  Bernstein’s analysis has, to a great extent, supported Mitchell’s observations about a lack of ability of political systems to move beyond neoliberal methods of achieving climate objectives (Mitchell 2008).

Profound structural change, or in Hall’s terms ‘paradigm shift’, can however occur as observed in the shift to Keynesian economic management in the 1940s, and the adoption of neoliberal economics starting in the 1980s (Hall 1993; Hay 2001; Blyth 2002; Oliver & Pemberton 2004).  Paradigm shift can theoretically be considered to have taken place once the goals, or objectives, of policy change along with the instruments and settings (Hall 1993: 279).  The existing paradigm must be seen to be failing for change to occur, usually as anomalies accumulate between the objectives and outcomes of policy.  Often times of crisis or of political elections can imply conditions under which existing systems can be challenged, shown to be failing, and the ability to influence political decisions can move to new groups (Hall 1993; Hay 2001; Oliver & Pemberton 2004).  The changes in policy instruments and objectives represent the manifestation in active governance terms of the shift in underlying sets of ideas which enable such changes, and the two are understood to be closely inter-related.

The most important aspect of these changes, in Hall’s definition, is that the objectives to which policy is set change (Hall 1993).  Interestingly in the energy policy paradigm change literature the only aspect of energy governance considered to have changed, thus far, are the objectives of energy policy (Helm 2007; Mitchell 2008; Jegen 2009).  Both Helm and Jegen have suggested that the objectives of OECD energy policy are now fundamentally about securing low carbon transition, whilst also maintaining energy security.  This does signify profound change in that prior to the early 2000s climate change goals had not been specific objectives of energy policy in most European countries.  Energy policy, and decision-making processes, had been actively designed almost exclusively with the provision of energy security in mind, and it was increasingly understood that this could best be achieved through implementing processes of privatisation and deregulation in the energy industry (Mitchell et al 2001; Borenstein & Bushell 2000; DTI 2003 & 2007; Jegen 2009).

This opens up a slight contradiction between the theoretical analysis of paradigm change and events observed so far within the energy paradigm change literature in terms the order in which the process of change unfolds.  Most new institutionalist analysis suggests that new ideas about appropriate governance must switch, to a competing paradigm, to then allow for further changes in actual policy practice.  The analysis below will suggest that although alternative frameworks for energy governance have for some time existed, as evidenced across the climate change literature which has focused on energy governance processes, these have not so far been adopted in order for new objectives to be implemented. 

Changing UK Energy Governance: A Climate Objective for Energy Policy
UK energy governance has shown many signs of change over the course of the 2000s, although it could be argued that the pace of change was significantly increased in the mid 2000s, particularly around the time of the first Russia-Ukraine gas transit dispute in 2006.  It has been argued elsewhere that the re-politicisation of energy which took place in the UK, and across the OECD, around the mid 2000s played its part in wider public and political interest in energy questions, about its socio-economic role and about its future design (Kuzemko 2010).

UK Energy Governance:
The UK energy governance system is perhaps the clearest available example of the widespread adoption of a framework of neoliberal economic ideas, and the implementation of these ideas into active practice. In 1982 Nigel Lawson, as Energy Minister, clearly enunciated a ‘pro-market’ vision of the energy sector, within the context of wider economic reforms, which specifically suggested a downgrading of state responsibility and involvement in order to improve economic efficiency and boost competition.  Energy was understood more as a commodity, which should be left to the markets to supply, and less as a public good or service (Lawson 1989).[endnoteRef:1]  It was understood that energy traded on free, international markets would provide for energy security, which was still the end goal of energy policy, but in a much more cost efficient manner.  [1:  Define ‘public good’…] 


Over the following years, and not without some considerable opposition from the coal sector, the state owned and run energy sector, including oil and gas, coal and electricity, was privatised and liberalised thereby passing responsibility for energy supply largely to the private sector.  It was also decided, by 1992, that the UK energy sector no longer needed a separate department of government and the Department of Energy was disbanded (Blackhurst 2004).  Responsibility for energy policy was passed to a division within the Department for Trade and Industry (DTI) whose manifesto was to ‘…(d)eliver free and fair markets, with greater competition, for businesses, consumers and employees’ (DTI 1998: 51).  The sector was regulated by an independent body, the Office for Gas and Electricity Markets (Ofgem), within a framework designed to ‘…ensure that the market operates in the energy sector with a minimum of distortion and that energy is produced and consumed efficiently’ (Lawson 1989: 23).[endnoteRef:2]  As such energy was actively treated in governance terms as a sub-sector of the economy and subject to similar, dominant ideas about economic governance. [2:  At the time of privatisation the gas sector was regulated by ‘Ofgas’ and the electricity sector by ‘Offer’ – in 2000 these institutions merged to form the current Office of the Gas and Electricity Markets (Ofgem).] 


Once established the ‘pro-market’ system of energy governance became deeply institutionally embedded, making it harder to challenge or change.  This was reinforced by the degree to which energy, as a subject, became the responsibility for experts within the energy division of the DTI, but not one for active political engagement.  One measure of this was the degree of energy governance continuity between the Conservative administration, which had implemented the system, and the New Labour government which to a certain extent completed the implementation and then largely maintained it.  

The primary objective of energy policy continued to be the provision of ‘…secure, diverse and sustainable supplies of energy at competitive prices…’ (DTI 2000: 8).  The role of competition was considered to be all-important in the provision of energy security as this excerpt from a 2001 policy document:
(c)ompetition itself brings with it benefits for consumers, for companies and for security of supply. Consumers enjoy lower prices, better choice and higher standards of service. Companies are given the incentive to innovate by the drive to provide ever more desirable products and services. Competition also plays a vital part… using the price signal to indicate when and where new investment should take place and encouraging a wide range of suppliers and sources of energy. (DTI 2001: 1) [endnoteRef:3] [3:  This observation squares away, to a certain extent, one of the differences between Dieter Helm and Maya Jegen regarding the EU/OECD energy policy paradigm.  Helm had suggested that the objective of OECD energy policy had been privatisation and liberalisation, whilst Maya suggested that it had remained, ultimately, the provision ‘energy security’.] 


What did change, however, under New Labour was increased political interest in securing energy affordability, and in 2003 eradicating energy poverty became a formal objective of energy policy (DTI 2003). The 2003 Energy White Paper also made some, albeit less firm, commitments to lowering carbon dioxide emissions and these will be explored in more detail below (DTI 2003).  As with the security objective, deregulated, competitive markets were understood as pivotal in delivering lower carbon emissions (JESS 2006).[endnoteRef:4]   At this point in time UK energy governance, and the position of climate objectives within it, very much reflected Bernstein’s liberal-environmental compromise reference above (Bernstein 2001).  [4:  This kind of thinking is encapsulated in this quote from the UK’s first big statement on climate change: ‘In the last decade, the case for market economics has emerged, coherent and formidable, as a blueprint for prosperity and a guarantee of freedom’ (Department of the Environment 1990).] 


Pro-Market Challenges:
This ‘pro-market’ energy governance system met some challenges in the early part of the 2000s, after a decade of ‘benign’ conditions in international energy markets (DTI 2003).  The Enron and California crises raised the profile of those who questioned the ability of the market model to deliver on secure energy supply. Moreover, California’s electricity sector had been liberalised in 1996, largely following the ‘UK model’, so when the blackouts of 2000 hit concerns were raised about the UK model (PIU 2002: 15; Helm 2003: 387).  Further critiques, although not particularly high profile, followed of privatisation and liberalisation in energy – particularly marking electricity out as an area where such models do not function well (Borenstein & Bushnell 2000; Timney 2004).

Also in the early 2000s arguments relating climate degradation to man-made actions were gaining political traction under New Labour, as they had done already in a limited number of European countries such as Sweden, Germany, and Denmark.  What made the climate debate of such significance for UK energy governance, however, was that it was becoming increasingly easy to point to a large gap between New Labour rhetoric about climate change and actual achievements.  Two high profile reports, one commissioned by The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP) and one by the Cabinet Office, drew up a negative picture of UK achievements in terms of climate policy and its ability to meet emissions reduction, energy efficiency and renewable energy targets (RCEP 2000; PIU 2002).[endnoteRef:5] [5:  The RCEP was ‘independent’, but funded by DEFRA.] 

 
The next major change to the debate on energy governance was sparked in the mid 2000s when fears about security of supply started to be widely perceived, and not just in the UK.  The 2003 UK White Paper on energy had acknowledged changing supply and demand patterns for fossil fuels, in the form of Chinese and Indian demand growth, but had concluded that supplies of fossil fuels were ample to meet world demand (DTI 2003: 79).   At this stage the deregulated, competition model was understood to be delivering energy security, even considering the fact that the UK would soon become an importer of oil and gas. However, by 2007, in the wake of Russian energy sector re-nationalisation and of the Russia-Ukraine gas transit dispute, perceptions in the UK, and across Europe, had started to shift significantly.  Fears about ‘peak oil’ and supply insecurity within the context of fast growing gas imports, fuelled a far greater degree of political interest and activity in the energy sector (Kuzemko 2010). 

Fears of an energy supply crisis were further fuelled by negative perceptions of Hugo Chavez’s dealings in the Venezuelan extractive industry, renewed unrest in the Middle East and terrorist threats to energy transport infrastructure (Yergin 2006; Baghat 2006).  Thus even as global hydrocarbon demand was understood to be growing supplies, increasingly coming from outside the OECD, start to be perceived as ‘less reliable’ or ‘stable’ (JESS 2002; Helm 2003; House of Commons 2007). One of the interesting conclusions from this debate was that the UK, having been so focused previously on positive economic inter-dependence, started to argue for reducing future levels of dependence on ‘unstable’, foreign suppliers through a renewed emphasis on ‘home-grown’ energy production (Bird 2007; Wicks 2009 +).

The timing could not have been worse given that the UK was moving from a net-importer to a net-exporter of both oil and gas over this time period (JESS 2002; DTI 2003; Helm 2003).  In addition, underlying these perceptions about unstable supplies are also sets of ideas about what the ‘right’ way to govern energy is.  Russian, and Venezuelan, actions would arguably not have been perceived as so threatening had the UK pro-market system not become so politically and socially embedded within governance institutions.  What therefore happened is that Russia, by turning its back on the neoliberal energy model, is then set out publically in contrast to the political system that had widely been accepted as the ‘norm’ – thereby creating a natural ‘us’ and ‘them’ situation.[endnoteRef:6]   [6:  This delineation of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ behaviour is reminiscent of analysis of the Copenhagen School when it focuses on such constructions being part of the process of securitising a subject (Buzan et al 1998).] 


Energy found itself climbing up the political agenda, and not just in the UK. ‘Energy security’, in particular, emerged onto international agendas for discussion at the EU Summit, hosted by the UK at Hampton Court in 2005, and at the G8 summit of 2006 (G8 2006; Offerdahl 2007). There had ensued, in the UK, a host of Government and DTI commissioned third party reports on, and consultations about, energy in response to the security of supply crisis (FCO et al 2004; DTI 2005, 2006a, 2006b and 2007; Ernst & Young 2006; JESS 2006; House of Commons 2007).  

This can be understood as a period of ‘re-thinking’ energy, made all the more painful due to the degree to which ‘the state’ had withdrawn from active deliberation about energy in the past (CEPMLP 2006).  In July 2004, in the immediate aftermath of the Yukos affair, the new Energy Act had allocated to the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry, in the absence of a Secretary of State for Energy, a fixed duty to report annually on energy matters to Parliament (DTI 2005a).  Thus a fixed political process was put in place to revisit energy at least annually.  Additional capacity, human and financial, were allocated to the energy division within the DTI.  In addition the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO), in conjunction with the DTI, produced the first ever UK International Energy Strategy recognising growing political interest in international energy and the UK’s position within it (DTI 2007: 8).

It was becoming increasingly clear, during the period of ‘re-think’, that the existing governance system needed to change to meet growing perceptions of energy (in-)security.  As such although security of supply had remained the principle objective of energy policy it now appeared that there were serious issues with this objective being met.  The extent to which energy supply was now being perceived as ‘insecure’ pointed to an anomaly between the principle objective of energy policy and actual outcomes.  In addition, new solutions which could be considered ‘legitimate’ were proving difficult to identify. The 2007 White Paper acknowledged energy security, and climate change, as ‘…global issues that call for international and UK action…’ but continued to throw policies informed by the idea that competition and efficiency are paramount at solving these ‘immense’ challenges (DTI 2007: 4).  

This tendency to throw old policies at ‘new’ problems is an example of what Hall would refer to as stretching ‘…the terms of the existing policy paradigm…’ when faced with anomalies between objectives and outcomes (Hall 1993: ). This kind of reaction to solving problems can, in the event that the problems persist over time, lead to a serious undermining of the credibility of existing policy and policymakers.  This, in turn, can provide fuel for political protagonists who oppose the current system.

Climate Solutions to Energy Governance Problems 
It had been argued for some time, particularly within climate change academia and NGOs, that energy policy, as well as other governance institutions, needed to reflect climate objectives in order for these to successfully be achieved (Carter 2001; The Green Party 2004; Held 2006; Mitchell 2008; Newell & Patterson 2010).  This was not least because the energy sector represented such a large percentage of the UK’s carbon dioxide emissions.  Up until 2003 climate objectives had, however, officially been the responsibility of the Department of the Environment and Rural Affairs (DEFRA).   As of 2002 the primary stated objective of energy policy had remained, as it had been for some time, the maintenance of a secure, reliable and competitive energy system (PIU 2002).  

As already mentioned above, in the 2003 White Paper this had to a degree changed such that for the first time a climate change objective became a direct goal of energy policy:
…to put ourselves on a path to cut the UK’s carbon dioxide emissions… by some 60% from current levels by about 2050 (DTI 2003: 11).
Instead, however, of just stating that the UK would meet the new emissions reduction target, the actual commitment given, as is clear above, was to ‘…put ourselves on a path…’ to cut carbon dioxide emissions.  The target itself, to cut by some 60% by about 2050, is equally vaguely worded leaving it open to interpretation as to whether it is firm commitment or just an aim (DTI 2003: 11).[endnoteRef:7]  Perhaps as a result of this suitably vague wording elements within the DTI’s energy division did not take the new target particularly seriously when considering energy policy (Interviews 5, 13, 14, 15, and 16).  Although there was a White Paper in 2007 this, too, committed the UK to the same vaguely worded climate targets which were to be achieved without much change to existing frameworks (DTI 2007). [7:  Emphasis author’s own.] 

 
From 2007 onwards, however, the objectives of energy policy were to change in a much more profound way that would ultimately have implications for the way in which UK energy was governed, its institutions and guiding ideas.  Over the course of the 2000s political momentum had been moving in the direction of accepting man’s role in climate change and of having targets to reduce carbon emissions, alongside growing fears of energy supply insecurity.  This culminated, in 2007, and despite reluctance from within the energy division of the DTI, in the UK signing up to the EU 20:20:20 commitments. [endnoteRef:8]  Given that, at the time, the UK produced about 4% of its total energy demand from renewable sources, and given the decision up until now to work towards longer term, more vague targets, this was considered within the DTI to be a big ask.  As it was, when the actual commitments were set in 2008, the UK renewables target was dropped to 15% (DTI 2009a). [8:  …to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 20% and produce 20% of total energy consumed from renewables both by the year 2020.] 


The extent to which this firm climate commitment can be related to the repoliticisation of energy and the ongoing ‘re-think’ of energy governance is not entirely clear, although there is a sense in which they are inter-related.  What is significant about this particular change, however, is that for the first time reducing CO2 emissions became a legally binding objective of energy policy.  No longer was this a matter largely for environmental teams at DEFRA, but a problem which civil servants within the energy division of the DTI would have to grapple.  DTI officials were reportedly quite shocked about the UK’s adoption of legally binding targets .  When a leading UK newspaper, the Guardian, ran with stories about the DTI’s reluctance to take the renewables target too seriously, members of the DTI energy division went to visit the Treasury where the then Chancellor, Gordon Brown, confirmed that they should start to seriously deliberate about how these targets could be met (Interview 5; Interview 13). 

This is where we can see a coming together of arguments about the need for change to secure security of supply, and the drive to create a more sustainable energy system. It was becoming clear that energy and climate policy was increasingly being understood as being inter-related, and in a way not dissimilar to recommendations made within the climate governance literature referenced above (Carter 2001; The Green Party 2004; Held 2006; Mitchell 2008).  By making climate objectives an integral part of energy governance processes it appeared as if, as indicated by the Stern Report of 2006 amongst others, that low carbon transition was seen as the solution to both problems.  By improving energy efficiency, diversifying energy sources, and producing more renewable energy ‘at home’ the UK would also be able to reduce dependency, now increasingly understood to be a ‘bad’ thing, on fossil fuels and on exporters (Miliband in DECC 2009c: 1; Wicks 2009).

What is interesting, from a theoretical standpoint, about this process of change is that the objectives of energy policy appear to have changed before any particular political acceptance of a new framework of ideas about how to govern energy more broadly.  Even as the new climate objectives were made formally binding ideas about how to achieve these targets remained fixed within the old model which emphasised the role of markets and competition.  In fact, as suggested below, it appears as if it is, to a certain extent, these new objectives and the understanding of how far the UK was from achieving them that have started to drive change in other aspects of energy governance.  The section below will assess in more detail what kinds of implications changing objectives have had for other aspects of energy policy, not least for policy instruments and for which physical governance institutions are deemed appropriate to implement new objectives.  

How Climate Objectives (Eventually) Impacted Upon Energy Governance
The new commitment made in 2007, a considerable degree more serious than the 2003 target, can as suggested partly be explained by the degree to which energy, in the form of fears over energy security, had ignited a process of political ‘re-think’ of energy and its role in society.  Not only this, but having committed in 2003, and again in early 2007, to continue trying to meet carbon dioxide emission reduction targets using established policy frameworks, mounting proof that these targets were still not being met allowed opposition groups to argue that the market model needed further change (Foxon, Pearson et al 2005; Greenpeace 2006; Held 2006; Sauter & Watson 2007; Mitchell 2008).  

As it became more widely reported that the UK was missing its climate targets, and as it became clear that the UK was indeed committed to legally binding renewables targets, it started to become apparent even within the DTI that a serious policy re-think would be required (Interview 5). Civil servants responsible for energy policymaking needed not just to work towards meeting energy security and climate but also now difficult renewable energy targets.  And this was coming from an established viewpoint within the DTI and Ofgem that it was not the job of Government to make decisions about energy sources, i.e. a belief that Government should be ‘fuel blind’ (DTI 2003; DTI 2007; Mitchell 2008). 

What had ensued, late in 2007, was a further process of structural re-organisation within BERR’s energy division with the creation of a separate renewables team, called the ‘Renewables Directorate’.[endnoteRef:9]  This was significant in a number of ways, partly because it was formed by bringing civil servants from DEFRA’s and BERR’s renewables teams together, teams which historically had rather different ideological and methodological approaches to analysis, but also because it showed a specific effort to address a lack of progress in terms of investment in, and production of, renewable energy in the UK.  [9:  The DTI became the department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) in 2007.] 


The Climate Change Act of 2008 revealed a yet greater commitment to climate targets.  This Act was held up as being the first of its kind in that it not only set legally binding carbon dioxide reduction targets up until 2050, of at least 80%.  Importantly it also set out a series of 5 year carbon budgets across Government to 2022 such that climate objectives were now relevant to all Government Departments not just DECC and DEFRA.  In addition it sought to institutionalise these objectives:
The Bill would put the UK’s post-2010 carbon reduction targets into statute, define pathways towards these targets by setting successive five-year carbon budgets, make annual reporting to Parliament of progress towards these targets mandatory, and create an independent Committee on Climate Change…. (House of Commons 2007: 2-3).[endnoteRef:10] [10:  For more information see the appropriate DECC webpage: http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/legislation/cc_act_08/cc_act_08.aspx] 

What is evident here is the extent to which new objectives were driving further re-engagement within energy policymaking teams, and amongst political leaders, with the question of how these targets might be achieved.  Again, the idea that climate targets should be mandated across Government can also be found in the climate governance literature (see in particular Newell & Paterson 2010).

At the same time the physical institutions of energy policymaking were also being significantly altered to address newly emphasised climate and energy security objectives.  The Climate Change Act brought in further mandatory requirements to report progress to Parliament, as well as a new institution called the Climate Change Commission (CCC) whose job it was to advise on and monitor progress towards achieving a lower carbon economy (HoC 2007: 3).  As it turned out, the CCC over time became another high profile critic of Government climate achievements, calling for change to UK energy policymaking (CCC 2010).

Over the course of 2008 it was also becoming increasingly apparent that the Government institutions responsible for energy policymaking were not fit for new purpose.  By the end of the year a new department was formed, the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), which for the first time formally brought together institutions previously tasked with delivering, but separately, climate and energy security objectives.  DECC can be seen as the institutionalisation of the longstanding environmental idea that energy and climate policy should be treated in active political terms as completely inter-related (Carter 2001; PIU 2002; Held 2006; Greenpeace 2006; Giddens 2009; Scrase et al 2010). DECC’s webpage, under ‘About Us’, claims that ‘DECC… reflects the fact that climate change and energy are inextricably inter-linked…’ (DECC 2011).

DECC immediately set about responding to the major challenge laid down by the Climate Change Act of 2008 which was to start moving beyond objective and target setting towards finding concrete methods of achieving these objectives.  They quickly produced two significant documents, ‘The UK Low Carbon Transition Plan’ and the ‘Renewable Energy Strategy’, both of which recognised the need for further governance change.  Renewable energy as of 2009 still remained under-invested and only 5.5% of electricity was generated via renewable sources, 2.6% of transport energy and in heat the UK was still generating ‘very low levels’ from renewables (DECC 2009a: 8).  In order to meet the renewables target of 15% of overall energy consumed, and because the transport figures were so low, the UK would now have to engineer a situation within which electricity generation from renewables would reach 30% by 2020 (DECC 2009a: 8).

As such, this new plan sought to ‘…put in place mechanisms to provide financial support for renewable electricity and heat worth around £30bn between now and 2020…’ largely via, yet again, amending the Renewables Obligation (RO) but also through the introduction of the first ‘feed-in-tariff’ aimed at domestic production (DECC 2009b: 8).[endnoteRef:11] To oversee and administer all of this a new ‘Office for Renewable Energy Deployment’ (ORED) had been established within DECC who were now responsible for making sure that the UK delivered on its renewable targets (DECC 2009b: 9).  Much of this represented a shift away from previous reliance, as seen in 2003 and 2007, on market mechanisms for achieving energy objectives.  Underlying assumptions about appropriate instruments of energy policy appeared to be slowing altering. [11:  This was, by no means, a full, German style feed-in-tariff aimed at large scale renewable generation, but represented a ‘first step’ for the UK.
































Bibliography

Baghat, Gawdat (2006) ‘'Europe's Energy Security: Challenges and Opportunities’, International Affairs 82, 5, pp. 961-975.

Bernstein, Steven (2001) The Compromise of Liberal Environmentalism.  New York: Columbia University Press.

Bird, Jenny (2007) Energy Security in the UK.  London: Institute for Public Policy Research: http://www.ippr.org.uk/publicationsandreports/publications.asp?title=energy+security+in+the+uk&author=jenny+bird&pubdate=&policyarea=&search=search (accessed 19/10/08)

Blackhurst, Rob (2004) ‘Can we wait for Renewables?’ at the Foreign Policy Centre.  Available at: http://fpc.org.uk/articles/264 (last accessed 21/04/10)

Blyth, Mark (2002) Great Transformations: Economic Ideas and Institutional Change in the Twentieth Century.  New York: Cambridge University Press.

Borenstein, Severin and Bushnell, James (2000) ‘Electricity Restructuring: Deregulation or Reregulation?’, Regulation 23, 2: 46-52.

Carter, Neil (2001) The Politics of the Environment: Ideas, Activism, Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

CEPMLP (Centre for Energy, Petroleum and Mineral Law and Policy) (2006) Security of International Oil and Gas: Challenges and Research Priorities: A Project for the Economic and Social Research Council:  http://www.dundee.ac.uk/cepmlp/Research/ESRC%20CEPMLP%20FinalReport.pdf.

CCC (Committee on Climate Change) (2010) The Fourth Carbon Budget: Reducing Emissions Through 2020.  London, CCC.  Available at: www.ccc.org.uk

DECC (2011a) Electricity Market Reform: Consultation Document, December 2010.  The Department of Energy and Climate Change, London.

DECC (2011) DECC website: http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/about/about.aspx

DECC (2009a) ‘The Low Carbon Transition Plan: National strategy for climate and energy’, a Department of Energy and Climate Change White Paper.  Available at: http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/lc_uk/lc_trans_plan/lc_trans_plan.aspx (Last accessed 26th April 2011)

DECC (2009b) ‘The UK Renewable Energy Strategy’, Her Majesty’s Government.  Available at: http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/renewable/res/res.aspx (last accessed 26th April 2011)

DECC (2009c) ‘Government Response to Malcolm Wicks’s Review of International Energy Security, ‘Energy Security: A national challenge in a changing world’’, Department of Energy & Climate Change.

Department of the Environment (1990) This Common Inheritance.  

DTI (2007) Meeting the Energy Challenge: An Energy White Paper. London: TSO. 

DTI (2006a) The Energy Challenge Energy Review Report 2006. The Department for Trade and Industry.

DTI (2006b) Secretary of State’s Second Report to Parliament on Security of Gas and Electricity Supply in Great Britain, July 2006.  London: The Stationary Office.

DTI (2005) Secretary of State’s First Report to Parliament on Security of Gas and Electricity Supply in Great Britain, July 2005.  London, The Stationary Office.

DTI (2003) Energy White Paper: Our energy future – creating a low carbon economy.  London: TSO.

DTI (2001) Social, Environmental and Security of Supply Policies in a Competitive Energy Market.  The Department of Trade & Industry, London.

DTI (1998) ‘Our Competitive Future: Building the Knowledge Driven Economy’.  National Archives. Available at:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.dti.gov.uk/comp/competitive/wh_ch4_1.htm

Ernst & Young (2006) ‘The Case for Liberalisation’ a Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) Research Project at: http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.berr.gov.uk/whatwedo/energy/markets/liberalisation/page28403.html (last accessed 05/10/10)

FCO (Foreign and Commonwealth Office) et al (2004) UK International Priorities: the Energy Strategy.  The Foreign and Commonwealth Office.  Available at: www.sovereignty.org.uk/siteinfo/.../FCOStrategyFullFinal.pdf (last accessed 26th April 2011)

Foxon, T. et al (2005) ‘Transforming policy processes to promote sustainable innovation: some guiding principles’.  A report for policymakers.  London: Imperial College.

Gault, John (2004) ‘EU Energy Security and the Periphery’ in Roland Danreuther ed. European Union Foreign and Security Policy: Towards a Neighbourhood Strategy.  London: Routledge.

Giddens, Anthony (2009) The Politics of Climate Change.  Cambridge: Polity Press.

Greenpeace (2006) Oil and Peace Don’t Mix.  London, Greenpeace.  Available at: http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/media/reports/oil-and-peace-dont-mix (last accessed 26th April 2011).

G8 (2006) Global Energy Security at:  http://en.g8russia.ru/docs/11.html

Hall, Peter A. (1993) ‘Policy Paradigms, Social Learning and the State: the Case of Economic Policy Making in Britain’, Comparative Politics 25, 3, pp. 275-296.

Hay, Colin (2001) ‘The ‘Crisis’ of Keynesianism and the Rise of Neoliberalism in Britain: an Ideational Institutionalist Approach’ in John L. Campbell and Ove K. Pedersen eds. The Rise of Neoliberalism and Institutional Analysis.  Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Held, David (2006) ‘Reframing Global Governance: Apocalypse Soon or Reform!’, in New Political Economy, 11, 2, pp. 157-177.

Helm, Dieter (2005) ‘The Assessment: the New Energy Paradigm’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy 21, 1, pp. 1-18.

Helm, Dieter (2003) Energy, the State and the Market.  Oxford: Oxford University Press.

House of Commons (2007) Energy Security: Research Paper 07/42, London: House of Commons Library.

IEA (International Energy Agency) (2006) Report on UK Energy at: http://www.iea.org/Textbase/publications.

Jegen, Maya (2009) ‘Framing Energy Security: The Case of the European Union’, Conference Paper for the ISA Convention 2009, New York.

JESS (2006) JESS: Long-term Security of Energy Supply.  Available at: http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file35989.pdf (last accessed 19/10/08).

JESS (2002) Joint Energy Security of Supply Working Group: First Report, June 2002.  Available at: http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/reliability/security-supply/jess/reports/index.html (last accessed 26th April 2011)

Kuhn, Thomas (1962) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Kuzemko, Caroline (2010) ‘UK Energy Governance Change and the ‘Russian Bear’: 2003-2007’, a conference paper for the 7th SGIR pan-European Conference, Stockholm September 2010.  Available at: http://stockholm.sgir.eu/ (last accessed 27th April 2011).

Lawson, Nigel (1989) Energy Policy: the Text of a Speech Given in 1982.  Oxford: Clarendon Press.

McGowan, Francis (2008) ‘Can the European Union’s Market Liberalism Ensure Energy Security in a Time of ‘Economic Nationalism’?, Journal of Contemporary European Research 4, 2, pp. 90-106.  

Mitchell, Catherine (2008) The Political Economy of Sustainable Energy.  Hampshire and New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Mitchell, John; Morita, Koji; Shelly, Norman; Stern, Jonathan (2001) The New Economy of Oil: Impacts on Business, Geopolitics and Society.  London: The Royal Institute of International Affairs.

Myers-Jaffe, Amy (2005) ‘The Outlook for Future Oil Supply from the Middle East and Price Implications’, speech, Tokyo, 20th July 2005, available from the James Baker III Institute for Public Policy, Rice University:
http://www.bakerinstitute.org/programs/energy-forum/publications/docs/PECJaffeOilspeech.pdf/view?searchterm=the+outlook+for+future+oil+supply

Offerdahl, Kristine (2007) ‘European Energy Security: Oil and Gas Supplies from the Russian Arctic: Powerful Actors and Diverging Interests’, Paper for the International Studies Association 48th Annual Convention, Chicago.

Oliver, Michael and Pemberton, Hugh (2004) ‘Learning and Change in 20th-Century British Economic Policy’, in Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration, and Institutions, 17, 3, pp. 415-441.

PIU (2002) The Energy Review: Performance and Innovation Unit Report, Cabinet Office.  Available at: http://www2.env.uea.ac.uk/gmmc/energy/energy_links/UK_government.htm

RCEP (Royal Commission of Environmental Pollution) (2000) ‘Twenty Second Report: The Changing Climate, Cm 4749, The Stationary Office, London.  

Scrase, I. and MacKerron, G. (2009) Energy for the Future: A New Agenda.  Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Sauter, R. & Watson, J. (2007) ‘Strategies for the deployment of micro-generation: implications for social acceptance’, in Energy Policy 35, 5, pp. 2770-2779.

Timney, Mary M. (2004) Power for the People: Protecting States’ Energy Policy Interests in an Era of Deregulation.  New York: M. E. Sharpe.

Wicks, Malcolm (2009) ‘Energy Security: A National Challenge in a Changing World’, a report commissioned by Prime Minister Gordon Brown for the Department of Energy and Climate Change.  Available at: http://www.decc.gov.uk/publications/basket.aspx?FilePath=What+we+do\Global+climate+change+and+energy\International+energy\energy+security\1_20090804164701_e_%40%40_EnergysecuritywicksreviewBISR3592EnergySecCWEB.pdf&filetype=4 (last accessed 26th April 2011)

Yergin, Daniel (2006) 'Ensuring Energy Security', Foreign Affairs, 85, 2, pp. 69-83.

Youngs, Richard (2009) Energy Security: Europe’s New Foreign Policy Challenge.  Abingdon and New York: Routledge.


Interviews:

A series of interviews were conducted with staff of the then BERR’s energy division, of DECC, of Ofgem,and of the FCO between 2008 and 2011.  Interviews were also conducted with members of the Policy and Innovation Unit team which conducted the 2002 Review of Energy and other Government advisors.  These interviews form the basis of some of the observations which underpin the analysis in this paper.  As energy had become, post 2006, an increasingly ‘sensitive’ subject most interviewed preferred not to have their names or roles mentioned directly and, as such, interviews are referenced in the text simply by numbers.

BERR, January 2008: Interview 1;
BERR, Interview 2, November 2008;
FCO 2008: Interview 3;
FCO 2009: Interview 4;
DECC, November 2010: Interview 5;
FCO, September 2008: Interview 6;
Professor Nodar Simonia, Moscow, September 2008, Ex-energy advisor to President Putin: Interview 7;
Wintershall, Jurgen Mopert, Moscow: Interview 8;
Deloitte Moscow, Jim Balaschak, (ex Head US Chamber Commerce), Sept ‘08: Interview 9;
Standard Chartered, Robin Matthews, September 2008: Interview 10
Dr Joseph Stanislaw, CERA, London November 2007: Interview 11;
Tim Tutton, OXERA, November 2010: Interview 12;
Nick Hartley, OXERA, November 2010: Interview 13;
Catherine Mitchell, member of PIU review team, February 2011: Interview 14;
Ofgem, January 2011: Interview 15;
DECC, January 2011: Interview 16;
Nigel Kuzemko, Head of international marketing for Qatar National Oil and Gas, December 2009: Interview 17;
] 


Such changes were also apparent in the ‘Low Carbon Transition Plan’ (DECC 2009a). The ‘Low Carbon Transition Plan’ marked an increase in the level of state financial support being offered to facilitate the production of renewable technologies, including research and development, and improve energy efficiency. DECC announced their intention to directly fund four new demonstrations of capturing and storing emissions from coal power stations, to channel about £3.2bn to help households become more energy efficient, to roll out smart meters in every home by the end of 2020 and to provide further state investment in offshore wind (DECC 2009a: 4).  In addition, it was announced that the legislation would be further amended to make Ofgem’s responsibilities clear.  Specifically, although ‘competition’ is still recognised as a valuable mechanism for protecting consumer interests, Ofgem’s mandate was further clarified such that it should recognise going forward that there are other means which can be utilised to protect these interests (DECC 2009a: 4).

What seems clear, not just from the formation of DECC, but from the way in which they pursued their objectives was that methods which had previously been associated with achieving climate goals also became the solutions for achieving energy security goals.  The degree to which these combined objectives relied on facilitating the production of domestic sources of renewable energy, and on reducing demand via energy efficiency measures made energy and climate policy even more deeply integrated.  A good example of this can be seen in the Renewables Plan which had specified a target of reducing fossil fuel demand by 10%, with the added intention thereby of reducing gas imports by 20-30% against what they would have been in 2020 (DECC 2009b: 7).  As such, production of renewables was now understood not just as being about achieving climate targets but also about ‘home grown’ energy as being preferable to certain imports:
(t)urning to renewables will help the UK recover some of its energy self-sufficiency, while assuring that more of our imported energy comes from reliable sources (DECC 2009b: 10).

Although fears about energy security arguably provided the degree of urgency into ‘re-thinking’ energy governance it is almost as if energy security, as an objective in and of itself, is becoming subsumed over time within assumptions about the benefits of achieving a sustainable energy future.  If insecurity, and unreliable fossil fuel providers, were perceived as the problem then the answer, increasingly, was more renewables and energy efficiency and chosen methods of achieving these had been shown to be under delivering quite significantly.  The degree of importance of these elements of energy governance processes then takes a leap upwards in that they are integral not only to climate but also energy security.

Committing to new objectives which policymakers then understood to be ‘serious’, particularly as they became legally binding, in addition forced a much more profound ‘re-think’ of the achievements and failings of UK energy governance.  By adding a greater degree of physical and financial capacity, largely in the form of new institutions, the detail not only of how difficult these new objectives were but also of how much needed to be done to achieve them.   This is a different type of change than that observed by Helm, and others, where it was new ideas about energy policy that drove change in the 1980s and 1990s (Helm 2003; Helm 20005; Borenstein & Bushnell 2000; Jegen 2009).

Not only therefore did new objectives drive new institutions of governance such as DECC, the CCC and ORED but, in addition, an emerging shift in the direction of UK energy policy away from reliance on markets to deliver. As such ‘the state’ had become more directly involved in, and by extension could be held more accountable for, processes of energy governance.  This observation supports Hall’s notion, touched on above, that changing objectives are of the highest degree of importance in the process of policy paradigm change.  Hall had, however, suggested that ideas, instruments, and their settings, were more likely to change before objectives did which differs, as already suggested above, from the findings of this analysis of changing UK energy governance.

This research has focused on energy governance under New Labour, and the ways in which is has come to be inter-linked with climate policy.  It should be noted that since May 2010 the new Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition has not drastically altered the trend away from the ‘pro-market’ model.  And this is despite the context of fiscal austerity, which has made it more difficult for DECC.  The Electricity Market Review (EMR), which is currently being conducted by DECC, asks broad questions about the way that electricity is produced in the UK with an eye to creating a more climate sustainable system.  It acknowledges that further, profound change is required:
Our electricity market has served us well, providing affordable and secure energy since the 1990s. The watchword has been the encouragement of competition overseen by Ofgem as the independent regulator of the sector. As a result we have had some of the lowest electricity prices in the EU and this model formed the basis for EU rules on energy markets and independent regulation. However, in the coming decades we face major new challenges which require careful but far-reaching reforms to meet our objective of ensuring the supply of reliable, low carbon and affordable electricity (DECC 2011a: 4).
This quote not only confirms, however, some recognition of how difficult the new objectives will be to meet and the need for governance change but it also confirms, in a slightly contradictory fashion, ideas about the efficacy of the previous ‘pro-market’ energy model.  In this way old ideas are not rejected in favour of new, but new objectives are recognised as drivers for change.


Conclusions 
This brings us back to the work, referenced above, on paradigm shift in UK energy governance.  This analysis has supported observations that the objectives to which energy policy is increasingly being set now include climate as well as energy security.  This analysis has not been focused on establishing whether or not a ‘paradigm shift’ in UK energy policy can be claimed but on the role of objectives within processes of change.  It claims that new objectives have indeed started to drive a new direction in energy governance in terms of policy instruments, of the degree of state involvement and of changing physical institutions.  As such this analysis understands climate change objectives, and associated renewable and energy efficiency policies designed to produce a more sustainable energy system, as the new ‘norms’ of energy policy. 

A number of issues can be raised at this point and these might form the basis of future analysis.  One is the degree to which climate objectives can remain institutionalised as a legal obligation across Government.  If this high profile and rather difficult set of EU, and UK, targets are not met in future might that undermine the credibility of a target setting approach to energy and climate governance?  As such if climate objectives, as a driver of change, are discredited how might this impact upon energy governance and change?  

Secondly, how will the multiple objectives of energy governance inter-relate going forward.  Many assumptions are being made about a ‘win-win’ scenario wherein climate policies, such as driving energy efficiency and renewable energy production, will deliver energy security.  However, it remains to be seen whether the growing pre-occupation with domestic energy growth will really result in a more secure future for energy supplies.  In addition, the other primary objective of energy policy, affordability, seems to have been lost by the wayside.  Energy poverty reduction targets have been missed in the UK since affordability became an objective of energy policy in 2003 but the costs of ‘clean’ energy going forward, including both renewables and nuclear, are likely to put upward pressure on electricity bills for the residential consumer.  Might compromise with regard to other objectives ultimately impact upon the central role of climate objectives within energy policy in future?

Lastly, there are implications here both for understanding processes of structural change and for answering questions about whether or not a paradigm shift has been taking place in UK energy governance.  If new objectives can drive change without the ideas which underpin the original framework having been discredited then what impact does this have on the type and degree of change possible?  That is to say, without a new blueprint, such as Keynesianism or neoliberalism, having been accepted will this result in only piecemeal change and can such change be either lasting or considered particularly profound?  
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