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Synopsis 

This thesis explores environmental regulation in the European Union (EU) before and after 

the financial and sovereign-debt crises in Europe. I examine whether the environmental 

ambition of new EU legislation after the crisis has fallen, and assess the normativity of EU 

dedication to environmental norms with Ian Manners’ concept of Normative Power Europe as 

a theoretical foundation. Dual methodology is used: Process-tracing of six cases provides 

context and depth to answer these questions, while a content analysis of the same cases 

quantifies the development of each law from proposal to final act. The results, while not 

entirely unambiguous, clearly suggest that the ambition of EU environmental regulation has 

fallen since the sovereign-debt crisis. I discuss possible reasons for this development, 

including the alliance of industry and business interests with EU institutions in an economy 

short on jobs and funds. These results contradict a conceptualization of the EU as an 

especially normative actor on environmental issues. The fact that environment today does 

appear to be «a luxury no longer affordable», suggests that the Normative Power Europe 

theory needs to be refined and clarified. Additionally, it indicates that EU holds no particular 

normative commitment to the norm of sustainability.  
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1 Introduction 

The financial crisis and the subsequent economic problems that affected large parts of the 

world, was a tragedy. The ripple effect of the crisis has also adversely affected other areas of 

policy. In this thesis, I explore the effect of the crisis on EU regulatory environmental 

legislation. Special consideration is given to whether the results support a conceptualization 

of the EU as a normative actor. To this end, 3 legal acts from before and 3 acts from after the 

crisis are analyzed to determine whether the level of environmental ambitiousness decreased 

after the crisis. A clear, if not entirely unambiguous, tendency that this is the case emerges as 

the main conclusion of this thesis. It seems that prioritizing sustainability is indeed a luxury 

no longer affordable for the EU.  

1.1 The EU as an Environmental Actor 

Over time, the European Union has emerged as a (if not the) global leader in international 

environmental politics. In the 1990s and 2000s, the EU took point in cases of regulating 

“climate change, to biodiversity, to trade in toxic wastes, to the regulation of persistent 

organic pollutants” (Kelemen 2010a: 335). Kelemen (2010a) argues that the EU has 

withstood globalization pressure like the “race-to-the-bottom” and instead maintained high 

environmental standards. On the international stage, the EU has sought to disperse its own 

(higher) norms on issues of sustainable development through influencing MEAs (Multilateral 

Environmental Agreements) and through “normative and market power”. Domestic political 

forces are another important factor: The EU is an environmental policy leader because 

political forces at national and EU level believe sustainable development to be important 

(Kelemen 2010a). Some member states have a reputation for being especially 

environmentalist and have championed sustainable development from within the EU. 

The sovereign-debt crisis that hit parts of Europe hard in 2010, however, was a potential 

game-changer on many aspects of EU legislation and budgeting. One after the other, the so-

called PIIGS (Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece and Spain) required fiscal assistance from 

fellow EU members due to looming national bankruptcies. Financially sounder member 

states, Germany in particular, found themselves in a leveraged position holding the funds to 

bail the PIIGS out in crisis. More generally, the decline of the entire world economy meant all 

EU members were in a tighter situation economically from 2010, than in the years before. 



2 

 

These developments might affect support for letting environmental concerns influence 

budgets and legislation, instead giving traction to industry and other interests that create jobs 

and add productivity.  

However, the global financial crisis and the ensuing European sovereign-debt crisis are recent 

developments, and any reflection of the crises in legislation will naturally be delayed. For 

these reasons, the effect of the sovereign-debt crisis on European sustainable development 

policy has still not been researched thoroughly, and deserves closer attention. 

This thesis will therefore explore what, if any, change in EU environmental policy the 

watershed of the sovereign-debt crisis has produced on a single directive/-regulation level. I 

will first present a hypothesis on how this might occur, and some working questions. Some 

EU actors may well have gained leverage over others as some member states thrive and some 

teeter at the brink of bankruptcy. Furthermore, most budgets have suffered cuts since the 

financial crisis hit. Have these factors tilted the power balance in negotiation on the EU level? 

If yes, then what are the consequences upon policy output? Has sustainable development 

become a luxury no longer affordable in the post-sovereign-debt crisis Europe?  

1.2 Ecology – Luxury or Normative Commitment? 

If the EU were an actor seeking only to maximize own wealth and power, we would expect 

the answer to the question which concluded the previous section to be an unqualified yes. 

This supposition, however, is still in debate among EU scholars. A common classification 

within international politics is hard versus soft power. Realists often emphasize military 

power and the ability of a state to impose its will through military might, hard power and 

dominance. However, Nye (1990) notes that this approach suffers from certain limitations in a 

modern, interconnected world, among others the high cost of actually using it, and the 

difficulty with which it transfers into other realms such as economic means. An alternative to 

the hard power of military influence more suited to the modern world, according to Nye 

(1990: 166), is “co-optive or soft power”, wherein a state manages to shape other states’ 

preferences instead of giving them orders. Typically, this is the method of choice of civilian 

powers, states which use soft power, economic and diplomatic means to influence others. 

Attempts to explain the European Union with these categories, however, have fallen short of 

capturing the EU's efforts on many issues, especially human rights and spread of democracy.  
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Ian Manners (2002) has offered an alternative conception of EU projection of power, the 

concept of Normative Power Europe. Manners claims that the EU cannot be understood 

completely within the framework of Westphalian statehood thinking, despite the EU's many 

state-like qualities and its frequent participation in international politics as a state equivalent 

(2002: 239). Instead, the conception of the EU "need[s] to be augmented with a focus on 

normative power of an ideational nature characterized by common principles and a 

willingness to disregard Westphalian conventions" (Manners 2002: 239). The perception that 

the EU constitutes a brand new form of governance is nothing new. But as Manners writes, 

"[t]he constitution of the EU as a political entity has largely occurred as an elite-driven, treaty 

based, legal order. For this reason its constitutional norms represent crucial constitutive 

factors determining its international identity" (Manners 2002: 241). In essence, Manners 

argues that norms are at the heart of the EU and its relations, both among member states and 

in its interaction with the rest of the world. This is implicitly contrasted with other individual 

states, the primary obligation of which is and must be the welfare of the state and its citizens. 

Thus, the EU can be expected to be a normative (norm-driven and norm-spreading) actor to a 

higher degree than other actors.  

Manners identifies five core and four minor norms within the EU; the "third minor norm is 

that of sustainable development enshrined in art. 2 ([Treaty on European Union] (TEU)), art. 

2 ([Treaty Establishing the European Community] (TEC)) and the all-encompassing art. 6 

(TEU)" (Manners 2002: 242) (emphasis original). Manners' theory suggests that the EU will 

remain committed to the norm of sustainable development, even in the face of financial 

problems. This thesis thus presents a critical case for the idea of the EU as a normative actor 

on sustainability. 

1.3 Definitions 

Before any further discussion it is useful to clarify some key terms, both for clarity of 

argument and for operationalization purposes.  

The EU policymaking process and the EU legislative process are used synonymously to 

describe all steps of and influences on a piece of legislation from its origin at the European 

Commission, through the bodies of the EU such as the Council, the European Parliament with 

its committee system until its approval or rejection. These terms also include the influence of 
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various interest groups, lobbyists, information providers and advocates may exercise towards 

the Commission, various committees in the EP or Council. They do not exclude lobbying of 

national groups or governments in order to affect Council voting, or international political 

factors that may influence EU legislation, but this thesis will only consider the activities 

undertaken at EU level. 

EU environmental legislation may be used to signify one or several pieces of legislation, the 

process of legislation or both. Context will make clear which is the case in each instance. 

Additionally, the terms sustainable development, environmental issues/concerns and 

ecology, are used synonymously. This may not be uncontroversial, but reflects an increasing 

perception that mending the environment is everyone's challenge and everyone's 

responsibility. The issue-area therefore ranges very broadly from climate change and research 

into carbon capture to water pollution to restrictions on nano silver, in essence any legislation 

that seeks to regulate pollution of any kind.  

This thesis discusses legislation before and after the European sovereign-debt crisis, and dates 

it at the very beginning of 2010. This dating provides the temporal watershed that is a key of 

the thesis, but some readers may require an explanation for that particular placement in time. 

The financial began in 2008 in the US, affecting European states, businesses and individuals 

even then. So why 2010? The financial troubles of 2007-2008 did not, however, shake 

European politics until the sovereign-debt crisis, the first traces of which could be seen in late 

2009 before it exploded in 2010. For this reason, the sovereign-debt crisis is considered to 

have begun in 2010.  

A majority of the cases in this study are directives. This is the case in four of six instances; 

however, two cases are in fact regulations. Directives and regulations are both EU laws, but 

are distinguished by the level on which they are applied: Directives are acts of the EU and 

require member states to achieve a particular result, but do not dictate the exact transposition 

into national law. Regulations are self-executing and do not require any implementation on 

the national level. The legislative process itself is the same, but a great deal of care is always 

put into crafting and formulating regulations because they leave no leeway for member states 

to adjust in the national transposition. The differences are not so large that the two cannot be 

compared in a case study. However, it is important to be mindful that differences could stem 

from this distinction.  
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1.4 Summary and Outline 
This introduction chapter has posed the question of whether climate and environmental issues 

have become a luxury no longer affordable since the beginning of the European sovereign-

debt crisis. I have also presented the concept of Normative Power Europe, which provides a 

theoretical counter-perspective to the instinctive assumption that climate suffers when money 

is tight. In Chapter 1 I have also provided definitions of key concepts.  

Chapter 2 contains a review of relevant literature, focusing in particular on EU general 

legislative politics and specifically regulatory policies. The chapter also contains an overview 

of EU environmental regulation, and background and timeline on the financial and sovereign-

debt crisis of the EU. I show that certain mechanisms of the EU formal and informal 

legislative process are more likely to affect the balance of emphasis on environment versus 

industry in new legislation than others: The position of the Commission and other EU 

institutions based on the economy and politics; the increased use of early agreements; and the 

alignment of the interests of trade unions and industry.  

Chapter 3 expands on the theoretical foundation of this thesis, on the cases I have selected and 

the methods used to analyze them. Six cases, three from before (Pre-Crisis Cases) and three 

from after (Post-Crisis Cases) the sovereign-debt crisis of the EU, provide a critical case for 

the EU as a normative actor on sustainability. My selected methods are process-tracing and 

content analysis. 

Chapter 4 contains the empirical results for the Pre-Crisis Cases. The chapter covers three 

environmental laws, and I find that concern for competitiveness and sustainability is relatively 

balanced in these cases, which is also reflected in reactions from environmental and industry 

groups.  Content analysis suggests that laws adopted during this period became greener in the 

course of the legislative process. 

Chapter 5 covers the empirical results for the Post-Crisis Cases. This group consists of laws 

adopted since the beginning of the sovereign-debt crisis, and the results suggest that concern 

for competitiveness in the EU legislative process is higher in these cases. Content analysis 

confirms this. 

Finally, in Chapter 6 I summarize the findings of the previous chapters and conclude that the 

results contradict the conceptualization of the EU as a normative actor on sustainability. I 
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show which mechanisms may cause these results, and conclude that early agreements, the 

aligned interests of labor and industry and the position of the Commission and other EU 

institutions based on politics and the economy likely all play a role. 
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2 Literature Review 
This chapter presents a review of relevant literature and research. I explore first EU legislative 

politics, then regulatory politics in the context of the EU and in general, and finally 

environmental regulation within the EU. I end the chapter with a timeline and background on 

the financial crisis, with a particular emphasis on the European point of view. I find an 

increased use of early agreements, discuss regulatory policies and show that the sovereign-

debt crisis struck Europe with full strength only in 2010.  

2.1 The Legislative Process  

The legislative process is the rules and procedures through which the different EU institutions 

propose, debate, and finally approve new laws – the main tool of the EU. Different processes 

are used to adopt different types of policy and policy issues; "most regulatory policies are 

adopted through supranational processes" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 5). In fact, the vast 

majority of EU legislation – as well as all six cases considered for this thesis – is adopted 

through Ordinary legislative procedure (European Parliament [online]). For this reason, I will 

provide a short history of the Ordinary legislative procedure and an outline of the process 

(below) and players involved (next section).  

Three main legislative actors exist in the EU. These are the Commission, the Council and the 

Parliament. According to the Treaty of Rome of 1957, legislation "would be adopted through 

interaction between the Council of national governments" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 51). Over 

several decades thereafter, the power of the Council was gradually reduced in favor of a more 

bicameral solution with a significant Parliament. However, the real boost of power for the EP 

occurred when the predecessor of the Ordinary legislative procedure was established by the 

Maastrict Treaty in 1993 under the name Codecision procedure.  

As for any piece of EU legislation, the Commission holds a monopoly on proposing new 

legislation. The proposal is then considered by both the Council and the Parliament, which 

must both accept it for the law to pass, but with different majority or unanimity requirements 

depending on the area of legislation. 
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Both may also 

propose 

amendments. 

Codecision 

introduced the 

conciliation 

committee, 

wherein all three 

legislative parties 

negotiate towards 

a compromise 

when Parliament 

and Council fail 

to reach an 

agreement on a 

piece of 

legislation (Hix 

and Høyland 

2011: 53).  

Codecision as it 

was established 

under Maastrict, 

was the first EU 

legislative 

procedure in 

which "The Council was […] explicitly required by the Treaty to negotiate with the EP in the 

knowledge that Parliament could, at the end of negotiations, say 'No'" (Shackleton and Raunio 

2003: 171). This was a turning point in the power of balance. When Parliament rejected the 

Open Network Provision (ONP) Voice Telephony Directive after Council simply 

reintroduced its common position after conciliation failed, it became clear that the Council 

"was obliged to take Parliament more seriously" (Shackleton and Raunio 2003: 171). After 

this, interaction and interdependence between the two bodies increased. The formal right of 

Fig. 1: Flowchart of Ordinary legislative procedure (previously: Codecision). 
Source: Parliament.uk 
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the Council to reintroduce the common position was lost in the Amsterdam Treaty 

(Shackleton and Raunio 2003: 172). 

The Maastricht version, often called Codecision I, originally applied only to 15 policy areas. 

However, the scope of Codecision grew both under the Amsterdam Treaty and the Nice 

Treaty (1999 and 2003) (European Parliament January 2012: 8). Amsterdam also enabled 

early agreements on legislation, meaning that "legislation council be adopted at first reading if 

the [EP] and Council already agreed at this stage" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 53). See also Fig. 

1 for a flowchart of the Ordinary legislative process. Most recently, the Treaty of Lisbon in 

2009 established the Amsterdam version – Codecision II – as Ordinary legislative procedure 

and extended its scope to "almost all areas of EU law" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 53).  

When the codecision procedure was first introduced in the Maastrict treaty, scholars disagreed 

upon whether the new procedure truly increased the power of the EP vis-à-vis the Council. 

Crombez (1997: 115) concludes that the EP "becomes a genuine co-legislator" with its 

introduction, now on par with the Council. He goes on to show that the introduction of the 

Conciliation committee subtracts from the power of the Commission (Crombez 1997: 115), 

showing that Codecision shifted the balance of powers within the EU legislative process. 

2.1.1 Institutions and Bodies 

This thesis exists where environmental politics meets EU decision-making. In the previous 

section I introduced the legislative procedure of the EU, but this is only half the story. In 

order to properly understand EU decision-making, we must also know and understand the 

institutions that together make up the EU. While this chapter cannot possibly cover the 

Council, Parliament and Commission extensively, it nevertheless seems important to 

introduce the roles of the different EU institutions and decision-making within and between 

them.  

The Commission 

The Commission holds the legislative initiative in the EU. It prepares law drafts with 

significant autonomy, and is tasked with scrutinizing the implementation of EU law, thus 

functioning as an executive in duet with the Council. The initiative-taker role of the 

Commission is more powerful than it may seem, as evidenced by its (joint with Parliament) 

register of interest-groups in Brussels with 5.500 entries (Europa.eu 27.11.2012). While 
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lobbyists may target any EU institution, the nexus of interest group activity is certainly the 

Commission. The EC serves, for instance, as a "key source of power and influence" for a wide 

range of EU-level consumer organizations, social NGOs and green groups. These groups are 

less likely than mighty trade unions or business interests to hold sway with national 

governments, but by trading information and knowledge for influence they can become 

"insiders in the in the EU policy process" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 172-173).  

Access to the Commission means access to the source of any initial legislative draft – and an 

opportunity to make suggestions for that draft without having to put your name on it.  

The Council 

The executive power of the Commission is shared with the Council, the latter still in charge of 

setting "the long- and medium-term agendas, by reforming the EU Treaty and delegating 

political and administrative tasks to the Commission" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 46). The 

Council accepts or rejects proposals by unanimity or QMV (depending on issue area and 

treaty basis), and may only modify on the basis of unanimity among the member states 

(Farrell and Héritier 2004: 1194). The Council works in sessions dedicated to specific policy 

areas and the different ministers of each member state government participate depending on 

the agenda: Environmental ministers discuss environmental policy; finance ministers meet in 

Ecofin, and heads of state meet in the European Council.  

Member states rotate the Presidency of the Council, a six-month period during which that 

state "chairs meetings, sets the agenda, and negotiates with the European Parliament and other 

legislative actors on behalf of the Council" (Farrell and Héritier 2004: 1194). The Presidency, 

thus, grants the member state that holds it significant influence on the issues to be handled 

and manner in which they are handled during its Presidency. 

Decisions in the Council are often made by Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) but for some 

high-politics areas, such as national security and foreign policy, must be unanimous (Tsebelis 

2012: 9). However, even where QMV is the requirement, there is a "preference for 

unanimity", a well-documented consensus culture within the Council (Mattila and Lane 2001; 

Tsebelis 2012: 29-30). This culture allows all EU member states to function as veto players in 

the vast majority of cases, prompting discussion and compromise in order to find a unanimous 

decision.  
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The Parliament 

The European Parliament is the single EU body that is elected directly in each member state, 

thus representing the citizens where the Council represents the states. All members of the 

European Parliament (MEPs) sit in at least one committee (Farrell and Héritier 2004: 1195).  

The main actors of the Parliament are European party groups, and "[t]hese are the central 

mechanisms for structuring debate and coalition formation in the legislative process" (Hix and 

Høyland 2011: 56). The committee system also merits mention. Committees are tasked with 

different policy areas, and prepare an opinion as well as propose amendments to new drafts 

within that area. Legislative reports within the committees are drafted by rapporteurs, who 

hold significant power over the outcome of a bill. The rapporteurs must balance input from 

interest groups, national affiliation, party group and the committee in order to create a report 

acceptable to the committee and the plenary (Hix and Høyland 2011: 59).  

In addition to its place in the legislative process, the EP approves or rejects by vote the 

members of the new Commission (en mass), and the Commission President. Parliament must 

also approve, amend or reject new legislation, first in one or several committees and then in 

plenary.  

2.1.2 Conflict Among and Within the EU Institutions 

Kreppel and Tsebelis (1999) point out that the potential impact of the EP on legislation varies 

widely with the type of legislative procedure. Under Codecision II - now the Ordinary 

legislative procedure – the EP may exercise veto power, and is equal to the Council in the task 

of crafting a final compromise. In short, Codecision II is the procedure under which the EP is 

the most powerful yet. As a consequence, research based on previous legislative procedures 

may be less relevant.   

Kreppel and Tsebelis found in their study covering the years 1989-1994 that there is a distinct 

ideological hegemony in both the Council and the EP: "The Left appears to have ideological 

hegemony in [the EP], whereas the Right has the overwhelming majority of votes in [the 

Council]" (1999: 962). These ideological differences have major and relevant implications 

that enlighten my thesis:  
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"The right-wing Council is against regulation, whereas the left-wing EP is in favor of it. This 

is the case on issues related to the environment, workers' health and safety, social policy, and 

so on" (Kreppel and Tsebelis 1999: 963 [emphasis added]).  

2.1.3 Early Agreements 

To facilitate the previously mentioned process of "sequential interaction" inherent to the 

Ordinary legislative procedure, meetings between top-level representatives of Council, 

Parliament and the Commission have been instated, with the goal of negotiating an early, 

informal agreement. These meetings, dubbed "trilogues", were instituted first before the 

second reading. Later they have become commonly used even before the first reading – before 

the common position is adopted or the Parliament has issued a formal opinion on a proposal 

(Farrell and Héritier 2003: 586). In the Amsterdam Treaty, these successful trilogues were 

formalized under the name "fast-track legislation", and while initially reserved for 

uncontroversial and technical legislation, "it has been increasingly extended to issue areas, 

where there is a formal deadline for legislation, or some other need for urgent action" (Farrell 

and Héritier 2004: 1197).  

According to Farrell and Héritier (2004: 1198-1199), informal trilateral meetings commonly 

take place as soon as the Parliament and the Council have had time to go over a Commission 

proposal. A series of frequent meetings is held, wherein the participants seek common ground 

and identify the sources of contention. Once a compromise text is within reach and the 

committee treatment approaches, one or several trilogues are arranged. This procedure is 

described as an engagement between select figures in both bodies, instead of a clash of pre-

made decisions from both sides.  

Consequences of the Increasing use of Early Agreements  

Ordinary committee members and smaller political groups in the EP have lost influence due 

to the increased use of early agreements/fast-track legislation, according to Farrell and 

Héritier (2004: 1202). Ordinary tabled amendments are not likely to pass if major political 

groups line up behind an early agreement, leading the vice presidents of the European 

Parliament to warn in a joint letter that the small parties are in danger of being excluded from 

the legislative dialogue (Farrell and Héritier 2004: 1202). Shackleton and Raunio (2003: 178) 

call the development a threat to "short-circuit debate in committee and to create an élite 
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amongst committee members who are privileged to deal with the Council". Rasmussen 

(2011), however, has studied the effects of rapporteurs' positions and found that they are not 

likely to go against the will of the plenary, even if they might have the possibility. 

Shackleton and Raunio (2003: 174) and Cortes (2000) show that the Council has adapted 

intensively to the emergence of early agreements. "After the presentation by the Commission 

of a legislative proposal, the Council's objective is no longer to simply reach a common 

position. The new aim is to try, whenever possible, to get an agreement in the first 

Parliamentary reading by means of a parallel examination […]" (Cortes 2000 [online]).  

On the other hand, fast-track/early agreements have enhanced the power of the Council 

Presidency, which can "accelerate proposals that it would like to see enacted during its six 

months in office", especially since it represents the Council in trilogues (Shackleton and 

Raunio 2003: 175). This also strikes both ways, however. A Permanent National 

Representative of the Council complains in an interview: "There is always the risk that the 

Presidency runs its own race and then presents the deed when it is finished" (Farrell and 

Héritier 2004: 1203).  

This rise of informal negotiations is good news for the efficient passage of new legislation, 

which can be adopted with fewer readings, saving paperwork and avoiding much open 

conflict. On the same note, Shackleton and Raunio (2003: 178) describe the understandable 

need for Conciliation Committee meetings not to be public. However, the use of less 

transparent proceedings such as these is bad news for scholars eager to track changes to said 

legislation and their sources. When most disagreements between Council and Parliament are 

resolved in informal meetings, transparency and traceability suffers.  

The parties involved in the trilogue meetings have gained significant autonomy and agency, 

while other actors in both Parliament and Council seem to be left with less influence. The 

balance of power between Council and Parliament does not seem significantly altered. 

Transparency Concerns 

The increasing use of fast-track legislation poses a challenge not only to students of EU 

decision-making, but also to those who worry about the so-called "democratic deficit" of the 

EU. The quest for quick and efficient legislation must be balanced with the need for 

accountability: Early agreements can certainly be seen as a depoliticized, technocratic tool 
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which minimizes public insight into the process. Shackleton and Raunio (2003) point out that 

the various stakeholders of a proposed piece of legislation have less of an opportunity to 

comment and follow the process under early agreements before the first reading. However, 

other recent developments move the EU towards more openness. 

The Lisbon Treaty increases the public's right of access to EU documents. Formally, it also 

requires the Council to meet in public "when it deliberates and votes on a draft legislative act" 

(Sieberson 2007: 453). While such a rule is unprecedented, Sieberson (2007: 458) points out 

that "the new requirement will not prevent extensive discussions behind closed doors prior to 

formal 'deliberations'". Discussions and votes on non-legislative acts are also exempt from the 

open door policy.  

In short, there are processes within the EU which can be expected to both contribute to and 

subtract from a perceived lack of democratic legitimacy and process. The discussion is part of 

a bigger picture of the development of the EU and thus merits mention, but I will not pursue it 

further not attempt any conclusions on this topic here.  

2.1.4 The Informal EU Legislative Process 

In addition to the formal players in the EU legislative process, more than 5.000 interest 

groups are present in Brussels to influence all legislative bodies at all stages of the process. 

Føllesdal and Hix point out that dense interests such as business and multinational firms on 

the EU level are free from the democratic party politics that usually accompanies national 

lobbying (2006: 537). As a consequence, they have "a greater incentive to organize at 

European level than diffuse interests", and better chances of skewing policy outcomes. Since 

this thesis is concerned with environmental policy, I will limit this discussion of 

informal/semi-formal influences on EU legislative politics to those most relevant to this 

policy area. 

Environmental NGOs 

Environmental NGOs (Non-Governmental Organization) have a significant presence in 

Brussels. This is especially true of the "G4" network, consisting of four well-coordinated 

NGOs that have had a presence in Brussels at least since 1990. These are The European 

Environmental Bureau (EEB), the Friends of the "Earth (FoE), the World Wildlife Fund 

(WWF) and Greenpeace. The G4 also enjoys good, frequent contact with both the 
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Environment Commissioner and the Director General of DG Environment (Greenwood 2011: 

151). 

Long and Lörinczi (2009, referenced in Greenwood (2011: 151)) reflect that NGOs may have 

a comparative advantage over business interests because they work towards roughly the same 

goals and outcomes. Business interests, on the other hand, are essentially in competition with 

each other, and may therefore find a broad and lasting alliance very difficult to achieve. 

The EEB serves as the focal point of the green lobby in Brussels. It is the main interlocutor 

with the Commission "across the range of environmental interests" and has "institutionalized 

its presence across a range of advisory committee structures (Greenwood 2011: 154-155). In 

addition, "the EEB is a member of Commission delegations at Earth/Environmental Summits" 

(Greenwood 2011: 155). 

Some NGOs in particular influence policymaking by providing information "at a highly 

technical scientific level", gaining them access to the Commission. Greenwood (2011: 155-

156) quotes WWF, the Birdlife International network, FoE and Greenpeace as examples of 

such technically astute NGOs. All but Greenpeace "have been commissioned by the European 

institutions for investigative work", which offered them a chance to strongly influence 

framing and definitions of the issue at hand (Greenwood 2011: 157-158).  

These NGOs also carry clout by virtue of their sheer member mass, and Greenpeace has 

sometimes staged protests and engaged in confrontational tactics. As a tendency, however, 

"radical social movements […] become tamed over time as they engage, become incorporated 

in, and [are] influenced by the routines of institutional political decision-making" (Greenwood 

2011: 156). This is similar to the argument of Beate Kohler-Koch (2010), who concludes that 

the connection and accountability between those ostensibly represented by civil society and 

those representing them weakens quickly within the EU system.  

I have previously mentioned that not all lobbyism targets the Commission. Environmental 

NGOs have previously found a natural ally in the EP, which is "quick to take up concerns 

popular with their electorate" (Greenwood 2011: 158). Previously, surveys showed MEPs to 

consider green NGOs as the most effective interest groups, although this impression seems to 

have been tempered over time.  
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Business Interests and Trade Unions 

In terms of influence over EU legislation, green NGOs typically have little clout over national 

governments. Instead they turn to the EU institutions, the Commission in particular, and seek 

influence through information bargaining. The case of business interests and trade unions is a 

very different story. Some large multinational firms exert significant influence on national 

governments (for instance, Siemens in Germany), and the European Trade Union 

Confederation (EUTC) is part of the corporatist "social dialogue" which must approve social 

policy initiatives in the EU (Hix and Høyland 2012: 170).  

Enterprise is the largest single policy area group of lobbyists, and the main business interest 

organization, Business Europe, meets regularly with officials of all the EU bodies (Hix and 

Høyland 2011: 164, 166). Regulation of the markets is a very significant part of the activities 

of the EU. It follows that business interests, as a consequence, devote capital and effort to 

influencing that regulation towards their own interests. Vice versa, since industry and 

business play a major role in value and job creation throughout the EU, they have the ear of 

most national governments and most EU institutions. Hix and Høyland also point out that 

"individual firms have become increasingly sophisticated in their lobbying strategies, using 

multiple channels and diversifying their public affairs expenditure" (2012: 169).  

2.2 Regulatory Policies 

The EU, contrary to popular belief, is not an organization monolithically devoted to 

complicating the lives of European citizens and businesses with bureaucracy and red tape. In 

fact, for one of the most important types of EU policy – the regulatory policies – the aim is 

commonly "the harmonization of many national production standards" (Hix and Høyland 

2011: 3), reducing the number and complexity of rules within the Single Market of the EU. 

The very first EU treaty regulated coal and steel trade among the original six member states, 

and new issues and policies continue to come under European jurisdiction. Regulatory 

politics, in order words, is a large part of the total activity of the EU. Hix and Høyland (2011: 

3) identify four other main EU types of policy, also including expenditure, macroeconomic, 

interior and foreign policies, but this thesis is concerned only with regulatory policies.  
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2.2.1 The Regulation Model 

Tsebelis and Garrett (2000) present and explore several scenarios in an attempt to explain the 

EU as a polity, including a "regulation scenario”. Certain elements of this scenario run 

counter to common suppositions on the EU. The integration dimension is often held as a key 

cleavage, dividing both within and among the bodies of the EU. The regulation scenario 

proposes that regulation, along a traditional left-right divide with the EP on the left and 

Council on the right, is a cleavage that influences the passage of many bills (Tsebelis and 

Garrett 2000: 30). One important merit of this model is its parsimoniousness: It is based on a 

single dimension and assumes that “[p]arty positioning on left/right and European issues 

coincide" (Marks and Steenbergen 2004: 126). This contrasts with the International Relations 

Model, which assumes that the more-less integration dimension is primary in EU conflict, and 

that the national political left-right dimension is entirely disconnected on the EU level (Marks 

and Steenbergen 2002: 885).  

Several of Tsebelis and Garrett's other scenarios are "premised on the existence of a constant 

coalition between Parliament and Commission" (2001: 31). However, the technocratic 

Commission may easily side with a reluctant Council on regulation issues, ("as opposed to 

integration issues, where the Council and Commission are always likely to differ 

considerably") (Tsebelis and Garrett 2000: 31).  

Where the regulation model proposes a single dimension of contestation for European issues, 

Hooghe and Marks (referenced in Steenbergen and Marks (2004)) offer a two-dimensional 

model of EU contestation, along both the left-right and the more-less integration axes. 

According to Hooghe and Marks, the support of the center-left for European integration 

increases as regulated capitalism comes on the agenda. Conversely, "those on the political 

right […] wish to combine European-wide markets with minimal European regulation" 

(Steenbergen and Marks (2004).  

2.3 EU Environmental Regulation 

Anthony Downs proposed that attention to environmental issues would be likely to rise and 

fall, in cyclical fashion, as public sentiment first flared in protest of a perceived problem, and 

then cool as that same public grew bored and frustrated with the complexity of that problem. 

Without accepting the whole of Downs' attention-cycle model, we can nevertheless note that 
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attention to environmental issues has risen and fallen both before and after "Up and Down 

with Ecology" was published in 1972. Environmental issues first dominated the international 

agenda in the early 1970s, flared up again in the mid-1980s, and reappeared with the 

negotiations and conclusion of the Kyoto protocol in 1997. Another high point of attention to 

environmental concerns followed the release of the fourth report by the Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in 2007, which was a wake-up call which presented strong 

evidence of man-made global warming and warned of the extreme weather events and grave 

consequences to ensue.  I proceed now to place the EU within this landscape. While this 

thesis is primarily concerned with domestic EU environmental legislation, I will also show the 

roles of the EU in international environmental politics. What follows is first an overview of 

the role of the EU in international environmental cooperation, followed by a closer look at 

specific regulation.  

2.3.1 1960-1989: The EU, Environmental Laggard 

The EU was not a significant actor on international environmental cooperation during the 

1960s, -70s and -80s. Within international environmental politics, the term "pusher" is used to 

signify an actor pushing for higher standards, and the term "laggard" for an actor reluctant or 

hostile to higher standards. Kelemen and Vogel (2010) and Kelemen (2010) show that the 

USA took a pusher role on many of the environmental issues during this period, including 

trade in endangered species, and placing its weight firmly behind the Montreal Protocol on 

Ozone Depleting Substances. Some of the environmental issues that were prominent in this 

period have today been sufficiently regulated or even more or less resolved. This may be 

attributed to the crucial pusher role that the USA adopted to ensure broad cooperation on the 

issues. The US helped arm the Montreal Protocol with credible and potent enforcement of 

participation as well as compliance. Solid enforcement of the Montreal Protocol made non-

compliance an undesirable option for any state, and today news and research show that the 

hole in the ozone layer is healing (for instance, Spiegel.de 16.03.2012). During the same 

period of American environmental leadership, European states ratified the international 

treaties created, but were often reluctant participants (Kelemen and Vogel 2010: 429).  

However, following a series of serious environmental disasters, environmental awareness and 

ambition began to stir in the EU. The 'forest death' caused by acid rain in the early 80s, 

Chernobyl in 1986 and the discovery of the hole in the ozone layer in the mid-80s all fueled 
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national environmental movements, which influenced national governments to adopt "strict 

new domestic standards and enhance their commitments to international environmental co-

operation" (Kelemen 2010: 340). In 1987, EU Environmental law was significantly 

strengthened with the Single European Act (SEA). The SEA empowered the Council to 

implement higher environmental standards, integrated environmental policy with all other EU 

policies, and brought environmental issues into the fold of issues governed by QMV in the 

Council (Zacker 1991: 249-250). All these developments were significant steps towards a 

greener EU. The above paved the way for the EU to seek a pusher role from 1989s onward, 

focused in particular on energy and climate change: "The number of environmental directives 

in the period from 1989 to 1991 exceeded those of the preceding 20 years" (Greenwood 2011: 

145). While the EU became a pusher, the US retreated into a laggard role: The USA has 

ratified only two important international environmental agreements since 1989, compared to 

12 signed and ratified by the EU and/or its member states (Kelemen and Vogel 2010: 429).  

2.3.2 1989-2013: The EU, Environmental Pusher 

In its role as leader in global environmental governance, the EU was willing to take on steeper 

commitments than the other states in Annex II (of industrialized countries) of the Kyoto 

Protocol, but failed to make those commitments part of the Protocol. Its first major 

accomplishment was the vital role of the EU in saving the Kyoto Protocol once the Bush 

administration abandoned it in 2001. However, "the EU still has a long way to go in its 

leadership efforts to ensure an adequate international response to the challenge of climate 

change" (Oberthür and Kelly 2008: 36-37). This seems an understatement given the current 

impasse in climate negotiations, with the US and China both making any commitment 

contingent on the other laggard. Results may simply not be within reach of any EU effort.  

Still, despite the inertia of global environmental negotiations since the late 1990s, Oberthür 

and Kelly (2008: 38) point out that the EU has developed "a remarkable degree of coherence 

as an actor in international climate policy" despite the mixed competence of the EU and the 

member states on the issue. The role of the Commission almost certainly plays a part in this 

coherence, since it has gained the right to negotiate and sign for the whole of the EU. The EU 

has also evolved its domestic environmental policy and the "leadership by example" that lies 

therein.  
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Issue-Linkage with Integration? 

The preceding section shows significant momentum in the integration of European 

environmental policy. Oberthür and Kelly (2008: 43) propose that this momentum serves a 

secondary purpose: That "climate policy has become an important driver of European 

integration in general". They write that by the mid-2000s, after the failure of the 

Constitutional Treaty and the emphasis on competitiveness of the Lisbon Agenda, the 

institutions of the EU sought out "opportunities to reinforce their legitimacy" and to drive 

forward the European integration process (Oberthür and Kelly 2008: 43). The national 

support for environmentalism that arose in the late 80s was still high, making a climate 

change effort a popular move.  

In fact, research shows that the general resistance to continued Europeanization of the mid-

2000s did not apply to the environment issue. Liesbet Hooghe (2003) shows that majorities of 

both elites and the general populations converged on the policy-issue of environment, and on 

that issue alone. This is true even when the general public opposed further integration 

generally. Elites are generally much more supportive of Europeanization, and this proved true 

also in the research of Hooghe (2003). It is therefore quite possible that linking the issues of 

Europeanization and climate change policy made a cross-cutting cleavage which enabled 

ambitious legislation and a pusher role for the EU. In order to further integration – as elites 

desired – it was necessary to agree on meaningful environmental targets. This sort of rationale 

made the climate change problem, which is globally nearly impossible to agree upon, easier to 

resolve within the EU. 

2.3.3 EU Environmental Regulation: A Review 

I will broadly categorize EU environmental legislation as Waste and emissions regulation, 

Energy regulation and Environment-related market regulation. These categories can never be 

precise as energy production, waste and the internal market are three dimensions of EU 

environmental policy which frequently and deeply interconnect. Most laws mentioned could 

easily be placed in at least two of the categories. Nevertheless, I categorize for the sake of 

clarity and ease of the reader. 
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EU Waste and Emissions Regulation 

Emissions regulation in recent EU history begins with the agreement in the Council of Energy 

in 1990 to stabilize EU CO2 emissions at 1990-levels by the year 2000. One of the major 

means to this end was a carbon tax. 

This discussion turned highly 

controversial, however, and without 

unanimity in the Council, and with 

massive opposition from both the 

UK and energy intensive industry, 

the carbon tax was scrapped in 1997. 

In its place came the burden-sharing 

agreement wherein member states 

agreed to differentiate the 8 percent 

emissions cut commitment they had 

made according to the development 

status of each member state.  

Two directives and one regulation 

together cover a large part of EU 

regulation of electrical, electronic 

and chemical waste. The Waste 

Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

Directive (WEEE) and the 

Restriction of Hazardous Chemicals 

Directive (RoHS) both became European Law in 2003. The two directives are closely linked 

as they both pertain to electrical goods, but where the former sets goals for collection, 

recycling and recover of electrical goods, the latter regulates the use of a handful of hazardous 

substances often used in such goods. Both were recast during the 2000s to include a broader 

scope and target (European Commission (28.09.2012)). The third important waste directive is 

REACH (Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals), which 

entered into force in 2007. Described as "the most complex in EU history", the 900-page bill 

addresses production and use of chemical substances and their impacts on human health as 

well as the environment (Euobserver.com (31.05.2007)). 

Text Box 1: Recent History of EU 

Environmental Policy 

1993 Greenhouse gas emissions monitoring 

mechanism agreed upon. ALTENER and SAVE 

created – minor support schemes for renewable 

energy production and energy efficiency. 
 

1994 Sweden, Finland and Austria join the EU. Energy 

map considerably changed. 
 

1995 Energy White Paper draws up 3 major goals: 

Competitiveness, security of supply and 

environmental improvement. 
 

1996 Electricity Directive. 
 

1997 Joint commitment to the Kyoto Protocol and 

agreement on internal burden-sharing. 
 

1998 Gas Directive. 
 

1998- Weak, voluntary agreements with European, 

1999 Korean and Japanese car manufacturers on CO2 

emissions limits. 

 

2001 Renewable Energy Sources Directive. 
 

2003 Biofuels Directive; EU Emissions Trading 

Scheme Directive.  

 

2007 Council adopts the 20-20-20 targets. 
 

2008 Climate and Energy Package proposed and 

negotiated. 
 

2009 Climate and Energy Package adopted. 
 

2012 Energy Efficiency Directive 
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One of the 20-20-20 goals was a 20 percent reduction in emissions by 2020. The plan to attain 

this goal included a new effort-sharing mechanism, differentiated targets for member states 

and a monitoring mechanism. Another element of the 20-20-20 goals adopted in 2009 was 

establishing a framework for use and development of Carbon Capture and Storage (CC&S) 

technology. While still in a framework stage, the CC&S bill regulates a method of disposing 

of CO2 emissions which is currently in its trial phase.  

Finally, the Industrial Emissions Directive which entered into force in 2011 merits mention. A 

recast of several smaller directives including the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control 

and the Large Combustion Plant Directives, this Directive addresses and regulates industrial 

pollution from a wide variety of sources, regulating emissions into water, soil and air.  

Several regulations on emissions from various automobile types also fall into this category. 

EU Energy Regulation 

Minor developments on energy regulation include the Renewable Energy Sources Directive 

of 2001, and the Biofuels Directive of 2003. The latter aims for 5.75 percent of all transport 

fossil fuels to be replaced by biofuels by the end of 2010.  

The major development on energy regulation in this period was, however, the Directive on the 

Promotion of Renewable Energy Sources, which is part of the Climate and Energy Package. 

This states a differentiated but common goal of producing 20 percent of EU energy from 

renewable sources, and covering 10 percent of transportation energy with biofuels.  

EU Environment-Related Market Regulation 

The EU Emissions Trading System (ETS) came into place in 2003 and serves as the 

cornerstone as the market-based climate change policy of the EU. It was the first, and remains 

the largest, international GHG emissions allowance trading system (European Commission 

04.01.2013). Importantly, it is also an instrument compatible with the process of liberalizing 

the internal energy market. After much debate, the ETS in its initial phases allocated 

allowances to all installations that required them and permitted trading with excess permits 

(or purchase of permits if needed).  

With the Climate and Energy Package came also a sweeping reform of the ETS. The scope of 

the coverage was increased, and auctions in principle now replaced the allocation system for 
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allowances. Today, the system covers about 11.000 installations, circa 50 percent of EU CO2 

emissions, and since 2012 aviation is also included. Perhaps most important, however, was 

the introduction of a single EU-wide carbon cap. Necessary for the eventual scarcity of 

emissions allowances, the cap laid the foundation for the rise of the carbon price and thus the 

efficiency of the ETS.  

2.4 Context: The Financial Crisis and post-crisis EU 

In this thesis, I date the European sovereign-debt crisis to 2010. Readers might question this 

timeline, since the financial crisis of the late 2000s struck many countries and many different 

sectors at different points in time. For the purposes of this thesis, 2010 is nevertheless the 

correct point in time to consider. I will therefore touch on where and how the financial crisis 

began and progressed, in order to explain exactly which elements of the crisis are considered 

in this thesis.  

2.4.1 Origin of the Financial Crisis 

There is wide scholarly consensus that the current economic downturn began with the events 

in the United States in 2007-2008, in particular the fall of Lehman Brothers in 2008. Views on 

what exactly caused those events, however, differ widely and would alone fill many theses. 

However, one quite general, but also uncontroversial answer is that the subprime mortgage 

crisis (a large increase in defaults on unsustainable house mortgages) upset financial firms 

that were already overextended from frivolous lending over many years (Financial Crisis 

Inquiry Commission (January 2011). This financial crisis, the second-worst in the history of 

the USA, impacted both the US and Europe, causing a major economic downturn often called 

simply "The Great Recession", which (Hall 2010: 3).  

The so-called "credit crunch" explains why a handful of banks in trouble caused a haunting 

recession in the entire Western world. After years of indiscriminate lending, many banks were 

overextended. When trust in the markets first began to collapse, banks cut or reduced loan 

availability and raised interests to secure their remaining funds. This, however, added to the 

financial difficulties of many people and businesses already struggling to keep up their loans 

out of default, adding to the vicious credit crunch cycle. The 2007 credit crunch struck both 

American and European firms and countries: A number of financial institutions from all over 

Europe was nationalized, guaranteed by national treasuries or broken up starting August 2007.  
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In 2008, the UK bank Northern Rock had to be taken into public ownership and then resold in 

2008 (news.bbc.co.uk 05.08.2008), American  bank Lehman Brothers went bankrupt, and all 

three of Iceland's largest banks faced collapse, raising the (averted) specter of a national 

bankruptcy (Speech by Prime Minister Geir H. Haarde). Among EU member states, Hungary 

was the first to seek financial assistance. An emergency effort to the Magyar Nemzeti Bank 

(Hungarian National Bank) from the European Central Bank (ECB) provided initial relief, 

and was backed up with a comprehensive rescue package "to the tune of €20 billion" (Hodson 

and Quaglia 2009: 942).  

Hodson and Quaglia (2009) point out that the transnational nature of the European banking 

sector meant that contagion effects of both the crisis, and the action and inaction of national 

governments during the initial phase of the crisis were inevitable. After this initial phase, 

European as well as international efforts have been made to rethink and re-regulate the 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30
d

es
.0

4

m
ai

.0
5

o
kt

.0
5

m
ar

.0
6

au
g.

0
6

ja
n

.0
7

ju
n

.0
7

n
o

v.
0

7

ap
r.

0
8

se
p

.0
8

fe
b

.0
9

ju
l.0

9

d
es

.0
9

m
ai

.1
0

o
kt

.1
0

m
ar

.1
1

au
g.

1
1

ja
n

.1
2

ju
n

.1
2

n
o

v.
1

2

EU

USA

Portugal

Italy

Ireland

Greece

Spain

Fig. 2: Long-term interest rates on government bonds. 



25 

 

financial sector and supervision thereof (for a detailed review, see Hodgon and Quaglia 

(2009)). There were also efforts to correct the effects on the real economy. The European 

Recovery Plan of 2008 "committed the EU and its Member States to an immediate budgetary 

stimulus equivalent to 1.5 percent of EU GDP" (Hodson and Quaglia 2009: 943).  

2.4.2 Tragedy Strikes Greece 

Some may claim, therefore, that Europe was hit by the financial crisis as early as 2007/2008. 

There is significant truth to this, and as shown above, there is no scarcity of evidence that 

economic problems abounded in Europe from 2007. However, the political impact of the 

crisis at that early stage was limited. It did not prompt the austerity measures, sovereign-debt 

crises and interest rate spikes that were developing and causing riots and protests from 2010 

onward.  

The long-term Treasury bond yields of the EU, the US and the various PIIGS states are 

instructive to this point, see fig. 2. The sharp divergence of the PIIGS' interest rates compared 

to those of the EU and the US reflects the higher risk that accumulated in the former, and also 

made refinancing their budget deficits much more difficult (Leuffen, Rittberger and 

Schimmelfennig 2013: 151). The interest rates of the EU and the US remained stable during 

the whole period of 2005-2012, while those of the others, in particular Greece, multiplied 

starting early 2010. Only minor increases can be identified prior to 2010, and this timeline 

coincides with the details of the Greek tragedy; Only in October 2009 did the new socialist 

government admit to a gigantic projected national deficit, as well as the country having 

misled the EU about the Greek financial state for years (theguardian.co.uk 02.11.2012). The 

first strikes hit Athens in mid-December 2009, and by May 2010 riots were taking place. 

Around the same time, ratings agencies begin downgrading debt and credit ratings for Spain 

and Portugal (theguardian.co.uk 02.11.2012).  

When Greece appeared to be at risk of bankruptcy, "the EU states decided to disregard the no-

bailout clause" in Article 103 of the European treaty, rather than risk a possible break-up of 

the European Monetary Union (EMU). This was the inception of the European Financial 

Stability Facility (EFSF), as a guarantee for other European countries in trouble, but 

"conditional upon hard austerity measures to re-establish budget stability" (Leuffen, 

Rittberger and Schimmelfennig 2013: 151).  
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This thesis is concerned with the consequences of the full political impact of the financial 

crisis upon Europe, and the fullest impact yet can, as I have shown above, clearly be 

identified around early 2010, when the sovereign-debt crisis hit.  

2.4.3 The Impact of a Financial Crisis 

Much literature exists on the impacts of an economic crisis generally, and specifically on the 

current economic crisis. However, most of this literature is sector-specific. It addresses the 

impact of the crisis on different business sectors or lending practices, on regulations and 

legislation specific to finance. These are not topics relevant to this thesis. My thesis addresses 

the financial and sovereign-debt crisis as a watershed in priorities among the members of the 

EU, as a crucial case to study the depth of devotion to ecological policy of the EU. Exploring 

sector-specific consequences of the financial crisis thus has no purpose; in my literature 

review I have sought evidence on the influence upon power balances, priorities and 

negotiation positions of the different EU actors.  

A crisis often causes a shift in priorities. While predicting exactly what shift may be risky, 

non-essential spending is always at risk during lean times. Anecdotal evidence from the 

current crisis includes Portugal's abolishing its Ministry of Culture altogether (NYtimes.com 

24.03.2012), British and German plans to slash defense budgets by 7,5 and 25 percent by 

2015 and 2016 respectively (NYtimes.com 16.05.2012), and climate strategy not even being 

on the agenda for the four European Council summits that took place in 2012 

(Bloomberg.com 23.11.2012). Evidence that environmental concerns specifically have 

suffered since the beginning of the financial crisis is also not hard to find. Germany "is 

reducing subsidies for renewables and burning more coal", Spain cut off aid for new 

renewable projects early 2012, and "Italy, the UK and France have all cut solar subsidies" 

(Bloomberg.com 23.11.2012). In an interview, EU Climate Commissioner Connie Hedegaard 

acknowledged that "[n]othing is easy because of the economic, [...] social and job crisis" 

(Bloomberg 23.11.2012).  

I have struggled to find any research on the effects of the financial crisis on EU decision-

making, or any kind of political decision-making beyond the financial sector. Lenz (2012) has 

researched negotiating after the financial crisis, but his contribution is written with developed 

and developing states in mind. Even so, there seems to be no reason why the principle cannot 

be applied to strong and weak parties within the EU. Lenz shows that uncertainty will affect 
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weak negotiators much more than it will affect strong negotiators within an institutional 

framework. In the context of the economic crisis, uncertainty may be a factor in negotiations 

on non-essential spending and low policy areas. Following Lenz, this would suggest that 

smaller EU member states such as Ireland, Greece and Portugal will have their negotiation 

positions further weakened by the uncertainty of the current situation. For large member states 

Italy and Spain, this is not necessarily the case. 

2.5 Summary: Literature Review 

This chapter provided background information on the legislative process and actors of the EU. 

In particular, significant space has been devoted to early agreements, a fast-track version of 

Ordinary legislative procedure used with increasing frequency, which has a significant effect 

on how EU laws are created. According to the literature reviewed here, early agreements may 

bring about new legislation faster and smoother, but by sacrificing transparency. I have also 

given a special review of the EU as an environmental player, both externally and internally. 

This thesis is primarily focused on the domestic (or internal to the EU) policies, but both are 

linked and affected by a stated desire to take on a leadership role internationally. Finally, I 

have provided timeline and background information on the financial crisis, with a particular 

view to the European context. In this section I propose that European states have an interest in 

emphasizing traditional material values such as welfare and job creation over traditionally 

more secondary considerations like the environment.  

Anecdotal evidence certainly supports this, but more investigation is needed. The next chapter 

shows how exactly I have examined this question.  
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3 Theory, Data and Method 

In this chapter, I explain in depth my theoretical outlook on the research question, present the 

cases and elaborate on the choice of methods. I conceptualize the EU as a normative actor as 

my theoretical foundation, six environmental regulations or directives as my cases, and I 

employ both a process-tracing and a content analysis as methods.  

3.1 Theoretical Foundation 

The observation that the EU does not primarily rely on military power to influence its 

surroundings is nothing new. Francois Duchêne (1979, referenced in Diez (2005)) made the 

observation that the EU relies on civilian and economic means, rather than military might, as 

early as the 70s. Normative power according to Manners is not the opposite of military might, 

nor a variation on civilian power, but a new category which includes not only the means 

employed to project power, but also the goals pursued and the motivations behind them. In 

other words, as military power is linked to military instruments and civilian power linked to 

economic power, normative power is an “ideological power” or “power of opinion” (Forsberg 

2011: 1185).  

King points out that the EU is “a hybrid of supranational and international forms of 

governance which transcends Westphalian norms” (King (1999) referenced in Manners 2002: 

240). The legacy of the world wars and the European wariness of nationalism meant that the 

European Community was born into a context of Europeans dedicated to “pooling their 

sources to preserve and strengthen peace and liberty”, a starting point preserved by the elite-

driven, legal-based development of the EU (Manners 2002: 240). According to Manners, 

there are six factors which affect how EU norms are diffused. Contagion is unintentional 

spread of ideas from the EU to other political actors. Informational diffusion is intentional 

spread of ideas through for instance declarations or new policy initiatives. Procedural 

diffusion happens through formalized relationships between the EU and third parties, for 

instance through enlargement. Transference is diffusion through economic or technical 

cooperation. Overt diffusion stems from physical presence in the area receiving the norm, for 

instance monitoring missions in war zones. Finally, the cultural filter “which affects the 

impact of international norms and political learning in third states and organizations leading 

to learning, adaptation or rejection of norms” is cited (Manners 2002: 244-245). These factors 
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are pertinent because Manners’ point is not solely that the EU spreads norms – most or all 

actors have norms and try to spread them if they have the capacity to do so – but also that it 

does so in a normative fashion. 

Manners' 2002 article has drawn considerable scholarly attention, and according to Falkner 

"[t]he conviction is gaining ground that the EU is not a conventional great power in waiting, 

but a 'normative power' that acts primarily through ideas and values, and not military or 

economic force" (2007: 2).  Forsberg (2011:1186) points out that the concept of Normative 

Power Europe has been enthusiastically endorsed by key EU representatives such as 

Commission President José Manuel Barroso. Furthermore, numerous scholars have developed 

the concept directly or indirectly by “subscrib[ing] to Manners’ key idea that the EU is 

distinctive from traditional great powers because of its normative character” (Forsberg 2011: 

1186).  

3.1.1 Critique of Normative Power Europe  

Despite its success, Normative Power Europe suffers from certain weaknesses, in particular as 

an analytical instrument. Pace (2007) has called Normative Power Europe a “semantically 

empty notion”, suggesting that it is unsuited for critical analysis and more apt for praise of EU 

exercise of power. This argument is part of the larger discussion on the different elements that 

constitute Normative Power construction: Content, process, agents, the environment, 

mechanisms and the goals/desired outcomes (Pace 2007: 1044). Manners fails to exhaustively 

deconstruct Normative Power Europe in such a fashion, rendering it a broad but relatively 

vague concept. Sjursen (2006: 236) addresses this vagueness and points out that an explicit 

standard is needed “to assess claims about the EU’s normative dimension”, because “it is only 

if such standards and criteria are explicitly indicated that it is possible to criticize them”. This 

weakness of the analytical power of Normative Power Europe also affects this thesis, which 

consequently uses the concept only generally as a foundation for the hypothesis.  

Some critics have suggested that Manners simply renamed the notion of civilian power, in the 

tradition of Duchêne, with his concept. Diez (2005) suggests that 'normative power' is not 

distinct from 'civilian power', but rather a subtype of civilian power with a particular 

emphasis. Manners (2006) posits that civilian power is exercised primarily with economic 

tools, and links other non-military tools with normative power, thus distinguishing the two 

concepts. Others understand these categories of powers and their respective tools as less 
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uniform, thereby casting doubt on the very existence of this type of power (Forsberg 2011: 

1188).  

Falkner (2007) presents a more specific critical argument against Normative Power Europe 

which is relevant for this thesis. Falkner asserts that the claim of Normative Power Europe is 

insufficient to explain EU policy on biotechnology. Instead, he says, EU action must be seen 

in its historical and political context. Falkner’s (2007: 20) observation that we must "retain a 

critical perspective on any claim that power serves global interests and universal values" is 

clearly important whether we take a constructivist/ideational perspective such as Manners or 

more realist approaches.  

Still, some of Falkner's other objections to Normative Power Europe, while reasonable in 

2007, may have become less valid with the developments of the last years. Falkner claims 

efforts to wed the sustainability and competition agendas are absent, creating an inherent 

norm paradox within the EU where one agenda will have to bend. This was true at the time, 

but by 2010 the EU had passed the Climate and Energy Package, deftly interweaving energy 

and sustainability. Falkner also insists that EU leadership on environmental policy is largely a 

result of domestic (and EU-level) political-economic logic, thus downplaying the significance 

of the normative dimension. His case study of EU leadership on biotechnology seems to 

support this claim. However, it is unclear whether this argumentation translates to climate 

change and emissions restriction, chemicals and hazardous waste regulation. 

These developments prompt the question of whether a transition toward normative power 

Europe is happening, or if Falkner's conclusion that the concept seems only a minor influence 

on EU environmental policy stands. My thesis re-opens the same discussion as Falkner, but 

on a different issue and different methodology. Nevertheless, my conclusions are not 

dissimilar. 

3.1.2 A Critical Case for 'Normative Power Europe' 

For this proposed normative European commitment to ecology be of any value, we must 

suppose that it remains regardless of conjunctures or hard times, and this thesis sets out to 

determine whether this is the case. In the thesis I examine EU environmental legislation – 

three cases from before and three cases from after the sovereign-debt crisis. Using both 
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process-tracing and a method of content analysis, I provide information on the process leading 

to the finished directives and regulations, as well as insight into the changes that were made.  

Analyzing legislation both before and after the sovereign-debt crisis provides a crucial case of 

Normative Power Europe. The economic crisis struck at a time of great ecological optimism 

in the EU. However, with the crisis, many EU states were forced to begin reining in the belt 

or endure strict austerity measures. A normative commitment to ecology, enshrined in the 

very constitution of the EU, should nevertheless remain solid, protected as it would be by a 

higher, normative community. Is this an observable reality? 

3.1.3  Research question/Hypothesis 

This thesis is implicitly structured around a theoretically founded hypothesis, based on the 

above explained inference of Manners' concept 'Normative Power Europe'. The hypothesis is: 

H1: The sustainable development policy of the European Union became less ambitious during 

the European sovereign-debt crisis of 2010-2012.  

H1 describes a situation where environmental legislation is weakened throughout the 

legislative process, rendering it less ambitious. The counterpoint to H1 would be a situation 

where a directive is kept as strong as the initial proposal (or stronger), permitting it to be 

called equally ambitious (or more so). A result in support of H1 would seem to support the 

commonsensical assumption that essential spending takes precedence in a crisis, reducing the 

resource flow into other policy areas. It follows also that if H1 is right, and the effort of the 

EU on sustainability withered during the financial crisis, this casts doubts on the normative 

dedication of the EU to sustainability. Inversely, findings which contradict H1 can be read as 

reinforcement of Normative Power Europe, which predicts that EU sustainability efforts 

should remain strong, due to their normative nature.  

In conclusion, the research question of thesis is: 

Q: Has the European sovereign-debt crisis of 2010-2012 affected EU environmental 

legislation and the consideration given to industry versus environment?  
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3.2 Data 

The data of this thesis center on the six cases of environmental EU regulations or directives, 

and the legislative process that created them. In the content analysis, the text of each law is 

the data analyzed, but the cases are identical.  

3.2.1 Selection Criteria 

The selection of three pre-financial crisis and three post-financial crisis cases permits 

observation of developments and mechanisms that differ before and after the crisis. The 

legislative processes of the Pre-Crisis Cases (Cases 1-3) took place primarily before the 

financial crisis and sovereign-debt crisis in 2010. The Post-Crisis Cases (Cases 4-6) 

encompasses those laws passed primarily after the crisis. 

The specific cases were selected on the basis of going through the EU legislative process 

primarily in the right time frame (the 6
th

 and 7
th

 European Parliament, 2004-2009 and 2009-

2014), concerning the policy area of the environment, and being noteworthy in the sense of 

not being purely technical dossiers - there was discussion and some degree of controversy 

surrounding them. The cases were widely considered significant by EU observers and 

lobbying groups, and were considered substantially important to the environmental policy 

of the EU. Most cases regulate waste and emissions, but I have also included energy 

regulation. Market-regulating directives have not been included in this thesis. 

Minor deviances from this and the above mentioned criteria are easily identifiable: Case 1 

was proposed in 2003, before the 6
th

 EP. Cases 2 and 3 were formally adopted in the common 

position only in March 2009. Cases 4 and 5 were originally proposed in 2008 and 2007 

respectively. However, the main negotiations and the majority of the time consumed for the 

passage of the bill in each case confirms its proper placement among the Pre-Crisis or Post-

Crisis Cases.  
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3.2.2 Overview of Cases 

Pre-Crisis Cases 

 Case 1: REACH. Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 18 December 2006 concerning the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and 

Restriction of Chemicals (REACH), establishing a European Chemicals Agency, 

amending Directive 1999/45/EC and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 793/93 and 

Commission Regulation (EC) No 1488/94 as well as Council Directive 76/769/EEC and 

Commission Directives 91/155/EEC, 93/67/EEC, 93/105/EC and 2000/21/EC. 
 

 Case 2: Renewable Energy Sources. Directive 2009/28/EC of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 23 April 2009 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable 

sources and amending and subsequently repealing Directives 2001/77/EC and 2003/30/EC 

(Text with EEA relevance). This directive was one of several forming the "20/20" 

package, wherein the EU committed to a 20 percent renewable energy sources objective 

within 2020.  
 

 Case 3: Carbon Capture. Directive 2009/31/EC: Air pollution: geological storage of 

carbon dioxide CO2 (amend. Directives 85/337/EEC, 2000/60/EC, 2001/80/EC, 

2004/35/EC, 2006/12/EC, 2008/1/EC and Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006). This directive 

was meant to pave the way and establish a framework for research and testing of carbon 

capture technology.  

Post-Crisis Cases 

 Case 4: RoHS (recast). Directive 2011/65/EU of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 8 June 2011 on the restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances in 

electrical and electronic equipment. This directive places restrictions on hazardous 

chemicals and substances, and establishes standards for these. 
 

 Case 5: IED (recast). Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 24 November 2010 on industrial emissions (integrated pollution prevention 

and control). This directive covers different aspects of pollution prevention and control, 

including soil and groundwater protection, sets specific targets and limits. 
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 Case 6: CO2 Standards for Vans. Regulation (EU) No 510/2011 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 11 May 2011 setting emission performance standards for 

new light commercial vehicles as part of the Union's integrated approach to reduce CO 2 

emissions from light-duty vehicles. This regulation set emissions standards for light-duty 

vehicles, and time by which they had to be applied. 

3.3 Method 

I employ two different methods to investigate these cases: Process-tracing and content 

analysis. This section contains an introduction of each method and reflection on the strengths 

and weaknesses of each.  

3.3.1 Process-Tracing 

When analyzing the cases and processes, I pay close attention to the processes that allowed 

for each case to develop as it did. I seek to trace the links between possible causes and 

observed outcomes. Such an examination calls for a qualitative approach, emphasizing the 

negotiations within the legislative process, the reactions among key actors and the 

development of the legal text itself. A suitable method for such a study of “whether the causal 

process a theory hypothesizes or implies in a case is in fact evident in the sequence and values 

of the intervening variables in that case” (George and Bennett 2005: 6) is process-tracing. 

Each bill is covered from the initial Commission proposal to the final approval. The process-

tracing brings forth key controversial issues and their development in the cases at hand, but 

does not aim to provide an overview of the entirety of the text of the law. It is also very 

limited in scope in order to permit several process-tracings within a single thesis, so the 

subject matter studied is limited to the aforementioned three variables: negotiations, reactions 

and development of the legal text.  

There are several advantages to this method, foremost among them that it provides a nuanced 

picture of the process, “begin[s] to chart the repertoire of causal paths” and “connects 

observations and explanations” (George and Bennett 2005: 207).George and Bennett (2005: 

207-208) also point out that it is also a method very well suited to complement other research 

methods, because it complements quantitative methods instead of competing with them. This 

is useful whether the aim of the investigation is theory testing or theory development, but my 

purpose in this thesis is limited to theory testing. 
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Data Analyzed 

In the process-tracing process I also seek to establish the positions of many relevant players 

and actors, most significantly MEPs, Council members and Commissioners, the EP, Council 

and Commission's joint statements, but also those of national players, of environmental, 

business and chemical interest organizations, and of companies. A multitude of sources is 

used to paint a picture of the input and opinions of these players involved in the processes: 

The extensive documentation, opinions and original documents available on the various EU 

institution web sites, opinions and voting suggestions from different interest groups, news 

sources, academic work on the cases for which this exists, and speech transcripts by relevant 

actors.  

To ensure that my process-tracing provides as extensive an overview as possible, I have 

assembled and organized a variety of data on a range of variables such as duration of 

legislative process, number of readings, number of committee readings, number of Council 

discussions and negative feedback from industrial/environmental lobby. These results 

contribute to the final conclusion and are presented in the summaries of each empirical 

chapter. 

Reflections on Method 

A word on the advantages and disadvantages of this approach is in order. Process-tracing is a 

distinctly qualitative approach, generating first and foremost a descriptive result. My 

approach is what George and Bennett (2005: 210) describe as a “detailed narrative”. The basic 

form of process-tracing, this method provides a very specific historical account of how an 

event came about. Detailed narratives as a rule do not make explicit use of theory (George and 

Bennett 2005: 210), nor does this one, but explain the key issues and the mechanisms of the 

story. Additionally, I use the theoretical foundation of the thesis tacitly to enlighten the 

detailed narrative throughout, and to place the results of the process-tracing into context.  

The level of detail means that all relevant information is included in the results of the research 

– there is no filter to reduce noise and bring patterns out more clearly. This reduces the chance 

that key information or important factors are omitted due to methodological limitations. The 

other edge of this sword is the relative irreducibility of the results – each case presents a story 

which it is difficult to reduce to a model or bullet points. I have sought to compensate for this 

by summarizing some key variables in tables.  
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In addition to this weakness, which is relatively general to qualitative research, comes a 

challenge more specific to my project. The method of process-tracing requires an intensely 

close examination of a process, to the point where the researcher ideally should be present 

when negotiations are held and decisions are made. I, however, was in no way immersed in 

the processes that led to these six cases, and have studied them only after the fact. This leaves 

my method significantly short of fulfilling the strictest of requirements regarding process-

tracing. I am aware of this, and elements of the process may escape my awareness as a 

consequence. In order to compensate and make sure that all important elements are included 

in this thesis, I have used a wide selection of sources upon which to base my process-tracing, 

ensuring that the sources are both firsthand and secondhand. 

3.3.2 Content Analysis 

I proceed now to discuss the content analysis. I employ a method of content analysis 

developed by George Tsebelis, wherein I track changes in specificity to each amendment of 

the proposal. This section consists of several subsections, which discuss the data analyzed, the 

technique and concrete output of the analysis, my analytical approach and finally reflection on 

the method.  

Data Analyzed 

Each item of the final legal text is compared to the content of the proposal, and all reduction 

in specificity is counted, along with the type of reduction (see the four categories quoted 

above). I systematize the changes that are both relevant and controversial in tables presented 

in the appendices. In addition, I show select examples of reduced specificity. These are based 

on the consideration of each amendment compared to a generic form: "Under certain 

conditions…, The EU will have certain goals… and in order to achieve these goals in [sic] 

will use the following means…; this decision is applicable effective a certain date" (Tsebelis 

2012: 17). If one or more of these possible parts has been weakened in the final version, it is 

counted as a negative change (-). Where specificity has increased, it is counted as a positive 

change (+).  
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Tsebelis (2012) proposes that reducing the specificity of a law is a commonly used strategy to 

secure unanimity in the Council. The specificity is reduced if:  

 "the list of conditions increases (since the rule will be applied less often) 

 the number of goals is reduced (since the rule becomes less ambitious; if the bill is 

presented in positive mode adding goals increases specificity; if it is worded in a negative 

way (specifying the exceptions) then adding exceptions decreases specificity) 

 the number of means is reduced (the bill becomes less effective) 

 the time of implementation is moved to the future" (Tsebelis 2012: 17) 

Identifying such changes requires, in the words of Tsebelis, "a detailed knowledge of the 

legislation, through the whole production process" (2012: 18). Where Tsebelis only tracked 

development toward less specificity of the text, I find it may be relevant to chart increased 

specificity as well, in order to detect a wider variety of developments.  

Additionally, Tsebelis’ three selected cases were all passed under the Consultation procedure 

in 1999 (2012: 18). The distance in time and difference in legislative procedure means that 

there may have consequences for my analysis that were not relevant for Tsebelis’, for instance 

fast-track legislating may cause 1
st
 reading proposals to be pre-made agreements instead of a 

starting point for discussion between the EP and the Council. If this is the case, it follows that 

fewer and smaller substantial changes will be made.  

Additionally, all of Tsebelis’ cases required unanimity in the Council, and his analysis 

focuses specifically on bridging the gap between a qualified majority and unanimity. My 

environmental cases required only QMV, and this difference may hamper my analysis. On the 

other hand, I have already discussed the consensus culture that reigns within the Council. We 

can assume, based on that well-established norm, that even where not absolutely necessary, 

the members of the Council will try their utmost to get all member states onboard. This means 

that while formally Tsebelis’ cases require unanimity and mine do not, in practice they are 

likely to be treated more or less the same in this respect.  

Technique 

In order to enable replication of these results, in this and the next section I describe how I 

have approached these cases both practically and analytically. I will first explain the practical: 

How the tables of the analyses (appended) can be read.  
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Each item of the law is listed in the following default format: A1 (A1). The former reference, 

A1, refers to the version adopted by parliament, while that in parentheses (A1) points to the 

corresponding paragraph(s) in the Commission proposal. Listings in parentheses always point 

to data from the Commission proposal. The order of the table follows the order of the final 

act, not the proposal. However, items that have been deleted from the proposal are inserted in 

what would have been their natural location in the final act. 

If content from the Commission proposal has been deleted in the final version, it is indicated 

with a caret: (A1)^. Where new content (that was not present in the original proposal) has 

been added, it is indicated by adding an asterisk after a reference without parentheses, in the 

following form: A1*.  

In cases of subparagraphs, they are added with a dash: A1-2 (A1-2). Further subpoints may 

also be added: A1-2b (A1-2b). If an item has been split or two have been merged between the 

versions, this will be indicated by adding all split or merged material: A1-2+3 (A1-2) or A1-2 

(A1-2+3). Occasionally, several points are summarized where there are no notable differences 

or alterations. This may occur when they are split or merged, or where no change has been 

made for a range of points. This is indicated by the range: A1-2-7* or A1-2-7 (A1-2-9). Since 

total number of data points is not a factor in my analysis, this makes no different in the final 

results.  

The different sections of the bills are indicated by letters: P for Preamble, A for Article, X for 

Annex. Where the final act is divided into chapters, it is shown with a border in the data table. 

In the analysis, alterations that are deemed to be substantial are indicated by + or -, indicating 

a turn towards the more specific and demanding (+) or the less specific and demanding (-), 

and the specificity change is divided into Tsebelis’ four categories: Condition, Goal, Means 

and Time. 

Analytical Approach 

At least as important as the practical approach is how I have approached these cases 

analytically. Tsebelis’ explanation of his method is far from detailed enough to serve as a user 

manual, and as a consequence I have made my own guidelines where Tsebelis’ method 

description is inadequate. The first step of the analysis is identifying the substance of each 

item of content in the final act, and matching it to the corresponding content in the proposal. 
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Where these are identical, there is no change. Where changes are only technical or editorial, 

this is not counted as a change.  

However, if there is a difference between these two versions, I assess whether this change 

increases or decreases the environmental specificity in the final version. To explain the 

approach I borrow from the Environmental Ambition Typology in Burns, Carter and 

Worsfold (2012: 6), but arrange these elements as I have used them. A decrease in condition 

is typically the removal of a stated “case where the law applies”. A decrease in goal is 

typically a lower-set target, for instance an emission standard set lower than in the proposal. 

A decrease in means can often be an instituted derogation, effectively reducing the means at 

hand for member states and the EU to enforce the law. A decrease in time is usually an 

extended deadline or delayed implementation. Decreases in specificity are normally easily 

identifiable for an analyst with a firm grasp of the legislation, since they are intensively 

debated during the course of legislation. Increases can be more difficult to identify. Increases 

in specificity have widely varying potential impacts on the law, ranging from the slightest, 

inconsequential adjustments to major and substantial change. Grouping these together is a 

wide brush, and while this is the method I have applied, I have responded by omitting the 

weakest of the increases in specificity. This means that all new targets, standards and 

timescales, all monitoring implemented and sanctions, all binding policy integration, all new 

policy instruments and costs that have been added are included as increases in specificity. The 

grey area of this category is vague promises and commitments (typically found in the 

preamble), lip-service to key concepts and piecemeal additions to reporting and the duties of 

the Commission. This category, according to Burns, Carter and Worsfold will only have a 

“marginal impact” (2012: 6) on the environment. Of these elements, I have counted only 

those that clearly and directly link to the primary purpose of the law, or can reasonably be 

expected to have an impact. Therefore, the planned Commission review of substances in 

REACH, which was widely seen as a first step towards banning them, is counted as an 

increase. However, other similar cases may not be counted. The cases in the grey area require 

context and knowledge of the legislation to code properly and, ultimately, depend on 

judgment.  

Reflections on Method 

The output of the method is primarily aggregate numbers showing a general trend, and tables 

of individual data points which can also serve as examples of alterations in specificity. By 
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performing an analysis by pattern of Tsebelis' method and aggregating the results, it becomes 

clear whether there is a pattern of reduced specificity to be found in the development from 

proposal to law in each of the cases.  

However, there are two weaknesses with this method. Since this method traces change from 

an initial proposal, it is well suited to make conclusions on the development of a bill 

throughout the legislative process. It does not, however, provide much insight into the 

ambition of the initial proposal or how it compares to other proposals. In other words, cases 

cannot be immediately compared to the other cases because the proposals may have different 

starting points.  For the same reason, the content analysis alone fails to consider the 

ambitiousness (or lack thereof) of the original proposal. Imagine a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 

indicates that concern for competitiveness and industry wins at every turn, while 10 indicates 

that environmental interest winning out. A proposal which starts at 9 (very green) but 

becomes an 8 would have a downward tendency in the content analysis in this thesis, despite 

being very friendly to the environment. Similarly, a proposal which began at 3 and moved to a 

6 would seem very green in my analysis. This is the case even if this proposal would in no 

way be more environmentally sound than the proposal from the previous example. Although 

these examples are completely theoretical, we must bear this problem in mind. I have 

addressed the problem here by including the reactions of business and environmental interests 

as a proxy for the consideration given to each in the initial proposal. 

Comparability  

This system is not identical to Tsebelis’ analysis. Tsebelis’ system of analysis is based on and 

organized by the list of amendments, which is not available in four of six cases analyzed for 

this thesis, because they were settled by early agreement. As a result, I will rather use the 

method outlined above, which, while not identical to that used by Tsebelis, will produce the 

same type of results. The sheer amount of information contained in the tables presented in the 

annex makes them neither easily read nor instinctively understood. However, all information 

included is necessary. A researcher with knowledge of the bills and the legislative processes, 

as well as access to the same documents (the original proposal and the final act), should 

therefore be able to reproduce my results. Additionally, the tables are not foremost meant to 

be read, but the information within them to be summarized and considered in light of other 

evidence. 
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3.4 Summary: Theory, Data and Method 

In this chapter, I have explained the theoretical foundation of the research question, mainly a 

conceptualization of the EU as a normative actor on sustainability. I have presented the six 

environmental directives and regulations which make up the relevant cases studied here. 

Finally I have elaborated on my choice of methods, both process-tracing and content analysis. 

Each method results in standalone results, but also complements and enlightens the results of 

the other.  

I now proceed to the empirical part of the thesis, beginning with the results of the Pre-Crisis 

Cases.  
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4 Pre-Crisis Cases 

This chapter covers the first group, consisting of cases before 2010. Through the dual 

methodology a picture emerges of give-and-take and balance between concerns for 

sustainability and competitiveness. The very mixed reactions of industry and environmental 

groups substantiate this impression. 

4.1 Case 1: REACH 

Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH) is an EU 

regulation finally approved 18 December 2006, after seven years of debate and negotiations. 

The final law numbers 900 pages and is described as "the most complex in EU history" 

(Euobserver.com 31.05.2007). 

4.1.1 Process-Tracing 

From the outset it was apparent that REACH would be a balancing act between concern for 

the environment and for industrial competitiveness. Several green NGOs objected to "far-

reaching concessions to industry" made by the EC in the pre-proposal draft stage of REACH. 

In a press conference 25.09.2003, EEB, Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and the World 

Wildlife Fund together slammed excessive confidentiality rights and reduced safety data 

requirements for many chemicals. The initial proposal from the EC lists "protection of human 

health and the environment" and "maintenance and enhancement of the competitiveness of the 

EU chemical industry" as the first two objectives of the reform of the chemicals policy 

(European Commission 29.10.2003). Meanwhile, large players such as CEFIC (The European 

Chemical Industry Council) and Germany, with a large chemical industry, had made clear 

they would not let REACH in its proposed form pass without a fight. The German position 

was quite clearly defined by a speech by Chancellor Gerhard Schröder at CEFIC's general 

assembly in Hamburg in June 2003. He warned that it was important for Europe's industrial 

competitiveness that industrial policy should be "a deciding factor" in Brussels' dealings with 

financial and environmental issues (Speech by Chancellor Schröder to CEFIC General 

Assembly 27.06.2003). 
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A Grand Coalition Compromise 

Prior to the European Parliament's (EP) 1
st
 reading, large portions of the regulation were 

pushed through by a compromise between the PES (Party of European Socialists), EPP-ED 

(European People's Party-European Democrats) and ALDE (Alliance of Liberals and 

Democrats for Europe). The resulting amended proposal was, according to the summary of 

the EP's website, diluted on several issues.  

Registration "was one of the most controversial areas" of the proposal (European Parliament 

17.11.2005). A grand coalition consisting of PES, EPP-ED and the ALDE groups endorsed a 

compromise deal (also called the Nassauer-Sacconi registration deal) reducing the "quantity 

and quality of information to be provided, tests to be undertaken and the number of 

substances covered" (European Parliament 17.11.2005), in effect "exempting 90 percent of 

chemicals traded in small volumes from the full rigours of the law" (EUobserver.com 

16.11.2005). The French socialist group did however not support the compromise, their 

delegation leader Bernard Poignont stating that the compromise was displeasing because it 

diminished the number of substances requiring oversight and testing (EUobserver.com 

16.11.2005). Other left-wing MEPs noted similar sentiments, but underlined the benefits of 

other parts of the proposal. The day before the 1
st
 reading vote, Danish socialist Dan 

Jorgensen stated that "[i]f the registration package goes through, you could say industry has 

won, but you could also say the environment has won if we get authorisation" 

(EUobserver.com 16.11.2005).   

Greens and Socialists Impose Restrictions 

The authorization/substitution issue saw a left-wing alliance of PES, ALDE, Greens and 

European United Left imposing strict limitations on "the duration of authorisations and 

making substitution mandatory" and thus "restor[ing] the environment and health protection 

to the heart of the system" (European Parliament 17.11.2005). Both elements were adopted 

into the legislative package from the EP, which was "drafted in close contact with the new 

German government and [fell] in line with both UK presidency and European Commission 

thinking" (Euobserver.com 17.11.2005), and thus was presumed a strong candidate for 

approval down the line. However, the authorization/substitution issue remained contentious, 

with conservatives, German politicians and the industry lobby all wanting to challenge the 

authorization package before the next reading (Euobserver.com 17.11.2005). Within the 
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Council as well, the issue of authorization and scope remained a point of concern. "Several 

delegations" requested the possibility of authorization of continued use of dangerous 

chemicals if subject to strict conditions, especially where suitable alternatives are not 

available (European Council 28.11.2005). These industry-friendly requests were included into 

the common position (European Council 27.06.2006).  

Greenpeace Call Germany Out 

Near the end of the legislative marathon, green NGO Greenpeace claimed that the German 

chemicals industry was using the German Chancellery to prevent an agreement, since it was 

confident that it could realize its demands as much as possible under the German presidency 

which was due to begin the ensuing January (Greenpeace 28.11.2006).  

Despite this naming and shaming, negotiations reached the finish line as the parliament's 2
nd

 

reading proposal was resolved by requiring as a minimum an analysis of alternatives, and a 

plan for development of more environmentally safe alternatives, where a substance being 

used is unsafe (European Parliament 13.12.2006). This compromise was tabled by a grand 

coalition of 4 political groups: EPP-PD, PES, ALDE and UEN (Union for Europe of the 

Nations) and accepted by the Council (European Parliament 13.12.2006) on 30 November 

2006 after "marathon talks" (Lindgren and Persson 2008: 40). The formal vote on 13 

December was thus a mere formality.  

Both Greenpeace and parliamentarians from left-wing and green parties criticized the deal as 

soft on the industry, claiming it "will continue to allow hazardous chemicals even when safer 

alternatives exist" (Euronews.com 01.12.2006) through several loopholes and a severely 

restricted scope compared to the original proposal. Still, Greenpeace admitted that REACH 

was "down, but not out", agreeing that despite aggressive industry lobbying "a framework to 

substitute some of the most hazardous chemicals with safer alternative[s] has emerged intact" 

(Greenpeace 01.12.2006).  

The Impact of Supranational Politics  

One key point of this passage is the insistence of the left-wing parties and the greens of the EP 

to impose stricter limitations on authorization and substitution. Supranational politics in the 

form of ideological and party cooperation in this case strongly influenced the final regulation, 

making it less industry-friendly and essentially greener. The role of the EP in making REACH 
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greener is not surprising, as "the EP is widely regarded as a progressive actor in EU 

environmental policies" (Lenschow cited in Lindgren and Persson 2008). In the EP, 

Environment was the main committee responsible, with Industry and Internal Market also 

being involved under the "enhanced cooperation" system provided for under rule 47 of the 

EP's Rules of Procedure.  

The Council also required the involvement of both environment and competitiveness 

configurations during its sessions. Environmental ministers held the initial and final two 

Council sessions, including the 18.12.2006 approval of the Act by the Council. All in all, both 

configurations discussed this topic in 9 sessions each, showing how both concerns were given 

matching priority. This remained the case in both the legislative process and in the final law. 

The EC website for REACH states that the aim of the regulation is: 

[… t]o improve the protection of human health through the better and earlier identification of 

the intrinsic properties of chemical substances. At the same time, REACH aims to enhance 

innovation and competitiveness of the EU chemicals industry (European Commission 

14.09.2012). 

This introduction illustrates the balancing act that can be seen throughout the regulation. 

Although it is an environmental act, designed to improve public health and protect the 

environment, the interests of the chemicals industry are also addressed generously and visibly.  

The Influence of Interest Groups 

Another influential supranational actor in the passage of REACH is different interest groups. 

The REACH legislation triggered "one of the most expensive lobbying campaigns by industry 

groups and environmentalists in the history of the EU" (Hix and Høyland 2011: 206). The 

intensity of the campaign is also illustrated by Greenpeace's complaint to the EU Ombudsman 

that several Commission workers were closely connected to the chemicals industry. The final 

verdict instead scathed Greenpeace for calling into question Commission workers who did not 

work on REACH without any evidence of actual wrongdoing (EU Ombudsman 14.12.2007). 

Such foul play illustrates the very strong ideological interests on the issue of environmental 

EU legislation (Lindgren and Persson 2008). 

REACH contains industry-friendly regulation, some long steps towards a greener Europe and 

a general, coherent framework for chemical substances. Given the strength of the chemical 
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industry, it is no surprise that the law is friendly to the industry; Enterprise is by far the largest 

of the various types of interest groups in Brussels, and the Chemicals Industry business 

association there employs more than 20 staff full-time (Hix and Høyland 2011: 165-166). In 

addition to this comes the general interest of the Commission for more integration and EU-

level coordination, which empowers the Commission as a supranational organ.  

A Balance of Industry and Environmental Concerns 

However, the passage of REACH was not a one-way street, and a left-wing alliance in the EP 

successfully inserted stronger substitution requirements into the regulation. "Five hundred and 

twenty nine predominantly conservative, socialist and liberal MEPs backed the final package" 

(Euobserver.com 13.12.2006), while far-left and green groups in the EP in the end were 

disappointed by the end result. A coalition of green NGOs including Greenpeace, WWF and 

Friends of the Earth complained that loopholes allowed for dangerous chemicals' continued 

presence in manufactured and consumer goods (Euobserver.com 13.12.2006), where industry, 

the majority of the party groups in the EP and even anti-animal testing groups were 

celebrating.  

4.1.2 Summary 

In all, the regulation covers a great number of areas, and was, in the words of REACH 

rapporteur Guido Sacconi, "able to strike a balance between industry and environmental 

concerns" (Euobserver.com 13.12.2006). While parts of REACH were altered to become 

more business-friendly during passage, it was a significant step forward in terms of 

environmental protection. Specifically, substitution requirements became more stringent and 

testing on vertebrate animals was severely restricted, while many loopholes also remained.  

Even as environmental groups and green politicians were displeased by the result, REACH 

did regulate a vast number of substances and put into place a system to gradually phase them 

out. Due to its wide reach and enormous volume, REACH was a very substantial change in 

the reality of many businesses and citizens of the EU.  
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4.1.3 Content Analysis 

REACH presents the most challenging piece of legislation to analyze among these cases. The 

sheer size (900 pages) makes it a daunting task for an analyst. The law is also quite technical. 

However, although they were added in their entirety in the final bill, the annexes which 

compose almost two-thirds of the law were non-controversial and thus not relevant for the 

analysis.  

It could also be relevant to analyze the first reading proposal. However, since this proposal 

was rejected, I have deemed it better to focus all attention on the development from initial 

proposal to final act. My point of departure is therefore only the final version compared to the 

Commission’s proposal.  

Results 

Below I present the results of the REACH analysis. Alterations from the proposal to the final 

act are both to the more specific and the less specific. Very minor change, or unsubstantial 

and uncontroversial change, is not counted as an alteration. Each type of alteration, in 

categories Condition, Goal, Mean and Time, are summarized in the table. 

 

 

 

 

As is shown, 48 alterations made REACH more specific, while only 9 made it less specific. 

84 percent of the alterations are thus towards the more specific. This is a strong, clear 

tendency towards a more specific law. Almost 45 percent of the changes happened to the 

conditions of the law – 25 instances, of which 21 made it more and only 4 made it less 

specific. 13 are to do with goals, all adding specificity. Of the 11 time-related changes, 8 were 

positive and 3 were negative. 8 changes altered the means of the law, 6 making it more and 2 

making it less specific. 

The number of data points varies greatly in the six cases of this thesis, from 113 (CO2 Vans) 

up to 763 (REACH). The number of data points is listed in the table next to the Directive 

REACH (763) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 21 13 6 8 48 

Less specific (-) 4 0 2 3 9 

Table 1: REACH Content Analysis Summary 
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name: 763 for REACH. Direct comparison of the absolute number of alterations is therefore 

not an option, and I will instead show the percentage of alterations, using this as a reference 

point for comparison between the cases instead of the absolute numbers.  

4.1.4 Discussion 

The process-tracing revealed mixed emotions among different interests for the final act. 

Animal-testing groups were very happy (many of the instances of increased specificity in the 

final act are about animal testing). The mighty chemicals industry was content, and green 

groups and politicians seemed simultaneously pleased with the stronger standards on 

regulation and added restricted substances, and displeased with the loopholes that remained. 

This latter position is not uncommon. In fact, in each case examined for this thesis, there is a 

solid, practically undisputed consensus among legislators on sensible, reasonable and 

appropriate standards and restrictions. Similarly, while interest groups sometimes suggest that 

they think differently in principle, they accept that the consensus on most environmental 

standards forms the framework of the discussion. Instead, as I will show for each of the cases, 

discussions center primarily on the authorisations (REACH), the burden-sharings (Renewable 

Energy), the opt-outs (Carbon Capture), the exceptions (RoHS), the derogations (IED) and the 

deadlines for implementation (CO2 Vans) – in short, on the various loopholes that permit 

most or all actors to agree even as they remain free to drag their feet.  

As is so often the case with EU legislation, striking a balance between the environmental 

concerns that prompted the law and not hurting competitiveness is a key for all these cases. 

As a result, the REACH package consists of favors to the large, powerful chemicals industry 

as well as some long steps towards a greener Europe.  

The findings from the content analysis show a clear trend towards greater specificity: 48 

alterations increasing specificity, 9 reducing it. Primarily there are stricter requirements in the 

final act than in the proposal. These are mostly changes in the conditions under which the law 

applies. An example: The Commission proposal as well as the final REACH contains a 

paragraph which states “Authorisations may be reviewed at any time if:” (The European 

Union (18.12.2006): 154). However, in the final act, a subparagraph b) is added: “new 

information on possible substitutes becomes available”. This addition clearly opens up for 

new applications of the law by adding a condition (but written in a positive, so that it opens 

up another possibility), and adds specificity.  Another example of stricter conditions is the 
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introduction of paragraph 67-3, which grants member states the freedom to “maintain any 

existing and more stringent restrictions” (The European Union (18.12.2006): 164). 

4.2 Case 2: Renewable Energy Sources 

April 2009 marked a large step for EU environmental politics. A package of six integrated 

pieces, sometimes called the "20-20-20" Climate and Energy package, of environmental 

legislation was approved. The package set out ambitious goals on renewable energy use and 

limitations on fossil fuels, carbon capture possibilities and established a framework for a 

European Emissions allowance Trading System (ETS). The key objectives, targets and 

commitments were decided upon by EU heads of state and government in March 2007 

(European Council 03.03.2008). The six legal acts were negotiated in an integrated, parallel 

process the duration of which was an unprecedented 14 months – a fraction of the time such 

complicated, major legislation would ordinarily require in bureaucratic Brussels 

(EUobserver.com 14.03.2008).  

4.2.1 Process-Tracing 

Accelerating the legislative process was intended to give the EU bloc a better negotiating 

position, "crucial for the EU's possibility to influence the international negotiations" leading 

up to and at the United Nations [Copenhagen 2009] climate change conference (Wallström 

10.12.2008). This paper addresses two of the four components of the climate package: The 

directive on promotion of renewable energy (Renewables Directive), and next, the directive 

on carbon capture. While this paper treats them as far as possible as individual acts, where 

necessary they will be considered as parts of a greater whole.  

Support Mechanisms for Renewable Energy Development 

The Renewables Directive commits the EU to a "20 percent share of renewable energies in 

overall EU energy consumption by 2020", and "a 10 percent minimum target for the share of 

biofuels in overall EU transport petrol and diesel consumption by 2020" (European Council 

03.03.2008). Addressing first only the former of these points, the 20 percent share, member 

states had widely varying points of departure en route to this shared target. Sweden, with 40 

percent renewable power, mainly from biomass and hydro, wanted preferential treatment to 

Britain with a mere 1.3 percent renewable energy (Reuters 15.01.2008). And while some had 
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successful programs to promote renewable energy sources (RES), others lagged far behind. 

This set the stage for the most controversial element of the Renewables Directive: "Choice of 

support mechanisms for increasing production of renewable energy in Europe" (Ydersbond 

2011: 3). The conflict lines, arguments and results of this debate are the primary focus of this 

overview. Note will also be made of the biofuels objective, which interestingly was a red flag 

to many greens and green groups, although ostensibly an environmental target alongside the 

others. The reasons for this are discussed below.  

Obtaining the capacity to produce 20 percent of a state's energy from renewable sources is, in 

most cases, a difficult, time-consuming task. It does, however, depend on the starting point. 

True to form (EU Kyoto burden-sharing as well as the principle of regional funds), The 

Renewables Directive in its Commission proposal "allocated individual targets to each 

member state, ranging from 10% (Malta) to 49% (Sweden)" (Nilsson, Nilsson and Ericsson 

2009: 4). Gradual goals would be set with intermediary deadlines, and all member states 

would share a common target. Nevertheless, member states rushed to secure their own 

interests: "France want[ed] credit for its huge [and low-carbon] nuclear energy program" and 

Sweden sought special treatment due to its already high percentage of renewable sources 

(Reuters 15.01.2008).  

Guarantees of Origin vs. Feed-In Tariffs 

The Commission first began hinting at a marked-/certificate-based RES system as early as a 

1997 White Paper, but formally introduced it only in "Directive 2001/77/EC on the promotion 

of electricity produced from RES" (Nilsson, Nilsson and Ericsson 2009: 3). However, no 

agreement could be found even then. The debate did continue, with some claiming that 

Tradable Renewable Electricity Certificates (TRECs) ensure cost-efficient development and 

competitive pressure on the industry. The Feed-In-Tariffs (FIT) proponents, however, 

emphasized the versatility and large-scale capacity of that system, and its success in 

Denmark, Germany and Spain (Nilsson, Nilsson and Ericsson 2009: 4). The debate continued, 

dividing even the Commission, which granted the superior effectiveness of FIT in 2005 as 

well as 2008, but nevertheless chose a competition-based Guarantees of Origin (GO) trading 

instrument as the main tool for its proposed RES directive (Nilsson, Nilsson and Ericsson 

2009: 4). Toke (2008: 3002-3003) confirms that the Commission was in fact internally 

divided upon this issue, and even the "Commission's own staff working document produced 
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to accompany its proposed Renewables Directive [acknowledged that FITs achieve greater 

renewable energy penetration at lower costs]".  

Coal States and Electric Utilities for Green Certificates 

The hard battle for the Renewables directive was fought both among member states and 

among non-state actors. I will now flesh out the alliances and the actors' motivations before 

proceeding to describe negotiations and the conclusions reached. The energy trade industry 

itself and large electric utilities sided with Poland, the UK, Sweden and Italy in favor of green 

certificates. While not quite as dependent as the renewables industry on the new legislation, 

the utilities industry also stood to gain from a system of green certificates, both from lower 

costs when the feed-in tariffs that were in place in most member states would be removed, 

and from the potential windfall in a trading system (Ydersbond 2011: 28). The UK feared the 

costs and energy price spike that would follow a binding RES target and a requirement that 

the energy be "made in the UK" (Toke 2008: 3003). Isolated member states such as Malta and 

Luxembourg favored trading due to their economic situation and low ability to support 

renewables production (Toke 2008: 3003).  

A Time-Saving Compromise 

The proposal of December 2007 took the pro-trading argument into strong account. It left 

member states with no control over GO trading after an early deadline – 2012 for those in 

noncompliance with national goals, 2014 for those who already fulfilled them (Toke 2008: 

3003). This proposal spurred protests from the renewables industry and member states alike.  

Germany and Spain, backed by Latvia and Slovenia, fearing for their highly successful Feed-

In Tariff (FIT) systems, rejected the Commission's proposed Green Certificate trading scheme 

as "a risk" to their very successful development of renewables. Also staunchly against trading 

was EUFORES (European Forum for Renewable Energy Sources) and the Green lobby, 

claiming that trading failed to take into account the real price of non-renewable energy 

production. For the renewables industry that clearly belonged to this latter group, the trading 

debate was vital to its future prospects, an urgency which led it to efficient multi-level 

lobbying in favor of feed-in tariffs (Ydersbond 2011: 28).  

A proposal taking the anti-trading point of view into account was published soon after, in 

January 2008, limiting GO certificate trading to countries that had already achieved their 
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interim targets, and even more importantly, making it voluntary for each member state 

(European Parliament 11.09.2008; Toke 2008: 3003). Toke argues that the Commission's 

desire to adopt the legislation in early 2009 (before the upcoming parliamentary election in 

June) left it no choice but to make this compromise with the renewables lobby and the two 

major EU states (and major renewables development programs) backing it. The idea of such a 

compromise however, was not new: As early as 2007, Juho Lipponen of Eurelectric argued 

for renewable developers to have a choice between FIT and green electricity certificates 

(GEC) (Toke 2008: 3002-3003).  

Biofuel 

Another contentious question in the debate on the Renewables Directive is that of biofuels. 

Significant controversy surrounded the question of what types of energy to include as 

renewable sources. Specifically, a great deal of discussion centered on biofuels, and whether 

certain types of biofuels could be considered truly sustainable. This discussion traces back to 

the divide between first and second generation biofuels, where first generation biofuels are 

produced from viable food crops such as corn, sugarcane, rapeseed or sugar beets. Second 

generation biofuels, however, are made from leftover plant material and as such are 

considered more sustainable, as they do not consume viable food or drive up grain or food 

prices. Whether they directly or indirectly displace food crops from arable land depends on 

implementation (Laborde and Msangi 2011). Instinctively, the notion of biofuels sounds 

ecological, but environmental groups have increasingly come to dismiss the first-generation 

biofuels as a poor option to fossil fuels and a much poorer alternative to other renewable fuel 

sources such as electricity, hydrogen and second-generation biofuels. This stems from both 

the above mentioned discussion on food in fuel, but also the realization that this factors into 

the carbon footprint of biofuels, making them far less carbon-light than previously thought.  

With environmental groups such as the EEB and Greenpeace opposed to the goal of 10 

percent biofuels in transport, who fought to keep it on the bill? The Commission had pushed 

biofuel since 2006, intensively influenced by the agricultural lobby. European farmers stood 

to benefit greatly from the 10 percent biofuel requirement, and the issue had a clear path onto 

the agenda with the help of farmer-friendly France which held the EU Presidency the latter 

half of 2008. In the end, the biofuels goal remained in the package, but sustainability criteria 

were somewhat strengthened compared to the initial proposal (European Parliament 

11.09.2008).  
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Market-Based or Support-Based Renewables Scheme? 

One major and one minor controversy can be identified as the main points of discussion 

around the Renewables Directive. The minor issue of biofuels put various green groups in the 

unusual position of not only having (critical) opinions on a major element of an 

environmental package, but actually opposing that element entirely. However, being one of 

the targets already set by the Council, the 10 percent biofuels in transport target could not be 

changed. The debate on whether to allow first-generation biofuels, and what percentage, 

remained and still remains a contentious issue.  

On the major controversy of the RES support system, the renewables industry stood alongside 

Germany, Spain and green groups to argue in favor of the FIT systems that had helped 

renewables development in those countries. Meanwhile, the electricity industry, trading 

groups, and a group of member states including the UK, Italy and Sweden, supported marked- 

and competition-based certificate trading in order to both encourage renewable energy 

development and transfer national quotas. The Commission was split between the two sides 

and as a consequence, simultaneously acknowledged the desirability of FIT and proposed GO 

trading. Once this question was resolved with a compromise (European Parliament 

11.09.2008) – voluntary GO trading, but only for those who have fulfilled their interim targets 

– the committee could vote on its report and a large step on the way to agreement on the 

package had been taken. 

4.2.2 Summary 

The Renewable Energy Sources directive contained two main elements which were not 

negotiable in themselves: Establishing a target for electricity production percentage to come 

from renewable sources, and a target of 10 percent biofuels for transportation. True to EU 

form, the former type of target was differentiated according to the potential of and energy 

sources used by each member state. The latter target was controversial from the beginning 

because of a growing realization that some types of biofuel indirectly add to CO2 emissions 

or displace food crops.  

As mentioned, the above targets were set by Council and not up for debate. The discussion 

therefore centered on the system for achieving the 20 percent goal: FITs or Green 

Certificates? In the end, a compromise left this question largely up to the member states, even 

though it was clear that FITs would be a more environmentally sound choice.  
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4.2.3 Content Analysis 

The introduction to the 1
st
 reading position of the Parliament on the Directive on the 

promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources, states: “(As an agreement was 

reached between Parliament and Council, Parliament’s position at first reading corresponds to 

the final legislative act, Directive 2009/28/EC)” (European Parliament 17.12.2008 a). This is 

natural given the fact that the entire Climate and energy package was negotiated in parallel, 

and that each of the four directives that formed part of it, were decided in a fast-track 

procedure. As a consequence, of the 208 amendments that were nevertheless proposed for this 

directive by the committees, not a single one was adopted (European Parliament 17.12.2008 

b). Of 2 amendments proposed by the Party groups, 1 was passed, a drop in the ocean in terms 

of substantive change to the draft.  

Results 

Alterations to the Renewables Directive are summarized in the table below: 

 

 

 

 

Of 39 alterations, the majority (64 percent) make the Renewables Directive less specific. 

There is thus a tendency towards a less specific law as the negotiations progress, but a 

relatively weak one. Most changes here, too, occur in condition (14), 9 towards less and 5 

towards more specific. The spread among the other three categories is rather even: 9 on goals, 

10 on means and 6 on time. 4 of the changes on goals are positive, and 5 are negative. 2 of the 

changes on means are positive and 8 are negative. Finally, for the alterations in time, more 

and less specificity changes are divided 3-3.  

310 different data points provide the information listed for the Renewables Directive. 

Renewables (310) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 5 4 2 3 14 

Less specific (-) 9 5 8 3 25 

Table 2: Renewable Energy Sources Content Analysis Summary 
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4.2.4 Discussion 

A central argument of the Renewables Directive was the matter of feed-in-tariffs versus 

certificate trading. As I have showed, the Commission was deeply divided on the issue, as 

were member states – some favoring the versatility of certificates and others emphasizing the 

proven large-scale effectiveness of FITs. While certificate trading was central to an early 

Commission draft, the proposal itself was founded on a hybrid system wherein member states 

could largely keep their existing system, as long as they achieved their target. This was likely 

due to the very short deadline of the legislative package – with several strong member states 

and a deeply invested green lobby and renewables industry representation, the FIT cause may 

not have won the discussion outright, but they could easily have made for a long, protracted 

legislative process. Green groups and interests hailed FIT as the better, more environmentally 

progressive system of the two. Therefore it is not unreasonable to consider this a turn towards 

the greener for the Renewables Directive. Nevertheless, the biofuels objective of the law 

remained firmly in place, subtracting slightly from this impression. 

The results of the content analysis tell a slightly different story. While not a very strong 

tendency (14 +, 25 -), in my analysis I nevertheless found a tendency toward less specificity 

of the Directive. One key explanation for this might be that the turn from a pure certificate-

based system to a hybrid certainly does not make the law less or more specific. To use the 

terms from the analysis, the means and goals do change, but it would be imprecise to say that 

they are changes of specificity. Knowing all the same that they are changes which will be 

opposed by environmental laggard member states, it would be very tempting to register these 

changes as changes in specificity nevertheless. However, this would be dangerous and 

difficult to replicate. I have therefore let this change remain undocumented in the content 

analysis, and choose instead to clarify this seeming inconsistency with the process-tracing in 

this discussion. Significant alterations are naturally included in the analysis, for instance 

paragraph 5, which adds the goal that new public buildings and renovations of public 

buildings should fulfill an exemplary role (The European Union (23.04.2009b): 65).  

4.3 Case 3: Carbon Capture 

In order to achieve its 20-20-20 goals, specifically the target of reducing emissions 20 percent 

compared to 1990 levels by 2020, the EU had no choice but to combine different strategies. 
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This is why the EU's Climate and Energy Package, within its four pieces of legislation, 

contains provisions for increased investment in renewable energy, energy efficiency 

incentives, marked-based mechanisms such as the European Emissions Trading Scheme and 

flexibility mechanisms as laid out in the Kyoto protocol, enabling member states to fund 

emissions reduction in other states. Yet another approach is carbon capture and storage 

(CCS), different to the other solutions in that it does not prevent or penalize emissions but 

instead seeks to negate their adverse effects by storing them safely underground or in deep 

oceans.  

4.3.1 Process-Tracing 

However, CCS technology remained (and remains) untested on the massive scale that the EU 

would need to gain significant ground towards the 20-20-20 goals. More research and testing 

were thus necessary, so in reality the objectives of the Carbon Capture Directive were 

twofold: securing funding for safe, effective research on CCS, and "to establish a legal 

framework for the geological storage of carbon dioxide (CO2)" (European Commission 

23.01.2008). 

The Legal Framework 

Of the two objectives, the latter was resolved first, according to reports; in early November, a 

news source stated that "member states are said to agree on defining a legal framework" 

(Euractiv 03.11.2008). However, it is clear that as late as September, southern European 

member states were still working to minimize the role of CCS in the Climate and Energy 

Package. First among these detractors was Greece, citing environmental concerns, a desire to 

take more precaution with untested technology and the difficulty of ever implementing CCS 

in Greece. The Counselor of the Greek mission to the EU said about the latter that "[i]n an 

earthquake zone such as the south-east Mediterranean, the seismic activity of storing carbon 

dioxide underground might trigger earthquakes. So even if in the end CCS is shown to work, 

it might still leave some at a competitive disadvantage. We will have developed a 

technological tool that some countries will not be able to use due to earthquakes" (Euobserver 

23.09.2008). In addition, the excess demand of freshwater was a prohibitive factor for the 

Mediterranean countries.  
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In the final directive, it is emphasized that member states retain the right to select sites for 

storage, including deciding upon no storage sides on parts or the whole of its territory 

(European Union 23.04.2009a), although it is not specified what consequences, if any, this 

will entail for that member state.  

Uncertain Merits of CCS 

Still at a relatively early stage of development, the green merits of CCS were still being 

determined. The downside was that CCS-enabled power plants consume 10 to 40 percent 

more energy, demand more fuel and 90 percent more freshwater, and that many question 

whether mass storage of CO2 over many centuries will remain safe. The upside, that 

electricity generation from fossil fuels would in theory become close to carbon-neutral. 

Different actors emphasized the up- and downsides of CCS differently, and framed their 

conclusions extremely differently as a result.  

Norwegian environmental NGO Bellona, which has acquired much expertise and experience 

on CCS, vouched for its availability and safety (Euobserver 07.05.2008). However, Bellona 

was alone among green groups to offer such unconditional support. May 5 2008, 121 

environmental groups led by Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth released a scathing analysis 

of the merits and potential of CCS, stating that it was “not ready”, “wasteful” and a surrender 

of the principle of "polluter pays" (Eurobserver 07.05.2008).  

Financing CCS Research 

The question of financing the research on CCS solutions proved by far the most challenging 

in the negotiations on the Carbon Capture directive. As late as October of 2008, different 

options including national and community financing in addition to private sector contributions 

were discussed in Council (European Council 20.10.2008).  

Chris Davies (ALDE-UK), the rapporteur of the directive, asked the Environment committee 

to consider a transitional arrangement of double credits for trial CCS demonstration plants 

(Euobserver 07.05.2008). These double credits would have served as an added incentive to try 

CCS-enabled plants, but be limited in time; however they were not added by the Environment 

committee, where the Greens strongly opposed the idea (Euobserver 07.05.2008).  
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Davies also asked national governments to open their wallets to support CCS research, but 

this was another failed attempt. At an October press conference, Davies declared himself 

"angry and frustrated" that states were refusing to pledge funds (Euractiv 03.11.2008). 

According to Euractiv (03.11.2008), most governments opposed this plan, preferring full 

control of revenues obtained through the ETS (as opposed to Brussels controlling parts).  

The main financial driver of the Directive, then, had to be community-based. Subsidies of 350 

million surplus EU emission allowances in the ETS – "some 3 percent of all allowances over 

the 2013-2020 period" (Euobserver 08.10.2008) – were set aside for demonstration plants. 

This number of allowances, with a value of €6-7 billion, was 150 million allowances off the 

Environment Committee's proposal of 500, but still well above the Council's draft conclusion, 

which indicated only 150 million credits (Euractiv 12.12.2008; Euobserver 08.10.2008).  

According to Davies, this result was less than ideal but "a very good step in the right 

direction", attributable to a last-minute effort by Prime Minister Gordon Brown and the UK 

government.  

4.3.2 Summary 

The Carbon Capture directive is part establishing a framework for new technology, and part 

securing financing for further research on that technology. The former was a successful effort 

despite worries on the part of Mediterranean countries Greece, Italy and Spain, and I have not 

gone into much detail on it in this case study. The larger point of discussion concerning this 

directive was how to finance CCS R&D. The main instrument for this financing became 

subsidies in the form of €6-7 billion in surplus emissions allowances from the EU ETS. This 

would, according to the rapporteur, be a basis from which to proceed but also less than 

required for ideal testing and development.  

The debate on the environmental merits of CCS remained and still remains undecided, with 

both supporters and detractors equally passionate on their framing of the issue. Some, such as 

Bellona, highlight the potentially immense reduction in CO2 emissions. Many others 

emphasize the negative aspects of CCS, including more intensive freshwater usage, a lower 

power output and concerns for the long-term security of the storage. 
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4.3.3 Content Analysis 

The story of the Carbon Capture framework directive, being part of the same package, is very 

similar to that of the Renewables directive. The result of a deal between Council and 

Parliament, it passed the first reading with only one amendment adopted, this time an 

amendment proposed by “Groups and Members”. 143 Committee proposals and 1 proposal 

from the Political groups were rejected (European Parliament 17.12.2008c).  

Results 

The results of the Carbon Capture Framework Directive analysis follow:  

 

 

 

 

The Carbon Capture Directive also displays a clear tendency towards a more specific law – 79 

percent of controversial and substantial alterations make the law more difficult to follow. 

Most of these alterations occurred in means (30) and goals (19), with substantially fewer on 

conditions and time (both 8).  All condition changes make it more specific, and the goals of 

the law become more specific 14 times, and less specific 5 times. Means specificity is added 

in 25 data points, and subtracted in 5 data points. Finally, the 8 changes in time are split 4-4. 

These results are extracted from 248 data points from the Carbon Capture Directive. 

4.3.4 Discussion 

The Carbon Capture Framework Directive is, as mentioned, a quite technical law concerned 

with two things: Establishing a legal framework for research and testing of the CCS 

technology, and securing financing for said research and testing. For the purposes of this 

thesis, I have mostly discussed the securing of financing, as this was the most contentious 

issue. One could equally discuss the merits of CCS and its claim as a tool to decarbonize 

industrial states, and this was done eagerly as the Directive was in legislation. Nevertheless, 

the developments that occurred in the actual piece of legislation were adjustments in funding: 

Carbon Capture (248) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 8 14 25 4 51 

Less specific (-) 0 5 5 4 14 

Table 3: Carbon Capture Content Analysis Summary 
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What level (who) pays for research and testing of the new technology? Rapporteur Chris 

Davies fought for funding from the industry itself, national funding and EU-level funds, 

finding only the latter a viable option for the Directive due to reluctant member states. The 

final funding level was also a compromise between the high and low proposals, causing the 

rapporteur to deem it less than ideal, but a good step in the right direction. 

 According to the content analysis, there is a clear increase in specificity as this Directive 

develops from proposal to final act. 51 instances of more specific and 14 of less specific 

together strongly suggest that the final act is a stricter set of rules, in particular when it comes 

to the goals sought and the means used to achieve them. Most of these instances (of increased 

specificity) are related to the responsibility for the stored CO2, the consequences if the 

responsibility must be taken over by the member state, and who should then bear the cost. An 

example: Article 18-5 of the proposal (The European Commission (23.01.2008): 26) states: 

After the transfer of responsibility pursuant to paragraphs 1 to 4, monitoring may 

cease. However, if any leakages or significant irregularities are identified, monitoring 

shall be reactivated as required to assess the scale of the problem and the effectiveness 

measures (emphasis added). 

The analogous paragraph (18-6) of the final act (The European Union (23.04.2009a): 50), 

while similar in wording and content, removes the possibility of ceasing monitoring entirely: 

After the transfer of responsibility, routine inspections provided for in Article 15(3) 

shall cease and monitoring may be reduced to a level which allows for detection of 

leakages and significant irregularities. If any leakages or significant irregularities are 

detected, monitoring shall be intensified as required to assess the scale of the problem 

and the effectiveness of corrective measures. 

This development is counted in the analysis as reduced specificity in terms of more precise 

means, and is typical of the developments found in this Directive.  
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4.4 Summary: Pre-Crisis Cases 

The common denominator of the first three cases is balance. Competitiveness and 

environment seem relatively equal concerns in these laws, and on the key issue for each, a 

give-and-take solution leaves interest groups from both sides in neither rapture nor rage. In 

REACH, substitution requirements were more stringent and animal testing severely restricted, 

while significant loopholes still remained in the final act. In the Renewable Energy Sources 

directive, FITs were clearly more adapted to large-scale green energy production , while 

Green certificates was the approach requested by the industry and the coal-powered member 

states. Again a balanced system – a hybrid wherein most member states would have the 

choice – was found. 

 

 

 

 

Still, a reminder that both REACH and the Renewable Energy Sources directive were quite 

ambitious projects to begin with is in order. Finally, for the Carbon Capture directive, opt-

outs for the Mediterranean countries, Greece in particular, resolved the matter of a framework 

for research. This left the question of securing funding for said research. In the end, a 

balanced result provided less funding than ideal but enough to make progress (see table 5 on 

the next page). 

Cases 1 and 3 both display a moderate to strong tendency toward higher specificity. Case 2 is 

relatively mixed, with only a slight tendency toward less specificity. There is thus no single 

trend, but nevertheless a tendency toward higher environmental standards visible in the 

content analysis (see table 4).  

I proceed to the empirical results of the process-tracing and content analysis of the Post-Crisis 

Cases. 

 

Table 4: Content Analysis Results Pre-Crisis Cases 
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Table 5: Process-Tracing Results Pre-Crisis Cases 
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5 Post-Crisis Cases 

This chapter provides the results of the analyses of the latter three cases. A tendency of less 

emphasis on sustainability in the balance between sustainability and competitiveness clearly 

emerges from these cases. Case 4 is somewhat ambiguous, but cases 5 and especially case 6 

still indicate a clear trend. 

5.1 Case 4: RoHS Recast  

The original Directive on the restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances in 

electrical and electronic equipment (2002/95/EC) (RoHS) first took effect in 2006, restricting 

a handful of dangerous chemicals in a variety of products. The directive covers six different 

substances: Lead, mercury, cadmium, hexavalent chromium, polybrominated biphenyls 

(PBB) and polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDE) (European Union 27.01.2003). However, 

due to "broad disparities in the way [RoHS was] interpreted at the national level", the 

Commission began reviewing the laws even before they originally applies (Euractiv 

20.06.2006).  

5.1.1 Process-Tracing 

As a consequence, in December 2010, the Parliament accepted a recast of this directive in an 

attempt to clarify rules, simplify implementation and strengthen the environmental protection 

offered. While RoHS is closely linked to the Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

Directive (WEEE), the latter regulating the disposal of the above mentioned substances and 

products that contain them, this thesis is only concerned with the recast of the RoHS 

Directive, not WEEE in original or recast form.  

A recast is a legal process that brings together "a legislative act and all the amendments made 

to it", adding "new substantive changes" (European Commission [online]). The framework 

and core of the directive were thus not on debate, as they would in an ordinary legislative 

process. However, several elements of the directive had different industries and green groups 

in strong disagreement.  
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The Scope of the Recast Directive 

While most household items, toasters, phones, TVs and so forth were already squarely under 

the jurisdiction of RoHS since 2002, the original directive provided a defined list of electrical 

and electronic (E&E) products to which RoHS applied (Euractiv 25.11.2010). In the recast, 

"all products that use electricity" for any purpose – with a few specific exceptions – are 

included (Specialty Chemicals Magazine December 2010). This clearly broadened the scope 

of the directive. However, during negotiations, the industry requested a number of exceptions, 

including medical devices, heavy duty machinery (Orgalime 05.11.2010), photovoltaics and 

military equipment. Such exceptions were requested on the grounds that the hazardous 

products are considered essential and hardly or not replaceable in some areas, for instance 

military, aerospace and medical use (Euractiv 20.06.2006). A short list of exceptions was 

granted on this basis, but these were the exceptions, not the rule. "Medical devices, 

monitoring and control instruments, laboratory instruments and even some talking teddy 

bears" came into the scope with the recast (Specialty Chemicals Magazine December 2010).  

Substances Covered 

Environmental groups in general welcomed the increased scope of products included, and had 

no strong objections to the handful of exceptions. Their concern with scope focused primarily 

on substances covered, and cases were made for restricting use of both nano silver (EEB, 

HEAL and WECF February 2010), and brominated and chlorinated flame retardants 

(European Environmental Bureau [online]). None of these were included into Annex II (of 

restricted substances), but one such flame retardant and three phthalates were lined up for 

review and evaluation three years later. This opened the door for future inclusion; the 

omission of restrictions on new substances was nevertheless regretted by green groups and 

MEPs, even if their general attitude was welcoming contentment (Euractiv 25.11.2010). The 

International Chemicals Secretariat ChemSec deemed "a missed opportunity" the failure to 

include Brominated Flame Retardants (BFR) and Polyvinyl Chlorides (PVC) into the new 

RoHS (Specialty Chemicals Magazine December 2010).  

Business interests were also pleased to see a thorough review of coherence between RoHS 

and REACH ordered, as this was the best guarantee against overlapping and complicating 

legislation in the intersection between the two. Director General Hubert Mandery of CEFIC 

was quoted as saying: "Our industry wanted a workable RoHS directive that is consistent with 
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REACH, our reference legislation for chemicals in Europe. It is clear that policy makers have 

decided to adopt such an approach" (Specialty Chemicals Magazine December 2010).  

Early Agreement  

The compromise reached between the EP, Council and Commission in mid-November 

enabled an early agreement in the codecisional process. In addition to the compromises 

mentioned above, a much-applauded move by MEPs to place nanomaterials under additional 

scrutiny failed. The original revision proposals made no mention of nanomaterials, but this 

type of material was added to Annex IV by the Environment Committee in June, pleasing the 

green lobby greatly (Specialty Chemicals Magazine December 2010). However, only a 

paragraph suggesting more careful investigations of these materials in the future made it into 

the final Directive.  

Fundamentals not up for Debate 

In short, the RoHS recast and the negotiations process leading up to it went much as one 

would expect from an environmental legislative process: Green MEPs and NGOs calling for 

strengthened environmental aspects of the law, while business and industry representatives 

emphasize the competitive aspects and angle for loopholes and more lenient laws. In the end, 

a compromise between the legislative actors of the Commission, Council and Parliament was 

reached, which balances these competing interests. In this case, both sides welcomed the final 

version. While the green lobby had critical remarks, there was general optimism about the 

recast, and industry representatives warmly welcomed it.  

One element which likely contributed to this general appeal is the simple fact that the recast 

left unaltered the essence of RoHS and simply tweaked its scope. The fundamentals of RoHS 

were not up for debate, and the industry knew restrictions would not be loosened. Meanwhile, 

the green lobby would have realized ahead of time that an already relatively ambitious 

directive such as RoHS would not become much stricter in these negotiations. The fact that 

RoHS 2 was a recast, then, may have prompted the actors to adopt realistic expectations. This, 

in turn, made it more likely that actors would be relatively satisfied. Even so, the balancing 

act of increasing the scope of products affected in return for leaving the restricted substances 

list unaltered (for now), appears to have been a success. 
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5.1.2 Summary 

It is in the nature of a recast that it tweaks and adjusts a law; it does not change the law 

fundamentally. All actors involved and interested in the RoHS recast knew that the 

fundamentals of the directive were not up for debate. The discussion accordingly centered on 

definitions and inclusions of certain types of materials. The most significant change was the 

scope of the directive: It was reversed to include all products, with certain exceptions, instead 

of given categories of products. On the other hand, the list of restricted substances was left 

unaltered, to the chagrin of environmental and consumer groups who wanted nanomaterials 

placed under restrictions as well. 

5.1.3 Content Analysis 

Another case of early agreement, RoHS is one of shortest laws in this study, and contained 

relatively few changes. This may be attributable to the fact that it is a recast. The Commission 

was therefore aware of many of the alterations that the Council and Parliament wanted, and 

was able to make these a part of its initial proposal.  

Results 

The results of the analysis of the RoHS recast are: 

With 17 of 22 (77 percent) alterations making it more specific, RoHS has a clear tendency 

towards increased specificity. Most alterations (9) concern the conditions of the law. 

 

 

 

 

Goals and means make up 6 and 5 of the instances, while only 2 are changes in time 

specificity. The condition changes are divided relatively equally, 5 + and 4 -. The data points 

of both goals (6) and means (5) are exclusively more specific. Finally, changes in time are 

split 1-1.  

These results are based on 127 data points in the RoHS directive. 

RoHS (127) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 5 6 5 1 17 

Less specific (-) 4 0 0 1 5 

Table 6: RoHS Recast Content Analysis Summary 
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5.1.4 Discussion 

The recast of RoHS left, unusually, most actors involved in the process relatively pleased. I 

have already suggested that the actors’ expectations of how much the balance of the 

regulation would move were quite realistic. Because it was a recast of a law, all sides knew 

that the law would not fundamentally change. However, the scope of the law did widen: 

Products were included into RoHS by default, with certain exceptions, instead of assigned 

categories of included products. This, as well as the addition of certain substances to 

restriction lists, was the most substantial alterations included in the recast.  

The content analysis supports the impression that RoHS became more specific in the recast. 

17 alterations to the more specific and 5 to the less so is a clear tendency. The list of restricted 

substances, in Annex II (The European Union (08.06.2011): 51) and Annex IV (The European 

Commission (29.10.2003): 34), is a good example of increased specificity.  

5.2 Case 5: Industrial Emissions Directive Recast 

The Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) is the cornerstone of the EU's industrial air, soil and 

water pollution legislation. Also a recast, it combines seven different previous directives into 

one, but unlike the RoHS recast negotiations, larger and more controversial changes were on 

the table. The recast was meant to "reinforce [the very weak] implementation [of the previous 

directives] and close loopholes that ha[d] allowed member states to abuse flexibility 

mechanisms" (Euractiv 19.03.2010). These intentions did not, however, prevent a strong 

group of member states with support from industry, from seeking continued flexibility 

mechanisms on a range of issues. As I shall show, they largely won these battles. 

5.2.1 Process-Tracing 

One of the directives recast into the IED was the Large Combustion Plants Directive. During 

negotiations, "the issue of large combustion plants proved to be the most divisive" (Euractiv 

26.06.2009). The Czech Presidency proposed 2019 as the deadline for states with defined 

transitional national plans for the reduction of NOx and SO2 emissions and dust. This 

deadline was, however, challenged by a strong group of member states: the UK, Poland, Italy, 

Slovakia, Slovenia and Romania. All sharing a high dependence on coal-fired power plants, 

these states insisted on extending the suggested deadline until the end of 2020 in an early 

draft. This desire was shared with industry interests such as Eurelectric, which warned that 
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electricity supply security problems could be the consequence of short deadlines and steep 

requirements (Eurelectric 15.10.2009).  

While still far off the original Commission suggestion of 2016 (European Union 21.12.2007), 

Parliament offered a compromise in mid-2019 as a deadline (Euractiv 05.05.2010). Some in 

the industry, however, argued for an even longer deadline: Eurelectric supported a 2020 

deadline consistent with other 2020 objectives (Eurelectric  25.02.2009), and the 

Confederation of British Industry (CBI) claimed to need until 2021 (Euractiv 05.05.2010). 

Hard lobbying by the coal-fired coalition ensured that the higher standards in the final 

Directive only applied in mid-2020 – and the end of 2023 under certain conditions. IED 

rapporteur Holger Krahmer of ALDE called it a "European tragedy" and "legalizing air 

pollution", and EEB industrial emissions policy officer Christian Schaible lamented that the 

recast would allow "some of the oldest and dirtiest large combustion plants" to avoid the best 

possible standards (Euractiv 22.06.2010).  

The European Safety Net 

A proposed EU-wide "safety net" of minimum emission limits for all installations was 

proposed by Parliament in its first reading. This was not part of the Commission's proposal, 

but a flagship addition by MEPs eager to increase the environmental strength of the proposal 

(Euractiv.com 26.06.2009). However, the administrative costs of such a "safety net” caused 

the UK, Italy, Poland and others to protest the proposal. In order to reach a palatable 

compromise, the Parliament had no choice but to yield to the fierce opposition to the 

'European safety net', with Krahmer stating "[l]ooking at the Council position, we've got to be 

sober" (Euractiv 19.03.2010).  

In the same article, Krahmer points out the futility of recasting the directive if the result is a 

continuation of the flexibility and loopholes that made the LCP Directive impotent and poorly 

implemented in the first place. The battles of national transitional periods and the European 

'safety net' were resoundingly won by the Council and more specifically, the member states 

which wanted greater national flexibility (almost always a euphemism for lower requirements 

and less strict environmental standards). However, there were also trade-offs on issues where 

the flexibility seeking group accepted stricter elements of the recast. While these concessions 

given were not enough to please green groups with the new directive overall, they are 

nevertheless an important part of the full picture. 
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The Trade-Off 

In exchange for the generous national transitional plans and the removal of the 'European 

safety net' proposal from the Parliament, two significant changes were made in the recast. 

Installations which for some reason do not follow Best Available Technologies (BAT) may be 

granted exceptions – so-called derogations – on a national basis. The national discretion to 

extend derogations was, in the end, limited significantly, and while it could still be granted  

on account of "local conditions", a requirement that application of BATs would cause 

"disproportionately higher costs compared to the environmental benefits" was inserted 

(Euractiv 22.06.2010). "To limit the exemptions" and making "the conditions for using the 

derogation more precise" being two of the stated reasons for Austria, Denmark, Germany and 

Ireland to abstain from the initial vote, this would be a tempting concession even as they were 

unable to push through an earlier deadline for imposing requirements on LGPs (Votewatch 

[online] a). Furthermore, a much watered-down version of the 'safety net' was approved, 

tasking the Commission with assessments of the need for "Union-wide minimum 

requirements for emission limit values [sector by sector]" every three years (European Union 

07.07.2010).  

Reception 

The approved proposal was met with warm approval with certain remarks from the industry 

lobby. The common features are an acknowledgement that there has been a tightening of the 

screws, deep approval of the flexibility that remains, but expressions of concern that the "time 

bridge" of national transitional plans is not even longer (Cembureau July 2010; CEFIC quoted 

in Euractiv 08.07.2010). The overall sentiment expressed, however, seems to be contentment 

and approval of Council's "common sense" (Cembureau July 2010) and "well-crafted 

compromise" (BusinessEurope quoted in Euractiv 26.06.2009). 

The reception among green groups, on the other hand, was frostier. As mentioned above, 

rapporteur Holger Krahmer (ALDE) called the agreed-upon final version "a European 

tragedy" and the EEB said that "some of the oldest, dirtiest large combustion plants" could 

continue business as usual with this outcome (Euractiv 22.06.2010). In a press release, the 

EEB acknowledges the strengthened derogation system. It also writes off the Commission's 

review mandate as "meaningless" and "with no legal value", and goes on: "We are astonished 

that the European Commission did not defend the European Parliament's position and instead 

sided with member states" (EEB 18.06.2010). In the second reading and final Council vote, 
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Germany made a statement remarking that it "continue[d] to have reservations regarding the 

broad wording of the derogation clause" even as it voted yes to ensure that the improvements 

of the recast were not lost (Votewatch [online] b).  

Coal Coalition Prevails 

The battle over the IED is a case of a piece of environmental legislation which left green 

groups and parliamentarians disappointed, and the industry interests quite content. The EEB 

hints that the thumb on the scale was the European Commission siding with the member 

states instead of the Parliament. As is clear from the above, the large and relatively powerful 

group of EU states that produce much of their power from coal – most notably the UK, Italy 

and Poland – were united and fought for national flexibility to allow these power plants to run 

as long as possible. Business, chemicals, concrete and electric organizations on the EU level 

all voiced some level of support for this approach, approving of emissions reductions but 

demanding flexibility and more time, at pain of possible energy shortages or price spikes.  

A smaller group consisting of Germany, Denmark, Austria and Ireland abstained at the first 

Council vote in a bid to push stronger regulation through, and while they succeeded on 

limiting the scope of derogations, other elements of the recast slipped further from the 

environmental interest. This caused green parliamentarians and environmental groups such as 

the EEB to lament the death of the 'EU safety net' as well as the generous deadline for large 

combustion plants.  

5.2.2 Summary 

From an environmental point of view, then, the IED was only a partial success, and in terms 

of balance between environmental and competitiveness concerns, the final law leans toward 

the latter. While the new directive took a significant step toward closing the much-abused 

loopholes, the flexibility for which industry representatives and coal-dependent member states 

fought so hard also enabled large, dirty coal plants to continue business as usual for many 

years to come. The idea of a European safety net was also watered down. The process with 

IED also contrasts with RoHS in that the latter was merely adjusted during the recast, whereas 

with the former, the alterations were more material. 
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5.2.3 Content Analysis 

In the case of the IED, the annexes make up 3/5 of the text of the final act. While the act itself 

contains a fair number of alterations, the annexes are largely almost identical. This can largely 

be attributed to the technical nature of the annexes, as well as the general consensus on 

sensible limit values. Instead, the IED was modified through the creation of loopholes and 

exceptions for existing polluters. These most substantial alterations are dealt with in the 

articles of the law. 

As a consequence of the technical and nearly unaltered state of the annexes, I have chosen to 

merge larger stretches of subparagraphs as indicated by letters (a-b-c) or numbers (1-2-3; i-ii-

iii) when analyzing the annexes. I have done so only when the texts are identical (most 

frequently the case) or only with minor differences, primarily of phrasing instead of content.  

Results 

The results of the IED analysis are presented in the table below. 

 

 

 

While relatively balanced, there is a definite but weak tendency towards less specificity in the 

IED. 21 alterations are considered negative and 14 positive, meaning exactly 60 percent of 

alterations were towards the less specific. Most changes (18), again, happened to the 

conditions of the law. 9 are changes in specificity of goals, 6 of time and only 2 of means. 

More specifically, 7 of the condition changes are more specific, and 11 less specific. Among 

the goals, 6 become more specific and 3 less so. Means alterations are split 1-1 and 

interestingly, all 6 changes in time make the law less specific.  

My analysis of the IED provided 406 data points, which is the material covered in Table 7. 

5.2.4 Discussion 

The hard-fought battle over the recast of the IED stood mainly over large combustion plants, 

the largest type of polluter affected by this Directive. Unlike the recast of RoHS, larger 

IED (406) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 7 6 1 0 14 

Less specific (-) 11 3 1 6 21 

Table 7: Industrial Emissions Directive Content Analysis Summary 
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change was possible with the IED. In particular, the recast was supposed to address loopholes 

in the original directives. While higher standards were introduced, and the scope of 

derogations (exceptions) from the new rules was tightened, the deadline was stretched for 

several years under certain conditions, allowing heavily-polluting plants to continue relatively 

unhampered. Attempts by the EP to introduce a lowest common standard for member states, 

did not succeed. According to news reports and comments released after the act was finalized, 

the industry and business interests were satisfied with the outcome. The member states that 

pushed for a more ambitious directive remained dissatisfied, but in the end voted in favor of 

the directive, reasoning that there were improvements that were nevertheless worth saving. 

Green groups and politicians were even less pleased.  

The results of the analysis of the IED suggest a certain balance between strengthening and 

weakening the directive. While 60 percent of changes made the final act less specific, this is a 

relatively weak tendency that, with no more than 35 data points, should be considered only 

indicative. The findings in the content analysis thus seem to contrast the process-tracing – 

which indicates a clear turn toward more business-friendly, less green – somewhat. 

5.3 Case 6: CO2 Standards for Vans 

September 30 2009, the Commission launched its proposal for a new emission performance 

standard for new light commercial vehicles (vans). After a 2008 battle and ensuing deal on 

passenger vehicles that "pitted environmentalists against auto nations France, Germany and 

Italy, the automobile industry was already bruised (Euractiv 22.01.2010). Climate 

commissioner Connie Hedegaard, however, deemed the industry's complaints insincere and 

exaggerated: "Often we've seen industry will protest and say it's going to be extremely 

difficult […] but then it turns out that when we do these things, we can often do it quicker 

than claimed before, and they can do it even more ambitiously" (Euractiv 22.01.2010). 

Hedegaard's sentiments and recent improvements on fuel efficiency standards in cars 

notwithstanding, the debate on the proposal quickly turned to crisis talk and extending a 

helping hand. 

5.3.1 Process-Tracing 

In its argumentation for less stringent requirements, the European Automobile Manufacturers' 

Association (ACEA) refers to its "economic reality" and the "suffering from a continuing 
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credit crunch and a depressed economy" (ACEA 28.10.2009). More directly, it insists that the 

new standards should be postponed to the next Commission "in line with the pledge not to 

introduce new, costly legislation during the crisis" (ACEA 28.10.2009). This makes clear that 

the financial crisis was very much a part of the industry argument for looser regulation.  

Such argumentation did not fall of deaf ears. The initial proposal from the Commission was 

already considered weak by some Greens (Euractiv 16.02.2011). A year after the initial 

proposal, the Environment Committee presented its amended proposal, which was widely 

seen to be a helping hand to the struggling van industry. While the proposal and its summary 

do not explicitly state aiding the auto industry as its reasoning, it actually lowered the 

proposed emissions limit in 2020 from the Commission's 135 g/km proposal to 140 grams per 

kilometer (Euractiv 29.09.2010). Super-credits as an incentive for very low-emissions 

vehicles were also increased significantly, creating a total effect of much carrot but little stick 

(European Union 28.10.2009). The most significant stick of the regulation, the fine per gram 

of CO2 emissions exceeding the limit (by 2019), was also lowered from the €120 proposed by 

the Commission to €95 per gram. These results were far from unanimous within the 

committee:  The proposal passed only narrowly, with 32 in favor, 25 against and one 

abstention (Euractiv 29.09.2010).  

Green and Socialist Discontent 

Despite the talk of economic realities, greens and socialist MEPs were disappointed by what 

they considered an unambitious proposal. "All the evidence shows that more ambitious 

emissions limits would not only be technically feasible but would also play a key role in 

stimulating innovation towards more efficient vehicles," said Green MEP and shadow 

rapporteur Rebecca Harms (Germany) after the vote. The Socialists & Democrats Group 

(S&D) criticized the conservative and liberal MEPs for undermining the legislation (Euractiv 

29.09.2010).  

While a large step closer to an early agreement, these concessions were not enough to secure a 

deal, however. Negotiations proceeded for two months before a provisional deal could be 

reached in mid-December 2010. Some parts of the regulation were uncontested, such as the 

interim target of 175 g/km by 2017, "widely seen as unambitious, given rapid gains in 

efficiency" (Euractiv 16.12.2010). However, the long-term target remained a difficult issue, 

with car giant Germany refusing to go below 150 g/km in 2020. Even so, the provisional deal 
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was put to a vote and passed, setting the long-term emissions at 147 grams. In the final 

Council vote, neither Germany nor the other car nations submitted reservations.  A joint 

statement from the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, Cyprus, Slovenia, Greece and Ireland was 

released criticizing the low ambition of the long-term standard (Votewatch [online] c).  

Winning Grand Coalition 

In Parliament, the final compromise got by comfortably, winning 80% of MEP votes (535 in 

favor, 326 required to pass). The winning grand coalition saw both S&D, European 

Conservatives and Reformists Group (ECR) and Group of the European People (EPP) with 

cohesion percentage rates in the mid- or high 90s. ALDE was not far behind, at 87, while the 

Greens/EFA voted 97 percent against the proposal (Votewatch [online] d). In the end, the 

super-credits offered for significantly exceeding the limitations were even more inflated. The 

deal was summarized in a statement by the Parliament as "less ambitious […] than many 

MEPs had wanted, but in line with the agreement reached [between member states]" (Euractiv 

16.02.2011). ACEA made no complaints, but did release a press statement calling the targets 

"extremely challenging" (ACEA 15.02.2011). Green NGO Transport & Environment (T&E) 

deemed the target a "weakened CO/fuel efficiency standard", saying "the industry used a short 

dip in sales to justify weakening a 10-year strategy to improve fuel efficiency" (T&E 

15.02.2011).  

5.3.2 Summary 

The negotiation on this regulation appears to have been a one-way street. As shown above, 

the Commission's proposal was already considered unambitious by some. From its departure, 

the regulation became gradually less ambitious and more in line with industry wishes: 

incentives for overperformance became larger and easier to win, the long-term limit rose from 

a proposal of 135 g/km to 147 g/km by 2020 – a reduction not likely to be as "extremely 

challenging" as ACEA suggests.  

This development can be attributed to the success of the auto industry's crisis argumentation. 

While some questioned the depth of the crisis for the van producers, a grand coalition of 

conservatives, liberals and socialists united to push the early agreement through parliament, 

even as several member states objected to the low ambition of the regulation. This narrative 
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was thus effective, even if ACEA maintained that the final, long-term target would be 

difficult to reach.  

5.3.3 Content Analysis 

The CO2 for Vans Directive is the smallest of the cases considered for this thesis, and by far 

the one with the smallest number of alterations.  

Results  

The data from the CO2 Vans analysis are presented in the table: 

With only 10 data points to work with, there is good reason to use caution when assessing the 

results from the CO2 Vans Directive. Nevertheless, 9 out of 10 substantial changes make the 

final act less specific. This is a very clear result and a strong tendency. 

 

 

 

 

 

Alterations occur four times on goals and only once on conditions, but all categories of 

change are represented.  

The single alteration in condition makes the law more specific. All four alterations in goals 

make the law less specific, and the same is true of both changes of means. 3 of 3 time changes 

also make it less specific. As mentioned, the number of data points in this regulation is 

relatively low (113), so we should bear this in mind when we consider the results. 

5.3.4 Discussion 

The negotiations over the CO2 Standards for Vans seemed, in the process-tracing, a one-way 

street. As I have shown above, even the original Commission proposal was widely considered 

unambitious. It developed, however, only toward more business-friendly and less green: The 

CO2 Vans (113) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 1 0 0 0 1 

Less specific (-) 0 4 2 3 9 

Table 8: CO2 Standards for Vans Content Analysis Summary 
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incentives for overperformance increased and became more available and the long-term limit 

rose from a proposal of 135 g/km to 147 g/km by 2020. 

The auto industry made its case for this development with reference to the “current crisis”. 

Some questioned the depth of the crisis for the van producers, but a grand coalition in 

Parliament nevertheless pushed through soft requirements. This narrative was thus effective, 

even if ACEA maintained that the final, long-term target would be difficult to reach. 

The results of the content analysis correspond to the above narrative: A 9-to-1 ratio of less 

specific to more specific alterations in the text clearly lends support to the finding that the law 

was watered down in legislation. This is true even though we must also remember that the 

low number of alterations means that any tendencies appear very large. It is also worth noting 

that the changes to the CO2 Standards for Vans are quite specific, substantial and indisputable 

– in fact; most have been mentioned during the process-tracing (reduced fines, higher 

emission limit values, longer deadlines). 

5.4 Summary: Post-Crisis Cases 

For the last three cases, there is a growing tendency toward imbalance. The RoHS recast 

appears to have been crafted with essentially the same even-handedness to environmental and 

competitiveness concerns that was evident in the Pre-Crisis Cases: Its scope was widened and 

clarified, but some substances left off the restricted list. 

 

Due to the balance, and perhaps also to the realistic expectations of interest groups, both 

business/industry and environmental groups were content with the RoHS recast. This is not 

the case with the IED recast, which leans towards more emphasis on competitiveness. The 

new IED did close some loopholes, but in effect allowed dirty coal power plants to continue 

operations for more than a decade to come. A proposal for European minimum requirements 

Table 9: Content Analysis Results Post-Crisis Cases 
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(A European safety net) by the EP was also watered down. The legislative process that 

produced the regulation of CO2 standards for vans shows an even clearer emphasis on the 

crisis narrative and on lending a hand to a struggling industry. Despite calls for a greener 

policy and stricter requirements from green groups, this regulation was a one-way street 

toward laxer requirements and business-friendly policy (see table 10). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case 4 shows a clear tendency of a more specific final version. Case 5, however, has a 

significant amount of changes both ways, with a slight tendency towards less specificity. Case 

6, while small and with few data points, has a very clear trend of becoming less specific. 

From this I conclude that for the Post-Crisis Cases, environmental concerns are given 

progressively less weight in the negotiations (see table 9). 

I will now summarize the empirical results, discuss them and conclude. 

Table 10: Process-Tracing Results Post-Crisis Cases 



78 

 

6 Summary and Conclusion 

In this chapter I recap the main findings of the thesis and conclude. The theoretical foundation 

of this thesis, the processes explored in the process-tracing chapter, and the data extracted in 

the content analysis are all included. I explore the different findings, and use them for a 

discussion on the hypothesis I presented in the initial chapters.  

In chapter 1, I posed the central question of this thesis, defined key concepts and introduced 

the idea of a normative commitment on the part of the EU. 

In chapter 2, a literature review provided insight into EU legislative politics and the 

organization’s history as an environmental actor. This chapter also shed light on relations 

between the different bodies of the EU, and provided a timeline and background on the 

financial and sovereign-debt crises in Europe. 

Chapter 3 expanded on the theoretical foundation, on the selected cases and the methodology 

I have used. To remind the reader of the aim of this discussion chapter, I reiterate the 

hypothesis:  

H1: The sustainable development policy of the European Union became less ambitious during 

the European sovereign-debt crisis of 2010-2012.  

The cases selected are meant to provide a critical case for the EU as a normative actor on 

sustainability. My selected methods are process-tracing and content analysis. 

 

In chapter 4, among the Pre-Crisis Cases, I found two cases of increased specificity as defined 

by the content analysis: REACH (a strong tendency) and the Carbon Capture Framework 

Directive (a more moderate tendency) (see table 11). The Renewables Directive presents an 

Table 11: Summary of Results of Content Analysis. Note: Results lower than 60 percent are 
considered weak, 60-80 percent is considered moderate and 80 percent and above is considered 
strong. 
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opposite tendency, becoming less specific. In the case of REACH, we have seen in the 

process-tracing that both business/industry and green interests were content with the new 

legislation, and a relative balance of concern for sustainability and competitiveness (see table 

12).  

This differs from the result of the content analysis, which suggests a clear slide towards more 

environmental. In the cases of the Carbon Capture and Renewable Energy Directives, we 

observed opposite moderate trends (see table 12). This likely reflects the interconnected 

nature of those directives (and the two others that made up the entire Climate and Energy 

Package), wherein changes to any directive could create a need for balancing one or several 

others. In addition, this package was negotiated forth under extreme time constraints, and at 

least in the case of renewable energy, I have shown above that compromises were made due 

to those time constraints. The result of the content analysis of the Renewable Energy Sources 

directive aside, the two analyses tell a similar story about the Pre-Crisis Cases. 

Finally, in chapter 5, among the Post-Crisis Cases, the RoHS recast ended up more specific, 

while the IED recast and the directive for CO2 emissions standards for vans were watered 

down. RoHS was a recast and a case of closing loopholes; therefore both interest groups and 

lawmakers seem to have adjusted their expectations (see table 11). However, the scope of the 

directive clearly did increase, in accordance with the findings from the content analysis, even 

if other elements of the law subtracted specificity. The IED appeared somewhat weakened in 

the process-tracing; longer deadlines and increased scope but also plenty of national 

opportunity for derogations. A relatively weak negative trend seems to support the impression 

of a mixed outcome. In the case of the CO2 emission limits, a strong crisis narrative brought 

an already industry-friendly regulation proposal further away from green (see table 12). Most 

developments of the law in question made it less specific, as demonstrated by the strong trend 

seen in the content analysis. 

In short, in cases 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6, the results of the process-tracing and content analysis are 

largely consistent with each other. These results indicate that legislation before the sovereign-

debt crisis in 2010 gave more weight to environmental concerns, and that industry interests 

won more ground afterward. This corresponds to H1: The sustainable development policy of 

the European Union became less ambitious during the European sovereign-debt crisis of 

2010-2012.  
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However, case 2 fits less comfortably into this pattern. The Renewable Energy Sources 

Directive has a clear, if relatively weak, trend towards less specific. In the following section, I 

offer some possible explanations for this inconsistency – and state the case for nevertheless 

believing the observed trend.  

6.1 Explaining Inconsistencies 

There can be several reasons for the seeming inconsistencies between these results. First, 

there may be more than one clear-cut trend at work. Other factors, which are not detected 

through the methods employed in this thesis, may certainly be at play. There can, however, be 

other and less fundamental reasons for the inconsistencies. I have previously mentioned that 

the substantiality of the positive alterations could be smaller than that of the negative 

alterations, or vice-versa, meaning changes that have been given equal weight in the content 

analysis, should have been weighed differently.  

We must also consider the possibility that after a long legislative process, many actors are 

willing to focus on the concessions that they won in order to present a victorious front. This 

Table 12: Summary of Results of Process-Tracing 
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observation brings us to a quite common mechanism in environmental negotiations at the EU: 

The façade of consensus covering a hunt for loopholes. For each of the cases in this thesis, 

discussions center primarily (but not always solely) on the authorizations (REACH), the 

burden-sharing (Renewable Energy), the opt-outs (Carbon Capture), the exceptions (RoHS), 

the derogations (IED) and the deadlines for implementation (CO2 Vans) – on the loopholes 

that make a consensus affordable even for those who want not or cannot live up to that 

consensus. This mechanism presents a challenge for a researcher: A law can become more 

specific (through a general consensus on strict rules) and less specific (through substantial 

loopholes) simultaneously. The method of content analysis used in this thesis does not 

distinguish between the two forms, and in the event of such a trade-off, they will to some 

extent cancel each other out, even if one development may prevail in the data since it required 

more actual changes of text. This is a serious challenge. 

Addressing these challenges requires a strategy to counter them. One possibility is a system of 

different scores for different degrees of change in the pattern of Burns, Carter and Worsfold 

(2012), or through context. In this thesis I have opted for process-tracing to enlighten the 

analysis. (Tsebelis himself points out that “what is required for such assessments is a detailed 

knowledge of the legislation, through the whole production process. A simple assessment of 

the final form of the bill (whether it is by experts of by word counting programs) cannot help 

in identifying the level of specificity” (Tsebelis 2012: 19)). In order to provide context, in 

each process-tracing I include the reactions of environmental and business interest groups. 

These reactions are used as a proxy in order to gain some comparability between cases.  

Where a proposal was considered to be leaning toward either interest from the start, I have 

indicated this in the process-tracing. Similarly, the overall reaction of interest groups from 

both sides of the debate is summarized in Table 12 as Industry reaction and Green reaction. 

As the table shows, the reactions of the interest groups to the Pre-Crisis Cases are mixed. The 

clearest trend apparent is the negative view of environmental groups on the cases in the Post-

Crisis Cases. While this is not an infallible proxy, interest group reactions do support the 

general trend seen in the content analysis of this thesis. Combining the results of both 

methods adds an element of comparability to this thesis.  
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6.2 A Normative Commitment to Sustainability? 

The concept of Normative Power Europe places certain norms at the heart of the EU and its 

very constitution, and supposes that these norms govern EU relations both inward and 

outward. Conceptualizing the EU as a normative actor on sustainability, we expect concern 

for the environment to be constant in the legislation and policies of the EU. If a truly 

normative actor, the EU should remain devoted to the norm of sustainability even in a 

financial crisis. Conceptualizing the EU as a normative actor, thus, suggests that concern for 

environmental protection should not fall during and after the European sovereign-debt crisis 

of 2010. 

What will be the balance when concern for sustainability and concern for competitiveness 

collide? One of several vague areas that make Normative Power Europe less suited for 

analytical purposes, Manners fails to specifically predict an outcome when norms compete. 

(Although we should note that sustainability is considered only a minor norm.) Robert 

Falkner suggests that the EU, although it also holds a normative concern for environmental 

issues, is first and foremost motivated by political-economic realities in its sustainability 

policy. In the wake of the sovereign-debt crisis, such reasons spoke in favor of a stronger 

focus on competitiveness, sacrificing some concern for environmental issues. In order words, 

political-economic concerns are the primary concern in EU environmental legislation. H1 thus 

rejects the notion of the EU as a normative actor, focusing instead on the political-economic 

realities. As a result, H1 hypothesizes that environmental legislation becomes less ambitious 

after the sovereign-debt crisis.  

6.3 A Luxury No Longer Affordable? 

The results do suggest that environmental concerns have grown less urgent and are weighed 

more lightly against business/industry interests since the crisis of 2010. There is also evidence 

to suggest that the crisis is used as an argument for this development, among both the 

institutions of the EU and representatives of industry. I have shown a stated commitment on 

the part of the EU institutions to abstain from imposing extra costs on the industry and 

business. ACEA called for the regulation for new CO2 standards for vans to be postponed to 

the next Commission. This, according to ACEA, would be "in line with the pledge not to 

introduce new, costly legislation during the crisis”. The proposal from the Commission was 
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widely considered unambitious, the final bill even more so. Even the environment committee 

proposed lower fines and weaker requirements during the legislative process. The principle of 

not imposing a larger burden on the industry thus seems to be a factor in the relative 

environmental weakness of the Post-Crisis Cases compared to the Pre-Crisis Cases. While a 

new regulation was indeed approved, case 6 suggests that the EU institutions gave great 

consideration to the crisis during that legislative process.  

In the Literature review, I discussed the roles of formal and informal actors in the EU 

legislative process. The financial and sovereign-debt crises have aligned the interests of 

business and industry with those of national government, labor unions and others who 

emphasize competitiveness: In a difficult economy with national funds short and jobs scarce, 

all groups mentioned share a strong interest in enabling value and job creation. When 

concerns for competitiveness and environment collide, we can therefore today expect these 

actors to cooperate for more competitiveness and thereby less environment. This might 

explain why the results of the content analysis are slightly ambiguous. If a general shift in 

emphasis toward competitiveness and away from environment has taken place in the 

legislative process, it seems reasonable to expect the Commission proposals to reflect this 

shift. The change, then, is not necessarily visible in the changes to the proposal. 

I have also discussed early agreements, and how they enable smoother and quicker 

agreements. In particular, their use has bred a more cooperative and less confrontational style 

of negotiations between the Council and the EP. In a situation of general agreement and 

alignment of interests of the EU institutions, such as after the sovereign-debt crisis, the 

increased use of fast-track agreements means these institutions can steer and change the new 

legislation quicker, with less friction but also less transparency. The literature review 

established that the EP and Council have historically stood far apart on environmental issues. 

This distance can be seen in the Pre-Crisis Cases, but the Post-Crisis Cases indicates an 

increasing unity. This development can likely be traced both to the alignment of interests and 

to the more frequent use of early agreements. 

6.4 Conclusion 

When considering the evidence unearthed in this thesis, H1 finds support. In these cases and 

analyses, nothing suggests an unshaken and unshakeable commitment to sustainability in the 
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face of political-economic reality. An even-handed balance for both concerns is evident in the 

Pre-Crisis Cases, but the balance shifts progressively toward industry concerns in the Post-

Crisis Cases. While this thesis cannot accurately quantify the escalation of the trend, it is clear 

that concern for environmental issues is given less weight in post-sovereign-debt crisis EU 

than before; on the extreme, sustainability does seem to have become a luxury no longer 

affordable. A normative commitment surrendered because of political-economic reasons can 

hardly be called truly normative. This in turn calls into question the EU’s claim on the 

identity and role of international climate pusher, leader on sustainability and normative actor. 

The title of this thesis asks whether climate is a luxury no longer affordable for the EU after 

the sovereign-debt crisis. Nearly all evidence unearthed here suggests that this is indeed the 

case.  

The conclusions I have drawn spawn several new questions which could be fertile ground for 

new studies. It follows naturally from these results is that it is premature to name 

sustainability as a true normative core of the EU. Manners does consider sustainability only to 

be a minor norm. Is it possible that the minor norms might suffer but the major norms are 

upheld, even in the face of a crisis? This question surely deserves further research, but these 

results cast serious doubt on the normativity of the EU as an actor on sustainability. Has the 

norm of sustainability been weakened throughout the EU and on the EU level, or has the 

effect been contained to the member state level? This thesis has not shed light on the exact 

mechanism behind the lower ambition of environmental legislation, and this would be worthy 

of further examination. Replicating my investigation with different cases might produce 

slightly different results, and there are dozens of other possible cases in the same time frame. 

Re-investigating the same cases with a method that takes into consideration loopholes and 

enables true direct comparability between the cases would also be of great value. Is the EU 

after the sovereign-debt crisis a case of Anthony Downs’ model “Up and Down with 

Ecology” in an elite setting? Although Normative Power Europe will and should continue to 

enlighten EU research, the model is in dire need of further refining to explain how conflicting 

norms are resolved.  
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Appendix A: REACH Content Analysis 

Presented below are the full results of the content analysis on the final version of REACH 

(2003/0256(COD)), preceded by a short summary of those results. 

The results of the complete analysis are to be read as follows. P7 (P4) indicates that point 7 of 

the preamble (P) of the final version corresponds substantially to point 4 of the preamble. 

Where two listings are present, the first always refers to the final version, while the last (in 

parentheses) is the corresponding point of the proposal. New material in the final act is 

indicated by an asterisk, and deleted content from the proposal is listed alone in parentheses 

with a caret (^) for clarity. Content in the final act, the proposal or both may be treated as one 

where this was logical, such as where two paragraphs have been merged into one, or for 

identical lists of for instance definitions. Subparagraphs are added according to the content of 

the act and proposal, and are indicated with a dash: A3-9 (A3-7). The three different phases of 

the law, namely preamble (P), articles (A) and annexes (X) are indicated by different letters.  

Summary 

Substantially, the REACH analysis revealed a significant amount of changes to the text, but 

this is to be expected due to its large size. Those changes went overwhelmingly toward more 

specificity, that is, a higher level of environmental ambition.  Most change was made in terms 

of conditions and goals.  

REACH (763) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 21 13 6 8 48 

Less specific (-) 4 0 2 3 9 

 

Complete Analysis 

Amendment Condition Goal Mean Time 

P1 (P1) +    

P2 (P2)     

P3 (P3)     

P4*     

P5*     

P6*     

P7 (P4)     

P8*     

P9 (P5)     
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A29-1 (A27-1)     

A29-2 (A27-2)     

A29-3*     

A30-1 (A28-1)    - 

A30-2 (A28-2)  + +  

A30-3 (A28-3)     

A30-4*     

A30-5 (A28-4)     

A30-6 (A28-5)     

A31-1a (A29-1)     

A31-1b*     

A31-1c*     

A32-2 (A29-2)     

A32-3a+c (A29-3)     

A32-3b* +    

A32-4 (A29-3)     

A32-5 (A29-5)     

A32-6 (A29-6)     

A32-7* +    

A32-8+9 (A29-8)     

A32-1 (A30-1)     

A32-2 (A30-2)     

A33-1*  +   
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A33-2*  +   

A34 (A31)     

A35 (A32)     

A36-1 (A33)     

A36-2* +    

A37-1 (A34-1)     

A37-2 (A34-2)     

A37-3 (A34-3)     

A37-4a-b (A34-4a-
b) 

    

A37-4c*     

A37-4d*     

A37-4e*     

A37-4f*     

A37-5a-b (A34-5a-
b) 

    

A37-5c*     

A37-6*     

A37-7 (A34-6)     

A37-8*     

A38-1a-b (A35-1)     

A38-2a-f (A35-2a-
f) 

    

A38-3 (A35-3)     

A38-4 (A35-4)     

A38-5 (A35-5)     

A39-1 (A36-1)     

A39-2 (A36-2)         

(A37)^ +    

(A38-1)^     

(A38-2)^     

A40-1 (A39-1)     

A40-2*  + +  

A40-3a-b+d (A39-2a-c)    

A40-3c*   +  

A40-3e*     

A40-4 (A39-3)   + + 

A41-1a-b (A40-1a-
b) 

    

A41-1c*   +  

A41-1d*     

A41-2*     

A41-3*     
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A41-4 (A40-3)    + 

A41-5*     

A41-6*     

A41-7*     

A42-1 (A41-1)     

A42-2 (A41-2)     

(A42-1)^     

A43-1 (A42-2)    - 

A43-2a-c (A42-3a-
c) 

    

A43-3*     

(A42-4)^     

(A43-1)^     

(A43-2)^     

(A43-3)^     

A44-1a-c (A43a)     

A44-2 (A43a bis-1 + A43a bis-
2) 

   

A45-1*     

A45-2 (A43a bis-3)     

A45-3 (A43a bis-4)     

A45-4 (A43a bis-6)     

A45-5*     

(A43a bis-5)^     

A46-1 (A44-1)     

A46-2 (A44-2)     

A46-3 (A44-3)     

A46-4 (A44-4)     

A47-1 (A45-1)     

A47-2 (A45-2)     

(A46-1)^     

A48 (A46-2) +       

A49 (A47)         

A50-1 (A48-1)     

A50-2 (A48-2)     

A50-3 (A48-3)     

A50-4 (A48-4)     

A51-1 (A49-1)     

A51-2 (A49-2)     

A51-3 (A49-3)     

A51-4 (A49-4)     

A51-5 (A49-5)     

A51-6 (A49-6)     
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A51-7 (A49-7)     

A51-8 (A49-8)     

A52-1*     

A52-2*     

A53-1*     

A53-2 (A50-1)     

A53-3 (A50-2)     

A53-4 (A50-3)     

A54 (A51)         

A55 (A52)  +   

A56-1a-d (A53-1a-
d) 

    

A56-1e*     

A56-2 (A53-2)     

A56-3 (A53-3)     

A56-4a-b (A53-4a-
b) 

    

(A53-5c-g)^ +    

A56-4c-d (A53-5h-
i) 

    

A56-5a-b (A53-6a-
b) 

    

A56-6a-b (A53-7a-
b) 

    

A57a-f (A54a-f)     

A58-1a-e (A55-1a-
e) 

    

A58-2 (A55-2)     

A58-3 (A55-3)     

A58-4 (A55-4)     

A58-5 (A55-5)     

A58-6*     

A58-7 (A55-6)     

A58-8*     

A59-1 (A56-1)     

A59-2 (A56-2)     

A59-3 (A56-3)     

A59-4*     

A59-5 (A56-4)    - 

A59-6 (A56-5)     

A59-7 (A59-6)     

A59-8 (A56-7) +    

A59-9*     



114 

 

A59-10*         

A60-1 (A57-1)     

A60-2 (A57-2)     

A60-3* +    

A60-4 (A57-3)     

A60-5*     

A60-6 (A57-4)     

A60-7 (A57-5)     

A60-8 (A57-6)     

A60-9 (A57-7)     

A60-10 (A57-8)     

A61-1 (A58-1)     

A61-2a (A58-2)     

A61-2b* +    

A61-3 (A58-3)     

A61-4 (A58-4)     

A61-5 (A58-5)     

A61-6 (A58-6)     

A62-1 (A59-1)     

A62-2 (A59-2)     

A62-3 (A59-3)     

A62-4a-d (A59-4a-
d) 

    

A62-4e*     

A62-4f*     

A62-5a (A59-5a)     

A62-5b* -    

(A59-5b)^     

(A59-6a)^     

(A59-6b)^     

A62-6c (A59-6c)     

A62-7 (A59-7)     

A63-1 (A60-1)     

A63-2 (A60-2)     

A63-3*     

A64-1 (A61-1)     

A64-2 (A61-2)     

A64-3 (A61-3)     

A64-4a-b (A61-4a-
b) 

    

A64-5 (A61-5)     

A64-6 (A61-6)     

A64-7 (A61-7)     
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A64-8 (A61-8)     

A64-9 (A61-9)     

A64-10 (A61-10)         

A65 (A62)     

A66-1 (A63-1)     

A66-2 (A63-2)         

A67-1 (A64-1)     

A67-2 (A65-4)     

A67-3* +    

(A64-2)^     

(A64-3)^         

A68-1 (A65-1)     

A68-2 (A65-2)     

(A65-3)^     

A69-1 (A66-1)     

A69-2*     

A69-3*     

A69-4 (A66-2)     

A69-5*     

A69-6 (A66-3)     

A70 (A68)     

A71-1 (A68-1)     

A71-2 (A68-2)     

A71-3 (A68-3)     

A72-1 (A69-1)     

A72-2 (A69-2)     

A72-3 (A69-3)     

A73-1 (A70-1)     

A73-2 (A70-2)     

A74-1*     

A74-2*     

A74-3*     

A74-4*     

A74-5*     

A75-1 (A71)     

A75-2*     

A76-1a-h (A72-1a-
h) 

    

A76-2 (A72-2)     

A76-3 (A72-3)     

A77-1 (A73-1)     

A77-2a-c (A73-2a-
c) 
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A77-2d*     

A77-2e-h (A73-d-
g) 

    

A77-2i*     

A77-2j*     

A77-2k (A73-2h)     

A77-2l (A73-2i)     

A77-2m*     

A77-2n*     

A77-2o*     

A77-3a-c (A73-3a-
f) 

    

A77-4a-g (A73-4a-
g) 

    

A77-4h*     

A78 (A74)     

A79-1 (A75-1)     

A79-2 (A75-2)     

A79-3 (A75-3)     

A80-1 (A76-1)     

A80-2 (A76-2)     

A81-1 (A77-1)     

A81-2 (A77-2)     

A81-3 (A77-3)     

A82 (A78)     

A83-1 (A79-1)     

A83-2a-j (A79-2a-
j) 

    

A83-2k*     

A83-2l*     

A83-2m*     

A83-3 (A79-3)     

(A80)^     

A84-1 (A80-1+2)     

A84-2 (A80-3)     

A85-1 (A81-1)     

A85-2 (A81-2)     

A85-3 (A81-3)     

A85-4 (A81-4)     

A85-5 (A81-5)     

A85-6 (A81-6)     

A85-7 (A81-7)     

A85-8 (A81-8)     
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A85-9 (A81-9)     

A86-1 (A82-1)     

A86-2 (A82-2)     

A86-3 (A82-3)     

A86-4 (A82-4)     

A87-1 (A83-1)     

A87-2 (A83-2)     

A87-3 (A83-3)     

A87-4 (A83-4)     

A87-5 (A83-5)     

A88-1 (A84-1)     

A88-2 (A84-2)     

A88-3 (A84-3)     

A89-1 (A85-1)     

A89-2 (A85-2)     

A89-3 (A85-3)     

A89-4 (A85-4)     

A89-5 (A85-5)     

A90-1 (A86-1)     

A90-2 (A86-2)     

A90-3 (A86-3)     

A90-4 (A86-4)     

A90-5 (A86-5)     

A90-6 (A86-6)     

A90-7 (A86-7)     

A91-1 (A87-1)     

A91-2 (A87-2)     

A92-1 (A88-1)     

A92-2 (A88-2)     

A92-3*     

A93-1*     

A93-2 (A89-1)     

A93-3 (A89-2)     

A93-4*     

A94-1 (A90-1)     

A94-2 (A90-2)     

A94-3 (A90-3)     

(A95)^     

A95-1 (A92-1)     

A95-2 (A92-2)     

A95-3 (A92-3)     

A96-1 (A93-1)     

A96-2 (A93-2)     
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A96-3 (A93-3)     

A96-4 (A93-4)     

A96-5 (A93-5)     

A96-6 (A93-6)     

A96-7 (A93-7)     

A96-8 (A93-8)     

A96-9 (A93-9)     

A96-10 (A93-10)     

A96-11 (A93-11)     

A97-1 (A94-1)     

A97-2 (A94-2)     

A97-3 (A94-3)     

A97-4 (A94-4)     

A97-5 (A94-5)     

A97-6 (A94-6)     

A97-7 (A94-7)     

A97-8 (A94-8)     

A97-9 (A94-9)     

A97-10 (A94-10)     

(A95)^     

A98-1 (A96-1)     

A98-2 (A96-2)     

A98-3 (A96-3)     

A99 (A97)     

A100-1 (A98-1)     

A100-2 (A98-2)     

(A98-3)^     

A101-1 (A99-1)     

A101-2 (A99-2)     

A101-3 (A99-3)     

A102 (A100)     

A103-1 (A101-1)     

A103-2 (A101-2)     

A103-3 (A101-3)     

A104-1*     

A104-2*     

A105 (A102)     

A106 (A103)     

A107 (A104)     

A108 (A105)     

A109 (A106)     

A110-1 (A107-1)     

A110-2 (A107-2)     
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A110-3 (A107-3)     

A110-4 (A107-4)     

A111 (A108)     

A112 (A109)     

A113-1 (A110-1)     

(A110-2)^     

A113-2 (A110-3)     

A113-3 (A110-4)     

A114-1 (A111-1)     

A114-2 (A111-2)     

A115-1 (A112-1)     

A115-2 (A112-2)     

A116 (A113)     

A117-1 (A114-1)    + 

A117-2 (A114-2)    + 

A117-3*    + 

A117-4 (A114-3)    + 

A118-1*     

A118-2a-d (A116-
2a-d) 

+    

A118-3*     

A118-4*     

(A115-1)^     

(A115-2)^     

(A115-3)^     

(A115-4)^     

(A115-6)^     

(A115-7)^     

(A116-3)^     

A119-1 (A116-1)     

A119-2*     

A120 (A117)     

A121 (A118)     

A122 (A119)     

A123 (A120)     

A124 (A121)     

A125 (A122)     

A126 (A123-1)     

(A123)^     

A127 (A124)     

A128-1 (A125)     

A128-2*     

A129-1 (A126-1)     
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A129-2 (A126-2)     

A129-3 (A126-3)     

A129-4 (A126-4)     

A130 (A127)     

A131 (A128)     

A132 (A129)     

A133-1-3 (A130-1-
4) 

    

A133-4*     

A133-5*     

A134-1*     

A134-2 (A131-1)     

(A131-2)^     

(A131-3)^     

A135-1*     

A135-2*     

A136-1*     

A136-2*     

A137-1a (A132a)     

A137-1b (A132b)     

A137-2*     

A137-3*     

A138-1 (A133-1)     

A138-2 (A133-2)     

A138-3 (A133-3)     

A138-4*     

A138-5*  +   

A138-6*  +   

A138-7*  +   

A138-8*  +   

A138-9*  +   

A139 (A134)     

A140 (A135)     

(A136)^     

A141 (A137)         

X1*     

X2*     

X3*     

X4*     

X5*     

X6*     

X7*     

X8*     
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X9*     

X10*     

X11*     

X12*     

X13*     

X14*     

X15*     

X16*     

X17*     

 

 

  



122 

 

Appendix B: Renewable Energy Sources 

Content Analysis 
 

Substantially, the analysis of the Renewable Energy Sources directive shows that changes 

both increased and decreased the specificity of this bill. A weak tendency nevertheless 

indicates a change towards less specific. All kinds of change are represented, but the main 

type is condition. Burns, Carter and Worsfold (2012: 10) note that the four directives that 

were treated by the environment committee (the four parts of the package in addition to Case 

2 and 3), contained a relatively high number of negative amendments. Negative amendments 

are analogous to changes towards less specific in this and Tsebelis’ analysis. As such, this 

impression corresponds to that found in my analysis.  

Renewables 
(310) 

Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 5 4 2 3 14 

Less specific (-) 9 5 8 3 25 

 

Complete Analysis 

Amendment Condition Goal Mean Time 

P1 (P1)     

P2 (P2)     

P3*     

P4*     

P5*     

P6*     

P7 (P3)     

P8 (P4)     

P9 (P5)     

P10 (P7)     

P11*     

P12*     

P13 (P8)     

P14 (P6)     

P15 (P9) -    

P16 (P10)     

P17*     

P18*     

P19 (P11)     
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P20 (P12)     

P21 (P13)     

P22*     

P23*     

P24*     

P25*     

P26*     

P27*     

P28*     

P29*     

(P14)^     

P30 (P15)     

P31 (P16)     

P32 (P17)     

P33*  -   

P34*     

P35*     

P36 (P19) -  -  

P37 (P18) -  -  

(P20)^     

(P21)^     

(P22)^     

(P23)^     

P38*     

P39*     

P40*     

P41 (P24)     

P42*     

P43*     

P44     

P45 (P25)     

P46*     

P47 (P26)     

P48*     

P49 (P27)     

(P28)^     

(P29)^     

(P30)^     

(P31)^     

P50*     

P51*     

P52*     

P53*     
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P54*     

P55*     

P56*     

P57*     

P58*     

P59 (P33)     

P60*     

P61*     

P62*     

P63* -    

P64 (P32)     

P65 (P34)     

P66*     

P67 (P35)     

P68 (P36)    + 

P69*  +   

P70 (P37)     

P71*     

P72*     

P73 (P38)     

P74 (P39)  - -  

P75*     

(P40)^     

P76 (P41)     

P77*     

P78*     

P79 (P42)     

P80 (P43)     

P81 (P44)     

P82 (P45)     

P83*     

P84 (P46)     

P85* + + +  

(P47)^     

P86 (P48)     

P87 (P49)     

P88 (P50)     

(P51)^   -  

P89 (P52)     

P90*     

P91 (P54)     

P92 (P55)     

P93 (P56)     
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P94*     

P95*     

P96 (P57)     

P97*     

A1 (A1)     

A2a (A2a)     

A2b*     

A2c*     

A2d*     

A2e (A2b)     

A2f (A2c)     

A2g (A2d)     

A2h-l (A2e-i)     

A2m-o*     

A3-1 (A3-1)     

A3-2 (A3-2)     

A3-3a-b*   -  

A3-4a (A3-3)     

A3-4b+c*     

A4-1 (A4-1)     

A4-2 (A4-2)    - 

A4-3a+b*   + + 

A4-4 (A4-3) -    

A4-5*     

A4-6*     

A5-1a-c (A5-1a-
c) 

    

(A5-2a-d)^     

A5-2 (A5-3)     

A5-3 (A5-4)     

A5-4 (A5-5) +    

A5-5 (A5-6)     

A5-6 (A5-7) -    

A5-7 (A5-8)     

(A5-9a-c)^     

A6-1* -    

A6-1a*   -  

A6-1b*   -  

A6-2*     

A6-3*     

A7-1*     

A7-2*     

A7-3a-d*     
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A7-4     

A7-5     

(A7-1a-e)^     

(A7-2)^     

(A7-3)^     

A8-1a-b*     

A8-2*     

A8-3a-b*     

(A8-1a-c)^  - -  

(A8-2)^     

A9-1*     

A9-2*     

A9-2ai-iii*     

A9-2b*     

A9-2c*     

A9-3* -    

A9-3a-e*     

A9-4*     

A9-5a-d*     

A9-6*     

A9-7*     

A9-8*     

(A9-1-5)^     

A10-1*     

A10-1a-c*     

A10-2*     

A10-3*     

(A10)^     

A11-1*     

A11-1a-b*     

A11-2*     

A11-3*     

A12 (A11)     

A13-1a-f (A12-
1a-g) 

    

A13-2 (A12-2)     

A13-3 (A12-3)     

A13-4 (A12-4a-b)  -   

A13-5*  +   

A13-6 (A12-5)     

A14-1 (A13-1)     

A14-2 (A13-2)     

A14-3 (A13-3)     
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A14-4*    + 

A14-5 (A13-4)     

A14-6*     

A15-1 (A6-1)     

A15-2 (A6-1) -    

A15-3 (A6-4)     

A15-4*     

A15-5 (A6-2)     

A15-6 (A6-2)     

A15-7*     

A15-8*     

A15-9 (A6-3)     

A15-10 (A6-3)     

A15-11*     

A15-12*     

A16-1 (A14-1)     

A16-2 (A14-2)     

A16-3 (A14-3)     

A16-4 (A14-4)     

A16-5 (A14-5)     

A16-6 (A14-6)     

A16-7 (A14-7)     

A16-8 (A14-8)     

A16-9*     

A16-10*     

A16-11*     

A17-1 (A15-1) +    

A17-2 (A15-2)  +   

A17-3a (A15-3a)     

A17-3b (A15-3b) +    

A17-3c (A15-3c)     

A17-4a-b (A15-
4a-b) 

    

A17-4c* +    

A17-5*     

A17-6 (A15-5)     

A17-7*     

A17-8 (A15-6)     

A17-9 (A15-7)     

A18-1a-c (A16-
1a-c) 

    

A18-2 (A16-2)     

A18-3 (A16-3)     
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A18-4 (A16-4)     

A18-5 (A16-5)     

A18-6 (A16-6)     

A18-7 (A16-7)     

A18-8 (A16-8)     

A18-9*     

(A18-1-4)^     

A19-1a-c (A17-
1a-c) 

    

A19-2 (A17-2)     

A19-3 (A17-3)     

A19-4*     

A19-5 (A17-4)     

A19-6*     

A19-7 (A17-5)     

A19-8*     

A20*     

A21-1*     

A21-2*     

A22-1 (A19-1)    - 

A22-1a-n (A19-
1a-k) 

    

A22-2 (A19-2)     

A22-3 (A19-3)     

A22-4*     

A23-1 (A20-1)     

A23-2 (A20-2)     

A23-3 (A20-3)     

A23-4 (A20-4)     

A23-5a-b (A20-
5a-b) 

    

A23-5c*     

A23-5d (A20-5d)     

A23-5e-f*     

A23-6*     

A23-7a-d*     

A23-8a-c*     

A23-9*     

A23-10a-e*     

A24-1*     

A24-2a-g*     

A25-1*     

A25-2*     
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A25-3 (A21-2)     

A25-4 (A21-3)     

(A21-1)^     

A26-1 (A22-1)     

A26-2 (A22-2)     

A26-3 (A22-3)     

A27-1 (A23-1)    - 

A27-2 (A23-2)     

A28 (A24)     

A29 (A25)     

X1-A (X1-A)     

X1-B (X1-B)  -   

X2 (X2)     

X3 (X3)     

X4-1-3 (X4-1-3)     

X4-4 (X4-5)     

X4-5 (X4-9)     

X4-6 (X4-4-8)     

(X4-10)^     

(X5)^     

(X6)^     

X5-A (X7-A)     

X5-B (X7-B)     

X5-C-1-7 (X7-C-1-
7) 

    

X5-C-8*     

X5-C-9*     

X5-C-10*     

(X7-C-8)^     

X5-C-11 (X7-C-9)     

X5-C-12 (X7-C-
10) 

    

X5-C-13 (X7-C-
11) 

    

X5-C-14 (X7-C-
12) 

    

X5-C-15 (X7-C-
13) 

    

X5-C-16 (X7-C-
14) 

    

X5-C-17 (X7-C-
15) 

    

X5-C-18 (X7-C-
16) 
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X5-C-19 (X7-C-
17) 

    

X5-D (X7-D)     

X5-E (X7-E)     

X6*     
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Appendix C: Carbon Capture Content 

Analysis 
Substantially, the analysis of the Carbon Capture content analysis shows a clear change 

towards a more specific final act. This is a relatively strong tendency, mostly achieved by 

increases in the means of the law, and slightly less in the goals. Such an interpretation of the 

law finds support in comments by Burns, Carter and Worsfold (2012: 10), who agree that this 

particular directive did not have a high number of negative amendments. 

Carbon Capture (248) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 8 14 25 4 51 

Less specific (-) 0 5 5 4 14 

 

Complete Analysis 

Amendment Condition Goal Mean Time 

P1 (P1)     

P2 (P2)     

P3 (P3)     

P4 (P4)     

P5*     

P6 (P5)     

P7 (P6)     

P8 (P7)     

P9*     

P10*     

P11*     

P12 (P8)     

P13 (P9)     

P14 (P10)     

P15 (P11)     

P16 (P12)     

P17 (P13)     

P18 (P14)     

P19 (P15)     

P20*     

P21*     

P22*     

P23 (P16)     

P24 (P17)     
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P25 (P18)    + 

P26 (P19)     

P27 (P20)   +  

P28 (P21)  +   

P29 (P22)     

P30 (P23)     

P31 (P24)     

P32 (P25)     

P33 (P26)   -  

P34*     

P35 (P27) + + +  

P36 (P28)     

P37*  + +  

P38 (P29)     

P39 (P30)     

P40 (P31)     

P41 (P32)     

P42 (P33)     

P43 (P34)     

P44*  +   

P34 (P35)     

P46 (P36)     

P47 (P37)  - -  

P48*  + +  

P49 (P38)     

P50*     

P51 (P39)         

A1-1 (A1-1)  +   

A1-2 (A1-2)     

A2-1 (A2-1)     

A2-2 (A2-2) +    

A2-3 (A2-3)     

A2-4 (A2-4)     

A3-1 (A3-1)     

A3-2 (A3-2)     

A3-3 (A3-3)     

A3-4 (A3-4)     

A3-5 (A3-5)     

A3-6 (A3-6)     

A3-7*     

A3-8 (A3-7)     

A3-9 (A3-8)   +  

A3-10 (A3-9)     
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A3-11 (A3-10)   +  

A3-12 (A3-11)     

A3-13 (A3-12)     

A3-14 (A3-13)     

A3-15 (A3-14)     

A3-16 (A3-15)     

A3-17 (A3-16) +    

A3-18*     

A3-19 (A3-17)     

A3-20 (A3-18)     

A3-21 (A3-19)     

A3-22 (A3-20)         

A4-1 (A4-1)   -  

A4-2*     

A4-3 (A4-3)     

A4-4 (A4-2)     

A5-1 (A5-1)     

A5-2 (A5-2)     

A5-3 (A5-3)    - 

A5-4 (A5-4)         

A6-1 (A6-1)  +   

A6-2 (A6-2)     

A6-3*     

A7-1 (A7-1)     

A7-2 (A7-2)     

A7-3 (A7-3)     

A7-4 (A7-4)     

A7-5*     

A7-6 (A7-5)     

A7-7 (A7-6)     

A7-8 (A7-7)     

A7-9 (A7-8)     

A7-10 (A7-9)   +  

A8-1 (A8-1)     

A8-1a (A8-1a)   +  

A8-1b (A8-1b)   +  

A8-1c*   +  

A8-2 (A8-2+3)   +  

A9-1 (A9-1)     

A9-2 (A9-2)     

A9-3 (A9-3)   +  

A9-4 (A9-4)     

A9-5 (A9-5)     
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A9-6 (A9-6)     

A9-7 (A9-7)     

A9-8 (A9-8)     

A9-9 (A9-9)     

A10-1 (A10-1)  + + + 

A10-2 (A10-2)     

A11-1 (A11-1)     

A11-2 (A11-2)     

A11-3a (A11-3a)     

A11-3b (A11-3b)     

A11-3c (A11-3c)     

A11-3d* + + +  

A11-4 (A11-4)   + +   

A12-1a+b+c (A12-1)     

A12-2*     

A12-3a (A12-2a)  - -  

A12-3b (A12-2b)     

A13-1a (A13-1a)     

A13-1b*     

A13-1c (A13-1b)     

A13-1d (A13-1c)     

A13-1e (A13-1d)     

A13-1f (A13-1e)     

A13-1g (A13-1f)     

A13-2 (A13-2)     

A14-1 (A14-1)     

A14-2 (A14-2)  - -  

A14-3 (A14-3)     

A14-4 (A14-4)     

A15-1 (A15-1)     

A15-2 (A15-2)     

A15-3 (A15-3)    - 

A15-4a (A15-4a)     

A15-4b (A15-4b)     

A15-4c (A15-4c)   +  

A15-4d (A15-4d)     

A15-5 (A15-5)     

A16-1 (A16-1)   +  

A16-2 (A16-2)     

A16-3+4+5 (A16-3+4)     

A17-1a (A17-1a)     

A17-1b (A1-1b)     

A17-1c (A1-1c)     
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A17-2 (A17-2)     

A17-3a (A17-3a)     

A17-3b (A17-3b)     

A17-3c (A17-3c)     

A17-4 (A17-4)     

A17-5*     

A18-1a (A18-1)     

A18-1b* +    

A18-1c* +    

A18-1d* +    

A18-2*  +   

A18-2a*   +  

A18-2b*   +  

A18-2c*   +  

A18-3*     

A18-4*   + + 

A18-5 (A18-3)     

A18-6 (A18-5)   +  

A18-7 (A18-6) +    

A18-8 (A18-7)     

(A18-2)^     

(A18-4)^   +  

A19-1 (A19-1)    + 

A19-2*  + +  

A19-3a (A19-2a)     

A19-3bi (A18-2bi)     

A19-3bii (A19-2bii)     

A20-1*   +  

A20-2*         

A21-1 (A20-1)     

A21-2a (A20-2a)     

A21-2b (A20-2b)     

A21-2c (A20-2c)     

A21-2d (A20-2e)     

(A20-2e)^  -   

A21-3 (A20-3)     

A21-4 (A20-4)     

A22-1 (A21-1)     

A22-2 (A21-2)         

A23 (A22)     

A24 (A23)     

A25-1a*  +   

A25-1b*  +   
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A25-2 (A24-2)     

(A24-3)^  -   

A26*     

A27-1 (A25-1)     

A27-2 (A25-3)     

(A25-2)^     

A28 (A26)    - 

A29 (A27)     

A30-1 (A28-1)     

A30-2 (A28-2)         

A31-1a (A29-1a)     

A31-1b (A29-1b)     

A31-2 (A29-2)     

(A30)^     

A32 (A31)     

A33-1+2 (A32)     

A34 (A33)     

A35 (A34)     

A36 (A35)     

A37*         

A38-1*     

A38-2*     

A38-3*     

A39-1 (A36-1)    - 

A39-2 (A36-2)     

A39-3*     

A40 (A37)     

A41 (A38)         

X1-1 (X1-1)     

X1-1a-i (X1-1a-i)     

(X1-1j)^     

(X1-1k)^     

X1-1l (X1-1l)     

X1-2 (X1-2)     

X1-2a-c (X1-2a-c)     

X1-2d (X1-2e)     

X1-2e (X1-2f)     

X1-2f*     

X1-2g (X1-2g)     

X1-3 (X1-3+3.1)     

X1-3.1a-r (X1-3.1a-r)     

X1-3.1b*     

X1-3.2 (X1-3.2)     



137 

 

X1-3.3+3.3.1 (X1-3.3)     

X1-3.3.1a-e (X1-3.3a-
e) 

    

X1-3.3.2 (X1-4a)     

X1-3.3.3 (X1-4b)     

X1-3.3.4 (X1-4c)     

X2-1 (X2-1)     

X2-1.1a-l (X2-1.1a-l)     

X2-1.2 (X2-1.2)     

X2-2 (X2-2)     
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Appendix D: RoHS Recast 

The results of the RoHS recast analysis indicate that the final act became moderately more 

specific, mostly in terms of the conditions of the law.  

RoHS (127) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 5 6 5 1 17 

Less specific (-) 4 0 0 1 5 

 

Complete Analysis 

Amendment Condition Goal Mean Time 

P1 (P1)     

P2 (P2)     

P3 (P3)     

P4*     

P5*     

P6*     

P7 (P4)     

P8 (P5)     

P9 (P6)     

P10 (P7)     

P11 (P8)     

P12*     

P13 (P9)  +   

P14 (P10)     

P15 (P11)     

P16 (P12)  + +  

P17*     

P18 (P13)     

P19 (P14)     

P20 (P15)     

P21 (P16)     

P22 (P17)     

P23 (P18)     

P24*     

P25*     

(P20)^     

P26 (P21)     

P27 (P22)     

P28*     
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P29*     

P30 (P23)         

A1 (A1)     

A2-1 (A2-1) +    

A2-2*     

A2-3 (A2-2)     

A2-4a (A2-3a)     

A2-4b* -    

A2-4c (A2-3b)     

A2-4d-j* -    

(A2-3c)^     

A3-1 (A3-a)     

A3-2-5*     

A3-6 (A3-b)     

A3-7 (A3-h)     

A3-8-9 (A3-c-d)     

A3-10*     

A3-11-13 (A3-e-g)     

A3-14*     

A3-15-17 (A3-i-k)     

A3-18*     

A3-19*     

A3-20-24 (A3-l-p)     

A3-25-28*     

A4-1 (A4-1)  +   

A4-2 (A4-2)     

A4-3 (A4-3)     

A4-4a-f (A4-4a-f)     

A4-5*     

(A4-5)^     

A4-6 (A4-6)     

A4-7*     

A5-1 (A5-1a)     

A5-1a (A5-1b)     

A5-1b (A5-1c)     

A5-2 (A5-2)    - 

A5-3*     

A5-4 (A6)     

A5-5*     

A5-6*     

A5-7 (A5-3)     

A5-8*     

(A5-4)^     
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A6-1a-d* + + +  

A6-2a-g*     

A6-3*     

A7-a (A7-1)     

A7-b+c (A7+2)     

A7-d+e (A7-3+4)     

A7-f*     

A7-g-j (A7-6-9)     

(A7-5)^     

A8-a (A8-1)     

A8-b (A8-2a-c)     

A9-a (A9-1)     

A9-b+c (A9-2)     

A9-d (A9-3)     

A9-e*     

A9-f-h (A9-6-8)     

A10-a+b (A10-1+2)     

(A10-3)^     

A10-c (A10-4)     

A10-d (A10-5)     

A11 (A11)     

A12-a-b (A12-a-b)     

A13-1-3 (A13-1-3)     

A14 (A14)     

A15-1-2 (A15-1-2)     

(A15-3)^     

A15-3 (A15-4)     

A16-1-2 (A16)     

A17-1* -    

A17-2*     

A17-3*     

A18 (A17)     

A19-1 (A18-1)     

A19-2 (A18-2)     

A20-1-3*     

A21-1-3*     

A22-1* -    

A22-2*     

A22-3*     

A23 (A19)     

A24-1-2* +  + + 

A25-1-2 (A20-1-2)     

A26 (A21)     



141 

 

A27 (A22)     

A28 (A23)         

X1-10 (X1-10)     

X1-11* + + +  

(X2)^     

(X3)^     

X2 (X4) + + +  

X3+X4 (X5+X6)     

X5*     

X6 (X7)     

X7 (X8)     

X8 (X9)     

 

  



142 

 

Appendix E: IED Recast Content Analysis 

The IED recast analysis provided the most mixed impression of the six cases, with change 

towards less and more specific making up respectively 60 and 40 percent of the total. Once 

again, most change is in terms of conditions.  

IED(406) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 7 6 1 0 14 

Less specific (-) 11 3 1 6 21 

 

Complete Analysis 

Amendment Condition Goal Mean Time 

P1 (P1)     

P2 (P2)     

P3 (P3)     

P4 (P4)     

P5 (P5)     

P6*     

P7 (P6)     

P8*     

P9 (P7)     

P10*     

P11 (P8)     

P12 (P9)     

P13 (P10)     

P14*     

P15+P16 (P11)     

P17 (P12)     

P18 (P13)     

P19 (P14)     

P20*     

P21 (P15)     

P22*     

P23 (P16)     

P24*     

P25* +    

P26 (P17)     

P27 (P18)     

P28*     

P29 (P19)     
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P30*     

P31*     

P32 (P20)     

P33 (P21)     

P34 (P22)     

P35 (P23)     

P36 (P24)     

P37*     

P38*     

P39*     

P40 (P25+P26)  +   

P41*     

P42 (P27)     

P43 (P28)     

P44 (P29)     

P45 (P30)     

P46 (P31)     

P47*     

P48 (P32)         

A1 (A1)     

A2-1 (A2-1)     

A2-2 (A2-2)     

A3-1a (A3-1a)     

A3-1b (A3-1b)     

A3-1c (A3-1c)     

A3-2 (A3-2)     

A3-3 (A3-3)     

A3-4 (A3-4)     

A3-5 (A3-5)     

A3-6 (A3-6)     

A3-7 (A3-7)     

A3-8*     

A3-9 (A3-8)     

A3-10 (A3-9)     

A3-10a (A3-9a)     

A3-10b (A3-9b)     

A3-10c (A3-9c)     

A3-11*     

A3-12*     

A3-13*     

A3-14 (A3-13)     

A3-15 (A3-10)     

A3-16 (A3-11)     
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A3-17 (A3-12) +    

A3-18 (A3-14)     

A3-19 (A3-15)     

A3-20*     

A3-21*     

A3-22 (A3-16+17)     

A3-23*     

A3-24 (A3-18)     

A3-25 (A3-19)     

A3-26*     

A3-27*     

A3-28*     

A3-29*     

A3-30*     

A3-31a (A3-20a)     

A3-31b (A3-20b)     

A3-32 (A3-21)     

A3-33 (A3-22)     

A3-34*     

A3-35*     

A3-36*     

A3-37 (A3-23)     

A3-38 (A3-24)     

A3-39 (A3-25)     

A3-40 (A3-26)     

A3-41 (A3-27)     

A3-42 (A3-28)     

A3-43 (A3-29)     

A3-44 (A3-31)     

(A3-30)^     

A3-45 (A3-32)     

A3-45 (A3-32)     

A3-46a-h (A3-33a-
h) 

    

A3-47 (A3-34)     

A4-1 (A4-1)     

A4-2 (A4-2)     

A4-3 (A5)     

A5-1 (A6-1)     

A5-2 (A6-2)     

A5-3 (A6-3)     

A6 (A7)     

A7a (A8-1)     
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A7b (A8-2)     

A7c*     

A8-1 (A9-1)     

A8-2a (A9-2a)     

A8-2b (A9-2b)     

A8-2c*     

A9-1 (A10-A)     

A9-2 (A10-2)     

A9-3 (A10-3)     

A9-4 (A10-4)         

A10 (A11)     

A11a-h (A12-1-8)     

A12-1a-k (A13-1a-
k) 

    

A12-2 (A13-2)     

A13-1*     

A13-2* + +   

A13-3*     

A13-4*     

A13-5*     

A13-6*     

A13-7*     

(A14)^     

A14-1a-b (A15-1a-
b) 

    

A14-1c+d (A15-1c)     

A14-1e-g (A15-1d-
f) 

    

A14-1h*     

A14-2 (A15-2)     

A14-3 (A15-3)     

A14-4* + + +  

A14-5*  +   

A14-6 (A15-4)     

A14-7 (A15-5)     

A15-1 (A16-1)     

A15-2 (A16-2)     

A15-3*     

A15-4 (A16-3)     

A15-5 (A16-5)  +   

(A16-4)^     

A16-1 (A17-1)     

A16-2 (A17-2)     
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A17-1 (A18-1)     

A17-2 (A18-2)     

A17-3 (A18-3)     

A17-4 (A18-4)     

A18 (A19)     

A19 (A20)     

A20-1 (A21-1)     

A20-2 (A21-2)     

A20-3 (A21-3)     

A21-1 (A22-1)     

A21-2 (A22-2)     

A21-3 (A22-3)     

A21-4* +    

A21-5a (A22-4a)     

A21-5b-c (A22-4c-
d) 

    

(A22-4b)^ - -   

A22-1 (A23-1)     

A22-2 (A23-2)     

A22-3 (A23-3) -    

A22-4 (A23-4)     

(A24)^     

A23-1 (A25-1)     

A23-2 (A25-2)     

A23-3a-c (A25-3a-
c) 

    

(A25-3d)^     

A23-3d-f (A25-3e-
g) 

    

A23-4 (A25-4) -   - 

A23-5 (A25-6)     

A23-6 (A25-7)     

A24-1a-d (A26-1a-
d) 

    

(A26-2)^     

A24-2a-f (A26-3a-f)     

(A26-3g)^     

A24-3 (A26-3h)     

A24-4 (A26-4)     

A25-1 (A27-1)     

A25-2 (A27-2)     

A25-3 (A27-3)     

A25-4 (A27-4)     

A25-5 (A27-5)     
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A26-1 (A28-1)     

A26-2 (A28-2)     

A26-3 (A28-3)     

A26-4 (A28-4)     

(A29)^     

A27-1+2 (A30)     -   

A28a-j (A31a-j)     

A29-1 (A32-1)     

A29-2 (A32-2)     

A29-3*     

A30-1 (A33-1)     

A30-2 (A33-2)     

A30-3 (A33-3)     

A30-4 (A33-4)     

A30-5 (A33-5)     

A30-6*     

A30-7 (A33-6)     

A30-8*     

A30-9*     

A31-1*     

A31-2*     

A31-3*     

A32-1*     

A32-2* - -   

A32-3*     

A32-4*     

A32-5*     

A32-6*     

A33-1* -   - 

A33-2*     

A33-3* -   - 

A33-4* -   - 

A34-1* -   - 

A34-2*     

A34-3*     

A35-1* -   - 

A35-2*     

A36-1*     

A36-2*     

A37-1 (A34-1)     

A37-2 (A34-2)     

A38-1 (A35-1)     

A38-2 (A35-2)     
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A38-3 (A35-3)     

A38-4 (A35-4)     

A39 (A36)     

A40-1 (A37-1)     

A40-2 (A37-2)     

A40-3*     

A41*         

A42-1 (A38-1)     

A42-2 (A38-2)     

A43*     

A44 (A39)     

A45-1 (A40-1)     

A45-2 (A40-2)     

A45-3*     

A45-4*     

A46-1 (A41-1)     

A46-2 (A41-2)     

A46-3 (A41-3)     

A46-4 (A41-4)     

A46-5 (A41-5)     

A46-6 (A41-6)     

A47 (A42)     

A48-1 (A43-1)     

A48-2 (A43-2)     

A48-3 (A43-3)     

A48-4 (A43-4)     

A48-5 (A43-5)     

A49 (A44)     

A50-1 (A45-1)     

A50-2 (A45-2)     

A50-3 (A45-3)     

A50-4 (A45-4)     

A50-5 (A45-5)     

A50-6 (A45-6)     

A50-7 (A45-7)     

A51-1 (A46-1)     

A51-2 (A46-2)     

A51-3 (A46-3)     

A51-4 (A46-4)     

A52-1 (A47-1)     

A52-2 (A47-2)     

A52-3 (A47-3)     

A52-4 (A47-4)     
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A52-5 (A47-5)     

A53-1 (A48-1)     

A53-2 (A48-2)     

A53-3 (A48-3)     

A54 (A49)     

A55-1 (A50-1)     

A55-2 (A50-2)     

A55-3 (A50-3)     

A56 (A51)     

A57-1 (A52-1)     

A57-2 (A52-2)     

A57-3 (A52-3)     

A57-4 (A52-4)     

A57-5 (A52-5)     

A57-6 (A52-6)     

A57-7 (A52-7)     

A57-8 (A52-8)     

A57-9 (A52-9)     

A57-10 (A52-10)     

A57-11 (A52-11)     

A57-12 (A52-12)     

A57-13 (A52-13)     

A58 (A53)     

A59-1 (A54-1)     

A59-2 (A54-2)     

A59-3 (A54-3)     

A59-4 (A54-4)     

A59-5 (A54-5)     

A59-6 (A54-6)     

A59-7 (A54-7)     

A60 (A55)     

A61 (A56)     

A62 (A57)     

A63-1 (A58-1)     

A63-2 (A58-2)     

A63-3 (A58-3)     

A64 (A59)     

A65-1 (A60-1)     

A65-2 (A60-2)     

A65-3 (A60-3)         

A66 (A61)     

A67 (A62)     

A68-1 (A63)     
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A68-2*     

A69-1 (A64-1)     

A69-2 (A64-2)     

A70-1 (A65-1)     

A70-2 (A65-2)     

(A65-3)^     

A70-3 (A65-4)         

A71 (A66)     

A72-1 (A67-1)     

A72-2 (A67-2)     

A72-3*     

A72-4*     

A73-1 (A67-3) + +   

A73-2*     

A73-3*     

A74 (A68)     

A75-1 (A69-1)     

A75-2 (A69-2)     

A76-1*     

A76-2*     

A76-3*     

A77-1*     

A77-2*     

A77-3*     

A78-1* -    

A78-2*     

A78-3*     

A79 (A70)     

A80-1 (A71-1)     

A80-2 (A71-2)     

A81-1 (A72-1)     

A81-2 (A72-2)     

A81-3 (A72-3)     

A82-1 (A73-1)     

A82-2 (A73-2)     

A82-3 (A73-3)     

A82-4*     

A82-5 (A73-4)     

A82-6*     

A82-7*     

A82-8*     

A82-9*     

A83 (A74)     
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A84 (A75)         

X1 (X1)     

X2 (X2)     

X3-1-11 (X3-1-11)     

X3-1-12* +    

X4-1 (X4-1)     

X4-2 (X4-2)     

X4-3 (X4-3)     

X4-4 (X4-4)     

X4-5 (X4-5)     

X5-1 (X5-1) -    

X5-2 (X5-2)  -   

X5-3 (X5-3)     

X5-4 (X5-4)     

X5-5*     

X5-6*     

X5-7*     

X6-1 (X6-1)     

X6-2 (X6-2)     

X6-3 (X6-3)     

X6-4 (X6-4)     

X6-5 (X6-5)     

X6-6 (X6-6)     

X6-7 (X6-7)     

X6-8 (X6-8)     

X7-1 (X7-1)     

X7-2 (X7-2)     

X7-3 (X7-3)     

X7-4 (X7-4)     

X7-5 (X7-5)     

X7-6 (X7-6)     

X7-7 (X7-7)     

X7-8 (X7-8)     

X8-1 (X8-1)     

X8-2 (X8-3)     

(X8-2)^     

(X8-4)^     

X8-3 (X8-5)     

X9-A (X9-A)     

X9-B (X9-B)     

X10 (X10)     
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Appendix F: CO2 Standards for Vans 

Content Analysis 
The results of the analysis of the CO2 Standards for Vans regulation indicate a clear tendency 

towards less specific. The law is, however, relatively short, and my analysis shows only 10 

alterations. This low number means results seem large and significant, so we should not trust 

the strength of the tendency unconditionally. Nevertheless, there is a very clear tendency.  

CO2 Vans (113) Condition Goal Mean Time Sum 

More specific (+) 1 0 0 0 1 

Less specific (-) 0 4 2 3 9 

 

Complete Analysis 

Amendment Condition Goal Mean Time 

P1 (P1)     

P2*     

P3 (P2)     

P4 (P3)     

P5*     

P6 (P4)     

P7 (P5)     

P8 (P6)     

P9 (P7)     

P10 (P8)     

P11 (P9)     

P12* +    

P13 (P10)     

P14*     

P15*     

P16 (P11)     

P17 (P12)     

P18 (P13)     

P19 (P14)     

P20 (P15)     

P21 (P16)     

P22*     

P23*     

P24 (P17)     

P25 (P18)     
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P26 (P19)     

P27 (P20)     

P28 (P21)     

P29 (P22)     

P30 (P23)     

P31 (P24)     

P32 (P25)     

P33 (P26)     

P34 (P27)         

A1-1 (A1-1)     

A1-2 (A1-2)  -   

A2-1 (A2-1)     

A2-2 (A2-2)     

A2-3 (A2-3)     

A3-1a-c (A3-1a-c)     

A3-1d*     

A3-1e*     

A3-1f-i (A3-1d-g)     

A3-1j*     

A3-1k*     

A3-2 (A3-2)     

A3-4 (A3-4)     

A4 (A4)  -  - 

A5 (A5)  -  - 

A6*     

A7-1 (A6-1)     

A7-2 (A6-2)     

A7-3 (A6-3)     

A7-4 (A6-4)     

A7-5 (A6-5)     

A7-6 (A6-6)     

A7-7 (A6-7)     

A8-1 (A7-1)     

A8-2 (A7-2)     

A8-3 (A7-3)     

A8-4 (A7-4)     

A8-5 (A7-5)     

A8-6 (A7-6)     

A8-7 (A7-7)     

A8-8 (A7-8)     

A8-9 (A7-9)     

A8-10 (A7-10)     

A9-1 (A8-1)     
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A9-2ai (A8-2ai)   -  

A9-2aii (A8-2aii     

A9-2aiii (A8-2aiii)     

A9-2aiv (A8-2aiv)     

A9-2b (A8-2b)   -  

A9-3 (A8-3)     

A9-4 (A8-4)     

A10-1 (A9-1)     

A10-2 (A9-2)    - 

A11-1 (A10-1)     

A11-2 (A10-2)     

A11-3 (A10-3)     

A11-4 (A10-4)     

A11-5 (A10-5)     

A11-6 (A10-6)     

A11-7 (A10-7)     

A11-8 (A10-8)     

A12-1 (A11-1)     

A12-2 (A11-2)     

A12-3 (A11-3)     

A12-4 (A11-4)     

A13-1+2 (A12-4)  -   

A13-3 (A12-5)     

A13-4*     

A13-5 (A12-1)     

A13-6 (A12-2)     

(A12-6)^     

(A12-7)^     

A14-1 (A13-1)     

A14-2 (A13-2)     

(A13-3)^     

A15-1*     

A15-2*     

A15-3*     

A16-1*     

A16-2*     

A16-3*     

A17-1*     

A17-2*     

A17-3*     

A18 (A14)         

X1 (X1)     

X2-A (X2-A)     
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X2-B (X2-B)     

X2-C (X2-C)     

 

 

 


