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Abstract 
This thesis is a case study of the post-2020 climate negotiations of the European Union (EU), 

referred to as the 2030 negotiations. Recent research suggests that the financial crisis and lack 

of success of global climate negotiations has led to increasing division within the Member 

States, challenging the EU’s ability to create strong climate commitments. The 2030 

negotiations were initiated by the European Commission in January 2014, and were finalized 

when the Heads of Member States found agreement on the 2030 climate and energy package 

in the EU Council in October 2014. The thesis investigates the negotiating process in light of 

two countries on opposing sides of the ‘widening interest gap’ as it asks: how can we 

understand the influence of Poland and Germany on the 2030 negotiation?  

The theoretical framework of the analysis is two‐level game theory, established by Robert 

Putnam in 1988. The theory underscores the importance of domestic interest constellations on 

the negotiating power of states in international negotiations. In order to capture the interests, 

power and coalitions among domestic constituents in Poland and Germany an extensive 

media analysis of 87 news articles has been carried out. Two-level game theory underplays 

the significance of interstate relationships and dependence, thus alternative theoretical 

approaches are explored in the case study. Neoliberalism suggests that interstate dependence 

relations effect the actions of states. In this perspective the imbalance in dependence in the 

bilateral relationship Poland-Germany should effect the negotiation. Germany is a stronger 

player than Poland in the EU, being a founding Member State and the largest economy in the 

Union. Complex interdependence however, points out that in modern democracies, power or 

ability to influence is issue specific, and does not transfer from one issue to another. The 

thesis concludes that Germany was a ‘pusher’ and Poland a ‘dragger’ in the negotiations. The 

case study shows that the 2030 climate and energy package was a compromise, an outcome 

within the interests of both states. Furthermore, trade-offs, issue-linkage as well as side-

payments were important mechanisms that allowed for agreement. The value of the two-level 

game theory was proven, as many of the mechanisms that occurred targeted specific domestic 

groups to sway them not to oppose the climate package. The issue-specific power concept of 

complex interdependence theory had merit in the case study, as Poland proved to have the 

upper hand in the negotiations.   

Number of words all included: 40077 Number of words in text body: 35910 
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1 Introduction 
	  

This thesis is a case study of the European Union’s negotiations to set climate targets for the 

period 2020 to 2030. It aims to add insights into the European Union’s ability to create 

internal agreement on climate policy by analyzing two actors with opposing positions in the 

negotiations. Germany and Poland have contrasting records in previous European Union (EU) 

climate and energy policy-making, and make an interesting case for unlocking the internal 

process behind the climate policy formation of the EU.  

The EU is considered a global leader and agenda-setter for climate change mitigation 

(Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010, Oberthür and Kelly 2008, Skovgaard 2014). The EU-15 

committed to the Kyoto-protocol from 1997 without the United States, and implemented the 

world’s first international CO2 emission trading scheme (ETS) in 2005. In 2007 the European 

Council, the meeting of the Heads of Member States (hereafter: EU Council), announced a 

European commitment to a 20 percent decrease of CO2 emissions by 2020, compared to their 

1990 level, and an increase to 30 percent if other developed countries were to follow. In 

addition, the EU agreed on a binding target of 20 percent renewable share of the EU’s total 

final energy consumption and a 20 percent improvement of energy efficiency by 2020. 

Together the three goals became known as the 20-20-20 by 2020 targets, or the 2020 climate 

and energy package. Being an advocate for a climate change regime is part of the identity of 

the EU (Vogler 2009; Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010; Fischer and Geden 2015). This identity 

is largely a result of its function when meeting external actors; advocating for international 

climate resolutions and negotiations, and being at the forefront of committing to reduction 

targets and other climate legislation. However, the EU’s role as an advocate and initiator of 

international climate regimes is dependent on its ability to negotiate and reach agreement 

internally, this ability has been questioned in recent research. 

1.1 The Case 
On the 23rd of October 2014 the EU became the first actor to set climate targets to reach by 

2030. The 2030 package was negotiated to cover the post-2020 period and to signal the 

continuation of EU climate commitments. This process will be referred to as the 2030 

negotiations. The EU Commission initiated the negotiation with a proposal January 22nd 2015 
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and the European Parliament voted on an alternative proposal February 5th. The decision on a 

new climate package is made by consensus in the EU Council1, as are all fundamental 

decisions in the EU (Fischer and Geden 2014:7), and the EU Council agreed in October 2014. 

Most notably the EU Council agreed on a 40 percent greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target, 

compared to 1990-levels. The share of renewable energy should increase to a level of 27 

percent at the EU level. The final target is indicative, and suggests that the EU should be 27 

percent more energy efficient by 2030. The targets listed above make out the 2030 climate 

and energy package, for short the 2030 package. The EU managed to agree on a climate 

package ahead of the United Nations Climate Change Conference in Paris in 2015, the 

COP21.  

Germany and Poland have previously had opposing interests in EU climate policy. Germany 

has a record of wanting high climate targets and has taken a leader role within the EU, 

committing to high domestic targets (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010, Skovgaard 2014; Fischer 

and Geden 2015). Poland on the other hand has tried to put a break on EU climate 

negotiations (Skovgaard 2013 and 2014; Fischer and Geden 2015 and Bürgin 2015:696). A 

major question ahead of the EU Council meeting of October 23rd was whether or not Poland 

would use its veto on the 2030 package, as the decision rule required unanimity. Poland had 

publicly expressed skepticism against the 2030 framework and had threatened to use its veto: 

“If this initial proposal will look like it does now, then Poland will have no choice but to veto 

it” said Piechociński, Minister of the Economy and Deputy Prime Minister in Poland, only 

days before the EU Council summit (Warsaw Business Journal 2014). It would not have been 

the first time the coal-dependent country rejected EU climate legislation; in 2012 when all 

other member states wanted to up the 20 percent reduction target to 30 percent by 2020, 

Poland was the only country to veto (Euractive 2012a). Germany on the other hand was an 

entrepreneur behind the 2020 climate and energy package, committing domestically to a 40 

percent reduction target by 2020. Both countries are highly dependent on coal for energy 

production and are among the top three manufacturing countries of the EU (Skovgaard 2014). 

Literature on the EU’s role in climate policy suggests that the combination of 

‘entrepreneurial’ states, meaning states that go in the forefront of climate mitigation and are 

                                                
1 Article 15 (1) of the Treaty of The European Union states the European Council ”shall 
define the Union with the necessary impetus for its development and shall define the political 
directions and priorities thereof.” It also states that decisions should be made by consensus 
unless otherwise is specified. Treaty of the European Union (2007). 
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early adopters of commitments, and the principle of burden sharing is key to understanding 

how the EU has taken the lead (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010; Skjærseth 2013). The thesis 

explores how two key states with opposing interests and positions in the climate negotiations 

have tried to shape EU climate policy.  

1.2 Understanding EU climate policy 
Extensive research has been done in the field of international climate regimes and 

international negotiations. The subject is important because climate change is a global 

problem, and without international cooperation the problem cannot be solved. Studying and 

understanding the negotiation processes is key to increasing the likelihood of reaching 

agreement (Downie 2014:3). Comparative research on states, institutions and their 

commitments has been done to increase knowledge on how commitments can be achieved 

(Harrison and Sundstrom 2010). And linkage between domestic variables and positioning in 

international climate negotiations has been covered in quantitative studies (Sprinz and Weiß 

2001). This has resulted in the pusher and dragger terminology, identifying states as either 

advocates of strong climate agreements or brakeman in negotiations: wanting no or only weak 

climate agreements (Sprinz and Weiß 2001). While ambitious worldwide binding climate 

goals have yet to be achieved, international commitments on climate mitigation have been 

reached in the EU, making the EU a relevant case to study. Even though EU leadership on 

climate change has been explained in various ways in the academic literature (Schreurs and 

Tiberghien 2010; Oberthür and Kelly 2008; Skovgaard 2014; Bäckstrand and Elgström 2013), 

little focus has been directed to the opposing interests of the Member States and their 

influence. Oberthür and Kelly stress the external value of being a global champion of a policy 

area as a driving factor behind EU climate leadership (2008). The literature infers that both 

internal and external factors have contributed to the EU’s role as a champion of climate 

policy. The question of what internal factors’ influence the climate policy formation in the EU 

has led to research on the intra-state level, on interest groups and the effects of lobbying 

(Gullberg 2008, Skodvin et al 2010, Ydersbond 2012). Other studies have focused on the 

relationships and mechanisms that take place between states in the arena of the EU, that 

induce strong climate commitments (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010; Oberthür and Kelly 

2008). This thesis contributes to the literature on internal features’ effects on EU climate 

policy. By looking at the Member State level, the thesis investigates how Member States with 
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different interests and positions in the negotiation contribute to the shaping of EU climate 

policy.  

 

By adding to our understanding of the process leading up to EU climate targets and the 

directives that regulate them, we expand our understanding of successful climate regimes. 

However, recent research suggests that the EUs ability to reach agreement has been impaired 

(Skovgaard 2014; Bürgin 2015; Fischer and Geden 2015). Changes in economic stability due 

to the financial crisis have been identified as an important factor. Skovgaard (2014) 

underscores the importance of understanding the increasing gap between the interests in the 

member states. He finds that the financial crisis has deepened the division between countries 

who think green and economy go hand in hand and those who believe climate policy is 

detrimental to growth (Skovgaard 2014:1). Further he finds that the increasing division is not 

the result of differences in vulnerability, and that something other than socio-economic 

factors must be behind the widening gap. Fischer and Geden argue that the lack of progress in 

international climate negotiations have lead to a paradigm shift in EU climate and energy 

policy, widening the gap in Member State’s interests and limiting the EU’s ability to set 

ambitious targets (2015). Because of the uncertainty of success in global climate summits, 

there is concern that large EU commitments will not have an effect at the COP21. If so, the 

EU will alone have set ambitious targets and lose ability to compete in the global market, in 

addition the climate not benefit because global commitments are needed to reduce GHG 

levels (Fischer and Geden 2015:5). Since the EU’s 2020 climate negotiations, the financial 

crisis and the disappointment of the failed United Nations climate negotiations in Copenhagen 

in 2009 have left the EU with changed circumstances when negotiating the 2030 package 

(Fischer and Geden 2014). In the 2020 negotiation climate policy had additional value as it 

served as an integrating factor at a time when the EU had expanded to include part of Eastern 

Europe, to Bulgaria and Romania, and initial talks on Croatian membership took place 

(Bürgin 2015: 697). All of these changes in circumstances have led to a widening interest gap 

between Member States when it comes to climate policy. While some states as have the 

economic ability to invest in energy measures and have not lost faith in global climate 

negotiations and want the EU to continue its champion role in world climate regimes, other 

states do not believe in the EU’s ability to influence other nations in global climate summits. 

These are often states that have bin hit hard by the recession and focus on policy measures to 
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rebuild their economies. The importance of interstate alignment on the climate issue is 

stressed by Vogler (2009):  

The European Union has established itself as the leader of attempts to construct  a 

global climate change regime. This has become an important normative stance, part of 

its self-image and international identity. Yet it has also come to depend on the Union's 

ability to negotiate internally on the distribution of the burdens necessitated by its 

external pledges to cut emissions.  

John Vogler (2009:469) 

Extensive research on the 2030 negotiation has yet to be made, attributable to the fact that 

little time has passed since the negotiations ended. Alexander Bürgin’s research uncovers the 

particular role of the energy commissioner in developing the EU Commission’s position in 

the 2030 negotiations (Bürgin 2015). Bürgin’s analysis, based on interviews with ten officials 

involved in the policy making process behind the Commission’s 2030 framework proposal, 

reveals that disbelief in the EU’s ability to influence global climate negotiations made the 

2030 climate negotiations more difficult than previous ones (Bürgin 2015:698). His 

interviews also confirmed the role of the economic crisis as a dampener on the 2030 

negotiations (Bürgin 2015:698). Nevertheless, in his analysis he also underscores the push 

effects for setting climate targets i) the attractiveness of new technologies, such as carbon 

capture and storage and shale gas (a possible cleaner alternative to coal), ii) ‘The Roadmap 

2050’ (2009), where all Member States committed to a 80-95 percent GHG reduction target to 

be reached by 2050, and the COP21 scheduled for Paris in 2015, iii) an EU Commission 

report revealed that renewable energy taxes and levies accounted for a very small percentage 

of electricity price increase (Bürgin 2015:698). The final point serves as an advocate of 

climate targets because the opposition of renewable energy targets argued that higher 

electricity prices would be the result (Bürgin 2015:698). More importantly, his research points 

to the unclear signals the EU Council sent the EU Commission, when the EU Commission 

was working on the proposal for the 2030 package, compared to the situation in 2007 (Bürgin 

2015:699). This finding suggests that the EU Council was divided, meaning the Member 

States were divided. Alexander Bürgin concludes that the role of industry commissioner, 

Tajani, was detrimental to the final 2030 framework the Commission proposed January on 

22nd (Bürgin 2015:703). Fischer and Geden emphasize the distance between the EU 

Commission’s proposals and actual EU policy (2014:7). The Commission has the right to 
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initiative, and make proposals for policy, however the Member States’ heads of government 

make the decision in the EU Council, “largely independent from the Commission’s 

preparatory work” (Fischer and Geden 2014:7). Bürgin’s research adds valuable insight to the 

policy formation process of the Commission, however, it does not address the determining 

process behind the 2030 climate and energy package, namely the negotiation in the EU 

Council. Bürgin’s work pointed in the direction that there was great division between Member 

States, a finding that should be further addressed.  

As previous research underscores, Member State unity is decisive as the Heads of Member 

States, the EU Council, have deciding power on the EU’s climate packages. The literature 

suggests there is less unity among Member States in the EU’s 2030 climate negotiations than 

what was observed during the 2020 negotiations. In light of this, it is important to investigate 

how Member States with opposing interests acted in the negotiations and how their interests 

effected the outcome of EU climate policy. 

1.3 Research Question 
In order to understand how the 2030 package came to be, a study of the process in the EU 

Council is necessary. What mechanisms took place in the negotiations, and what were their 

effects? This thesis investigates this by looking at the negotiation from the perspective of two 

Member States on opposing sides of the ‘widening interest gap’ caused by the failure of 

global climate negotiations, the financial crisis and other changes in circumstances since the 

previous major climate commitment from the EU.  

• How can we understand the influence of Poland and Germany on the 2030 

negotiation?  

The research question can be divided into the following sub questions: How can Poland’s and 

Germany’s positions be understood? Were there changes in their positions over time, if so, 

what caused the changes? And to what degree does the outcome of the negotiation reflect 

their interests?  
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1.4 Research Design 
In order to investigate the negotiation in light of the preferences of Poland and Germany, an 

understanding of their interests and preferred outcomes is required. The thesis investigates 

their positions and influence on the negotiations in light of Putnam’s two-level game theory, 

which underscores the role of domestic interest constellations (Putnam 1988). To provide data 

for the country level analysis I have carried out a comprehensive media analysis mapping 

every actor and argument mentioned in 87 German and Polish news articles covering the 

climate negotiation. The media analysis provides information on the relative interests of the 

governments, the opposition, industries and businesses and non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) and environmentalists, and the level of agreement or dissension between these actors, 

in Poland and Germany. A content analysis is applied to the four EU documents framing the 

2030 negotiations (the Commission’s proposal, the EU Parliament vote and two EU Council 

Conclusions) to record the development of the negotiations at the EU level. Putnam’s two-

level game theory goes a long way in addressing how intrastate interests and relationships 

frame international negotiations; however, interstate relationship and dependency patterns are 

downplayed in the two-level game approach. Alternative theories are applied to the case of 

Poland and Germany in the 2030 negotiations to address how interstate relationships shape 

the influence of Poland and Germany. In neoliberal theory, power and influence are defined 

by an unbalance in the mutual dependencies (interdependencies) between states (Nye 

1990:158). Based on this line of thought Germany as the economically stronger player, on 

which Poland is highly dependent for economic growth, has the upper hand. Nevertheless, 

complex interdependency theory suggests that power is issue-specific and not easily 

transferrable from bilateral state relations to negotiations on specific topics (Keohane and Nye 

2001:27). These theories are discussed more fully in the following chapter.  

The thesis’ analysis is two-fold. The first analysis addresses the interests of the countries as 

accounted for in the media analysis, using a key concept of two-level game theory: win-sets. 

Win-sets are the scope of negotiation outcomes that can be approved at the national level by a 

state (Putnam 1988). The win-sets of Germany and Poland and the negotiation process, as 

accounted for in the content analysis, are compared in order to establish what Poland and 

Germany won and lost in the negotiation. The second analysis aims to gain insight into how 
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we can understand Poland and Germany’s influence on the negotiation. Germany is identified 

as a pusher and Poland as a dragger in the terminology derived from Sprinz and Weiß (2001). 

The negotiation mechanisms that occurred between Poland and Germany at the EU level are 

addressed in light of two-level game theory, neoliberalism and complex interdependence. The 

thesis concludes that the ability of the two-level game theory to explain the mechanisms that 

occurred in the 2030 negotiations is strong, as it underscores the importance of compensating 

the national level target groups through issue-linkage, trade-offs and side-payments. In terms 

of power relations, complex interdependency could account for more of the relative gains and 

losses between Poland and Germany than could classic neoliberal theory.  

1.4.1 Contribution of the Thesis 

Firstly, the findings of the thesis add to the understanding of the 2030 negotiation, as it 

uncovers the interests of two important players, and the negotiation mechanisms that took 

place and led to the negotiation outcome. More importantly than determining which country 

“won” the negotiation, the thesis sheds light on how the negotiation played out and identifies 

the mechanisms that played a part on the policy formation. Secondly the thesis evaluates the 

explanation value of three approaches and concludes on the merit of two-level game theory 

and complex interdependency when researching EU climate negotiations. This has 

implications for how we view Member State relations in EU policy making. In the case of 

2030, the process was closely linked to what traditionally has been viewed as traits of 

domestic policy, rather than foreign policy, as specific interest groups have influence, and 

power structures between countries are issue specific and not a result of accumulated 

economic or military strength.  

1.5 Thesis Outline 
This introductory chapter is the first of nine chapters. The second chapter outlines the 

theoretical framework for the thesis, the two-level game theory and the alternative neoliberal 

approach and complex interdependency. In chapter three the methodology behind the data-

collection is discussed, the content analysis of EU documents and the media analysis of Polish 

and German newspapers. Chapter four contains an introduction to previous research on EU 

climate policy as well as an account of Germany and Poland in the 2020 negotiation. The 

empirical record follows in chapters five and six. The former presents the information on the 
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development of the negotiation on the EU level, and the latter accounts for the findings from 

the media analysis. The thesis’ analysis takes place in chapter seven and eight. Chapter seven 

addresses two of the sub questions of the research questions, how can we understand the 

positions of Germany and Poland, and does the outcome reflect Poland’s and Germany’s 

wishes. Chapter eight investigates how we can understand the influence of Poland and 

Germany, in light of different theoretical approaches and investigates the two sub questions: 

did Poland’s and Germany’s positions change over time, if so what caused the change? The 

thesis is concluded in chapter nine, where the findings of the thesis are discussed, the research 

question is revisited, and the conclusions are linked to the literature on the climate regime. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Introduction  
The two-level game, its mechanisms and implications for the thesis are outlined in the first 

section of this chapter. The theory provides a basic framework for the analysis and establishes 

key assumptions on which the analysis is based. Research by Sprinz and Weiß, linking 

domestic politics to positioning in international climate policy, is introduced in the second 

section of the chapter to establish the pusher and dragger terminology. The final section of 

this chapter proposes alternative theoretical perspective on the negotiation, neoliberalism and 

complex interdependence. The competing theoretical approaches provide different 

expectations regarding the influences of Poland and Germany on the negotiation, which will 

be accounted for in two hypotheses presented at the end of this chapter.  

International relations is a complex subject to study. Using a model, which reduces states to 

actors that act rationally and unified, is an effective way of saying something about how they 

interact. But when analyzing negotiations between democratic states, interstate relationships 

should not be overlooked. The behavior of states in international relations can be explained by 

looking at domestic conditions that affect policy making (Holsti 1977:17). This approach is 

valuable in that it emphasizes the link between international politics and domestic affairs, 

because governments do not act only in response to external threats, they also express the 

needs and values of their population (Holsti 1977:18). This means that governments are not 

only concerned with climate change when they negotiate binding climate targets, they are also 

concerned about the well being of their nation. Furthermore, the ability of political leaders to 

adopt policies is restrained by the interests of groups who are targeted by the policy (Skodvin 

et al 2010: 856). The government needs public support for a policy in order to implement the 

policy effectively and to secure re-election. In addition, the government relies on certain 

groups for expert knowledge needed to optimize policies (Pappi and Henning 1998:558, 

2010:856). The groups targeted by a policy will hereafter be referred to as target-groups 

(Skodvin et al 2010:856). Target-groups often control expert knowledge and public support 

on subjects within their field and are therefore important actors in policy formation (Pappi and 

Henning 1998:558, Skodvin et al 2010:856). The target-group or interest-group literature 

often addresses the question of how these groups influence policy outcomes is often the 
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subject (Betsill and Corell 2001) Skodvin et al conclude that there are two indicators that 

determine the influence of a target group; firstly, the unity of the target group and secondly, 

the effectiveness of a threat from said target-group (2010:856). Domestic interests influence 

the government’s position; this mechanism can be applied to a government’s position in 

international negotiations as well. Relating to EU climate policy Skovgard stresses the need to 

look away from the unified actor perspective (2014:4). “Crucially, Member States cannot be 

treated as unified actors, as in several instances, the positions of various ministers from the 

same government diverged” says Skovgard (2014:4), after having analyzied EU negotiations 

on stepping up the 2020 GHG targets from the agreed upon 20 percent to 30 percent. 	  

2.2 The Two-level Game 
The link between international and domestic affairs in international negotiations is referred to 

as the two-level game, a term coined by Robert D. Putnam (1988). Putnam outlines the role of 

decision-makers in international negotiations as simultaneously linked to the international 

arena (level I) and domestic interests (level II). It is a game both on the international level, 

between governments, and on the domestic level, between government and interests groups in 

the country (Putnam 1988:434). Decision makers negotiate with other decision makers at the 

international level, but their mere presence at the international negotiation is conditioned by 

their election at home. The theory presented in Putnam’s article predicts the outcome or at 

least likelihood of an agreement at the international level based on the “win-sets” of the 

countries in the negotiation. The win-set of a country is the set of all possible international 

level agreements that would be accepted at the domestic level (Putnam 1988: 437). Successful 

agreement on the international level is only possible when the win-sets of the negotiating 

countries overlap. “[…] the relative size of the respective Level II win-sets will affect the 

distribution of the joint gains from the international bargain” (Putnam 1988: 440). This 

means that larger win-sets allow you to be pushed around, while smaller win-sets can be a 

bargaining advantage.  

2.2.1 Win-sets: Domestic Influences 

The win-set is a key concept in the two-level game theory. They determine the range of 

possible outcomes that can be ratified by a party in the negotiation, from the preferred 

outcome to the least desired, but still acceptable outcomes. Agreement is only possible 
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whenthe win-sets of the negotiating parties overlap. The larger the win-sets, the more likely it 

is that they overlap. The size of the win-set is determined by level II factors. The power, 

preferences and possible coalitions among domestic constituents determine the size of the 

win-sets (Putnam 1988:442). In addition to being determined by domestic constellations, the 

size of the win-set is also defined by the cost of a failed negotiation to the negotiator. The 

more important it is that an agreement is reached, the larger the win-set. The less important 

agreement is, the smaller the win-set. When only a very narrow set of international agreement 

outcomes will be accepted at the domestic level of a country and the possibility of a failed 

negotiation is not perceived as costly, the country has a small win-set. If a large range of 

outcomes of a negotiation will be accepted at the domestic level, because of domestic interest 

constellations and the high cost of a failed negotiation, the country will have a large win-set. 

The appearance of a party in the negotiation affects the party’s influence. If the other parties 

perceive the small win-set of a country as credible, the country has a very strong position in 

the negotiations as the veto-player. On the other end there are countries with large win-sets 

that will accept a large range of agreements because they want a strong agreement, they 

consider the cost of a failed negotiation as higher than having a weak agreement. An actor 

who is perceived as having a large win-set will have a weak negotiating position.  

2.2.2 Win-sets: the Nature of the Negotiation 

Putnam offers a distinction on the nature of the negotiation, separating “homogenous issues” 

from “heterogeneous issues”. Heterogeneous issues are complex; the constituents’ preferences 

vary and sometimes oppose one another’s, there is little unity among them. With 

heterogeneous issues, any outcome of the negotiation will bear unevenly among the level II 

constituents and there can be opposition both from those who think the policy outcome does 

not go far enough and those who think it goes too far. In the case of a homogeneous issue in 

contrast the constituents’ interests are homogeneous, or similar. When negotiating a 

homogeneous issue the negotiator will not find much criticism at home if he or she lands a 

policy outcome in line with the constituents’ wishes, because they all want the same outcome. 

When negotiating a homogeneous issue a major threat is when your constituents have very 

high expectations regarding the outcome and very little sympathy for the other countries’ 

demands (Putnam 1988:444). When negotiating a heterogeneous issue you cannot push too 

far without losing some votes at home, and pushing too little might cost you your seat as well 

(Putnam 1988:444). On a heterogeneous issue you might find allies in other countries and 
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other countries’ constituents might try to influence your constituents in order to shift your 

position closer to their wishes (Putnam 1988:444). Putnam also concludes that the likelihood 

of international agreement is higher when countries are arguing a heterogeneous issue, than if 

the countries are firmly committed to one sole solution giving them a smaller win-set (Putnam 

1988:445).  

What groups are affected by a policy, what their interests are and how active they are at the 

level II game influences the size of win-sets. The participation rate of relevant actors varies 

with the nature of the topic under negotiation. The groups whose interests will be the most 

affected by a proposed policy are expected to exert more influence on the process because 

they have more at stake. Issues that widely disperse benefits and costs are less likely to get as 

much attention from specific groups than issues that directly affects certain groups. The level 

of politicization of an issue also influences the activity of the domestic constituents in the 

level II game. Highly politicized issues will activate anti-groups who are less alarmed by the 

option no agreement, which creates a smaller win-set and makes level I agreement less likely 

(Putnam 1988:445). Politicized issues can attract radical voices and therefore widen the range 

of outcomes preferred by the level II constituents.  

Another distinction is made on multi-issue negotiations. As Putnam argues it is reasonable to 

believe that the group with the greatest interest in a specific issue is the group with the most 

extreme position on said issue (Putnam 1988:446). However, if each issue in a multi-issue 

negotiation were to be decided by the most extreme interest on that issue, the result would be 

a package unable to find support in any other country (Putnam 1988:446). The negotiator has 

to make trade-offs between the issues in order to come up with a negotiable package. The 

two-level game provides the opportunity to make trade-offs that could not take place at the 

level II scene alone. The support of domestic groups on an issue can be bought by providing 

trade-off at the international level, which benefits the group in question in another way 

(Putnam 1988:446). This way the international level offers policy options beyond domestic 

control by issue-linkage. The possible role of trade-offs should be stressed in EU negotiations 

as it is an institution with many functions and therefore covers many political issues. 

“Economic interdependence multiplies the opportunities for altering domestic coalitions (and 

thus policy outcomes) by expanding the set of feasible alternatives in this way – in effect, 

creating political entanglements across national boundaries” (Putnam 1988:448). The 

potential role of trade-offs increases with integration between the countries, and within the 
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EU the possibilities are almost limitless. In order to compensate level II groups for an 

agreement that disadvantages them, trade-offs that include other policy areas can be made to 

make up for the shortcomings of the agreement.  

2.2.3 The Level I Negotiator 

The role of the chief negotiator is the final aspect of two-level game that will be address. The 

negotiator has to balance the size of the win-set in order to both ensure that an agreement is 

reached at the international level as well as having as much influence over the outcome as 

possible. A large win-set is more likely to achieve the former, while a small win-set gives 

more leverage in the negotiation. The negotiator needs a strategy to maximize his or her 

influence on the outcome of the negotiation, as well as securing level I agreement. One way to 

secure bargaining power is to have your win-set perceived as small by collecting support for a 

narrow option among the level II constituents. Strong statements to encourage a certain 

opinion among the population or even holding a strike vote to show the level II support for 

your negotiating position. Although this option decreases the size of a win-set and increases 

one’s influence on the outcome of the negotiation, it might risk agreement altogether. On the 

other hand there are ways to increase the size of a win-set, in order to secure level I 

agreement. Conventional side-payments from unrelated domestic sources to level II 

opposition of a treaty can sway the level II constituents to want the outcome they otherwise 

would have opposed. In two-level games side-payments might even come from the 

negotiation, making agreement more possible. Another important notion of the two-level 

game is that the value of side-payments is not measured in their total national benefits, but 

rather their occurrence in light of existing coalitions. If the level II constituency consists of 

one influential group which is radically against a negotiation outcome, and thereby excludes 

this outcome from the country’s win-set, a side-payment which benefits this group 

particularly is more likely to widen the win-set and secure level I agreement than a side-

payment that benefits the country as a whole.  

It is in each negotiators interest that the other negotiators have a high standing in their home 

countries. A popular leader is more likely to be able to ratify an agreement on the national 

level than an unpopular one, hence, popular opponents are good level I opponents. Popularity 

increases the size of your win-set and the likelihood of agreement. A strategy of a negotiator 

can be to increase the standing of his or her level I opponent. Participation in international 
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negotiation generally gives an advantage for the government of a country over its opposition, 

because of media attention and ability to perform (Putnam 1988:452). Another important 

property of the negotiator is his or her standing in the home country (Putnam 1988: 451). The 

implications are mostly linked to the negotiators ability to have the international agreement 

ratified. It is in the interest of each negotiator to increase the size of the other negotiators’ 

win-sets, both by using side payments and diplomatic measures. International negotiations are 

characterized by the constant attempts by the players to restructure the game and alter the cost 

of no agreement to the other players (Putnam 1988:454). Influencing each other is difficult in 

two-level games because you need to convince the constituents in the other countries (Putnam 

1988:454). Getting influential opinion leaders and opposition parties at the opponents level II 

on your side is a way of increasing your opponents win-set. Reverberation is the process of 

international pressure influencing domestic win-sets (Putnam 1988:455). The negotiation 

itself can influence the opinion of level II constituents; international voices and discussion 

might change the minds of the unsure and activate the undecided. Putnam points out that even 

though reverberation most likely occurs in two-level games, its effect is difficult to measure.  

The personal motive of the negotiators can to a certain degree influence the size of the win-

sets. Though the chief negotiator should represent the constituents of his or her country, the 

chief negotiator might have a personal agenda and use the negotiation for personal gain. 

Principal-agent theory illustrates this dilemma. An important question to raise is what is in it 

for the negotiator? The negotiator might believe the negotiation will raise his standing among 

level II constituents. The level I negotiation might provide an opportunity for the negotiator to 

pursue policy options that otherwise would be impossible domestically. Or the negotiator 

might pursue what he or she believes is in the national interest of the country at the 

international arena. Either way the interests of the chief negotiator might be enough to veto an 

agreement which actually lies within the level II win-set of the country. Not only is majority 

consent among level II constituents necessary for an agreement, but the consent must also lie 

within the right coalition for the chief negotiator to want to pursue the option (Putnam 

1988:458). The negotiator will not pursue level I options that threaten his or her standing with 

the level II electorate essential for reelection.  
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2.3 Pushers and Draggers 
Sprinz and Weiß have done quantitative studies on countries and their positions in climate 

negotiations (2001). They refer to countries’ preferences as either strong or weak treaties. A 

strong climate treaty has strong emissions reduction targets, while a weak treaty typically 

aims at freezing current emissions (Sprinz and Weiß 2001:72). The opposing interests in the 

negotiations are identified as pushers and draggers. A pusher prefers a strong treaty and 

pushes for higher reduction targets. A dragger prefers a weak treaty to a strong. While a 

strong dragger can credibly threaten to exit negotiations or veto agreement, a weak dragger 

prefers a strong treaty to no treaty at all (Sprinz and Weiß 2001:72). Pushers need to 

determine whether or not a dragger in the negotiation is weak or strong. If a pusher believes a 

dragger is willing to veto, the pusher will need to give in to the draggers demands in order to 

save the treaty. If the dragger appears to be weak it has less power over the pusher. 

Sprinz and Weiß proposed four hypotheses, derived from qualitative research on international 

negotiations (2001). The hypotheses say something about expected position in climate 

negotiations, as a pusher or a dragger, given information on domestic features. The first 

hypothesis (H1) will not be addressed, as it is geographical in nature and does not relate to the 

two-level game theory to the degree hypothesis 2 through 4 do (H1: The more ecologically 

vulnerable a country is, the more likely it is in international negotiations to demand strong 

emission reductions). Germany and Poland can arguably be categorized at the same ecological 

vulnerability risk level, consequently ecologic vulnerability should not be decisive in their 

diverging interests. Hypothesis two suggests that countries with higher costs related to 

transition to more sustainable energy systems are less likely to want a strong climate treaty, 

H2: The higher the abatement costs, the less likely a country is to demand strong emission 

reductions. Hypothesis three concerns third party interests2, meaning “interested parties 

furthering the substitution of production and/ or consumption of the polluting activity” 

(Sprinz and Weiß 2001:71). A strong presence of these interests is believed to increase the 

likelihood of the country wanting a strong climate treaty, H3: The stronger the ‘third-party 

interests’ are, especially if they are assisting emission reductions, the more likely a country is 

to strive for strong emission reductions. The final hypothesis addresses the relative power of 

NGOs representing environmentalists and polluter interests. The stronger the environmentalist 

                                                
2 In this case translated from the German term “Helferinteressen” meaning something like 
contributor interests.  
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NGOs are relative to the power of the NGOs representing polluter interests, the more likely 

the country will prefer a strong treaty, H4: The stronger environmental NGOs are relative to 

NGOs representing pollution interests, the more likely a country is to demand strong emission 

reductions. Thus, the variables that are believed to influence the interests of the country in an 

international climate negotiation are: abatement costs, ‘third-party interest’ and the relative 

strength of environmental NGOs and the NGOs representing polluters. The hypotheses were 

explored in the case of the EU, Germany, the United States and India concluding they were 

valid in all but one instance  (Sprinz and Weiß 2001:89). The hypotheses will not be explored 

directly in the case study, but they highlight some important factors believed to influence 

countries’ positions in international climate negotiations. The hypotheses on the relationship 

between domestic social and economic factors and positioning in international climate 

negotiations (H2-H4) will, however, serve as a model for operationalizing Poland’s and 

Germany’s positions in the international climate negotiations, with Germany being the pusher 

and Poland the dragger.  

2.4 Additional Theoretical Perspectives 
Assuming Germany is a pusher in the EU’s 2030 climate negotiations and that it wants a 

strong climate package and vies the cost of no agreement as high, it would have a poor 

negotiation position according to Putnam. Poland has in the past been rightfully characterized 

as a dragger and been willing to veto EU climate legislation. One can assume the cost of no 

agreement is not very high to the Poles, and Poland would have a superior negotiation 

position compared to Germany. The following hypothesis can be derived from two level game 

theory:  

Hypothesis I: Poland had a negotiating advantage over Germany, due to its comparatively

   small win-set.  

Putnam’s theory covers the role of states and their internal affairs in international negotiations 

thoroughly. However, the two-level game perspective downplays the importance of complex 

ties between states when focusing on the complexities of intrastate relations. Two-level game 

theory addresses ties between states in the mechanisms that influence negotiations, such as 

issue-linkage. Nonetheless, the countries’ power relations could still worth investigating more 

specifically. Would a state highly dependent on another, when it comes to most issues of 
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importance to the state’s wellbeing, exploit an advantaged position in a climate negotiation 

and threaten the state on which it is highly reliant on? In a globalized and highly connected 

world, negotiations between states are framed by the relationship and codependence between 

them. In order to capture the effects of the interdependence between the EU, Germany and 

Poland an additional explanation theory is proposed. Neoliberal theory was developed in 

response to neorealist criticism of classic liberalism as too positive in its analysis of interstate 

relationships and not recognizing the anarchical nature of international relations (Jackson and 

Sørensen 2007). Neoliberalism works from the premise that the world is anarchical and 

consists of separate nation states, but that cooperation is possible and that economic 

entanglements and trade increase the dependency between actors. There is anarchy, but also 

mutual dependency or interdependency, in the world. The concept of power in this line of 

thought is not a physical entity as the traditional power concept that originated in realism 

(often defined as military power and money), but rather relative, measured in the relationship 

between actors, and imbalances in the level of dependency between actors (Nye 1990:158). 

The interdependence between states is the basis for cooperation and power. Two 

interdependent countries might be unevenly dependent, and the interdependence is often 

balanced differently is different spheres. Creating linkages between these spheres becomes 

part of the power game (Nye 1990:158). International institutions can promote cooperation 

between states (Keohane 1989; Jackson and Sørensen 2007:108). According to Nye (2011:85) 

economic entanglement puts pressures on countries to act in a certain manner. And more 

specifically states with significant economic resources are likely to exert pressure on, and 

change the behavior of, other states that are economically weaker. Nye identifies institutions 

both as a source of creating common norms and increased cooperation, as well as an 

instrument for states to increase their power (Nye 2005:10). By influencing other countries to 

adopt the same values, ideas and policies you achieve influence in a legitimate manner, soft 

power. Nye has done research on the United States international power and influence through 

institutions such as the International Monetary Fund and The World Trade Organization. 

Relating this perspective to the EU’s 2030 climate negotiations, Germany as the largest 

economic power in the EU can be expected to use its economic power and its position as a 

pusher (in climate negotiations) to influence Member States to agree to the climate package. 

Poland on the other hand is a weak state in terms of economic strength and level of welfare 

compared to the EU average, and relies on the EU to develop. From the neoliberal perspective 

the alternative hypothesis can be derived. 
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Hypothesis II: Unbalanced Polish dependency on Germany gave Germany the upper hand in 

  the 2030 negotiations.   

Building on the neoliberal understanding of mutual dependence, Keohane and Nye (2001) put 

forward the theory of complex interdependence, which will be briefly discussed as a third 

theoretical approach to the 2030 case. The theory applies to modern western democracies, 

between which international politics increasingly resemble domestic politics: “Different 

issues generate different coalitions, both within governments and across them, and involve 

different degrees of conflict.” (Keohane and Nye 2001:21) With complex interdependence 

there is no hierarchy of issues and thus power becomes issue specific (2001:26). The 

distribution of power within each issue becomes more important. Distribution of power is 

more equal in this theoretical perspective, as the economically or militarily stronger states will 

not be able to link unrelated issues under negotiation to their economic or military ability in 

order to gain influence. However, Keohane and Nye propose that poor/weak states are less 

inhibited from linking unrelated issues, like extracting concessions or side-payments from 

rich and powerful states using the forum of an international organization (2001:27). The role 

of international organizations should be stressed in complex interdependence as they act as 

agenda-setters, create coalitions and act as arenas for initiatives and linkages, most notably by 

weak states (2001:30). Complex interdependence has an alternative understanding on power 

relations and provides an interesting perspective for the case study. Germany is economically 

strong, however Poland holds power over the climate negotiations, because of its position as a 

dragger and its ability to veto the package. The merit of complex interdependence theory in 

explaining the influence of Poland and Germany in the EU’s 2030 negotiations will be 

explored, as an additional perspective in the analyses.  

2.5 Summary 
Models are simplified versions of complex realities meant to make research possible and 

more obtainable. Two-level game theory has its strength in that it does not ignore intrastate 

relations when analyzing international negotiations. The size of a states’ win-set decides its 

strength in the negotiation, and the win-sets are decided by domestic interest constellations as 

well as the nature of the negotiation. Hypothesis I is derived from this assumption: Poland 

had a negotiating advantage due to its comparatively small win-set. The two-level game 

mechanisms discussed in this chapter illustrate the link between the international process and 
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the domestic level indicating that the two levels cannot be modeled separately. The analyses 

will be structured according to this key assumption. A drawback with the two-level theory is 

the lack of focus on interstate relations, and the effects of interstate dependencies on 

negotiation and cooperation. This perspective is attended to by neoliberal theory. With Poland 

being economically highly dependent on the EU and on Germany, and Germany as the largest 

economic power of the EU, hypothesis II suggests: Unbalanced Polish dependency on 

Germany gave Germany the upper hand. Finally, a third theoretical approach was briefly 

introduced, complex interdependency. Complex interdependency challenges hypothesis II, as 

it suggests that power is issue specific, and that having economic power does not easily 

translate into having power over climate negotiations. Complex interdependency will in the 

case study provide a competitive theory to the more classic neoliberal approach. 
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3 Method and research design 
This chapter contains the introduction and discussion of the method used to gather the data for 

the analyses. The first part of the chapter will introduce the design of a scale, developed to 

measure the interests in the negotiation. The content analysis used to cover the EU level of the 

negotiation is accounted for in the second section. Finally, the method behind the media 

analysis is covered. 

3.1 Scale Design 
 A semi-inductive approach was used to articulate the framework, a scale, which was used in 

the coding of the empirical information. A simplified scale ranging from 1 to 4 representing 

possible outcomes of the negotiation is a tool applied in both the content analysis to account 

for the developments at level I and in the media analysis to account for level II interests. The 

scale ranges from value 1, no package, to 4, strong package. The operationalization of the 

values of the scale followed after having conducted the content analysis and initial rounds of 

the media analysis. This inductive approach was chosen to best reflect the variances relevant 

to the case under study. A predefined scale would not catch the subtle variances that actually 

separates the interests at level II and the climate package proposals at level I.  

 

Table 1: Strong or weak package scale 

The operationalization of the values is based on proposed climate packages at level I and 

expressed interests at level II and will be more closely discussed under the section on the level 

I and level II analyses.  

Scale Binding/not binding targets (GHG target) 
1 No package 
 

No binding targets 
 

2 Weak package 
 

Only GHG as binding target 
-‐ And/or GHG target < 40% 

3 Package 
 

Three binding targets 
 

4 Strong package 
 

Three binding targets 
-‐ And GHG>40% 
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3.1 The Problem of Measuring Influence 
The following will discuss how one can measure influence, more specifically how the 

influence of Poland and Germany on the outcome of the 2030 negotiations will be measured. 

The 2030 framework is an intergovernmental decision, implying there are many states that try 

to influence the outcome. Various information is needed to answer the main research 

question: how can the influence of Poland and Germany on the 2030 negotiation can be 

understood. A process tracing analysis would allow inference of causality (Gerring 

2007:173), however the necessary information such an analysis demands is not available for 

the case investigated in this thesis, because the negotiations under study took place in closed 

sessions between heads of government. There are mainly two approaches to measuring 

influence on policy outcomes, in addition to process tracing. Either the interests groups 

themselves evaluate their ability, or an assessment is made based on the opinion of experts 

(Klüver 2009: 536). The problem with this approach is that one ends up measuring perceived 

rather than actual influence (Klüver 2009: 536). A more objective approach will measure an 

actor’s preferred outcome and compare this with the actual outcome of a policy, thereby 

drawing conclusions about the winners and the losers of a negotiation (Klüver 2009: 536). 

One must have information on two accounts in order to measure the influence of an actor on 

the policy outcome. Firstly, the researcher must know the preferences of the agent – what is 

the preferred policy outcome of the state? Secondly, one needs information about the policy – 

what was the outcome? Were there changes made or continuity in the process? Only with this 

information on the two accounts can it be known if the influences exerted by an agent led to 

policy change. If there is only information about the agent’s wishes, and the wishes are in line 

with the policy outcome, the reason could simply be that other states agreed and there was no 

conflict. The state in question would be satisfied, but it cannot be said it exerted influence on 

the outcome. If there is only information the original result of the policy and the result after 

negotiations, it cannot be known who influenced the change or upholding of the status quo of 

the outcome. With information on both accounts one can look for evidence of change, or no 

change, in line with the actors preferences. The analysis will follow the process of the 

negotiations as expressed in available EU documents in order to gather information on the 

development of the framework. The document analysis will chronicle all changes or 

continuations of 2030 targets from meeting to meeting. Data is also gathered on Poland’s and 

Germany’s positions in the negotiations in order to conclude on whether or not they had any 

impact on the changes or continuation of the targets. A combination of sources contributes to 
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data gathering on the countries’ positions. The level I analysis will establish whether or not 

there were any shifts in the 2030 negotiations and if so, whether or not these changes could be 

attributed to Poland or Germany. 

3.1.1 Content Analysis 

Content analysis describes a family of approaches to text analysis, the substantive and 

theoretical interests of the researcher and the research question decide what approach is best 

suited (Hsieh and Shannon 2005: 1277). The level I analysis is a hand-coded analysis of 

relevant EU documents (see 3.2.2 Data). Hand coding increases the validity of the research 

while quantitative alternatives often are accused of being less valid, even though they produce 

more reliable results (Klüver 2009:357). The content analysis maps the development of the 

2030 framework from proposal to conclusion. The nature of the analysis is therefore 

contextual and in need of an inductive category development, where categories are based on 

what is written in the documents, not previously defined categories based on expected 

findings (Hsieh and Shannon 2005:1279). In-depth knowledge of the documents as well as 

high validity are the benefits of hand coding (Klüver 2009: 546). On the negative side, 

reliability, meaning the ability to reproduce the results, is weaker with hand coding than with 

a computerized method  (Klüver 2009: 546). The content analysis was executed as follows: 

the documents were read chronologically and categories were made that represent the 

different policies and climate targets in each document, thereafter the documents were 

compared to determine what categories were continued or stopped being used, and what new 

ones were added. The values on the strong or weak framework scale accounted for the 

variations in the proposals. Some proposals include targets that are binding at the EU level, 

without specifying how the targets will be distributed among the Member States. The analysis 

did not code such proposals as value 3 (three binding targets). For one, none of the proposals 

with “binding at EU level” targets have three targets binding at EU level. Even if the scale 

had taken into account a target, binding at EU level, it would not have changed the value of 

any of four climate package proposals. The proposals all had a third target not binding at any 

level (an indicative target). Secondly, the targets binding at the EU-level have no real 

implications for the Member States in the initial negotiation, the negotiation under study. 

There was no distribution of country specific targets in the 2014 round, and so it is not 

relevant for the actors at level II. Therefore no distinction is made between proposals that 

suggest only a GHG target, and those that suggest a GHG and a renewable energy target 
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binding at the EU level and an energy efficiency target, which is merely indicative.  

3.1.2. Data 

There are four EU documents on the 2030 framework included in the content analysis: 

• The Commission proposal, January 22nd 2014 

• The EU Parliamentary vote, February 5th 2014 

• Leaked EU Council meeting conclusion, October 15th 2014 

• Final EU Council Conclusion, October 23rd 2014 

The findings from the content analysis outline what targets were discussed at the EU level, 

and the development of the package. The data consists of all the EU documents on the 2030 

package that were available to the author. The EU Commission’s proposal initiated the 

negotiation and is the first document. The EU Parliamentary vote has no official influence on 

the negotiation, however it sheds light on the range of possible outcomes, and illustrates the 

position of Polish and German Members of the EU Parliament (MEPs). The first EU Council 

conclusion is a leaked document dating ten days ahead of the final summit. The final 

conclusion is the result of the final summit, the official 2030 climate and energy policy 

framework.   

3.2 Level II Analysis  
A media analysis will provide the empirical basis for the country level analysis. The design of 

the analysis, the data chosen and the selection of newspapers and articles will be discussed in 

the following section. The nature of the negotiation, as a closed heads of state summit, makes 

it difficult to know what really happened. With elite actors as decision makers it is difficult to 

secure first-hand information. And information given might very well be strategically 

motivated, and unflattering facts left out of statements. The thesis will not use elite interviews 

and therefore will not have this bias problem. However, bias also occurs in media 

presentations of an issue. To counteract the effects of bias on the analysis, a multiple source 

media analysis from each country is used. The main objective of the media analysis is to 

provide the data to build understanding of the domestic groups that have stakes in the climate 

negotiation. Who are they, what are their interests and how do their interests collide with or 

reinforce one another’s?  
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Media analysis is a helpful tool to understand actor’s opinion as expressed in the media, but 

one can question whether the intentions and strategies of actors are portrayed completely and 

truthfully. Most politicians and organizations have carefully thought out every word and 

argument released to the press. However, investigating the alternative methods to gain the 

information leads to the conclusion that a media analysis is an appropriate method. Elite 

interview would not eliminate the possibility of a hidden agenda steering the interviewee to 

answering strategically instead of honestly. In fact, asking direct questions about motivations 

and strategies in an international negotiation might sharpen an actor’s attention and 

deliberately send the interviewer in the wrong direction to make sure certain truths never see 

the light of day. The odds of an actor slipping up and revealing his or her true intentions are 

higher when monitored over a longer period of time, with leaks, speeches and interviews on 

various occasions. Receiving information about the actors in the negotiation through 

interviewing experts is another possibility, though very little time has passed since the 2030 

negotiation, meaning there has been little time for researchers to analyze the process. Media 

analysis offers timely updates on the various steps of the negotiation and a record of what 

actors are participating in the country’s discourse, in addition to quoting what the actors are 

saying.  

3.2.1 Data Selection 

In order to reduce the number of articles to a manageable number, as well as finding the most 

relevant articles, adequate search terms and time limitations have limited the selection. Only 

articles from January 2014 throughout October 2014 that include the words “EU”, “2030”, 

“climate”, and “energy”3 are included in the analysis. The search words included were 

selected with regard to their relevance, the most important concern being that all relevant 

articles for the analysis were be included, and also unrelated articles weeded out to avoid an 

unnecessarily large workload. Also the number of articles played a part in choosing search 

words, since having enough data to say something about the actors in each country was a 

prerequisite. Too specific search words would limit the number of articles severely and leave 

little room for findings. For example searching only for articles that specifically mentioned 

“the EU climate negotiation” would mean that a lot of interesting data on the domestic debate 

would be lost. On the other hand more general search terms such as “energy policy” would 
                                                
3 in the Polish news:”UE” “2030” ”klimatu” “energii”,  
  in the German news: “EU” “2030” “Klima” “Energie” 
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provide a selection too big in the sense of workload and would include many articles that will 

not be directly relevant to the thesis.   

The time frame chosen is the other key method of limiting the selection of data. The thesis 

investigates the 2030 negotiation, which was initiated by the Commission proposal in January 

2014. January 1st 2014 therefore serves as a natural point of departure for the analysis. While 

one can argue that the debate on EU climate and energy policy from the year before, 2013, is 

relevant, the debate from January to October 2014 has enough development and important 

sessions to provide interesting data and the necessary information for the analysis. The actors 

recorded by the media analysis and their opinions are interesting on their own, as well as in 

the light of where in the process of the negotiation they were uttered. The question of timing 

does not apply to 2013 because it is outside the time frame of the negotiation and would only 

serve as background information. While certainly some relevant articles could have been 

found in late 2013, a limit is needed to be set at a certain point in time, and by setting January 

1st 2014 as the start date it was possible to be relatively confident that no vital information 

concerning the domestic debate on the EU 2030 climate and energy framework was left out. 

Another defining choice for a media analysis is what newspapers to include. A decision was 

made to focus on major countrywide newspapers, meant for readers throughout Poland and 

Germany. The larger newspapers are less biased towards the interests of geographical areas, 

and also provide a larger pool of relevant news articles. Another concern that one should 

address is the political affiliation of newspapers since newspapers choose stories and angles 

that fit their worldview and their readers, it is important that the newspapers included in the 

analysis are not extreme in their political affiliation, and that both “sides” of the aisle is 

represented in the data. For the analysis of Germany the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and 

Süddeutsche Zeitung, the former representing the conservative side and the latter the liberal, 

were chosen. For the Polish analysis the largest Polish newspaper Gazeta Wyborcza takes a 

liberal view, while Rzeczpospolita represents the conservative voice. The newspapers chosen 

both provide the necessary quantity of data and also represent moderate to right and moderate 

to left opinions. Some of the newspapers were easier to use than others. While they all had 

good search engines, the access to their archives varied from being completely free of charge 

to some demanding payment to access archives in addition to payment for each individual 

article. The newspapers were chosen not for economic reasons or availability, but rather their 

ability to provide a large amount of representative data.  
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3.2.2 Design  

The media analysis is a quantitative study of actors and interests on the EU 2030 negotiation 

in Poland and Germany. The purpose of the analysis is to identify what actors were relevant 

in the debate, and media analysis is a suitable method to answer this question (Bratberg 

2014:9). Mapping of the actors, their beliefs and argumentation as well as their frequency of 

appearance in the media, creates a picture of the domestic scene behind the EU negotiation. It 

also allows for a comparative study of the interest constellations within Poland and Germany. 

Finally the media analysis will give a better understanding of what the interests of the 

countries were coming into the negotiation and if their positions were the results of a high 

level of division and controversy.  

For each article four accounts were recorded: title of the article, URL-link, date of publication 

and name of the actors mentioned, (see screenshot from example excel sheet, figure 1). Actors 

could be individuals, businesses, countries, organizations or political parties. Each actor in 

each article was then to the extent possible 1) placed on a strong or weak framework scale 2) 

coded as satisfied or dissatisfied with the climate package proposals and 3) their arguments 

were mapped. A clarification of the method behind each of the three steps follows: 

1) The actors’ attitudes towards the climate package were coded as a value on the constructed 

‘strong or weak package scale’. Actors were placed in the scale by looking at statements they 

made in quotes and citations, or based on what was written about them, being a secondary 

source. The secondary source is the journalist writing the article, or an expert being 

interviewed who mentions the interests of the actors.  Actors claiming they do not want an EU 

climate agreement, or want to postpone EU commitments until after the Paris summit in 2015 

were given value one. These are actors who wanted to see no agreement in Brussels and are 

supported of a veto. Actors who were not against the climate package, but wanted a weak 

package were given value two. A weak package has only GHG reduction target, no energy 

efficiency or renewable energy target, and often entails wanting a lower GHG reduction target 

than the 40 percent reduction originally proposed by the EU Commission. This category went 

from being an open ended category for those who wanted a weak package, to having clearly 

defined terms after the media analysis was started and patterns in the interests identified. 

There is a large group of actors who were not fond of a strong climate package, but would 

settle for a GHG target. Some of these actors demanded a lower climate target than the 

proposed 40 percent. Value 2 therefore includes actors who wanted only one binding target, 
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GHG, and the actors who wanted to lower the GHG target from 40 percent. Value 3 was 

given to actors who were for the climate package and wanted three binding targets. This 

group consists of actors who argued they were advocates of strong EU climate policy. Value 4 

was given those who were supporters of very strong EU climate policy. Value 4 represents 

actors who called for three binding targets, but also wanted to raise the GHG target above the 

40 percent suggested by the EU Commission. This category was operationalized largely based 

on the proposals of level I actor, the EU Parliament and level II actors, environmentalists and 

NGOs.  

2) Actors were coded as satisfied or dissatisfied, in the articles published right after a decision 

in the EU climate negotiation: right after the Commission presented its proposal for the 

package, after the EU Parliament vote on the climate targets or after the final EU Council 

decision on the package. The level of satisfaction with the outcome was recorded as a 

dichotomized variable, S= satisfied or D = dissatisfied. The level of satisfaction expressed 

over the negotiation outcome gives information on the actors’ interest in the negotiation. 

 

Figure 1: Excel sheet, media analysis of Frankfurter Allgemeine	  

3) Recordings of all arguments presented by each actor are also included in the analysis. The 

arguments the actors used were rewritten in a short and informative way and logged in the 

excel sheet. Many arguments are repetitive, used many times over and have a standardized 

formulation, others having a longer sentence in order to fully cover the argument used by the 

actor. Direct quotes were often used in the article, a reliable source of information because 

they entail no interpretation on my part other than the translation into English. All relevant 
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quotes, meaning quotes by an actor revealing something in relation to the negotiation were 

recorded. 	  

Each actor in each article was attempted to be coded on the three accounts when possible, 

even though this could make for incoherent actors. In one article an actor can be given value 

one the strong or weak framework scale, in the next the same actor might be given another 

value. Because the scale is precisely operationalized, incoherence in an actor’s coding will 

reflect incoherence in statements or portrayals of this actor. More values of such an actor 

therefore increased the likelihood of getting to the true interests of said actor. There is also the 

possibility that an actor changed his or her mind about the negotiation. In that case the media 

analysis of articles from different dates will pick up this change in heart. A challenge for the 

media analysis is that in many instances there is too little or too ambiguous information for 

me to categorize an actor in the 1 through 4 values, or along the dichotomy S/D. In such 

instances the actors’ arguments were simply noted. The downside of having strictly 

operationalized scales is that fewer actors could be coded. However, much information was 

gathered when logging the actors’ arguments, so there is enough data to make statements on 

the interests of different actor groups, even the ones that were not coded. 	  

3.2.3 Language 

Finding relevant data to cover level II was the main concern in choosing sources, which led to 

to challenges in the data gathering, but also to more comprehensive data and more valid 

results. For the German analysis translation assistance was not needed, however for the Polish 

analysis a combination of translation tools and a translator were necessary. Mapping 

argumentation is a fine-grained task, for which a translator was hired. A Norwegian student 

who studies Polish at the University of Oslo and who was recommended by her professor, 

assisted throughout the media analysis. Polish is a colorful language with many words that 

hardly can be directly translated. In those instances the translator provided explanations of the 

words and what they meant in that certain context.  
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4 Background 

4.1 Introduction 
In order for the reader to understand the context in which the 2030 negotiation took place a 

record of EU climate policy is presented. The chapter provides the context, in which the 2030 

negotiations took place. As the 2030 negotiation was aimed at deciding the continuation of 

the EU’s energy and climate policies in the post 2020-period, an understanding of the 2020 

package and its policies and mechanisms is important. This chapter will shortly introduce the 

targets and policies introduced in the 2020 climate and energy package. “How the Member 

State governments evaluate the successes and failures in implementing the energy strategy of 

2007 will play an important role in the post-2020 negotiations” (Fischer and Geden 2014:13), 

for this reason the 2020 implementation record of Germany and Poland is accounted for as 

well, building on reports by Skjærseth (2014) and Eikeland (2014)4.   

4.2 The EU in Global Climate Regimes 
Research has been done to understand how the EU, known to be a heavily bureaucratic 

organization and slow decision maker, could take a leading role in the politically complex and 

burdensome domain of climate change. The EU’s nature as a ‘multiple actor’ makes external 

unity in climate change policy even more difficult (Oberthür and Kelly 2008:37). The EU in 

international climate negotiations is both the European Community, as represented by the EU 

Commission, as well as individual Member States. Schreurs and Tiberghien argue that the 

multiple actor model of the EU is key to understanding its success in climate policy formation 

(2010). The EU is simultaneously an arena for its Member States to negotiate, and an actor in 

its own right in international climate negotiations (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010:29). A 

mechanism of competing leadership can occur with issues of shared competence and when 

there are mutual opportunities for leadership, as is the case with environment policy in the EU 

(Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010:29).  Empirically this effect can be witnessed in several of the 

EU climate negotiations where different countries have taken the lead at different times, such 

                                                
4 Implementing the EU 2020 Energy and Climate Package in Germany: Green Champion 
Struggling to Adapt, by Per Ove Eikeland at the Fridtjof Nansen Institute 
Implementing EU Climate and Energy Policies in Poland: From Europeanization to 
Polonization, by Jon Birger Skjærseth at the Fridtjof Nansen Institute 
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as the Dutch, the Irish and most notably the British and the Germans (Schreurs and 

Tiberghien 2010:29). The last two countries have been the most consistent proponents of 

climate legislation in the EU (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010:29). Another important aspect of 

EU climate legislation is The Burden Sharing Agreement that followed the Kyoto Protocol 

and entered into force in 1998 (Danish Ministry of Climate, Energy and Building 2012). The 

burden sharing agreement makes sure that individual Member States’ conditions are taken 

into account, in terms of emission cuts possibilities and economic development (Danish 

Ministry of Climate, Energy and Building 2012). The burden sharing aspect is important to 

reach agreement across the entire EU (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010). The process of 

competing leadership combined with the principle of burden sharing makes climate policy 

more feasible. Another term that should be introduced when explaining the ambitiousness of 

EU climate policy is issue linkage. For the 2020 package, linking different issues with 

unequal importance to the member states made high ambitiousness combined with consent 

possible (Skjærseth 2013:3). The three overarching principles in EU energy policy formation 

are sustainability, security of energy supply and competitiveness (Westrup 2014). For eastern 

European countries worried about Russian gas supplies because of the dispute between 

Ukraine and Russia, security of energy supply became a priority. For northwestern European 

countries wanting ambitious climate targets, sustainability was a priority. The energy 

efficiency target of the 2020 package linked energy security with sustainability, creating an 

issue linkage between eastern and western European interests (Fischer and Geden 2014:10 

and Bürgin 2015:695).  

4.3 The 2020 Climate and Energy Package 
The EU Council agreed on three targets for the EU to reach by the year 2020 in March 2007, 

the 2020 package. The package was formally adopted by the EU Commission in January, 

2008  (European Council 2007; Eikeland 2014:19). The 2020 package is a set of binding 

legislation that aims to ensure that the EU meets its climate targets by 2020 (European 

Commission 2014a). The package committed the Union to three main targets: a 20 percent cut 

in CO2 emissions compared to 1990 levels, a 20 percent share of renewable energy in total 

consumption and a 20 percent improvement of energy efficiency, all by the year 2020 

(European Commission 2014a).  

The Commission has the right of initiative in the EU, meaning it is the only organ to propose 
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new EU legislation (Skodvin et al 2010: Article 250(2) EC Treaty). The decision rule of the 

EU varies with the type of issue. Both the EU Parliament and the EU Council usually vote on 

legislation, however, certain issues are left solely up to the EU Council. For the climate 

framework unanimity in the EU Council is required (Fischer and Geden 2014:7). In decisions 

requiring unanimity in the EU Council, the EU Parliament has no deciding power and can 

thus only state its opinion and hope to influence the EU Council, through an EU 

Parliamentary vote. In 2009 a number of directives were adopted in the EU as part of the 2020 

package, including directives for promoting renewable energy sources, carbon capture and 

storage (CCS), the effort sharing decision, car emissions regulation and a fuel quality 

directive. The EU Emission Trading Scheme (EU ETS), which was introduced in 2005, and 

covers half of the EU’s emissions, was the core of the policy instrument to attain the 20-20-20 

targets. The following section will briefly introduce the 2020 directives and the EU ETS, 

which again will be discussed in the light of Polish and German interests under section 4.3 

and 4.4.  

The EU ETS is a policy tool that creates a price signal by capping GHG emissions and 

encourages more effective production by providing a competitive advantage for the smallest 

emitters. The emission allowances are distributed among industry sectors, called ETS sectors, 

however, sectors at risk of ‘carbon leakage’ are exempted from the ETS. Carbon leakage is a 

term used to describe the tendency for industries, typically energy intensive ones, that are put 

under emission control and move production outside the EU to escape the economic 

constraints. What industries to include in the EU ETS, how to regulate non-ETS sectors, and 

how to distribute emission allowances between member states, are some of the largest 

disputes of the massive comprehensive emission-regulating tool. The renewable energy 

directive includes binding targets for share of renewable energy in total energy consumption, 

for each Member State to reach by 2020. The EU total share of renewable energy in total 

consumption was set to be 20 percent. The sectors outside the EU ETS were regulated by an 

effort sharing decision, which set country specific GHG reduction targets. The targets were 

set based on economic wealth, calculated from GDP per capita in order to balance fairness 

and climate (Skjærseth 2014:26). The package also included regulations of car emissions, fuel 

quality, and air pollution as well as a directive meant to encourage safe CCS storage facilities 

(Eikeland 2014). 
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4.4 The German Energiewende 
Energy policy in Germany has in recent years been structured in a long-term perspective to 

take the country to the year 2050 with renewable energy as the corner stone of future supply 

(International Energy Agency, IEA, 2013:9). The Energy Concept was launched in 2007 

under the Christian Democratic (CSU/CDU) and Social Democratic (SPD) government. The 

Energy Concept was meant to contribute to large reduction in GHG emissions, by introducing 

more renewable energy as well as extending the operating lifetime of the nuclear reactors 

(IEA 2013:9). After the nuclear disaster in Fukushima, Japan, in 2011, the German 

government initiated a total nuclear phase out by 2022. To succeed in the Energiewende 

without nuclear power an extensive package of measures for renewable energy investments, 

grid expansion, energy efficiency and funding was adopted (IEA 2013:9). Germany is well on 

its way in the energy transition, but additional measures need to be taken for the country to 

reach its domestic target of 40 percent reduction of GHG by 2020 (IEA 2013:10). Still, an 

efficient EU ETS could be the additional measure needed to help Germany obtain this 

ambitious goal (IEA 2013:10). An energy efficiency goal was set at a 20 percent reduction in 

primary energy consumption by 2020, compared to 2008 (IEA 2013:10). The IEA deems 

there is still much work to be done, especially in the industry and transport sectors (IEA 

2013:10). Several large coal-fired power plants are under construction, even though the coal 

industry lost subsidies for hard-coal production with the decision to phase out the subsidies by 

2018 (IEA 2013:10). Coal use accounted for 45,1 percent of power generation in Germany in 

2013, a share substantially higher than the EU average (IEA 2013:109). Hard coal plays a 

significant role in balancing renewable energy, which is a volatile and unstable energy source. 

The new plants being build will likely have an important role as a source of flexible energy 

production for the long run in Germany (IEA 2013:109).  

4.5 German Push for EU Climate Policy 
Germany is known as a champion in EU climate policy, a title that translates to making early 

commitments. Germany’s record of high ambition in climate policy goes further back than the 

2020 negotiation. During the Kyoto negotiations Germany wanted to up the climate targets, 

and offered a 25 percent reduction goal when the EU was discussing 15 per cent (Schreurs 

and Tiberghien 2010:47). After the negotiations were done, an 8 percent GHG reduction 

target EU wide was set, and Germany agreed to a 21 percent reduction within the burden 
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sharing agreement. Again the Germans showed leadership, this time not in pushing for higher 

EU targets, but by biting the bullet and accepting higher reduction than others, in order to 

secure the established agreement. In 2005 the German government adopted the National 

Climate Change Protection Program5 (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010:48). The program 

announced Germany’s commitment to a 18.5 percent reduction of GHG by 2003, relative to 

1990 levels (BMU 2005). A conditional target was added, promising a 40 percent reduction 

by 2020 if other member states would agree to a 30 percent reduction during the same 

timeframe (BMU 2005).  Although the EU did not meet this demand, Germany still kept its 

conditional 40 percent goal (Weidner and Mez 2008:364). To conclude, the Germans pushed 

for the 2020 targets. Germany agreed to the 2020 energy and climate package in 2007 and to 

binding policies to attain the targets set in the following year.  

While the German emissions reduction record is impressive there is one important, but not 

all-decisive historical event one can attribute some of Germany’s emission reductions to, the 

collapse of the Soviet Union. After the cold war the eastern part of Germany, which had been 

part of the Soviet Union, was united with the rest of Germany. The eastern German Länder 

had old, extremely polluting factories and industries. Since the year of unification, 1990, 

Germany has spent incredible amounts of resources on modernizing the eastern Länder. This 

modernization can be attributed some of the credit for the German emission reductions since 

1990. Estimates show that the wall-fall profits contributed to around 50 percent of the 

reduction of CO2 in the 1990s (Weidner and Mez 2008:357).  

Despite Germany’s impressive record, there have been delays in Germany’s implementation 

of the 2020 package (Eikeland 2014:1). Former German Environment Minister Sigmar 

Gabriel addressed energy and climate policy as a priority for the German EU precedency of 

spring 2007, wanting a 30 percent GHG reduction target (Eikeland 2014:19). There was 

mostly agreement on the climate targets within Germany, with the exception of CO2 

allowances. Both Chancellor Merkel and Minister Gabriel balanced the interest of the German 

industry with the climate concerns. As a result Germany played a large role in the shaping of 

the EU ETS revision, from the formula chosen to calculate what sectors qualify for free 

allowances (for being at risk of carbon leakage), to compensating the industries for the higher 

electricity prices as a result of the EU ETS (Eikeland 2014:21).  

                                                
5 English translation by Schreurs and Tiberghien (2010:48). Original title of the program: Das 
Nationale Klimaschutzprogram 2005.  
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Germany was a strong advocate for the Renewable Energy Directive, wanting binding 

renewable energy targets for Member States (Eikeland 2014:23). With regards to the Effort 

Sharing Decision, Germany agreed without objections to a 15 percent reduction in GHG by 

2020 as proposed by the Commission (Eikeland 2014:24). However, the Car Emissions 

Regulation posed a threat to German car manufacturing, consisting mainly of large high-

performance vehicles, which would be particularly hit by the policy (Eikeland 2014:24). The 

final decision on a burden sharing arrangement between members of the industry benefitted 

the German manufacturers and was a win for the German government. Finally, the Germans 

were positive to the Fuel Quality Directive and would gain from its implications because 

Germany had already focused attention and effort on creating a standardized biofuels policy 

at the national level (Eikeland 2014:26).  

4.6 The Polish Energiewende 
Articles on Polish energy policy often use the term “the Polish Energiewende” suggesting that 

the Polish energy system also is going through major transition. In 2009 the Polish 

government adopted the ‘Energy Policy of Poland until 2030’ to set the country on the right 

path (IEA 2011:9). However decarbonizing the Polish energy system is a difficult task 

because 90 percent of its power generation comes from indigenous coal, which provides high 

levels of competitive ability and energy security (IEA 2011:9). The pressing situation of 

needing to phase out coal to meet climate commitments and the vulnerability of being 

dependent on Russian exports, has led to the consideration of other options, such as nuclear 

power production and shale gas extraction. Poland has no nuclear capacities, but there have 

been discussions on opening up for nuclear power production by 2022 (IEA 2011:66). Energy 

security is of particular importance to Poland, as it relies on imports for 95 percent of its oil 

and two-thirds of its gas consumption, almost all of which derives from Russia (IEA 

2011:10). The plan to diversify the energy mix includes introducing nuclear power and 

increasing the share of renewable energy (IEA 2011:9-10). Coal reserves in established mines 

are decreasing, making Poland more dependent on imports, again mainly from Russia, but 

handing out new permits for coal mining proves unpopular in public opinion (IEA 2011:11). 

The conflict between Russia and the Ukraine has lead to worry in Poland, as Russia is an 

important energy exporter and is threatening to sanction Ukraine, and as a consequence also 

Europe, by shutting off the gas pipes.  
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4.7 Polish Opposition to EU Climate Policy 
In a quote by Artur Gradziuk of the Polish Institute of International Affairs6, Poland’s 

relationship to EU climate policy is nicely summed up: “Climate policy is not Poland’s 

favorite EU policy.” (Global Energy Initiative 2014) Costly, overambitious, unrealistic and 

disproportionally burdensome are words used in the Polish discourse on EU climate policies, 

according to Gradziuk (Global Energy Initiative 2014). This is reflected in Poland’s playing 

its veto card on EU climate policies on more than one occasion. Not only has the country 

played a reluctant part in committing to climate policy, Poland is also reluctant to implement 

commitments to EU climate and energy law. Of eleven EU environmental directives, only one 

was adopted into Polish law within the required time frame, some were transported after 

considerable delay and some not at all (ClientEarth 2013). In October 2009 the EU Council 

set the objective that Europe should be a low-carbon economy by 2050, meaning an 80-95 

percent reduction of emissions compared to 1990 levels (European Commission 2011). 

Warsaw openly opposed the 2050 targets. During the EU Energy Council meeting in June 

2012 Poland was the only country to reject the Roadmap 2050, a plan on how to reach a low-

carbon economy by 2050, developed by the European Commission (Skjærseth 2014:1).  

Poland wanted to be removed from binding unilateral EU commitments if the climate 

negotiations in Copenhagen were unsuccessful. Poland entered the negotiation on the 20-20-

20 targets with a hesitant position (Skjærseth 2014: 14). As was the case with eastern 

Germany, Poland experienced a significant drop in GHG emissions as it gained independence 

from the Soviet Union. Poland was not pleased with the EU ETS and the EU taking a 

vulnerable front-runner position in international climate efforts (Skjærseth 2014:14). Poland 

coordinated a negotiation position with the Visegrad group, a formal body of cooperation 

consisting of the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia (Skjærseth 2014:14). The 

2020 package was made feasible by compensating the poorer member states such as Poland 

(Skjærseth 2014:15). The Effort Sharing Decision balanced reduction targets with national 

potential and wealth, measured by BNP. The Poles were very unsatisfied with the EU ETS, 

demanding revision and threatened to veto the 2020 package (Skjærseth 2014:16). Among 

other alterations the Poles wanted to exempt power stations from the EU ETS. Poland ended 

up with landing a phase-in of the EU ETS for their power plants (Skjærseth 2014:16-17).  

                                                
6 Artur Gradziuk, head of international economic relations and global issues programme at the 
polish institute of international affairs.  
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Poland opposed parts of the CCS directive, as well as the Renewable Energy Directive 

(Skjærseth 2014:16). The country was given the target of a 15 percent share renewables by 

2020, compared to the a 7.2 percent in 2005 (Skjærseth 2014:17). Because of Poland’s 

relatively low GDP per capita the country was allowed a 14 percent increase in GHG by 2020 

in the Effort Sharing Agreement (Skjærseth 2014:26). Poland was in 2013 on track of keeping 

the 14 percent target according to the 2013 review of the European Environmental Agency 

(2013).  

In conclusion, Poland was far from the initiator of the 2020 package. In fact it opposed many 

of its directives. However, the Poles accepted the 14 percent increase in GHG in the years 

until 2020 without protest. In implementing the measures Poland can be characterized as 

neither a laggard nor a leader, according to the European Environmental Agency (2013). After 

the 2020 package there were stepped-up negotiations discussing the way further and 

increasing the established targets. In March 2011 the Commission presented a roadmap for 

stepping up the 2020 package (Skovgaard 2014:11). In the roadmap negotiations in the 

summer of 2011 Poland singlehandedly blocked a set of EU Council conclusions on the 

stepping up of targets. Under the Polish presidency the Environment Council adopted a set of 

conclusions on the roadmap, however, without endorsing it and thereby hindering the 

Commission from creating concrete policy proposals (Skovgaard 2014:11). The Roadmap 

2050 presented in December 2011 was meant to set new targets for each decade in order to 

reach the goal of a low-carbon economy by 2050 (Skovgaard 2014:12). By the summer of 

2012, EU energy ministers negotiated roadmap 2050, a negotiation that ended with all 

countries but one supporting the proposal.	   Poland was the only country not to give the 

Roadmap 2050 its support (Skovgaard 2014:11). 

4.8 Summary 
The EU has played a leading role as agenda setter and early committer of climate targets.  The 

2020 climate and energy package from 2007 committed the entire Union to ambitious targets 

to be reached by 2020. The 2030 negotiations cover EU climate policy in the post 2020-

period. Germany and Poland have quite opposite records when it comes to EU climate policy. 

While Germany can be describes as a pusher, Poland can be categorized as a dragger. 

Germany is in the midst of a transition to a sustainable energy system, with high investments 

in renewable energy. However, a large share of its energy production is coal generated. 
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Poland on the other hand has very little focus on renewable energy development and is 

extremely reliant on coal, of which it also has large domestic resources. 
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5 Empirical Record – The EU  
This chapter will account for the development of the negotiations, from January 2014 to the 

decision that was reached in October 2014. The time frame is almost exactly seven months, 

from January 22nd when the EU Commission revealed its proposal for a 2030 framework to 

October 23rd when the EU Council agreed on a framework. The proposals from the EU 

Commission, the EU Parliament and the EU Council will be introduced. The information 

presented is based on the official documents from the institutions where they present their 

positions or proposals to the 2030 climate and energy framework. There is one exception, as a 

leaked document from the EU Council is included in order to capture the developments in the 

very final stages of the negotiation.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Content analysis findings 

 

The table illustrates the findings of the document analysis with regards to the three 2030 

targets; GHG reduction, share of renewable energy and increased energy efficiency. The table 

also presents at what level the targets are binding: country level, EU level or non-binding. The 

final column places the proposals in the strong or weak package scale. In the following 

section each of the three institutions and four proposals will be presented in full detail.  

	  

	  

 

Targets	  	  (percentage	  and	  binding	  at	  what	  level)	   	  

GHG	  reduction	  	   Renewable	  energy	   Energy	  efficiency	   scale	  

EU	  Commission	  	   40	  %	  EU	  level	   27	  %	  EU	  level	   No	   2	  

EU	  Parliament	   40	  %	  EU	  level	   30	  %	  EU	  level	   40	  %	  EU	  level	   3	  

EU	  Council	  leak	   40	  %	  EU	  level	   27	  %	  EU	  level	   30	  %	  not	  binding	   2	  

EU	  Council	  

conclusion	  

40	  %	  EU	  level	   27	  %	  EU	  level	   27	  %	  not	  binding	   2	  
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5.1 Commission Proposal 
On January 22nd 2014 the EU Commission revealed its 2030 climate framework proposal, 

including seven measures: GHG reduction, renewable energy share, energy efficiency, reform 

of the ETS, ensuring competition in integrated markets, competitive and affordable energy for 

all consumers and promoting security of energy supply. The EU Commission suggested an 

EU GHG emission reduction target of 40 percent by 2030 relative to the 1990 level (European 

Commission 2014b:5). The EU Commission recommended that the ETS sectors should 

deliver a 43 percent reduction and non-ETS sectors a 30 percent reduction, both compared to 

the 2005 level. The distribution of targets among Member States should take into account 

distributional factors, like GDP, while securing the ‘integrity’ of the internal market 

(European Commission 2014b:5). The EU Commission expressed that there was no need for 

further ‘conditional targets’ ahead of the COP21 in Paris on behalf of the EU, to create 

incentives for global commitments (European Commission 2014b:6). The proposal also put 

forward a renewable energy target of 27 percent (European Commission 2014b:6). The EU 

Commission underlined the necessity of a high share of renewable energy, saying renewable 

energy should continue to play a fundamental role in the energy transition, in addition to 

reducing the EU’s trade deficit in energy commodities and its exposure to supply disruptions 

and to volatile oil prices. Job growth, growth in innovative technologies and air pollution 

reduction are other highlighted advantages of renewable energy. The renewable energy target 

should be binding at the EU level, and individual states should themselves make 

commitments to meet the EU target, says the proposal (European Commission 2014b:6). The 

proposal did not include an energy efficiency target, but states that after a review of the 

Energy Efficiency Directive from 2012, the EU Commission will come up with suggestions 

regarding amendments or continuation (European Commission 2014b:7). The EU 

Commission proposal is given a value of 2 on the strong or weak package scale. Value 2 

translates to weak package, and applies to those wanting only the GHG target to be binding, 

or wants a weaker than 40 percent GHG target.  

5.2 EU Parliament 
Two weeks after the EU Commission’s proposal was launched, the EU Parliament responded 

by expressing their opinion in a vote. The EU Parliament voted on a 2030 framework for 

climate and energy policies, which included three binding targets of which only the first was 
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completely in line with the EU Commission’s proposal. The EU Parliament agreed with the 

EU Commission in wanting a 40 percent reduction in GHGs compared to the 1990 level 

target. The second two targets were a 30 percent share of renewable energy and a binding 

improvement of energy efficiency target of 40 percent. The three targets were voted for by a 

majority of the EU Parliament with a small margin, 54 percent for and 42 percent against 

(Votewatch 2014). The EU Parliament demonstrated will for a more ambitious climate 

package than what the Commission had suggested. The EU Parliament is credited a value of 3 

on the strong or weak package scale, because it expressed the will for three binding targets, 

but a GHG target at 40 percent. Polish and German MEPs differ in their vote on a 2030 

framework for climate and energy policy in two ways. First, the level of support for the 

package varies and second, the level of cohesion among German and Polish MEPs varies a 

lot. A strong 97 percent of the Polish representatives voted against the package, while 

Germany was divided 56 for and 42 percent against, resembling the numbers of the EU as a 

whole (Votewatch 2014).  The level of cohesion on the vote on the package was among 

Polish representatives 96 percent, while only 33 percent among German representatives 

(Votewatch 2014). The numbers show a more divided German electorate.  

5.3 The EU Council 
There are two documents that make out the EU Council position on the 2030 framework. The 

first is a leaked document dating October 15th, the second is the conclusions of the EU 

Council summit on the 23rd and 24th of October. The EU Council had scheduled meetings 

after the Commission shared its climate proposal without addressing the 2030 framework. 

Some of the meetings that would have been dedicated to the subject of energy and climate 

policy were redirected to energy security and the Ukraine and Russia situation, an 

extraordinary meeting was even held for this topic in March (European Council 2014b). In 

October the climate framework made it to the agenda. Eight days ahead of the summit, a 

conclusion by the general secretariat of the EU Council was leaked. The leak mapped out the 

2030 climate and energy policy framework. The suggested targets for GHG emission 

reduction, renewable energy share and energy efficiency outlined in the leak lied somewhere 

in between the Commission’s proposal and the EU Parliament, in level of ambitiousness. The 

document suggests two binding targets, a 40 percent reduction in GHGs within the EU and a 

30 percent share of renewable energy within the EU, and one indicative energy efficiency 
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target of a 30 percent increase in energy efficiency by 2030, compared to projections of future 

energy consumption (European Council 2014c).  

The final conclusion was made as planned on the 23rd and 24th of October, resulting in a ten 

page document with two binding climate targets and one indicative one. The EU Council’s 

official website refers to the climate framework as the “world’s most ambitious 2030 climate 

energy policy” (European Council 2014d). The EU Council endorsed a climate package with 

three main targets. The GHG reduction target of 40 percent by 2030 compared to 1990 levels 

is domestic for the union meaning a 40 percent GHG reduction must be met within the 

boundaries of the Union, to avoid actors buying quotas from other countries (European 

Council 2014a:2). The renewable energy target of 27 percent states that the share of 

renewable energy consumed in the EU in 2030 should be at least 27 percent. This target 

should be met by Member States’ contributions to the collective EU energy consumption 

(European Council 2014a:5). The final target is the preliminary indicative energy efficiency 

target. The EU Council conclusion states that the energy efficiency target is at least 27 percent 

increased energy efficiency compared to projections of future energy consumption based on 

the current criteria (European Council 2014a:6). The package was close to the leaked 

document dated eight days earlier, except for the reduction of the indicative energy efficiency 

target, from 30 percent to 27 percent increased efficiency. The target is to be reviewed in 

2020 with an increase to 30 percent as an option. The Commission will define priority sectors 

in which significant energy efficiency measures can be taken and the EU and Member States 

are to follow up with regulations and financial aid (European Council 2014a:6). Under the 

energy efficiency target the sovereign right of each Member State to choose its own energy 

mix is highlighted and it is stated that targets will not be translated into national binding 

targets (European Council 2014a:6). Both EU Council documents are value 2 on the strong or 

weak package scale. Only the GHG target is binding on Member State level, the renewable 

energy target is binding at the EU level. This does not qualify for value 3, but can be 

categorized as a high value of 2. An adequate description of the EU Council’s proposals is 

that they lie somewhere in between value 2 and 3. 
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5.3.1 Free Allowances 

Having accounted for the climate targets proposed by the EU institutions, this section 

addresses another aspect of the negotiation, the abatement costs. No national targets were set 

for the non-ETS sectors in any climate package proposals, but the EU Council conclusions 

both state that the Effort Sharing Decision (see chapter four) should be continued. All 

Member States are to contribute to the overall 40 percent GHG reduction target, with efforts 

distributed on the basis of relative GDP per capita (European Council 2014a:4) 

To change an energy-system is costly and some Member States are more vulnerable than 

others because of distributional factors. Distributional factors refer to the varying level of 

wealth in Member States and implies the link between lower income Member States and 

relatively higher carbon intensity, lower energy efficiency and smaller investment capacity 

(European Commission 2014b:5). The Commission addressed the issue of fair distribution in 

its proposal, and the two EU Council conclusions offer different policy solutions to the 

question of distribution of costs. The Commission proposal states that distributional factors 

need to be taken into account when setting country specific GHG reduction targets (European 

Commission 2014b:5). The Commission refers to an analysis (Commission’s Impact 

Assessment) suggesting that Member States with a GDP below the 90 percent of the EU 

average would need investments at a level of 3 billion Euros per annum higher than the 

average EU increase, in the period 2021-2030. The EU Commission concludes that a fair 

distribution of GHG targets among member states is needed, while still ensuring the integrity 

of the internal market, without specifying how the distribution should be decided. The EU 

Parliament’s proposed target of 40 percent GHG reduction is accompanied with a statement 

linking national targets to the situation and potential of each member state (European 

Parliament 2014).  

The EU Council’s conclusion dated ten days before the final agreement suggested an 

allocation of carbon allowances in line with the previous emissions trading scheme (ETS), 

with exemptions for industries at risk of carbon leakage (European Council 2014c:2). 

However, the final framework, dated October 23rd, has another major exemption from carbon 

allowances: “Member States with a GDP per capita below 60 percent of the EU average may 

opt to continue to give free allowances to the energy sector up to 2030.” (European Council 

2014a:3). Free allowances are limited to 40 percent of the total allowances to said country and 
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the 2013 BNP per capita numbers are used to calculate which countries qualify (European 

Council 2014a:3).  

 

5.3.2 The Reserve Fund 

Both EU Council conclusions, dating the 15th and the 23rd of October, called for the 

establishment of a ‘reserve fund’. The wording is exactly identical in the two conclusions, 

except for one important factor: the size of the fund. The leaked conclusion dating October 

15th suggested a level between one and two percent. The final EU Council conclusion landed 

on the following: “a new reserve of 2% of the EU ETS allowances will be set aside to address 

particularly high additional investment needs in low income Member States (GDP per capita 

below 60% of the EU average)” (European Council 2014a:3). The proceeds of the reserve 

should be used to improve energy efficiency and to modernize the energy systems of “these” 

member states and the use of the funds should be fully transparent (ibid). The reserve will 

serve to establish a fund which will be managed by the beneficiary Member States with the 

involvement of the European Investment Bank in the selection of projects (European Council 

2014a:3).  
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6 The Empirical Record – Media 
The data gathered from the media analysis will be presented in the following chapter. The 

analysis included 25 articles from the German newspaper, Frankfurter Allgemeine, 12 from 

the Polish Gazeta Wyborcza, 35 from the Polish Rzeczpospolita and 16 from the German 

Süddeutsche Zeitung. All together 87 articles were included in the media analysis, (see table 

on the following page). All articles in the chosen newspapers in the time frame from January 

1st 2014 to November 1st 2014 including the words “EU”, “2030”, “climate” and “energy” are 

the basis for the data presented. A short repetition of the values on strong or weak package 

scale follows: value one is given to actors wanting no climate package, or postponement of 

EU commitments until after the Paris summit in 2015, value two for actors who are not 

against the climate package, but want a weak package, which entails only a GHG reduction 

target, no energy efficiency or renewable energy targets. Value three is given to actors who 

want the climate package, and value four is for those who demand a stronger climate package, 

requesting a higher GHG reduction target than 40 percent, or wanting binding energy 

efficiency and renewable energy targets.  

This chapter will first address the German media analysis, and then follows the findings from 

the Polish media analysis. References to the articles, from which the information presented 

originates, are given in the form of numbers in brackets. Each number represents an article7, 

the German articles are listed in appendix 3 and the Polish articles in appendix 4. 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

                                                
7 Note that the German section and Polish section are seperated. ”[1]” in the German section 
represents article no. 1 in appendix 3. ”[1]” in the Polish section means article no. 1 in 
appendix 4.  
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6.1 German Media 
There were 41 articles on the EU 2030 climate and energy negotiation in the two German 

newspapers in the defined timeline. The newspapers together accounted for 53 actors8, 

including persons, organizations and businesses, (see full table in appendix 1). This section 

will introduce the actors and their opinions in the EU climate negotiation as outlined in the 

articles. For structural reasons the information is divided into six categories: government, 

opposition, business and industry, environmentalists and NGOs and institutions, and finally 

Poland. Table 4 illustrates the findings of the German media analysis, listing all the actors by 

category in column two, and showing their mean value on the 1 to 4 scale in the third column. 

The range in value is accounted for in the fourth column in order to illustrate level of division 

within the categories. Finally, the table also informs whether the category as a whole is coded 

as either satisfied or dissatisfied or both at the different stages of the negotiation. The 

information from the table will serve as a point of departure for the more in-depth analysis of 

the actors in the separate sections for each category. 

	  

	  

	  

                                                
8 This number is smaller than the sum of the number of actors listed in the table (47 + 35) 
because some actors are recorded in both newspapers. 

Newspaper	   ∑	  articles	   ∑	  actors	  

Frankfurter	  Allgemeine	   25	   47	  

Süddeutsche	  Zeitung	   16	   35	  

Gazeta	  Wyborcza	   12	   47	  

Rzeczpospolita	   34	   44	  

Total	   87	   	  	  

Table 3: Newspapers and number of articles included in the media analysis 
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Category 

 
Actors 

 
𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏 

  
range 

 
D/S 

Government 
and country 

Angela Merkel (CDU),  Barbara Hendricks (SPD), CDU, 
Germany, Government, Kurt Lauk (CDU), Matthias 
Groote (SPD), Peter Liese (CDU), Sigmar Gabriel 
(SPD), SPD 

   4       1 Both 

Opposition Alternative für Deustchland, Die Grünen, Die Linken, 
Die Piraten, Oliver Krischer (Die Grünen), Rebecca 
Harms (Die Grünen), Reinhard Bütikofer (Die Grünen) 

  4     3    D 

Business and 
industry 

Agora Energiewende, Bundesverband der Deutschen 
Industrie, Bundesverband für erneubare Energien, Car 
industry, Industry, Lutz Göbel (Familieunternehmer), 
Markus Beyrer (Business Europe), Markus Kerber 
(BDI), Steel Industry 

  2      3 Both 

Environmental-
ists, NGO’s and 
institutes 

Der Naturschutzverband, Deutsche Naturschutzring, 
Environmentalists, Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace, 
NABU, Regine Günther (WWF), WWF 

  4     0     D 

Poland Ewa Kopacz, FAKT, Poland, Poland and eastern Europe, 
Poland and England 

   1     1    S 

Table 4: Actors in categories, German media analysis	   	   	   	    

6.1.1 Government 

The position of Germany in the negotiation was frequently discussed in the articles; Germany 

and the German government were together mentioned 19 times. The media analysis shows a 

German government very much in favor of a strong energy and climate package, all except 

one actor in this category are coded with the value four, which gives the category a mean 

value of four and a range of one because of one actor’s coding as a three. The government is 

coded as both satisfied and dissatisfied. After the EU Commission’s proposal some concern 

was raised because there were no plans for country specific renewable energy targets 

[6,7,8,29]9. After October 23rd the government was described as dissatisfied with the 

outcome, particularly because there was little commitment to renewable energy production 

[24,25]. An argument repeated in four different articles is economic in nature, stating that 

because Germany already has committed itself to an ambitious domestic renewable energy 

target, the so-called ‘EcoElectricity goal’10, Germany would gain economically from Member 

States having to follow suit [1,2,5,13]. This is reflected in the fact that a binding renewable 

energy target was called for in 14 instances. Germany has already invested and would gain 

competitively if others followed; in addition increased commitment to renewable energy in 

                                                
9 See appendix, table over German articles, articles 6, 7, 8 and 29.  
10 The ‘Ökostromziel’: The share of renewable energy in German power supply is set to be 
80% by 2050.  
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other parts of Europe would mean great opportunities for export of German industry and 

knowledge. The parties included in the current coalition government, the Social Democratic 

Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands), and the Christian Democratic Union 

(Christlich Democratische Union), have expressed an interest in a strong climate package. 

The Social Democratic Party claimed that a 40 percent GHG reduction was too little, giving 

the actor a value of four [36,19], while the Christian Democratic Union more moderately 

found the 40 percent target sufficient giving it value three [36]. Another issue discussed only 

early on in the negotiation is that the German government is skeptical towards opening up to 

shale gas exploration in the EU. Germany wanted a moratorium on shale gas exploration in 

the EU, allowing only fracking under “very special circumstances” [3]. Legislation on shale 

gas exploration never made it into any of the EU proposals and was never mentioned again in 

the German media after the Commission proposal in January.  

Minister of Environment Barbara Hendricks was one of the government’s most frequently 

mentioned members. The Social Democratic politician is coded as being in favor of an 

ambitious and strong climate package and claims that the most important goal is to reduce 

GHG emissions, but that renewable energy and energy efficiency also are vital, and is coded 

with value four in every instance [8,23,25,27,29,35,40]. The Environment Minister was 

concerned that a strong GHG target without a renewable energy target might lead to a nuclear 

renaissance in Europe [29,8], an argument repeated by politicians from the Christian 

Democratic Union [2]: her colleague Sigmar Gabriel, Minister of Economic Affairs and 

Energy, has shared her opinion on the climate package, and was also awarded the value four. 

The title of one article was even “Two ministers, one goal” illustrating how in tune the two 

ministers were on the climate issue when negotiating in Brussels [27]. Gabriel on several 

occasions mentioned the EcoElectricity goal and how important it was that the EU follows 

Germany on renewable energy [1,7,12,13].  

Chancellor Angela Merkel on the other hand was more difficult to place in the dimension and 

was left with a question mark instead of a 1-4 value. Her quotations underscored her 

commitment to the climate package, claiming agreement ahead of Paris as vital [22,25]. After 

agreement was reached she was disappointed the targets were not higher [24], but was also 

coded as satisfied and proud of her country’s efforts, as well as having put together a deal 

which will make the EU a stronger player in the Paris summit [25,42]. During the 

negotiations she never called for higher targets in any of the articles included in the analysis. 
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According to Environment Minister Hendricks, Merkel earned the title “climate minister” 

[23]. A member of the Green Party had on the other hand accused both Merkel and the 

Minister of Economic Affairs and Energy, Gabriel, for being advocates for the coal industry, 

referring to the concessions given to the Polish power sector in the climate package [25].  

Other members of the government parties have expressed similar arguments and interests in 

the negotiations as Merkel, Gabriel and Hendricks. The Social Democratic MEP, Matthias 

Groote, expressed strong will for a three-target approach, with a GHG reduction target and 

binding renewable energy and energy efficiency targets [2]. Following the agreement in the 

EU Council he expressed with deep regret that the EU no longer is a world leader in climate 

policy [8]. The Christian Democratic colleagues Kurt Lauk and Peter Liese shared Groote’s 

disappointment after the summit. Peter Liese repeated the argument of the need for a 

renewable energy target because a GHG reduction target alone would mean subsides for 

nuclear power [2]. In the initial phase he seemed positive on the negotiation and expressed 

that the tight collaboration between the Minster of Economic Affairs and Minister of 

Environment gave Germany a stronger voice in Europe [27]. In the end he was satisfied there 

was a renewable energy target, but was concerned the climate package was not strong enough 

[6,25]. However, the Minister of Environment and the Minister of Economic Affairs and 

Energy were both coded as satisfied with the package. The former stated “We in Europe are 

now the first to make a contribution to the planned climate summit in Paris in 2015” [25]. The 

latter was a little less enthusiastic claiming though Germany wanted more, he was satisfied 

that agreement was possible [25].  

6.1.2 Opposition 

The German opposition, here categorized as all political parties not part of the coalition 

government, and the politicians representing them, were generally more extreme than the 

government parties in their position on the climate package. The average value on the strong 

or weak framework scale is four, all recordings except one was coded as in favor of a strong 

climate package. The range value is three, an extreme value because one actor in the category 

is against the package all together. Disappointment is the only recorded response of this group 

to the climate package.    

The Green Party (Die Grünen) was the most vocal opposition party in the two newspapers, 

being mentioned in seven articles [6,14,19,25,36,40,41]. The Green Party was very positive to 
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the climate package and imagined a strong climate agreement led by an ambitious Germany. 

The party wanted Germany to commit to a full phase out of coal by 2030 and was 

disappointed by the 40 percent GHG target set in the agreement [25]. In the words of former 

Green Party leader Reinhard Bütikofer, “the EU is no longer a climate champion” [41]. A 

German politician representing the Greens in the EU Parliament expressed distress that 

renewable energy production will succumb in response to the proposal by the EU 

Commission in January, a target that never increased in the final framework [6]. The Left 

Party (die Linke) agreed with the Greens on the GHG target in finding 40 percent to be too 

little [36], as did the Pirate Party (die Piraten) [36]. The other end of the extreme scale is the 

Eurosceptic and conservative party, Alternative for Germany (Alternative für Deutschland). 

Alternative for Germany did not support the climate package [36], being a Eurosceptic party 

it is against most EU initiatives.  

6.1.3 Business and Industry 

Business and industry had the low value of two, on the strong or weak framework scale and a 

large range value of three. However, few concrete statements on the actors’ positions mean 

the values are only based on a very small selection; only four actors could be coded by the 1 

through 4 scale. Recordings are coded as both disappointment and satisfaction in this group. 

Statements made on behalf of the car industry, the steel industry and German industry in 

general all suggest losing competitively is a major concern [23,20]; these actors are all coded 

with values one or two. An efficient EU ETS will possibly be extremely costly for the steel 

industry, one representative claiming it will cost them up to 100 billion Euros in the ten years 

from 2020 to 2030 [23]. Arguments like: the EU already has the world’s most demanding 

climate legislation, and a new package will just increase the pressure, is common among the 

industry actors [20,23,4]. An exception is the German Renewable Energy Federation 

(Bundesverband für erneubare energien), which responded with disappointment over the 

targets agreed upon, claiming they were too weak [25]. For them, a binding renewable energy 

targets would mean lucrative business across Europe. The Federation of German Industries 

(BDI) was coded as satisfied based on statements following the EU Commission proposal in 

January [29], but after agreement was reached in October the BDI warned that the targets put 

Europe under even more pressure than before, and that the world needs to follow in the Paris 

summit in order for Europe not to lose competitively [25]. The German association for family 

run-firms (Die Familienunternehmer) expressed relief over the result of the climate 
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negotiations, but not because a commitment to battle climate change had been made. The 

head of the association expressed hope that strong EU legislation will lead to the phase out of 

German renewable energy subsidizing (the EEG) and was happy there was no binding 

renewable energy target claiming a functioning ETS is the best way to reduce emissions [25].  

6.1.4 Environmentalists, NGOs and Institutes 

All environmentalists are coded as wanting a very strong climate agreement (four) and being 

disappointed (D) with the EU decisions, both the initial EU Commission proposal and the 

final EU Council decision. All recordings in this category are coded with four or D, making it 

completely coherent. Most German articles used for the analysis include the opinion of an 

environmentalist organization, NGO or other. Greenpeace is referred to in eight articles 

making it the most common actor within this category [3,6,9,19,24,29,33,41]. 

There are often deviant interests in the question of energy systems between organizations 

dedicated to combating climate change and nature preservation organizations focusing on 

more local animal life and ecosystems (Gullberg 2013). This conflict however is not made 

visible in the media analysis where the interests of the two German environment and nature 

protection organization NABU (Naturschutzbund Deutschland) and Deutsche Naturschutzring 

are in line with the interests of the international climate organizations. The two German 

environmental organizations claim along with German environmentalists that a 55 percent 

GHG target is needed, 15 percent higher than what was agreed upon in the EU [8,25]. The 

president of NABU stated that the Ukraine crisis has shed light on the EU’s reliance on 

imports as an argument for a strong climate package [13]. Greenpeace, WWF (World Wide 

Fund for Nature) and Friends of the Earth were strong in their messages to the media, 

claiming the package was weak and even a gift to the fossil fuel industry, and to the Russian 

oligarchs [19]. The director of Greenpeace Europe spoke frankly about the funds allocated to 

the Polish energy sector in the 2020 agreement from 2007, saying that had the funds been 

used as prescribed, Poland would now be a viable clean energy producer [41]. Just ahead of 

the EU Council summit in October Regine Günther, director for energy and climate policy at 

WWF Germany expressed that “the increase in energy efficiency – containing the level of 

energy wasted – is not seriously addressed and the target for reducing greenhouse gases is 

pathetic.” [22]. Another actor included in this category is the research institute Agora 

Energiewende, which is not coded by the scale or as being disappointed or satisfied with the 
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outcome of the package. Its contribution to the analysis is its’ claim that less grids will be 

needed in Germany than what was previously believed [33]. The importance of the statement 

is that it highlights a debate in Germany; one of the major controversial consequences of the 

Energiewende is the need to expand the grids across the land, which is not completely 

popular.  This topic is usually one that divides the preferences of the climate organizations 

and the local environmentalists.  

6.1.5 Poland 

The single most frequently addressed country in the German media analysis was Poland. With 

a mean value of one, although there are some recordings coded with value two as well (the 

mean value presented in table 4 is rounded to the closest integer number), Poland was the 

most negative to a climate package of all the actor categories. However, only satisfaction was 

expressed from Poland after the agreement was reached.  

Poland was recurrently addressed as a dangerous actor in the negotiation, suggesting that 

agreement in October was not of importance to Poland [16,21,40,41], though the term veto 

was only used once about the Poles [16]. The Polish demands recorded from the German 

media were: no more than 35 percent GHG reduction target, no renewable energy target and 

no energy efficiency target [5,13,16]. In addition, a large Polish concern was that there should 

not be implemented any EU law implemented against pursuing shale gas exploration in 

Member States [4,9]. The high dependency on coal was mentioned as an important factor. 

One article referred to the Poles being dependent on coal for 90 percent of their energy 

production [5], another stated the country is dependent on coal and therefore not interested in 

a functioning EU ETS [8]. A third article suggested climate policy would hit the Poles hard 

because of the role of coal [21]. A Polish newspaper, FAKT, was quoted in the German 

media, claiming electricity prices in Poland would increase by as much as 80 percent, if the 

proposed climate legislation would be implemented [41]. The Ukraine crisis argument was 

played a couple of times [16,21], the logic being that the Ukraine crisis is a threat to energy 

security, therefore indigenous energy sources, like coal, should not be phased out at this point 

in time. A strong reaction to Russia from the EU became a bargaining chip for the Poles, 

claiming they would veto any climate package unless the EU addressed the Ukraine Russia 

conflict [16].  
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There were two Prime Ministers in Poland between January and October 2014. Prime 

Minister Ewa Kopacz assumed office in September 2014, in the middle of the negotiation, 

when her predecessor Donald Tusk was elected President of the EU Council. Donald Tusk 

was mentioned in an article in March, where he argued that the Russian threat pushed energy 

security to the very top of the agenda, and he identified EU climate legislation as a threat [5]. 

Prime Minister Ewa Kopacz was quoted in the German news in October, saying the 

negotiation was very difficult, and that her wish was to return to Warsaw having secured that 

there would be no increase in electric energy prices in Poland [9]. In the days leading up to 

the final EU Council summit the Poles’ demand for a solidarity mechanism to fund the energy 

system upgrade of less wealthy states was covered by German news in two instances [23,41]. 

“Poland demands this mechanism” is the wording in one article, the other article is more 

specific saying 10 percent of emission allowances should be given to less wealthy member 

states. After the summit the Poles were describes as very satisfied, due to the large 

concessions and economic aid they were given, as well as having avoided a binding energy 

efficiency target [42,25].  
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6.2 Polish Media 
The Polish media analysis covered 46 articles on the 2030 negotiation including 76 actors, 

(see full table in appendix 2). The subsequent sections will follow the structure of the German 

media analysis mapping the actors and their interests and arguments in the two Polish 

newspapers, Gazeta Wyborcza and Rzeczpospolita.  

	  

 
Category 

 
Actors 

 
mean 

  
range 

 
D/S 

Government 
and country 

Andrzej Czerwinski (PO), Andrzej Halicki (minister of 
adm), Bronislaw Komorowski (president), dep. 
minister of the environment, Donald Tusk, Ewa 
Kopacz, Government representatives, Grzegorz 
Schetyna (foreign minister), Janusz Piechinksi (leader 
of PSL), Poland, Polish delegation, Polish experts, 
Polish diplomatic sources, polish government, Poles, 
Rafał Trzaskowski (PO), Vladimir Karpinski (treasury 
minister) 

   
 
   2 

 
 
   2 

 
 
   S 

Opposition Andrew Rozenek (Your Movement), Anna Kalata 
(SLD), Lech Kaczynski (PiS), Marcin Korolec 
(independent), opposition, right wing groups, Ryszard 
Kalisz (SLD), Zbigniew Ziobro (SPZZ)   

  
   2 

  
   2 

   
 both 
 

Business and 
industry 

Daria Kulczycka (Lewiatan), Dariusz Marzec (PGE), 
Energa (electricity company), entrepreneurs, Krzysztof 
Karolczyk (Fortum CHP), Krzysztof Killian (PGE), 
Marek Wosczyk (PGE), Markus J. Beyrer (Business 
Europe), Mikael Lemström (Fortum power and heat), 
Monika Morawiecka (gas and electrical company), 
Paul Smolen (Eurocoal), PKEE, RWE 

 
 1/2 

 
  1 

 
 D 

Environmental-
ists, NGO’s and 
institutes 

2050.pl (org), Environmental Protection Agency, 
Environmentalists, Green lobby, Greenpeace, Hans-
Werner Sinn (IFO institute), Institute of renewable 
energy, Przeforowalo (red-green lobby org),  

 
  3 

 
   3 

    
  D 

Germany German thinktanks (EKOFYS, PIK, Climate 
Analytics), German press, Germany, Germany and 
France, Germany and the UK and the Netherlands 

  4     0   D 

Table 5: Actors in categories, Polish media analysis 

	   	   	   	   	  

Table 5 illustrates the interests of each actor category in a strong or weak climate framework, 

as well as the dispersion of interests within the categories, and the level of dissatisfaction or 

satisfaction with the outcome of the climate package, based on information provided by the 

media analysis.  
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6.2.1 Government  

The Polish government is a coalition between the moderately conservative Civic Platform 

(Platforma Obywatelska - PO) and the agrarian Polish Peoples’ Party (Polskie Stronnictwo 

Ludowe - PSL). The media analysis confirms the German portrayal of the Polish 

government’s attitude towards the climate package as an actor which is skeptic and reluctant. 

Most actors in the government are coded with a value of two and some even with a value of 

one. The government itself is coded with a value of one in one instance [21], and previous 

Prime Minister Donald Tusk and member of Civic Platform and Deputy Foreign Minister 

Rafał Trzaskowski are also recorded with a value of one [20,35,]. In the articles included in 

the analysis, Poland as an actor is mentioned 11 times. Initially the question of EU shale gas 

restrictions was a hot topic in the media, however the term is not addressed in later phases of 

the negotiation. Shale gas is mentioned as an argument against EU climate legislation, saying 

it will hurt Polish energy security and economy [35,36]. Agreement was reached early on that 

the EU would not apply restrictions to the shale gas exploration in member states. The deal 

was considered a victory for Poland, but it was also a solicitation for Poland to cooperate on 

the climate package, a trade-off, according to an anonymous senior Eurocrat [36]. Poland 

along with England was in opposition to the EU imposing restrictions on shale gas 

exploration.  

A mean value on the strong or weak package scale just below two signals the Polish 

government as an actor who demands the lowering of targets. An article from mid October 

however, suggested Poland was ready to accept the 40 percent GHG reduction target and that 

the burden of the negotiation had moved to a discussion over the scale and form of 

compensation to the Polish [42]. “Much depends on whether and how Berlin will be able to 

pay for climate policy” says the article [42]. Leaks from the day of the final EU Council 

summit reveal that the negotiators worked on the compensation mechanism until the final 

hour before the summit [44]. According to the Polish media the Poles would not agree to 

“further burdens to the Polish economy” and compensation was needed [26,44]. The phrasing 

further burdens relates to the Polish debate on which party is to blame for Polish commitment 

to the 2020 climate and energy package, recognized as a disasterous move in the Polish 

political scene. EU climate legislation was already a highly controversial issue in Poland from 

the last round in 2007, to the degree that climate commitment was one of the issues that Prime 

Minister Ewa Kopacz brought up in her inaugural address when she assumed office mid-term 
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[43,19]. In her inaugural address she promised not to allow climate legislation with negative 

implications for Polish energy prices and industry, a promise, which has frequently been used 

as leverage both by the government and the opposition [43]. Rafał Trzaskowski, a Civic 

Platform politician, explains that the opposition had unrealistic demands for the negotiation, 

because they were not happy with the commitments made in 2007 [46].  Realistically though, 

Poland could not easily have vetoed the package because they would have been alone in 

conflict with the rest of the union. Terminating the climate package would basically mean 

leaving the union, said Trzaskowski [46].  

When assuming office one of the hurdles for Kopacz was convincing the Sejm (the Polish 

Parliament), that she would be a strong negotiator in Brussels in order to avoid another Polish 

defeat, as the 2007 outcome was viewed. Kopacz is mentioned in ten instances in the media 

analysis, and coded with a value of two, wanting a weaker climate package than initially 

suggested by the EU Commission. Energy prices were a major concern for Kopacz and one 

that she stressed in many instances [15,17,19,22,26,42,44]: “My government does not agree to 

the additional provisions to mean additional costs to our economy and higher energy prices 

for consumers” she stated on October 1st [15]. She claimed that the Commission proposal 

would result in a doubling of the prices of energy in Poland and that as she had promised the 

Sejm, she would never agree to this [43]. Later in October, in the days before the summit her 

demands were made clear in the media. She wanted the time period for the free emission 

permits for the Polish power sector to be expanded to 2030, in order to keep the electricity 

prices down [22]. In another article from the day before the summit she said that Poland 

would only agree to the package if their demands were met [26]. According to Prime Minister 

Kopacz, Poland received 100 percent in the negotiation, her promises that energy prices will 

not increase were realized [29]. The following statements illustrate her conviction of success 

“I sighed with relief, so should Poles. No one gave us any guarantees that our demands would 

be met in Brussels.” and “We came back with a shield. We got practically 100 percent of what 

we came here for.”  [29] Other cabinet members share the strong and unbudging appearance 

of Ewa Kopacz. In early October the Minister of Administration and Civic Platform 

politician, Michał Boni, addressed the media with confidence, claiming Poland’s demands 

were clear; there should be no further burdening of the Poles and that a veto is not ruled out. 

“We have a very strong and confident position. But from our initial talks it seems both 

Germany and France will take the Polish position into consideration.” [17] 
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The leader of the agrarian government party, the Polish People’s Party, Janusz Piechociński, 

is Minister of Economy and Deputy Prime Minister. He was coded with a value of two and 

named the Polish economy and industry as his priorities over the climate package [4]. He 

stated that the vision of a green and smog free Europe is naïve and that heavy compensation is 

needed for European industry to stay in the region despite the hostile climate legislation [4]. 

The party leader claimed victory for Poland after the summit and stated “I think this strategy 

made us intelligible and understandable for our partners, and it was evident that we had very 

great determination.” [29] He also claimed the goal of issuing a veto threat was to achieve 

solutions that improve the conditions from 2007 and 2008 and extends the terms for 

concessions to the Polish energy sector [29]. After agreement was finally reached in Brussels 

in October, recordings only showed satisfaction with the outcome within this category. 

Former Prime Minister Donald Tusk stated that maybe he should not admit this, but he could 

not have done a better job himself and he wants to congratulate Kopacz for her 

accomplishments in Brussels [45].  

The Polish population was coded with a value of three based on information from a national 

poll presented in an article [6]. According to the article 59 percent of Poles are for the EU 

climate policy and 67 percent believe climate change will affect their lives and their families’ 

lives [6]. The general population is coded as more positive to the climate package than their 

government representatives.  

6.2.2 Opposition 

In the category opposition members of the opposition parties are included, as well as 

politicians without party affiliation as there are quite a few independents. In ten instances 

opposition voices were raised in the Polish articles. The mean value is the same as for the 

government, two. The opposition as a whole is in the media described as opponents of the 

climate package and wishing to veto it. However, some voices diversify the portrayal of 

Poland as an anti-climate actor. 

The most vocal opponent of the climate package outcome was the leader of the Eurosceptic 

Law and Justice Party, Kaczynski, who was coded with the value one [33]. He claimed that 

the deal was bad for Poland economically and that Poland was bought by Germany. “In short 

the commitments make our economic growth incomparably more expensive and far more 

difficult.” he said. His criticism did not end there, he also argued that the Poles should not be 
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deceived by the “good will” of the Germans when in fact Germany gave Poland just what 

they deserved, and had the Polish government been stricter they would have gotten more [33].  

Ziobro, leader of the opposition party Solidarity, agreed with the Law and Justice leader in his 

criticism of the Polish agreement in Brussels, he was not satisfied with the deal that was made 

[32].  

Andrew Rozenek, leader of Your Movement, a pro-European party, was pleased with the 

outcome because Poland was granted an extension on free allowances to the power sector 

until 2030 and that agreement was finally reached [34]. He criticized the opponents of the 

agreement, and claimed Ziobro had no understanding of energy policy [34]. The media sums 

up the opposition voices as negative to the climate package and as backers of a veto-play. 

Anna Kalata from the Democratic Left Alliance was coded with a value of three, as she 

emphasized the positive effects of the climate legislation on Poland; diversified energy mix 

and increased energy security, by implementing more gas and renewable energy [10]. The 

independent Marcin Korolec, former Environment Minster, under the Donald Tusk 

administration, who was let go under unclear circumstances in November 2013, is coded with 

a value of three [14]. He claimed that green and growth goes hand in hand, and argued for 

energy efficiency as a means to reduce emissions and be competitive [13]. He was also on 

record saying, the EU wants to do a lot of changes, which are important and needed [39]. 

Finally the red-green lobby was recorded in the beginning of the negotiation, arguing for 

tighter shale gas legislation [36], a battle that they lost when this legislation was ruled out of 

the climate package at an early stage.   

6.2.3 Business and Industry 

Business and industry interests have been frequently mentioned in both Polish newspapers. 

This category build on the statements from fourteen recordings. The voices of the industry 

and business spoke with a unified voice of concern with the EU ambitions for climate 

legislation. Equal number of values one and two give a mean value just between them, with a 

range of one. Energy producers, electricity companies and energy intensive industries are 

represented in the articles and statements show they all have concerns for the implication new 

climate legislation will have on the Polish economy and energy prices.  

The CEO of Business Europe is quoted in the Polish media, as well as in the German. He 

urged the EU to wait until the world summit in 2015 before making any commitments, 
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claiming Europe might end up losing “again” otherwise [3]. The German electric power 

company RWE was negative to large commitments from Poland to reduce GHG levels, 

because the country would necessarily be dependent on coal until 2030 [11]. However, in the 

long term the company claimed that renewable energy sources will play a significant role in 

the Polish energy mix by 2050 [11]. The Polish Electricity Association (PKEE) was 

tremendously concerned with EU climate legislation, claiming it would destroy as many as 

600.000 jobs in energy intensive industries like producers of cement, paper, coke, metals and 

chemicals, and it will of course effect the number of employees in coal mining [12,13,24]. 

The PKEE represents the coal sector and had little interest in a modernized decentralized 

energy system, which the EU legislation aims at [13]. Another company that showed concern 

was PGE, the largest energy producer in Poland. The Vice President of PGE said, “we cannot 

afford revolutionary change.” [18] Energy security and energy prices were his main 

objections to the EU climate package [18]. Two representatives of the power producing 

company Fortum CHP have been featured in the Polish articles. The president of the company 

said the EU should be satisfied with agreeing on targets, and then let the member states decide 

how to reach them [24]. Another representative of the company said that coal is what Poland 

has got, and that climate measures should focus on the most efficient use of that resource [39]. 

Head of The Pacific Gas and Electricity Company, Monika Morawiecka, was another strong 

advocate of the Polish hard line against EU climate policy. She argued that the increase on the 

price tag of CO2 emissions leads to price increases in electricity and draws on an argument 

others in the power industry also use, that 1988 should be made the reference year used in 

climate targets (instead of 1990, which was the level set for the 2020 package) [39]. A 

representative of Fortum CHP backed this proposal when he said Poland still had highly 

polluting factories from the Soviet era in 1988, and that Poland lost the battle for the reference 

year when 1990 was chosen in the last climate package negotiation [39]. The Confederation 

of Lewiatan, the largest organization in Poland representing business and employers, was 

coded with a value of two [3]. Their argument was that climate legislation would have 

negative effects on the Polish economy, and that a cement factory already had moved across 

the border to the Ukraine [3]. A group described as entrepreneurs in an article had interests in 

line with that of the power companies. They argued that energy prices already are twice as 

high in Europe compared to Russia or the United States and climate commitments might 

worsen the situation [36]. There is one energy producer that sees an opportunity in the EU 
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climate targets, Energa. The energy producer has only one statement in the media analysis, in 

which it expresses interest for solar energy production [13].  

6.2.4 Environmentalists, NGOs and Institutes 

The Institute of Renewable Energy nicely sums up the previous category and simultaneously 

builds a bridge to the following when saying, “it is problematic that the coal industry is so 

well represented in Poland” [13]. There were few references to environmentalists or NGOs in 

the Polish media. Those that exist understandably showed advocates of a strong climate 

package, all coded with a value of four. This category also includes research institutes, a 

group with wider spectrum of values on the strong or weak package scale, which moderates 

the mean value of this category to three.  

Greenpeace was referred to once, with a spokesperson that argued that one of the reasons 

Poland got to increase GHG emissions in the Effort Sharing Agreement is that the country 

had few cars per capita and that Poland should be allowed to reach the western level of car 

ownership [44]. He objected to this notion and claimed that rather than following Western 

development Poland should be innovative and invest in railway [44]. Another reference to 

“green interests” is environmentalists, which were mentioned in one instance. Their interest is 

a 50 percent GHG reduction target [35].  

There were three references to the Warsaw Institute for Economic Studies (WISE). Maciej 

Bukowski, president of WISE was coded with a value of one, because he has stated that the 

EU should not commit to climate targets before Paris [24]. Even though he did not want to see 

commitment to a climate package in 2014, he also did not recommend a veto from the Polish 

delegation. In one article he claims that a Polish veto is highly unlikely because Poland does 

not exist in a vacuum [39]. Concessions to Poland and Polish agreement is more probable, he 

said [39]. Bukowski criticized the Polish government, which is supposedly very concerned 

with the electricity prices for consumers, while donating large shares of their budget to 

mining pensions [39].  And after the summit he concluded that the Polish government should 

rather have focused their energy on getting a larger Compensation Fund, which was set at 2 

percent, instead of securing the extension of free permits to the power sector [45]. He argued 

that the free permits do not encourage reform and modernization, while the fund is the 

financial base for growth and competitiveness on the energy market [45]. The final actor 

addressed in this section was the organization ‘2050.pl’, which was coded with a value of 
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four. They claimed that lowering the use of energy while also securing economic 

development was possible, and that it would not serve Poland well if they tried to lower the 

EU’s ambition on climate policies [8].  

6.2.5 Germany 

Germany is in every instance recorded with wanting strong and binding targets, giving the 

country a value of four. Germany is the most coherent actor in the analysis, with a range value 

of zero.  

Chancellor Angela Merkel is recorded was three instances in the Polish media. She expressed 

the wish for a strong climate package [23], and after agreement in October she was coded as 

disappointed with the outcome though hoping the Paris summit will lead to more 

commitments from the EU [29]. Germany was recognized as an important player for the 

Polish vote on the package, because along with France, Germany was the sponsor of the 

compensation fund [23]. According to the newspaper Gazeta Wyborcza the last part of the 

negotiation took place in a foursome between prime ministers Kopacz and Merkel and 

presidents Hollande and von Rompuy hours before the summit, actually delaying the EU 

Council meeting one and a half hours [44,45]. Merkel and Hollande finally gave in to the 

Polish demands for a reserve fund, but Kopacz also demanded that 40 percent of allowances 

to the Polish power sector should be free until 2030 [45]. Merkel supposedly offered no more 

than 10 percent and only to 2025 [45].  However, after the first EU Council meeting October 

the 23rd Merkel finally agreed to the tough Polish demands and Germany gave in to the 

demand for a reserve fund and free allowances until 2030 for the Polish power sector [45]. 

The concessions Poland demanded entailed economic burdens for other countries, and 

reaching a compromise on the climate package was important enough for Berlin to take on the 

economic burden of Poland. The day after the summit Polish media printed the opinions of 

the German press on the climate compromise, which included words such as weak, 

unambitious and shortsighted, indicating dissatisfaction in Germany [30]. The headline of the 

German newspaper Die Zeit was printed in the Polish press “Poland managed to torpedo two 

important energy goals” [31]. 
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7 Analysis I: Who got what?  

7.1 Introduction  
The aim of the analysis is to gain insights into the negotiation by testing the validity of the 

two hypotheses put forward in the theoretical chapter (hypothesis I: Poland had a negotiating 

advantage due to its comparatively small win-set; hypothesis II: Unbalanced Polish 

dependency on Germany would give Germany the upper hand in the negotiation). The first 

analysis chapter will address the relationship between the expressed will of the countries and 

the output of the negotiation. The chapter will conclude on the relative success of each 

country in the negotiation, in other words, establish who got what. 

7.2 Country Interests 
In order to establish Poland’s and Germany’s interests in the negotiation their win-sets are 

outlined based on information from the empirical record. Putnam’s two-level game theory 

does not account for what a state’s interest is as an accumulated form of all the inhabitants’ 

wishes. Instead it explains how the different groups within the state influence what is feasible 

to achieve at the international level. The size of the win-sets is decided by the traits of the 

domestic constituents as well as the qualities of the negotiation itself. For the former the 

power, preferences and possible coalitions among domestic constituents are factors that 

contribute to the win-set size. For the latter the following traits influence the win-set size: type 

of issue (heterogeneous or homogeneous), what groups are affected, the politicization of the 

issue and trade-off potential. Using the data accounted for in the empirical record the outline 

of the Polish and German win-sets is presented. The power, interests and coalitions of the 

actors recorded in the media analysis will account for the size of the win-set in each country. 

The qualities of the negotiation and the effects this had on the win-sets will also be accounted 

for.  

7.2.1 Germany’s Win-set 

Germany’s preferred outcome in the 2030 negotiation. The Germans preferred a strong 

climate treaty. They expressed a will for at least a 40 percent GHG target. While the Social 

Democratic Party was keen on a higher GHG target, of 55 percent, the Christian Democratic 
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Union Party was satisfied with the 40 percent goal. German environmentalists agreed with the 

Social Democratic Party in wanting a 55 percent GHG target. The environmentalists and 

NGOs are interest groups with high stakes in the negotiation outcome. Their focus has 

primarily been on climate change, however, the argument of energy security has also come up 

in this group. The Russia-Ukraine conflict was used as an argument for the need to focus on 

domestic renewable sources instead of reliance on Russian petroleum imports. 

Some actors in the business and industry category were displeased with strong EU climate 

and energy legislation, because the restrictions could damage their competitiveness. This 

group was however divided in Germany because of the already imposed domestic legislation, 

which has led to a flourishing renewable energy sector. The representatives of the renewable 

industry would benefit from EU legislation making other EU countries dependent on their 

products and know-how. This moves the discussion on to the renewable energy target. 

Germany actors were quite in unison in wanting a binding EU renewable energy target. The 

target was not very controversial because Germany already had implemented such legislation 

domestically. Even the opponents of a renewable energy target realized that implementation 

in the EU would lessen the burden for Germany, because a level playing field would level the 

competition. One actor, the association for family run-firms, a strong opponent of renewable 

energy subsidizing, claimed a strong ETS is the best way to reduce emissions, and that a 

renewable energy target would disrupt the ETS. Among the political actors a binding 

renewable energy target was viewed as important for another reason: with only a binding 

GHG reduction target we could be looking at a nuclear renaissance in Europe. Without a 

renewable energy target, the GHG reduction target could easily be met by implementing more 

nuclear energy. Germany has started its nuclear phase out and of course wants other, 

especially neighboring countries to follow their example. The Greens were very vocal in their 

criticism of the 27 percent non-binding renewable energy target, saying renewable energy 

production in the EU will succumb.  

There was less mention of the energy efficiency target in the German media, though most 

government officials are listed with wanting a three-target approach, meaning a binding GHG 

target, a renewable energy goal and an energy efficiency goal. The industry in Germany, with 

the exception of the renewable sector, is generally skeptic of EU climate legislation and it is 

reasonable to assume that they were not supporters of the energy efficiency target. The 

environmentalists were disheartened by the lack of focus on energy efficiency. One WWF 
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representative claimed the target was not even addressed. So far, the analysis has mapped out 

the interests of the domestic constituents in Germany in relation to the three targets. There 

was no agreement behind a single target in Germany. GHG: the Christian Democratic Union 

was content with the 40 percent target, while the Social Democratic Party wanted a higher 

GHG target. The industry was divided and only environmentalists were in unison. On 

renewable energy the government stood in unison. Industry is divided and environmentalists 

are unison. Energy efficiency: government is unison. Industry was divided and 

environmentalists had common view.  

The cost of no agreement is the second major factor that affects the size of the win-set. 

Chancellor Angela Merkel claimed that agreement ahead of Paris is vital. And even though 

she was recorded as disappointed with the strength of the targets she said: “Today we have set 

the key framework to make Europe capable to negotiate in the global negotiation”. Making 

the EU a strong player at the world summit in Paris was a goal for Merkel, which in turn 

made the cost of no agreement high for her. The strong cooperation between the Minister of 

Environment and Minister of Energy, Barbara Hendricks and Sigmar Gabriel is another signal 

that the climate deal was important to Germany.  A united front can give leverage and the 

“two ministers, one goal” approach may have been an effort to unite the German voice. The 

only actor clearly against a climate agreement was the eurosceptic party, Alternative for 

Germany. Business and industry was not thrilled with having climate legislation imposed and 

the subsequent increased cost of production. But as Germany is already in the process of 

changing its energy system, the country is already on its way over this hurdle. In a 

competitive perspective they will benefit from a climate package obliging their competitors to 

introduce similar measures. This argument does not apply to the main instrument of the EU to 

cut emissions, the ETS. Although committing other countries to domestic renewable energy 

targets would compensate German industry, an efficient ETS will not. From this perspective it 

is not the German industry competing with the industry of other Member States, it is the EU 

versus the rest of the world. Up until the point under study the EU ETS was not functioning 

efficiently and therefore had not had such negative effects as the energy intensive industries in 

Germany dreaded it might have. The cost of no agreement for the German industry is 

therefore hard to calculate: leveling the playing field between Germany and other Member 

states might mean increased competition with the rest of the world. The environmentalists on 

the other hand saw a huge cost in no agreement, as they had no other stake in the conflict than 

wanting to secure the health of the climate system. To conclude, evidence suggests that the 
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cost of no agreement would be large for the Germans. Germany’s leverage at the Paris 

summit, the fact that Germany had already established a domestic renewable energy target 

and was in the process of transitioning its entire energy system in a low carbon direction, as 

well as high degrees of climate concerns, are the reasons the climate deal had high worth in 

Germany. The larger the cost of no agreement, the larger the win-set.  

Whether a homogeneous or heterogeneous issue was being negotiated is the next 

distinction that will be made. If the interests are similar the negotiation is homogeneous. Do 

the constituents’ preferences vary or oppose one another’s the negotiation can be described as 

heterogeneous. If we take a look at the media analysis and at the actor categories identified 

(government, opposition, environmentalist/NGO and institutions, and industry and business) 

and outline their interests in the negotiation, it is evident the interests diverge between groups, 

but also within groups. Some groups’ interests range from wanting strong climate targets to 

wanting no climate package. There are diverging interests within the German MEPs as well, 

as was disclosed in the MEPs vote on the EU Parliament’s proposed 2030 climate and energy 

framework. The level of cohesion was only 33, on a scale from 0 to 100, among the German 

representatives. Heterogeneous issues are according to Putnam more likely to come to 

agreement, and therefore give a larger win-set (Putnam 1988:445). 

Target groups are the groups who are targeted by the policies under discussion. For the 2030 

climate and energy negotiation the number of possibly affected groups was quite large. The 

groups’ level of activism at level II can be investigated by their presence in the debate, i.e. 

were they mentioned in the media? In Germany the negotiation spurred a lot of activism 

among environmentalists and NGOs, which can be gathered from their frequent mention in 

the media. In addition the energy intensive industries were active in the level II debate in 

Germany. The car, steel and general industry were often commenting on the climate package 

proposals. Other target groups of the 2030 negotiation were the power companies and energy 

producers, who were very active at the Polish level II. In Germany the energy producers were 

not present in the debate, according to the media analysis. What groups are activated by an 

issue under discussion affects the size of a win-set. In Germany environmentalists and the 

industry are groups that are highly active. As these groups had very different interests in the 

negotiation, no one outcome of the negotiation could satisfy both groups, and the win-set is 

enlarged.  
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The level of politicization will be addressed in this section. Putnam writes that highly 

politicized issues will attract radical opinions; in the case of the 2030 negotiation, the opinion 

of those who wanted no climate package at all or those who wanted extremely strong targets 

will be considered. Highly politicized issues are believed to widen the win-set if it raises 

activism that widens the range of preferred outcomes. Often politicized issues activate 

opposition groups, in such a case the win-set will be smaller because these groups reduce the 

cost of a non-agreement. For Germany agreeing to EU climate targets cannot be described as 

an extremely controversial issue. The country is known to be ambitious in its climate 

commitment. Opposition groups were present however, in the Alternative for Germany Party, 

which did not want a climate agreement. However, the party did not provide a credible 

political threat and cannot be said to have lessened the size of the German win-set. 

The negotiator. This section will discuss Chancellor Angela Merkel’s role in the negotiation, 

as she was the chief negotiator for Germany as she represented the country in the EU Council. 

Putnam discussed various strategies a negotiator can apply in order to gain leverage in a 

negotiation. The negotiator can manipulate the size of the win-set of the country by 

introducing side-payments or calling for a referendum on the issue. The empirical record 

shows no evidence of Merkel manipulating Germany’s win-set. No evidence suggests that 

Merkel had her own personal agenda instead of serving on behalf of her country. If she did 

have her own agenda, she probably would have tried to keep it away from the newspapers. 

Uncovering a secret strategy is not an easy task. But Merkel’s actions in the negotiation do 

not signal that she was trying to reach anything but agreement on the climate package, which 

again was the preference of her country. Germany is considered a leader in climate policy, 

and reaching agreement on climate targets on the EU level might have been considered a 

prestigious and important win for Merkel regardless of Germany’s interests. If she had any 

such agenda though, it will not be uncovered in this thesis. The popularity of a leader is 

another factor Putnam addresses as affecting the size of the win-set. Angela Merkel is known 

to be a popular and capable leader in Germany. The popularity of a leader has influence over 

the win-set because it is believed that ratification of a treaty is more likely if the leader is 

popular (Putnam 1988:451).  
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7.2.2 Poland’s Win-set 

Poland’s preferred outcome of the 2030 negotiation. Chapter six described Poland’s 

interests in the 2030 negotiation as constrained, meaning there should be no more than a 35 

percent GHG target, and no renewable energy or energy efficiency targets11. This is taken as 

the preferred outcome of Poland in the analysis. The government is presented as a unitary 

actor, with most recordings indicating Polish actors wanting a weak climate package, and a 

few wanting no EU climate package. The Commission’s proposal for a climate package (40 

percent GHG, 27 percent renewable energy, no energy efficiency) was deemed unacceptable 

by Prime Minister Kopacz. She claimed the proposal would result in a doubling of the energy 

prices in Poland. The German electric power company also operating in Poland, RWE, was 

recorded in the Polish media as negative to a GHG target because of Poland’s coal 

dependency. Other industry members emphasized the link between the cost of CO2 emissions 

and energy prices in Poland and warned against EU climate policy. The only group favoring a 

strong GHG target was the environmentalists and NGOs, however this group is not 

prominently represented in the media.  

There is little direct mention of renewable energy. Among the industry and business category 

there is one company, Energa, that showed an interest in solar energy production. The 

category is otherwise filled by a large group of companies in the coal industry. There are coal 

miners, energy producers and energy consumers who are all highly dependent on the 

abundance and competiveness of coal. They had little interest in renewable energy or 

efficiency measures, which they believed would entail costly upgrades to Poland’s very 

inexpensive energy system. Politicians, in government and in the opposition, were concerned 

about energy prices and energy security. Energy prices and security are both tightly linked to 

the coal sector in Poland, meaning form their perspective introducing renewable energy or 

demanding more efficient use of coal would not be seen as popular measures.  

The cost of no agreement. All those recorded with a value of 1 are actors who have no 

agreement as their preferred outcome. This group is larger in Poland than in Germany. There 

are many mentions of the term veto in the Polish media. “Poland will veto if their demands 

are not met” is a common statement. The Minister of Economy, Janusz Piechociński said the 

reason Poland issued a veto threat was to improve conditions from the 2020 climate and 

                                                
11 See empirical record, 6.1.5 Poland (German media).  
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energy package, indicating the veto threat might have been solely strategic. Rafał 

Trzaskowski from the governing party Civic Platform claimed that a veto would not have 

been an easy option for Poland, comparing the action to leaving the EU. Prime Minister 

Kopacz made strict commitments to the current level of energy prices in Poland, promising 

she would not agree to EU policy that would threaten prices. The only group who would 

definitely lose if no agreement was reached are the environmentalists and NGOs. In Poland 

none of the actors that played a large role in the media would lose if there was no agreement 

on climate and energy reached in Brussels. Because the cost of no agreement was low for 

Poland, the win-set was narrow. 

Homogeneous or heterogeneous issue. The energy and climate package did not raise 

different interests among domestic constituents in Poland. The government, the opposition, 

business and industry all agreed that if there should be agreement, it should be a weak 

agreement. As discussed the interests of environmentalists and NGOs stand out, however their 

voices were not very present in the media. All in all most groups wanted the same thing from 

the package, low targets and no increase in energy prices. The negotiation was not framed as a 

heterogeneous issue in the Polish case, if we look away from NGOs’ interests. However, this 

group cannot be disregarded because of the few recordings. The conclusion is that the issue is 

neither completely homogeneous nor heterogeneous but rather somewhere in between this 

dichotomy. Either way the Polish interests constellation was close to having one solution that 

would fit all the constituents, and therefore has a smaller win-set than Germany. 

Target groups. The groups affected by the policy in Poland were largely business and 

industry on the one side and environmentalists and NGO’s on the other. In contrast to the 

German case, the Polish industry acted like a unitary actor in the negotiation, in terms of its 

wanting as little EU climate and energy legislation as possible as they believed strong policies 

would have negative effects on their industries. This group was vocal and straightforward in 

the media. The other target group was the environmentalists and NGOs. Though limiting the 

effects of climate change is the sole the goal of many NGOs, they were not present in the 

Polish energy policy discussion. The conservative newspaper included no mentions of 

environmentalists or NGOs.  The liberal newspaper included four mentions. In light of the 

fact that these groups are definitively target groups of the policies under negotiation it is 

peculiar they do not experience more media attention. There were two obvious target-groups 

in the negotiation with completely opposite interests, which should have led to a widening of 
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the win-set. However, as the Institute of Renewable Energy put it “it is problematic that the 

coal industry is so well represented in Poland”. The ratio of business and industry interest to 

environmental and NGO interests in the media might very well characterize their relative 

power on policy.  

Level of politicization. EU climate and energy policy is a highly controversial issue in 

Poland. The 2020 targets and policies were extremely unpopular in the country and politicians 

still point fingers to each other trying to decide who was to blame for the Polish vote in the 

EU Council back in 2007. Kopacz designated a part of her inauguration address to the issue, 

promising there would be no further burdens to the Polish economy. Highly politicized issues 

can attract anti-groups. In the political scene this is evident on the opposition side, with many 

actors who wanted no climate package. Dramatic statements from the opposition following 

the final agreement in Brussels are consistent with the already existing Polish mistrust in EU 

climate and energy legislation. The issue is highly politicized and anti-groups are present in 

the Polish debate. In sum this means a smaller wins-set. 

The negotiator. Ewa Kopacz was not elected as Prime Minister. She took over as Prime 

Minister of Poland because her predecessor, Donald Tusk, was elected president of the EU 

Council. Putnam stresses the ability of a leader to implement the agreed upon policies at level 

II as an indicator on the size of a win-set. If anything, the fact that Kopacz does not have an 

elected mandate gives her less credibility to be able to implement EU policies. The 

negotiation would serve as a great test of the new Prime Minister and her ability to perform 

on behalf of Poland. Kopacz referred to the negotiation in her inaugural address, which could 

have been a political move, a message to Brussels that she is a strong leader and would not 

budge to the EU Council’s demands. “Making strong statements to encourage certain opinion 

among the population” (2.2.3) is a means for a negotiator to strengthen her position in a 

negotiation and decrease the size of her win-set. Kopacz was quoted making strong statements 

by the press, such as “I will fight to keep the electricity prices down.” [42] and “my 

government does not agree to the additional provisions to our economy and higher energy 

prices for consumers.” [18] As Putnam put it, a popular leader should in theory have a larger 

win-set than an unpopular one, when all else is the same. Following this line of thought the 

fact that Poland had a leader who was not elected to her office by the public gave Poland yet 

another factor to decrease their win-set.  
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7.2.3 Win-set Overlap 

Germany is a country with high interests in the 2030 negotiation. The country wanted strong 

climate targets and pushed for a strong package, but the cost of no agreement was very high, 

leaving the country with a very wide range of acceptable outcomes. The issues under 

negotiation were perceived as diverse. Whatever outcome the negotiation would have come 

to, there will be level II constituents who would argue the package was not strong enough as 

well as those who would claim it went too far. The negotiation activated the energy intensive 

industries as well as the environmentalists, underpinning the large range of preferred 

outcomes. The negotiation was not very politicized in Germany; hence there were no strong 

opposition groups against EU climate legislation. The only way Merkel was identified as a 

possible influential factor on the German win-set was her popularity and high standing, that 

left her with more influence over level II and less leverage at level I. The conclusion that 

follows is that Germany had an extremely wide range of possible outcomes of level I that 

would be accepted at level II. Especially the combination of wanting a strong climate package 

as well as finding no agreement extremely costly put the Germans in a bad point of departure 

according to negotiation theory.  The range of possible outcomes varied from extremely weak 

targets to extremely strong targets, with the preferred outcome being a strong climate 

package.  

For Poland the opposite record of that in Germany was observed. Poland had a small win-set, 

the main factors being that politicians and business and industry were united in wanting a 

weak climate package, and the low perceived cost of no agreement to Poland. In addition the 

energy and climate package was a highly politicized issue in Poland that mobilized strong 

opposition voices. Although there were two main target groups following energy and climate 

policy, business/industry and environmentalists/NGOs, only the former was well represented 

in the media discourse. Finally the chief negotiator in Poland was a Prime Minister who was 

not elected to office, but who made grave statements to the public and the Sejm binding her to 

a weak climate package.  

The overlap between win-sets is where agreement can be found at level I. The overlap 

between Germany’s and Poland’s win-sets was a weak climate package. The outcome of the 

negotiations was a package weaker than Germany would have wanted and stronger than 

Poland preferred, but well within their respective win-sets.  
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Figure 2: German and Polish win-set12 

7.3 Climate Package Proposals 
The range in strength in the four proposals varied from the weakest suggestion, posed by the 

Commission, to the strongest, posed by the EU Parliament (see table chapter 5). The 

Commission only proposed two targets, a 40 percent GHG reduction target compared to 

1990-levels and a goal of 27 percent renewable energy share by 2030. The EU Parliament 

suggested three targets for the same time frame and relative to the same base year, a 40 

percent reduction in GHG emissions, 30 percent renewable energy in the energy mix and a 40 

percent improvement in energy efficiency. The two EU Council conclusions were somewhere 

in between. The first EU Council conclusion suggested a 40 percent GHG emissions cut, a 27 

percent renewable energy share and a 30 percent improvement in energy efficiency 

(indicative target) and the second EU Council conclusion reduced the indicative energy 

efficiency target to 27 percent. The 2030 climate and energy package (the second EU Council 

conclusion) is the second weakest of these proposals. The record shows that at the EU level 

both stronger and weaker climate packages were proposed and that the package agreed upon 

was relatively weak compared to the other suggestions.  

                                                
12 In figure 2, ” – ” illustrates the countries’ least preferred outcome, and ” + ” illustrates 
preferred outcome. 
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Poland had a clear interest in a weak climate agreement. Poland wanted no more than a 35 

percent GHG reduction, no renewable energy target and no energy efficiency target. This 

understanding of Poland’s preferred outcome is confirmed by the response of the Polish 

government in the media following the Commission proposal, suggesting they wanted weaker 

targets than what the Commission proposed. Poland wanted a weaker climate package than 

even the weakest EU proposal. On a scale from 1 to 4, the Polish government was awarded 

the value of two. The Polish position on the package is echoed in their MEP’s vote on the 

package in the EU Parliament. 97 percent of the Polish MEP’s voted against the EU 

Parliament proposal for a strong three-target climate package. The German government was 

on the other end of the scale, with a value of four. The government showed disappointment 

over the Commission proposal, which they deemed too weak. Especially the empirical record 

showed the German government’s concern over the lack of a binding country specific 

renewable energy target. Many members of government stressed the need for a three-target 

approach. The conclusion is that Germany wanted a strong climate and energy package. The 

majority of German MEPs were for the EU Parliament proposal; 56 percent voted in favor of 

it.  

Figure 3 illustrates the interests of Germany and Poland regarding the four climate and energy 

package proposals (the Commission’s proposal, the EU Parliament vote and the two EU 

Council conclusions). The simplified model illustrates the development in the negotiation on 

the strong or weak package scale, as well as the closeness of each proposal to German and 

Polish interests, in terms of the climate targets. It sums up the two previous sections of this 

chapter. The negotiation took place somewhere in between the preferred outcome of Poland 

and Germany and ended up as a compromise. Based on this model it is difficult to claim that 

either of the two countries won the negotiation. The model does not take into account the 

other main issue of the negotiation, namely the compensation mechanisms.  
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Figure 3: Climate package proposals and German and Polish interests 
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7.4 Compensation mechanisms 
Important changes in the package were made in the final stage of the negotiation, with the 

introduction of free allowances and establishment and subsequent increase in the reserve 

fund. These policies were not meant to strengthen or weaken the climate package, but to make 

agreement possible by compensating the countries that argued they would suffer from a 

strong climate package. The introduction of the compensation mechanisms weighs in on the 

total success of Poland and Germany in the negotiation.  

The first of the two EU Council documents introduced the establishment of a reserve; of 1-2 

percent of allowances from the EU ETS from which the revenue should contribute to the 

modernization of the energy system of poorer member states (see chapter five). The second 

EU Council document established that the reserve should be 2 percent of the allowances. This 

will be referred to as the reserve fund. In addition the final package introduced the 

continuation of the policy that the energy sector in the poorer Member States should be 

granted free allowances. This policy will be referred to as free allowances. The compensation 

mechanisms, the reserve fund and free allowances, are difficult to place in the strong or weak 

package scale and are therefore discussed in this separate section. The mechanisms do not 

make the climate package stronger or weaker, but they are relevant for the analysis because 

they are tightly linked to the interests of Poland and Germany. In order to determine who had 

the most success in the negotiation it is important to infer who benefitted from these 

mechanisms. Member States with a GDP per capita below 60 percent of the EU average will 

have access to the free allocations and the reserve fund. There are mainly two ways of 

calculating a country’s GDP per capita, either nominal GDP or purchasing power parity (PPP) 

GDP. Usually the PPP GDP is presented, as it is adjusted to determine the relative value of 

different currencies. Poland has 67 percent of the GDP (PPP) of the EU average, and would 

not have gotten any of the compensation mechanisms had this formula been used. The EU 

climate and energy legislation based their calculation on nominal GDP per capita, which was 

an advantage for Poland because this way of calculating GDP per capita made Poland appear 

sufficiently less wealthy to secure rights to the compensation mechanisms.  
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7.4.1 Poland 

According to the media findings, the question for Poland in the final stages of the negotiation 

was not what the climate targets should be, but how Poland would be compensated for 

agreement on a climate package. Poland demanded ‘solidarity mechanisms’ according to 

German newspapers. These mechanisms should fund the energy system upgrades of less 

wealthy states. As much as 10 percent of emission allowances should be given to less wealthy 

states, they claimed. The debate moved from climate targets to the scale and form of 

compensation to the Polish. Evidence from the empirical record provided by the German and 

Polish articles suggests that the compensation mechanisms were under discussion until the 

final hour before the summit. Though the extension of free permits got more media attention, 

the reserve fund was also mentioned as a key demand by the Polish delegation. The empirical 

record verifies the image of a Poland with strong demands in terms of compensation 

mechanisms.  

7.4.2 Germany 

Germany along with France is recognized two of the countries, which would be the main 

contributors to the reserve fund. The Poles recognized Germany’s important role in the 

negotiation, as they needed the Germans to sponsor the compensation fund. The Polish media 

covered the final stages of the negotiation as a discussion between Germany, France and von 

Rompuy on the one side and Poland on the other. Germany, France and von Rompuy wanted 

to secure agreement whilst Poland wanted compensation. Germany finally agreed to a reserve 

fund and after the first EU Council meeting on the climate and energy package they also gave 

into Polish demands for 40 percent of allowances to be given to the Polish power sector for 

free, until 2030. A tug of war won by Poland, describes the way the negotiation on these two 

demands was portrayed in the Polish media. Poland first demanded free allowances, Germany 

and France agreed to act as sponsors. Then Poland demanded free emissions, Germany 

refused. Poland threatened to sanction by vetoing the entire package. In response Germany 

gave in and offered that 10 percent of emissions be free until 2025, only 10 percent. But in the 

end Germany had to give in to the Polish demands for 40 percent free emissions until 2030. 

This information cannot easily be verified. However, the media analysis suggests that 

Germany did not have any demands in terms of the compensation mechanisms.  
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The recorded level of satisfaction in each country after the negotiation is another indicator of 

how successful each country was. The Polish government was described as satisfied with the 

climate package both by the Polish and the German media. Poland was reported to be very 

satisfied, due to the large concessions and economic aid it won, as well as the fact that it 

avoided a binding energy efficiency target. The German government was reported as being 

both satisfied that an agreement was reached and dissatisfied with the limited strength of the 

package. Agreement was reached, which was the most important goal of the Germans. 

According to the Polish media record Germany was very unhappy with the outcome and 

hoped for stronger EU commitments following the Paris summit.  

7.5 Findings 
The 2030 climate and energy package is located within the overlapping win-sets of Germany 

and Poland. Both countries got an outcome agreeable to their constituents. Germany won in 

the sense that there finally was an agreement on an EU climate package for 2030, which was 

its most important goal coming in to the negotiation. However, Germany could not secure 

country specific binding renewable energy targets though this was an important target for the 

Germans. Poland won in the sense that it did not have to commit to a renewable energy target 

or an energy efficiency target. However, the Poles had to settle for a 40 percent GHG target, 

which was higher than they originally wanted. Free allocations and a reserve fund made the 

settlement easier to swallow for Poland. The main objective of Germany seemed to be to have 

the EU commit to a 2030 climate package ahead of Paris, which they did. The most important 

factor for Poland, or at least the most repeated argument, was electricity prices and that the 

2030 package would not lead to price increases, according to current projections, due to the 

free allowances and compensation fund. It seems both countries won what was most 

important to them going in to the negotiation. However, in terms of who won the most, 

Poland did receive many of concessions, in addition to getting a weak package. Germany did 

not get any additional treats, and had to settle for a less ambitious package than it wanted 

without even a country level renewable energy target. Also, Germany will have to be a large 

contributor to the funds Poland will benefit from. With	   regards	   to	   the	   competing	  

hypotheses,	   this	   first	   analysis	   favors	  Poland,	   (hypothesis	   I)	   as	   it	   seems	  Poland	  got	   the	  

most	  out	  of	  the	  negotiation. 
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8 Analysis II: Explanatory theories 
What can explain the relative success of Poland and Germany in the negotiation? Having 

established what they won and lost the analysis now moves on to explaining their influence. 

This chapter aims at connecting country interests with gains in the negotiation. The theoretical 

approach is threefold as it explores the validity of Putnam’s two-level game theory, the 

neoliberal tradition and complex interdependency to understand each country’s influence on 

the negotiation.  

8.1 Three Approaches to Power 
Three approaches for determining the power relationship between Poland and Germany can 

be derived from the two-level game theory, the neoliberal tradition and complex 

interdependence. Putnam’s theory outlines the ability of states to get their interests through in 

an international negotiation. Having a smaller win-set, and perceiving no agreement 

beneficial or at least not costly, is the way to achieve maximum influence on the negotiation. 

Neoliberal tradition focuses on the dependency patterns between states and argues that 

imbalances in those relations creates room for influence, but that the dependencies first and 

foremost create expectations and binds states to act in favor of one another and to cooperate. 

When imbalances occur stronger states can use this to their advantage and influence others to 

act in a manner that benefits them, by offering incentives and convincing the others to align 

their interests. Complex interdependence theory builds on the neoliberal thought, but has a 

more issue specific understanding of power relations. A state has power over another state on 

a specific issue, when it controls something the other state has an interest in. Power is issue-

specific and cannot easily be transferred from one issue to another. However, weak states, 

which have power over a certain issue, are likely to try to gain influence over unrelated issues 

by issue-linkage and trade-offs. It seems power can be transferred, but primarily for weak 

states, because their means of persuasion are less costly, than that of economically or 

militarily strong states.  

8.2 Effectiveness of a Veto Threat 
In order to determine the negotiating advantage Poland had due to the size of its win-set the 

pusher/ dragger distinction is applied. Germany is characterized as a pusher, because it 
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wanted a strong climate package. The country also supports the three hypotheses put forward 

by Sprinz and Weiß (see 2.3). Germany has comparatively low abatement costs, because they 

have already committed to energy transition. There are large third-party interests in Germany, 

in the renewable energy sector, who would benefit from energy transition across Europe. The 

final hypothesis links the ratio between NGO interests and polluter interest to a country’s 

position in international climate negotiations. The German media showed large activity on the 

part of NGOs and environmental groups and little active participation in the debate among 

power producers, though energy intensive industries are often referred to in the media. 

Germany qualifies as a pusher. 

 

 

 

 

 

Poland is a dragger because it prefers a weak treaty to a strong one. Poland has none of the 

domestic qualities linked to being described as a pusher in climate negotiations. Firstly, 

Poland has high abatement costs linked to emissions reduction. Transition from coal based 

energy production will be costly for two reasons. First the country will have to import energy 

sources or invest tremendously in renewable energy production and second they will need to 

upgrade their grid system to a more decentralized flexible energy structure. Third party 

interests are close to non-existent according to this research’s findings, although, there was 

one company that expressed an interest in solar energy production. The Polish industry is 

highly unified and their interests are connected to coal-based energy production. Finally, in 

the ratio between polluter interests and environmental/NGO’s interests, polluters come out 

stronger in Poland. The lack of an NGO or environmentalist presence in the debate in the 

Polish media on EU climate legislation is a testament to the fact that polluter interests are 

stronger than environmental interests. Poland is a definitive dragger, but would Poland rather 

have no agreement than a strong package? This question was of large importance to Germany, 

because as a pusher Germany wanted to secure agreement. If Poland was going to willing to 

veto the package Germany would have to give in to Polish demands.  

 Abatement costs Third party 

interests 

Environmentalist/ 
Business - ratio 

Germany Pusher Pusher Pusher 

Poland Dragger Dragger Dragger 

Table 6: Pusher or dragger (Sprinz and Weiß 2001) 
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In order to have a negotiating advantage it is better to be perceived as a strong dragger, 

regardless if you are willing to risk agreement. Poland was identified as a threat to agreement 

in Brussels by the German media, which described Poland as a veto-player. The German 

media underlined past Polish reluctance in EU climate policy and how the country was 

against the proposals being made in the 2030 round as well. In order to determine whether or 

not a threat is effective the classic measurement is to ask if the threat is severe and if it is 

credible (Hovi 1998:11-30). Building on the German win-set and rhetoric of German officials 

regarding the 2030 climate and energy package, the conclusion is that reaching agreement 

was a key priority of the Germans. The threat Poland posed was severe because the climate 

package was to be voted on by the EU Council and unanimity was required. If Poland were to 

veto in the EU Council, Germany would have no way of securing agreement. The veto threat 

was severe because of the decision rule in the EU Council and because of the German 

interests in the negotiation.  

The credibility of the veto-threat is more difficult to settle. In the Polish news a veto was 

called for in seven instances. Putnam argues that the negotiator can manipulate the perceived 

win-set size by encouraging specific opinion among level II constituents. Here it is argued 

that another method the negotiator can use to decrease the win-set size, is the principle of 

tying yourself to the mast. The term means binding oneself to one option and thereby 

eliminating other options. Eliminating options is a way of increasing credibility because it 

makes going back on your word more difficult (Hovi 1998:33).  Prime Minister Kopacz tied 

herself to the mast when she addressed the climate and energy negotiation in her inaugural 

address. By promising that Poland would not agree to any more climate legislation with 

negative implications to Polish energy prices and industry in her inaugural address she 

essentially eliminated other options. Kopacz made it extremely difficult to agree to any 

outcome which could be argued as “bad for the industry and energy prices in Poland” by the 

opposition, and later be used to threaten her chances for reelection. Going back on promises 

when it comes to EU climate legislation would have particularly risky politically in the case 

of Poland, because of how controversial the EU climate and energy legislation was. On the 

other hand this gave Kopacz a negotiating advantage as at level I she could refer to her 

inaugural address to gain credibility as a dragger. She added to the credibility of Poland’s veto 

threat. A veto might not have been Kopacz’ real intention; however it was within the room of 

acceptable outcomes at level II. Kopacz eliminated the option of adopting climate targets not 

agreeable to industry and consumers concerned about energy prices in Poland. It seems 
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Kopacz made a convincing case as a strong dragger, as she could hardly accept any stronger 

climate targets. In light of the Poles record in EU climate policy formation though, a veto was 

not something Germany could rule out. The Poles have put the brakes on several climate 

negotiations in the EU in recent years. Right before the EU Council came to agreement 

Merkel and Kopacz met, along with Hollande and von Rompuy, a meeting that led to 

postponing the EU Council summit one and a half hours. Meetings between three actors who 

have large interests in reaching agreement and one actor threatening the package minutes 

before the summit suggests that agreement was not secured as of this point in time. The Polish 

press referred to this meeting as a strategic meeting where the three main advocates of the 

climate package convinced Kopacz not to veto by offering compensation. EU climate policy 

was highly politicized in Poland and the stakes were high at level II. The tactics of Ewa 

Kopacz in the negotiation underline the acuteness of climate policy commitments in Polish 

politics. There is reason to believe that Kopacz would not have agreed to the 40 percent GHG 

target without compensation.  

The EU is an institution that binds its member states through economic and political 

measures. The interdependency between the member states is extremely high. Poland receives 

benefits and access to the European market, in exchange for taking part of the policies of the 

Union. For Germany the cost of no agreement would have been large, meaning a Polish veto 

would be extremely unpopular. Poland is a smaller economy, largely dependent on the 

economically stronger Germany. As is illustrated in Germany being identified as a main 

sponsor of the reserve fund, Poland recognized its dependency on Germany, a dependency, 

which was not merely economical in nature. An important example of the unbalanced 

dependency was the vulnerable position of Poland due to the Russia-Ukraine conflict. The 

conflict has led to Poland being reliant on support from the EU and Germany against Russia. 

Germany might be at the mercy of Poland when it comes to the climate package, however in 

the bilateral relationship between them, Germany has the upper hand. The interdependency is 

unbalanced, in favor of Germany. This should have played down the effect of the Polish veto-

threat according to classic neoliberal theory.  

In the Polish media this perspective was illustrated in two instances. Maciej Bukowski, the 

president of the Warsaw Institute of Economic Studies (WISE), was not an advocate of the 

climate package. However he did advice the Poles not to veto the EU Council. His argument 

was that Poland does not exist in a vacuum. He claimed that a Polish veto was unlikely and 
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that concessions to Poland and EU Council agreement were more probable. This argument is 

repeated by government party Civil Platform politician Rafał Trzaskowski, who claimed that 

Poland could not realistically have vetoed the package because they would have been alone in 

conflict against the EU, and that a veto translated into leaving the Union. Trzaskowski argued 

that the Polish government cannot act in a way that hurts the Polish population, screwing with 

the EU’s objective, he claimed, would do just that. As the empirical record suggested, the 

negotiation did not happen in a vacuum and Polish politicians could hardly make a move that 

would have threatened the country by jeopardizing its relationship with an important partner, 

both for the sake of the Polish economy and security.  

Even though a veto is possible at the intrastate level, it might not be viable at the interstate 

level. Two-level game theory cannot tell us whether or not Poland would have been willing to 

veto in light of interstate dependencies, it can only explain the strategies Kopacz used to 

increase the credibility of a veto-threat. The neoliberal perspective suggests such a veto-play 

would be unlikely because Poland is highly dependent on the EU and Germany. With EU 

membership comes expectations and duties and Poland cannot abandon these. Complex 

interdependence suggests that power over one issue does not transfer to power over another. 

Poland had power over EU climate policy and could use that for all its worth. Threatening to 

veto can get a state many benefits and concessions. Issuing a veto, however, gets a state 

nothing.  

8.3 Issue Linkage and Trade Offs 
In June 2014 Poland demanded the EU support it against Russia and threatened to veto the 

climate package unless the EU responded [16]. This is an example of issue linkage, the 

linking of one issue with another using an international negotiation as a platform. Putnam 

argues that issue-linkage is a strategy the negotiators use to increase the likelihood of a 

desired outcome, by linking issues at the international level to create a package that can be 

ratified at the domestic level. The strategy is meant to compensate specific groups that are 

unhappy with the package by introducing another issue where their will is more represented. 

In the neoliberal perspective this move is less easily understood, as Germany and the EU are 

actors Poland needs in the conflict with Russia, and approaching them with a threat does not 

seem to be a cooperative solution. The theory of complex interdependence can shed more 

light on the issue-linkage. The bold issue-linkage display of Poland is embedded in complex 
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interdependence. Dependency relations define power relations, but only on specific issues. 

Poland has power over Germany when it comes to the climate package, because of the 

decision rule in the EU Council and the Polish win-set. In complex interdependency a weak 

state, which has power over an issue, can use international organizations as an instrument to 

gain power over unrelated issues through issue linkage. In complex interdependency the 

Polish move to link their vote on the climate package to EU foreign affairs and military 

statements was reasonable. 

A trade-off in a two-level game is a compensation for a target group disadvantaged by a 

suggested policy in order to manipulate said country’s win-set. As shown in the previous 

chapters the most important target group in Poland is industry. A policy that never made it to 

any of the climate package proposals was banning and restricting shale gas exploration. The 

industry in Poland, both energy producers and energy consumers, would be affected by the 

climate legislation and showed their strong opposition to it. This group has the lowest value 

on the 1-4 scale and was crucial to influencing the Polish win-set. This specific group has 

interests in the possible exploration of shale gas resources that are likely to be present in 

Poland. Exploration and production will create jobs in the sector and the energy will 

contribute to lower energy prices and possibly export. Gas has less CO2 emissions than the 

Polish alternative, coal, and would create a window for energy transition for the highly coal 

dependent country. The industry is of course not interested in having the EU banning 

exploration of possible large reserves of shale gas on Polish soil. The Polish industry has a 

large interest in EU shale gas exploration legislation and the EU has a large interest in the 

Polish industry because they are an important target group defining the Polish win-set. When 

the EU Commission’s proposal was launched, EU Commission President José Manuel 

Barosso was pleased to announce a framework that was both ambitious and viable. The 

German media covering the Commission’s proposal shared information on rumors that the 

Commission took a weak position on fracking in order to convince countries interested in 

exploring unconventional energy production to agree to the 40 percent GHG target. The 

Polish media emphasized the importance of shale gas to the country. Shale gas restrictions 

were meant to be a part of the Commission proposals according to many sources in the media 

analysis. According to the Polish news the reason this important part of the 2030 framework 

was left out of the Commission proposal was because Poland threatened to veto the GHG 

target of 40 percent if shale gas was included in the package.  Britain also had interests in 

shale gas exploration and an article suggested a phone call between Prime Ministers Cameron 
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and Tusk took place before the Commission proposal to unite their fronts against shale gas 

legislation. In January 2014 the German media described shale gas interests as a main concern 

of the Poles in the 2030 negotiation. The German news wrote that the Commission 

deliberately left the planned shale gas exploration legislation out of the package, in order to 

secure the Polish vote on the GHG target. By the looks of it, the Commission was due to take 

a stand against shale gas exploration in their proposal to the 2030 climate and energy package, 

but in the end decided not to. This was criticized by the Germans and applauded by the Poles. 

Germany is recorded with wanting a moratorium on shale gas exploration in the EU. 

Germany lost the shale gas round, which Poland, among others, won. Having analyzed the 

German preferences it seems likely they were willing to sacrifice a temporary ban on 

fracking, to secure a strong GHG target. An anonymous Eurocrat claimed that having shale 

gas legislation excluded from the package was considered a victory for Poland, however it 

was also a solicitation for Poland to cooperate on the climate targets. The source claimed a 

trade-off was made. Though the Poles initially rejected the 40 percent GHG target claiming 

they could not go higher than 35 percent, as it would damage their economy, their position on 

the GHG target changed. A Polish article from October states that Poland is ready to except 

the 40 percent GHG target, suggesting the negotiation had moved on from discussing this 

target to discussing compensation. Shale gas legislation never made it into the final package.  

Much suggests that shale-gas was an early trade-off. The trade-off compensated the level II 

constituents in Poland who had the greatest opposition to the package, and altered the win-set 

so it could include a 40 percent GHG reduction target. This kind of trade-off is possible in EU 

negotiations because of the width in the policies the organization covers. While the 

negotiation under study is a climate framework, meant to reduce the GHG levels by 2050 in 

order to combat climate change, other related issues were on the table at the same time. The 

EU arena created many opportunities for issue-linkage and therefore widened the possibilities 

for trade-offs to compensate level II target groups and created overlapping win-sets. As the 

shale gas trade-off targeted the sectors hit particularly hard by the climate package, the two-

level game theory has large explanation value when it comes to the trade-off. In light of the 

neoliberal tradition or complex interdependency theory the target group specificity is lost. The 

shale gas trade-off is an example of the value of the two-level model to understand 

international negotiations. The trade-off is an argument for the validity of hypothesis I. 
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8.4 Side Payments 
The climate negotiation resulted in two major compensation mechanisms, the reserve fund 

and free allowances. The Polish industry is heavily targeted by the climate policy. And by the 

power they held over the Polish win-set, they managed to make sure shale gas legislation was 

not part of the climate negotiation. The discussion moved from debating the GHG target to 

discussing the compensation mechanisms that could benefit the groups that argued they 

suffered under EU climate legislation. The PKEE claimed EU climate legislation would cost 

Poland up to 600.000 jobs in energy intensive industries. A cement factory had already moved 

outside the Polish border. The PGE, Poland’s largest energy producer was against the climate 

package. Energy producer Forum CHP argued the EU should stay out of domestic energy 

legislation and The Pacific Gas and Electricity Company argued the cost of CO2 emissions 

equals the price tag on electricity for the consumers in Poland. Lewiatan, the main 

representative organization for Polish employers and business, feared carbon leakage as a 

result of the climate package. The objections against the climate package among Polish 

industry were not few. This large group of interest was not going to be aboard on the climate 

package without having any compensation to make sure energy prices would not go through 

the roof.  

Compensation was offered in the final rounds of the negotiation in the form of the two 

compensation measures. The extension of the free allowances until 2030 was a victory for 

energy production in Poland. It vastly limited the effects of the GHG target to the Polish 

industry. The WISE president, Bukowski, was not an advocate of the free allowances. He 

criticized the Polish government for falling for this side-payment, because free permits do not 

encourage reform and modernization. Yet, the media analysis shows that others applauded it. 

Transition was certainly not the key motivation of Polish industry. The other major 

compensation also targeted this pivotal group. The compensation fund was set at 2 percent of 

the EU ETS allowances, which is a substantial amount. Bukowski of WISE argued Poland 

should rather have argued for a larger reserve fund, in order to finance the modernization of 

their energy system, than demand free emissions permits. This argument illustrates that the 

free allowances policy was meant to convince the pivotal group to alter the win-set, not to 

benefit Poland as a country. The reserve should be used to improve energy efficiency and to 

modernize the energy systems of the poorer member states (European Council 2014a:3). 

Germany has no direct gain from the establishment of the fund, as it does not qualify to 
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receive benefits from it. On the contrary, as a large industry country in the EU, Germany is 

expected to be a major contributor to the fund. Reaching agreement on the climate package 

was important enough for Berlin to take on the economic burden of Poland, according to the 

Polish news. The size of the fund depends on the price tag put on CO2 quotas. In any case it is 

a large amount of money that should be invested under the supervision of the European 

Investment Bank. The EU allows for side-payments on a large scale by depending on already 

existing institutions to follow up and sanction.  

Conventional side-payments occur when unrelated, domestic resources are distributed in a 

manner that benefits the opposition to a policy outcome. Putnam’s theory emphasizes that 

unconventional side-payments can come from the negotiation itself and target opposition 

groups at level II to create agreement on level I. As the EU is the largest economic and 

political union in the world, there is large room for side-payments. The EU consists of many 

institutions, which enable the control and sanctioning of major economic policies. In the case 

of the 2030 climate and energy package a side-payment arrangement originated from the 

negotiation itself to benefit level II constituents opposing the package. In light of a neoliberal 

understanding of the unbalanced relationship between Germany and Poland the side-payment 

could be understood as Germany using the EU as a platform for spreading its values and using 

its economic strength to guarantee the success of the package. In this perspective, 

economically strong states exert power through creating incentives for countries to implement 

their norms, values and policies by using international organizations. Assuming that Germany 

is the stronger actor in the EU and in the bilateral relationship with Poland, a neoliberal 

approach could conclude that Germany had negotiating power over Poland. According to this 

view Germany could influence Poland to agree to a policy wanted by Germany, by offering 

economic incentives. Alternatively the side-payments can be understood in light of complex 

interdependency, which claims that weak states often try to extract concessions or side-

payments from rich and powerful states. Poland is a weak state, but with considerable power 

on EU climate legislation, due to its position as a dragger and its ability to veto. Poland can 

use this power to extract favors from the more economically or militarily strong actors. The 

findings of the empirical record suggest that Poland was on the offensive, repeatedly 

demanding compensation for agreement. Nonetheless, this does not overrule the neoliberal 

understanding of Germany as the more powerful actor. Because Germany had the ability to 

“give” Poland what it demanded in order to secure its own interests through agreement on the 
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climate package. The theories highlight different aspects of the side-payment mechanism that 

took place.  

8.5 Findings 
The 2030 negotiation involved a veto-threat, trade-offs, issue linkage and side-payments. This 

makes it an interesting case to investigate the mechanisms of international negotiations. The 

different explanatory theories focus attention on different interpretations of these 

mechanisms. Hypothesis I, suggesting Poland had the advantage due to its win-set, accounts 

for the mechanisms that involve the Polish target groups hit by the EU climate policies. The 

hypothesis is supported when looking at the issue-linkage made to the Russian threat, the 

shale-gas trade-off and the side-payments. These are the areas where the two-level game 

theory has merit. However the two-level game theory does not adequately address the 

legitimacy of the veto-threat, as it only looks at domestic interest constellations as motivating 

factors. A neoliberal perspective on the interdependency between states implies that a Polish 

veto would not have been very likely, because using it Poland would have jeopardized its 

relations with the EU and Germany. Neoliberalism could argue that the side-payments were 

an expression of German power. This perspective cannot, however, account for the issue-

linkage to the Russia-threat and the shale gas trade-off, which both benefit the weaker player, 

Poland. Complex interdependence focuses its attention to the state that controls the issue 

under study. Poland held power over the climate negotiations, and so Poland could milk its 

power on this issue to gain concessions and side-payments, as well as to gain influence over 

unrelated issues through issue linkage. The bold move to include the Russia conflict in the 

climate negotiation can reasonably be understood in this way.  

A combinational approach is needed to answer the research question: how can we understand 

the influence of these two countries on the 2030 negotiation? The two-level game theory 

provides valuable insights into the domestic interest constellation’s effect on Poland and 

Germany in the 2030 negotiations. In light of the two-level game theory we can understand 

the influence of Germany and Poland on the negotiation as a result of their win-sets. Poland 

had leverage to demand compensation for an agreement. Germany had a very large win-set, 

partly because it wanted a strong package and partly because the cost of no agreement was 

considered high. In Putnam’s words, Germany was ‘pushed around’ because of its large win-

set. This is only a part of the picture though, because had Germany been a small, weak 
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country in the EU it would not have been able to secure this agreement. Neoliberalism covers 

the explanation gap of the two-level game, by addressing the interdependencies between 

states. Because Germany is an economically strong state, of importance to Poland, it was able 

to secure agreement by offering economic compensation mechanisms. In light of the 

neoliberal tradition, Germany was able to spread its policies and secure the 2030 climate 

package, because of its role vis-à-vis a weaker state like Poland. The EU Council summit on 

the 2030 climate package does not exist in a vacuum, Poland could not do as it pleased in that 

room, because its wellbeing is inextricably linked to both the EU and Germany. This fact 

restrained Poland from acting in a way that would be too unpopular with the states it depends 

on. Complex interdependence theory argues that this power that Germany presumably holds 

over Poland, would not relevant when negotiating climate commitments. In the 2030 

negotiation Poland held power over Germany, because Poland controlled something of 

interest to Germany. The reason Poland had power in the 2030 negotiation is because Poland 

was a dragger with the ability to veto the agreement, an outcome Germany wanted to prevent 

by almost any means. Complex interdependency and Putnam’s two-level model have in 

common that they look at the issue at the negotiating table, quite isolated from other relations. 

While there are mechanisms such as issue-linkage, trade-offs and side-payments, which relate 

the negotiation to other political spheres, ‘who has power’ is a question of the issue under 

negotiation. While Putman defines the small win-set as the negotiation advantage, complex 

interdependency identifies it as who controls the issue under negotiation. In this case study, 

both of these theories identify Poland as the stronger player.  

The first analytical chapter answered the sub question: to what degree does the outcome of the 

negotiation reflect their interests, by concluding that Poland’s interests were the most 

reflected in the final package. This second chapter further confirms the validity of the first 

hypothesis, suggesting Poland had the negotiating advantage. The analysis finds that Poland 

had advantages in the negotiation due to its comparatively small win-set, which could 

translate into power in the negotiation because the decision rule required unanimity. The 

second hypothesis is not supported, as Germany got few if any of its interests through, and the 

package ended up with concessions and side-payments that did not benefit Germany. The 

value of the neoliberal approach is that it makes relevant the interstate ties that constrain 

states from acting solely in light of win-sets. The perspective is necessary when addressing 

the credibility of a veto-threat. Poland did not veto in the end, however complex 

interdependency argues that this was not due to the ties between Poland and the EU, and 
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Germany. As a rational actor Poland got the most possible out of the negotiation, using its 

position to gain influence over other issues. The two-level theory would rather claim Poland 

agreed because the necessary domestic interest groups were satisfied with the outcome. 
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9 Conclusion 

9.1 Summary of the Thesis 
This final chapter of the thesis will summarize the findings of the research. The research 

question explored in the thesis asks how can we understand the influence of Germany and 

Poland on the 2030 negotiation? And the sub questions included: how can Poland’s and 

Germany’s positions be understood? Were there changes in their positions over time, if so, 

what caused the change? And to what degree does the outcome of the negotiation reflect their 

interests? Two main theoretical approaches, two-level game theory and neoliberalism led to 

competing hypotheses. Because Poland could be identified as a dragger in the negotiation, 

with little interest in a strong climate package, two-level game theory suggests Poland had a 

small win-set and thereby the negotiating advantage over Germany (hypothesis I). 

Alternatively, the neoliberal perspective suggests that Germany, the largest economy of the 

EU, had the advantage over economically weaker Poland in the negotiation (hypothesis II). In 

addition, the merit of complex interdependence theory on the case of Poland and Germany in 

the EU’s 2030 negotiation was explored.  

9.1.1 Influence 

Chapter seven addressed the sub questions: how can Poland’s and Germany’s positions be 

understood? And to what degree does the outcome of the negotiation reflect their interests? 

The first step of answering the questions was establishing what the interests of the countries 

were. The empirical record shows a divided actor in Germany. The country wanted strong 

climate targets and viewed the cost of no agreement as very high, as EU climate commitments 

ahead of COP21 were a priority. Whatever the outcome of the negotiation, there would have 

been constituents who argued the outcome was too weak as well as constituents arguing it 

was too strong. The negotiation activated both environmentalists and the industry, 

underpinning the large range of preferred outcomes. Germany had a large win-set and 

preferred a strong climate package. In Poland politicians, business and industry were united in 

wanting a weak climate package. The cost of no agreement was low to the Poles and 

environmentalists were almost not present in the media. Poland had a small win-set and 

favored a weak climate package. The 2030 climate and energy package was weaker than what 
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Germany wanted, and most disappointing was the lack of a binding renewable energy target. 

For Poland the GHG target of a 40 percent reduction was higher than preferred, however large 

concessions made the concern of higher energy prices less pressing. Two major compensation 

mechanisms were introduced in the framework for the 2030 package. A reserve fund was 

established and free allocations of allowances were given to the power sector, both of which 

benefit lower income member states, including Poland. The empirical record shows that 

Poland demanded the compensation mechanisms, and without them they would likely have 

vetoed the climate package. Germany is identified as an important sponsor of the fund that 

would not benefit from either compensation mechanism.  

The analysis concludes by inferring that the countries’ positions in the negotiation can be 

understood as their win-sets, the interests, power and coalitions among level II constituents, as 

outlined in the media analysis. The climate package is within the win-sets of both countries, 

in the least preferred end of the German scale and a little stronger than what Poland preferred. 

However, taking the compensation mechanisms into account makes clear that Poland got 

more of what they wanted than Germany. Electricity prices were the highest concern of the 

Polish government and industry, the compensation made sure prices would not be heavily 

impacted. A strong climate package with a binding at Member State-level renewable energy 

target was a major priority for Germany, which they could not secure. The analysis confirms 

Hypothesis I, suggesting that Poland had the negotiating advantage due to its small win-set, 

and finds that the outcome of the negotiation reflects the Polish win-set, more so than the 

German. 

9.1.2 Explanations 

Chapter eight addressed the gains and losses of Poland and Germany in light of three 

theoretical approaches, thereby addressing the sub questions: Were there changes in Poland’s 

and Germany’s positions over time, if so, what caused the change? Germany was identified as 

a pusher and Poland as a dragger, building on the three hypotheses put forward by Sprinz and 

Weiß. The Polish veto-threat was examined in terms of severity and credibility. The severity 

of the threat is profound, as Poland could singlehandedly sabotage agreement by issuing a 

veto. The credibility of the threat however, was more difficult to determine and the theoretical 

approaches pointed in different directions. Two-level game theory only addresses the 

credibility of a veto threat in relation to whether it is in the scope of the win-set of a state. In 
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the case of Poland, it was. On the other hand, the empirical record suggests that Poland was 

aware there would be consequences if they used their veto in the EU Council, when the rest of 

the Member States were united in wanting agreement. Neoliberalism would argue that a veto 

was unlikely because Poland is highly dependent on the EU and Germany both economically 

and as an ally against Russia. Complex interdependency theory however, claims that the 

Polish dependency on Germany does not transfer to the climate negotiation, because Poland 

controls the outcome of the negotiation, which was of large interest to Germany. In this line 

of reasoning the balance of dependencies in the bilateral relationship between Poland and 

Germany was not so relevant. Poland could veto hence Poland had the power. Still, the power 

Poland held over Germany allowed Poland to extract concessions and goods, which might be 

more rewarding than simply vetoing.  

Issue linkage and trade-offs were mechanisms in the negotiation observed in the EU 

documents as well as in the media. Poland demanded a critical response from the EU to 

Russia, after their intervention in the Ukrainian peninsula of Crimea; otherwise Poland would 

veto the climate package. This bold issue linkage strategy can best be understood in light of 

complex interdependence theory, suggesting Poland had power in the negotiations and used 

this power to gain influence over unrelated issues where they had less influence. A ban on 

shale gas was never mentioned in the EU documents, though sources from the media analysis 

claim the Commission planned to include a moratorium on shale gas exploration in their 

proposal for the climate package. A trade-off was made to secure Poland’s vote in the EU 

Council. The analysis finds that two-level game serves as the best explanation of the shale 

trade-off, because it captures the importance of compensating domestic target groups though 

trade-offs. Finally the chapter addressed the role of side-payments, the reserve fund and free 

allowances, in the negotiation. Again two-level game proved its merit by linking the target 

groups that had power over the Polish win-set and the 2030 package’s compensation 

mechanisms. In light of neoliberalism the side-payments can be viewed as Germany’s way of 

securing its interests by providing incentives for Poland to comply with Germany’s wishes. 

Complex interdependency claims that weaker states, such as Poland, typically use 

international organizations, like the EU, to gain influence and extract concessions and side-

payments by economically stronger states, like Germany.  

The analysis concludes that there were changes in the countries positions over time. This was 

particularly visible in the case of Poland. Poland went from objecting to a GHG reduction 



 
 

92 

target over 35 percent, to agreeing to a 40 percent reduction target. The change was caused by 

the mechanisms that occurred in the negotiation: a trade-off, side-payments and issue linkage, 

resulting in policy options that made the 40 percent GHG reduction target negotiable.  

9.2 Theoretical Implications 
Two-level game theory and complex interdependence share a view on Poland as having the 

negotiating advantage in the 2030 negotiations. The thesis finds that Poland had power over 

Germany in the negotiation under study, due to the decision rule in the EU Council and 

Poland’s small win-set. However the neoliberal approach is not without value. While the two-

level game and complex interdependence focus specifically on the negotiation or the issue 

under discussion, the neoliberal approach underscores the importance of looking outside these 

frames and to examine interstate relations. Neoliberalism is central when evaluating the 

credibility of Poland’s veto threat. Though the thesis could not find substantial evidence to 

determine whether or not Poland would have vetoed had its demands not been met, the thesis 

found that actors in Poland were aware of the consequences a veto would have for the 

country’s own well-being, underscoring the neoliberal perspective. However, neoliberalism 

fails to adequately account for the mechanisms that occurred and framed the negotiation. 

Putnam’s two-level game as well as complex interdependency support hypothesis I. The 

analysis finds that a combinational approach of two-level game and complex dependencies is 

best suited to understand the 2030 negotiation. The two-level game theory has shed light on 

the relevance of the constellation of domestic interests, and how side-payments, trade-offs and 

issue linkage are targeted to influence those domestic groups needed to persuade the country. 

Complex interdependence pays little attention to the variances in domestic interest 

constellation, however it underscores Poland’s power over Germany, as it controls an issue 

Germany has great interest in. The perspective has a more state centric understanding of the 

mechanisms that took place and led to agreement on a climate package, as it highlights 

Poland’s efforts to extract benefits from its stronger counterpart, Germany, in the context of 

the climate negotiation.  

How can we understand the influence of Germany and Poland on the 2030 negotiation? The 

answer to the main research question is fourfold. Firstly the decision rule in the EU Council, 

provides each Member State with the power to veto agreement. Secondly, the Polish versus 
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German win-set size gave Poland the negotiating advantage. Thirdly, Germany was a pusher 

in the negotiations, and Poland was a dragger, and a credible strong dragger in the eyes of 

Germany. These first three arguments have supported Poland’s strong position and influence 

in the negotiation and hypothesis I. The fourth and final point is that a combination of 

mechanisms took place, a trade-off, issue-linkage and side-payments, altering the negotiating 

position of Poland and making agreement possible. Point four emphasizes the ability of 

Germany to secure agreement by using trade-off and side-payment strategies and thereby 

offering incentives to the domestic constituents in Poland.  

9.3 Relevance of the 2030 Case 
The thesis infers, in line with recent research, that there is a gap in EU Member States 

interests towards climate policy. Skovgaard (2014) has identified the economic crisis as a 

source of division and Fischer and Geden claim the Copenhagen summit failure has led to 

declining belief in the effects of EU championship in climate policy  (2014). Bürgin (2015) 

has shown concern that the EU’s ability to create agreement has been impaired, partly due to 

division within the EU Council. Of course, one could expect that a case study of an 

anticipated dragger and an expected pusher would confirm the notion that there are 

discrepancies in Member States’ interests in EU climate negotiations. What is interesting 

about the case study is that it illustrates how the negotiations play out. Theoretical approaches 

underscore different negotiation mechanisms and interpret them differently. The value of 

Putnam’s two-level theory, compared to alternative explanation models, is that it can account 

for i) why the compensation mechanisms were introduced, and ii) why they took the shape 

they took. The implication of the theory’s merit is that domestic interest groups’ preferences, 

and coalitions among interest groups, matter. In order to increase the likelihood of reaching 

agreement internationally, the intrastate level needs be addressed. Compensation should not 

merely target the pivotal countries, but rather the target groups within the countries that can 

shift the win-set scope.   

The combination of entrepreneurship and burden sharing were identified as explanation 

factors for EU leadership in climate policy (Schreurs and Tiberghien 2010:31). The case of 

Germany and Poland in the 2030 negotiations connects to this theory: German leadership 

played an important role in landing agreement, and burden sharing is one factor leading to the 

Polish vote. However, the burden sharing mechanism alone was not enough to save the 
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agreement from Poland’s refusal. In the 2030 compromise, instead of entrepreneurship and 

burden sharing, there was a country willing to take the burden and a country willing to veto. 

The thesis has discussed whether or not Poland was a strong dragger. In light of Germany’s 

role in the 2030 negotiations, one can argue that a distinction between strong and weak 

pushers should be made. Germany being the example of a strong pusher, willing to give in to 

unprofitable demands to secure even a weak climate package.  
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Table	  of	  Actors	  in	  the	  German	  Media 

Actor Süddeutsche Zeitung Frankfurter Allgemeine SUM 
14/28 member states 1  1 
Alternative für Deutschland 1  1 
Agora Energiewende 1  2 
Angela Merkel 1 4 5 
Barbera Hendricks 4 3 7 
Bundesverband der Deutschen 
Idustrie 

1  1 

Bundesverband für erneubare 
Energien 

 1 1 

Car industry  1 1 
Connie Hedegaard 1 3 4 
DCU 1  1 
Der Naturschutzverbund  1 1 
Deutsche Naturschutzring  1 1 
Die Grünen  2 2 4 
Die Linke 1  1 
Die Piraten 1  1 
Eastern Europe  1 1 
England  4 4 
England and Eastern Europe  1 1 
Environmentalist 1 3 4 
EU 1  1 
EU Commission  8 8 
EU Commission and most of 
the member states 

 1 1 

EU diplomats 1  1 
EU Parliament  4 4 
Europeans  1  1 
Ewa Kopacz 1  1 
FAKT (polish boulevard news 
paper)  

1  1 

France 1 1 2 
France, Italy, Ireland, Ostria, 
Portugal, Denmark, Beglium 

 1 1 

Friends of the earth 1  1 
Germany 3 9 12 
Government  2 5 7 
Greenpeace 3 4 7 
Günther Oettinger (Energy 
commissioner) 

2 4 6 
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Hollande 2  2 
José Manuel Barosso 2 8 10 
Industry  1 1 
Kurt Lauk (CDU economic 
council president) 

 1 1 

Lutz Göbel (head of 
Familieunternehmer) 

 1 1 

Markus Beyrer (Gen.sec. of 
business Europe) 

 1 1 

Markus Kerber (chief of BDI – 
industry organization)  

 1 1 

Matthias Groote (MEP SPD 
environment politician) 

 3 3 

Nabu (environmental 
protection org) 

 1 1 

Oliver Krischer (Die Günen)  1 1 
Peter Liese (MEP CDU 
climate politician)  

2 2 4 

Poland 4 10 14 
Poland and eastern Europe  1 1 
Poland and England 1  1 
Rebecca Harms (MEP die 
Grünen) 

 1 11 

Regine Günther (WWF)  1 1 2 
Reinhard Bütikofer (Leader of 
the Greens EU) 

1  1 

Sigmar Gabriel 2 7 9 
Sigmar Gabriel and Barbera 
Hendricks 

 1 1 

Spain and Portugal 1  1 
SPD 1 2 3 
Steel industry  1 1 
Süddeutsche Zeitung 1  1 
Tusk 1  1 
WWF  2 2 
WWF and Greenpeace  1 1 
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Appendix 2: Table of Actors in the Polish Media 

Actor Gazeta Wyborcza Rzeczpospolita Sum 
2050.pl (organization)  1 1 

Andrew Rozenek (Your Movement)  1 1 
Andrzej Czerwinski (PO Civic Platform)  1 1 
Andrzej Halicki (minister of administration 
PO) 

 1 1 

Angela Merkel 1 2 3 
Anna Kalata (Democratic left alliance)  1 1 
Antonio Tajani (Industry commissioner) 3  3 
Barack Obama 1  1 
Bronislaw Komorowski (president of Poland)  1 1 
Barosso 1  1 
California 1  1 
Christian Schnell  1 1 
Christopher Adam Kowalczyk (writer at 
Rzeczpospolita ) 

 1 1 

Connie Hedegaard (climate commissioner)  2 2 
Daria Kulczycka (Leviathan)  1 1 
Dariusz Marzec (vise president of PGE - the 
largest energy sector company) 

 1 1 

Diplomatic sources  1 1 
Dep. Minister of the Environment 1  1 
Donald Tusk  3  3 
German thinktanks (EKOFYS, PIK, Climate 
Analytics) 

 1 1 

Energa (electricity company)  1 1 
Entrepreneurs 1  1 
Environmental Protection Agency 1  1 
Eurokrat (anonymous)  2 1 3 
Environmentalists 1  1 
EU 1  1 
EU Commission 1  1 
Ewa Kopacz 4 6 10 
France 2  2 
Francois Hollande 1  1 
German press  1 1 
Germany 1  1 
Germany and France 1 1 2 
Germany, UK, Netherlands 1  1 
Government representatives (anonymous) 1  1 
Green lobby 1  1 
Greenpeace 1  1 
Grzegorz Schetyna (Foreign Minister)  1 1 
Günther Oettinger (energy commissioner) 3  3 
Hans-Werner Sinn (IFO Institute) 1  1 
Herman Van Rumpoy 1 2 3 
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Institute of renewable energy  1 1 
Isaac Valero Ladron (EU Commission)  1 1 
Janusz Lewandowski (Commissioner)  1 1 
Janusz  Piechocinski (leader of PLS) 1 4 5 
Lech Kaczynski (leader of PiS)  2 2 
Krzysztof Karolczyk (Fortum CHP) 1  1 
Krzysztof Kilian (former leader of PGE) 1  1 
Maciej Bukowski (Leader of WISE) 2 1 3 
Marcin Korolec (previous environment 
minister) 

1 1 2 

Markus J. Beyrer (CEO Business Europe)  1 1 
Mikael Lemström (president of Fortum - Power 
and Heat) 

 1 1 

Monika Morawiecka (Dir. of gas and electric 
company) 

1  1 

Opposition  1 1 
Paul Smolen (head of Eurocoal)  1  1 
PKEE   3 3 
Poland 6  6 
Polish delegation 1 1 2 
Polish experts 1  1 
Polish diplomatic sources  1 1 
Polish government  2 2 
Poles  1 1 
Portugal and Spain  2 2 
Przeforsowalo (red-green lobby org.) 1  1 
Rafał Trzaskowsk (MEP and member of The 
civic platform, deputy foreign minster) 

1 2 3 

Right wing groups 1  1 
RWE  1 1 
Ryszard Kalisz (MEP candidate)  1 1 
Thomas Prusek (journalist) 1  1 
UK 2 1 3 
USA 1  1 
V4+  1 1 
Vladimir Karpinski  1 1 
Western Diplomats 2  2 
Woszczyk (new leader PGE) 1  1 
Zbigniew Ziobro (Leader of Polish Solidarity / 
United Poland and MEP) 

 2 2 
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Appendix 3: Table of Articles from German Newspapers 

[No] (Excel No) Article title Date.month.year 
Frankfurter Allgemeine 
1 3-6 Bundesregierung kämpft für europäisches Ökostromziel 08.01.2014 
2 7-11 EU Parlament für Klimaziele 10.01.2014 
3 12-16 EU macht den Weg frei für Fracking 14.01.2014 
4 17-21 EU macht den Weg frei für Schiefergasförderung 15.01.2014 
5 22-30 Volle Kraft auf die Emissionen 21.01.2014 
6 31-36 EU Kommission erntet viel Kritik für Klimapläne 22.01.2014 
7 37-38 Klimapräsident Barosso 22.01.2014 
8 39-43 EU will CO2-emissionen um 40 Prozent senken 23.01.2014 
9 44-47 Eine neue Klimapolitik für Europa 23.01.2014 
10 48-49 EU Parlament beharrt auf Ökostromziele 06.02.2014 
11 50-51 Brüssel greift deutsche Ökostromforderungen an 12.02.2014 
12 52 Gabriel wirbt für EU-Ökostromziel 05.03.2014 
13 53-58 Deutschland steht mit seiner Klimapolitik allein 20.03.2014 
14 59-65 EU will mehr Energie sparen 19.06.2014 
15 66 EU peilt neue Energiesparziele an 20.06.2014 
16 67-70 Ukraine-krise gefährdet den Klimaschutz 27.06.2014 
17 71 Gabriels neuer Energiefahrplan 01.07.2014 
18 72 Ziellos 24.07.2014 
19 73-82 Klima schonen, Russland schwächen 24.07.2014 
20 83-85 Hilfsrufe aus der Stahlküche 07.10.2014 
21 86-89 Polen zu mehr Klimaschutz bereit 11.10.2014 
22 90-91 Die Klimapolitik ist swach 18.10.2014 
23 92-96 Ökostrom ist Entwicklungshilfe 19.10.2014 
24 97-100 Klimaschutz in Alleingang 24.10.2014 
25 101-112 Fast alle stören sich am Klimapaket der EU 25.10.2014 
Süddeutsche Zeitung 
27 3-7 Zwei Ministerien, ein Ziel 09.01.2014 
28 8-11 EU gibt vorreiterrolle bei erneubare energien auf 15.01.2014 
29 11-20 EU-Kommission enttäuscht mit Klimaschutz-plänen 22.01.2014 
30 21 Problem ohne Priorität 03.03.2014 
31 22 Angst vorm Blick in die Röhre 05.03.2014 
32 23-25 Warschaus gewieftes kalkühl 12.03.2014 
33 26-27 Strommast ade 20.03.2014 
34 28 Spannung in der Luft 25.04.2014 
35 29 "Unbegrenztes Wachstum ist nicht möglich" 26.04.2014 
36 30-35 Diese Energiepolitik wünschen sich deutsche Politiker 07.05.2014 
37 36 Europa muss von importiertem Gas und Öl unhabhängig werden 24.06.2014 
38 37 Ganz oben auf der Agenda 26.06.2014 
39 38 Was sich die Europäische Union vornimmt 27.06.2014 
40 39-41 B wie billig, B wie Braunkohl 01.07.2014 
41 42-50 Das Minimalziel ist in Gefahr 17.10.2014 
42 51-56 Europa will ein bisschen umweltfreundlicher werden 24.10.2014 
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Appendix 4: Table of Articles from Polish Newspapers 

	  

	  

[No] (Excel No) Article title Date.month.year 
Rzeczpospolita 
1 2-3  EU / Delay the auction of 900 million co2 allowances voted 08.01.2014 
2 4-5 Ambitious plans of the European Commission 22.01.2014 
3 6-7 The need for action to return to growth’ 23.01.2014 
4 8 Peasant: You must link the climate goals of the EU economy 14.02.2014 
5 9 Europe will not repeat the success of the US 21.02.2014 
6 10 Poles want green energy 19.03.2014 
7 11 Poll "Rzeczpospolita" Ryszard Kalisz 01.04.2014 
8 12 Union says yes but 08.04.2014 
9 13 Demand for petroleum products dropped by 17 percent 2030 11.04.2014 
10 14 Poll "Rzeczpospolita" Anna Kalata 12.04.2014 
11 15 Coal is still important but will increase the importance of RES 01.09.2014 
12 16 Poland invites the Union to talk about climate 16.09.2014 
13 17-21 In distributed sources resides great potential 30.09.2014 
14 22 Korolec: reduction of CO2 in Poland due to the improvement of 

energy efficiency 
01.10.2014 

15 23 Kopacz government opposed the new climate goals 01.10.2014 
16 24 Prime minister Kopacz in Berlin. Meet with Merkel 09.10.2014 
17 25 Kopacz after meeting with Hollande declares battle for energy prices 01.10.2014 
18 26-27 Changes in the energy sector will be evolutionary 15.10.2014 
19 28-30 Union is flexing, but forgive 19.10.2014 
20 31-33 EU climate summit tomorrow - the fight for the deal lasts 22.10.2014 
21 34-35 USA: energy related CO2 emissions in 2013. Increased by 5.2 percent. 

Yoy. 
22.10.2014 

22 36 Progress at the EU summit. After a meeting with health minister 
Merkel and Hollande 

23.10.2014 

23 37-42 Started at the EU climate summit. Before the night negotiate leaders 23.10.2014 
24 43-45 Business will feel the negative effects 23.10.2014 
25 46 Do not throw away the industry from Europe 23.10.2014 
26 47-49 Parliament speaker: van Rompuy will do everything to reach an 

agreement on climate 
24.10.2014 

27 50 Piechociński on top: was nervous, it was necessary to threaten to veto 24.10.2014 
28 51-53 Climate agreement in Brussels 24.10.2014 
29 54-58 Health Minister: Back from the top of the shield 24.10.2014 
30 59 The German Press: After the deluge even us! 25.10.2014 
31 60 "Die Zeit": Poland managed to torpedo the two important energy 

purposes 
28.10.2014 

32 61 Justice Minister: Health Minister should appear before the tribunal of 
state 

24.10.2014 

33 62 Kaczynski: The Result of the EU summit is a blow to the polish 24.10.2014 
34 63 Rozenek: Kopacz success at the EU summit 24.10.2014 
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Gazeta Wyborcza 
35 3-10 Slate for the reduction of CO2? 14.01.2014 
36 11-17 And the climate and the economy 23.01.2014 
37 18-21 How can climate and industry be combined? 28.01.2014 
38 22-24 Dearest department in history 17.02.2014 
39 25-33 Polish union coal versus wind 10.03.2014 
40 34 Preparing for a second Rospuda? 28.05.2014 
41 35-38 President Obama has taken to cut CO2 emissions 03.06.2014 
42 39-47 Poland price for carbon 16.10.2014 
43 48-56 Less CO2 and cheap electricity 23.10.2014 
44 57-60 Prime minister Kopacz in Brussels battle of climate 24.10.2014 
45 61-66 Eco compromise in Brussels 25.10.2014 
46 67 Union gives to our power 27.10.2014 


