
5

Governing Energy Transitions

Energy is and has always been governed by a variety of means and a plurality of
actors. The nature of those means, their underlying goals and the types of actor
involved have shifted over time. But all energy transitions are governed. Even if
they are not. What I mean by this seemingly contradictory statement is that non-
regulation, and an absence of governance of aspects of energy policy, is also
a political choice: albeit not always one over which governments have full control.
What I refer to as ‘un-governance’ and deliberate neglect – pathways not taken and
policy options not adopted – are also exercises of power (Phillips and Newell 2013;
Scarse and Smith 2009). They reflect political choices not to intervene in the
market: for example, to allow other actors to provide and profit from the generation
and transmission of electricity; for example, to allow for laissez-faire regulation of
incumbent interests, or to enact more ambitious action to combat climate change.
They embody power, ideology and political preferences. And they bear uneven
social and economic consequences, even if these cannot always be deliberately and
consciously foreseen.

This goes to the heart of tensions around the role of energy regulation and
governance in relation to the role of the state, cast simultaneously as promoter
and regulator of industries, with all the tensions and contradictions that flow from
this (Newell 2008). As Levi-Faur (2005: 14) puts it, regulation is, or rather has
become, ‘both a constitutive element of capitalism (as the framework that enables
markets) and the tool that moderates and socializes it’. The functions of production
and protection are overseen by the same actors, often with close ties to those they
are charged with regulating and often even with commonmaterial interests at stake,
as with state-owned companies, for example, or where politicians have shares or
hold directorships with private entities they are meant to regulate.

With energy, as many other domains of policy, there is a big difference between
governance in theory, which describes separation of functions and clear lines of
authority, independence from private actors, checks and balances and the existence
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of mechanisms of accountability and oversight, and governance in practice, more
often than not characterised by blurred and shifting lines of authority as priorities
shift, leadership changes and opportunities and threats alter the operating environ-
ment, and often underpinned by social networks of power which span across the
state and broader political society which wields uneven political power in shaping
policy outcomes. As I noted in a study on the governance of carbon markets in
Argentina, but in terms which apply to many scenarios of energy governance,

governance is characterised by tight networks of specialists from government and the
private sector whose roles elide and overlap in ways that challenge and give lie to the
conventional wisdom about the separation of project developers from national regulatory
agencies and verification bodies. This is not just about low levels of capacity and expertise,
although that is part of the story, but also the social and political networks which govern and
constitute policy-making in a real sense. (Newell 2014: 12–13)

This power is concentrated in a small and tightly-knit community of state officials and
‘market makers’ (project developers, financiers and auditors) who encounter one another on
a frequent basis, problematizing assumptions about the separation between their roles and
responsibilities in ensuring fair play in carbon markets. (Newell 2014: 15)

The distinction between governance in theory and governance in practice under-
scores the importance of researching ‘every day’ and informal decision-making
through networks and practices of power that run through energy politics.

As Gore (2017: 157) suggests, at its most basic level,

[t]he notion of governance draws attention to the relationship between actors in a particular
process, the knowledge that is included and excluded from a process, the spaces or
opportunities for deliberation or engagement provided, and the institutions or rules that
condition and structure interactions. A focus on ‘energy governance’ . . . offers a lens
through which we can view the multilevel power relations in a given process, how certain
ideas and approaches come to dominate at the exclusion of others, and how different actors
shape energy transitions and transformations.

In Section 5.1 on the histories of energy governance, I show how ideologies and
strategies of governance have been shaped by broader shifts in capitalism, particu-
larly during its neo-liberal phase, regarding the role of the state and the re-scaling of
the global economy through processes of globalisation. In the former case, critiques
of the role of the state as a provider of energy services have driven a wave of power
sector reform in large parts of the majority world enforced by actors such as the
World Bank and the IMF (International Monetary Fund). From this perspective,
energy transitions are, therefore, part of broader attempts to deepen and extend neo-
liberal discipline and market society: opening up new investment opportunities for
capital through access to investments in energy infrastructures. In the latter case,
this has served to regionalise and globalise energy markets and led to new forms of
co-ordination and governance at those levels which energy producers and investors
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have sought to shape and influence. I argue below, building on the argument in
Chapter 4, that overall this has taken the form of governance for energy investors
and the energy industry, rather than governance of those actors, especially as we
will see in Section 5.6 on the ecologies of energy governance, with regard to the
environmental impacts of energy pathways.

In Section 5.2 on the political economy of energy governance, I show how at
every level – from local, city, national, regional and global governance – political
systems reflect and are imbued with the structural and material power of incumbent
energy providers and interests, reinforced by institutional power through high
levels of access and representation in the key centres of decision-making and
further entrenched by discursive power to frame their needs as congruent with
those of the state, and their preferred energy pathways as the most viable and
attractive ones to deal with the energy trilemma of simultaneously tackling energy
poverty, security and sustainability. This power derives, in part, from the peculiar
relationship between energy and growth whose expansion provides the raison
d’être of capitalist economies and the competition this generates between political
authorities at all levels to attract mobile capital. Conceptually, the exercise of power
in these ways has been described in a diversity of ways (Stirling 2014b) from the
community power debates of the 1960s (Bachrach and Baratz 1962), which drew
attention to the power to keep threatening issues off public and political agendas, to
discussions about the ‘captive state’ (Monbiot 2000) and the capture of political
systems (democratic and undemocratic) by fossil fuel interests and indeed the
fragility of the division between the interests of state and capital (Holloway and
Picciotto 1978). Globally, such power finds expression in what some scholars have
referred to as ‘oil hegemony’ in the international system (Bromley 1991) or ‘private
empires’ (Coll 2012). Taken together, this clearly points to the necessity of
a political economy account of energy governance. I show too, though, how
incumbent power is maintained and reinforced by a spectrum of social and cultural,
as well as political, economic and military arenas of power.

In Section 5.6 on the ecologies of energy governance, I describe an energy
governance complex: a web of distributed (but unevenly concentrated) power and
agency over different parts of the energy system and its multi-functionality.
Ecologising governance draws attention not only to the interconnections and
interdependencies that characterise this governance complex, but also to its eco-
logical blindness. This is observable in the ways, as we saw in Chapter 3 on
production, in which certain supply- and demand-side reduction options are sys-
tematically marginalised in mainstream policy debates, the environmental impacts
of everyday and routine energy planning and investment decisions overlooked or
normalised and, at a more fundamental level, discussions of the incompatibility
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between energy-led industrial growth and sustainability obscured, denied and
marginalised. This underlines the need once again for shifts in power relations
within and beyond those institutions if more sustainable and progressive energy
pathways are to be imagined and enacted.

5.1 Historicising Energy Governance

Forms of energy governance bear the hallmark of the historical period in which they
are conceived, the national and regional context in which they were developed and
for which they were designed, and of the actors, institutions, social forces and
ideologies that shaped their emergence. This implies attention to disparate and
uneven energy statecrafts, contests between national and global capitals, the fluc-
tuating power of labour and the role of civil society and social movements.

We can observe a shifting balance of power between public and private control
over the governance of energy (as we saw in Chapter 3) from state control to
privatisation and the neo-liberalisation of energy governance, which I described as
a process rather than an end state. In the early 1970s, for example, there was a trend
towards states asserting control over supply. This came in the form of the expropri-
ations of assets (Libya, Algeria), unilateral decisions to fix maximum rates of
production (Kuwait) or the unwillingness to accept production expansions which
had been scheduled by the companies (Saudi Arabia) (Odell 1981). Energy nation-
alism was then challenged with neo-liberal reform programmes for the power
sector throughout the 1980s and 1990s, though in many contexts the state retained
a key role (Baker et al. 2014). In Africa, though arguably elsewhere, McDonald
(2009) suggests that this political shift took the form of ‘electric capitalism’. As he
suggests, ‘electricity is not necessary for capitalism’ (McDonald 2009: 3) per se,
since capitalism began before the advent of electricity and it continues to operate in
many part of the world without it (where in Africa, for example, less than
20 per cent of the population has access to electricity and as little as 2 per cent in
many rural areas), though largely one could argue in areas and among populations
that have yet to be fully integrated into market society. Electricity is clearly also not
the only input that sustains capitalism, though energy, perhaps particularly in the
form of oil, plays a critical role in fuelling the globalisation of capitalism. The
importance of electricity is also not restricted to neo-liberal capitalist modes of
production as the experience of contemporary China or the former USSR and
Eastern bloc countries, where electrification and state-led industrialism have
evolved hand in hand, clearly shows.

Yet, as McDonald (2009), Altvater (2006) and others have argued, there is
something ‘remarkably synergistic about electricity and capitalism’ (McDonald
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2009: 4). As it has evolved historically, electricity has become more and more
intrinsic to the functioning and expansion of markets. Most forms of industry,
manufacturing and service provision require large inputs of electricity to success-
fully operate. Around IT, big data, automation, electrification and artificial intelli-
gence (AI), the demands for greater electricity generation and distribution are set to
greatly intensify, even as we seek to decarbonise the grid. Search engines andmega-
servers are huge consumers of electricity. As McDonald (2009: 5) puts it:

Electricity may not be an innate feature of the capitalist mode of production but it has
become an essential one, providing a stable, yet dynamic platform upon which to build new
production systems and products that lend themselves to the rapid pace of change in
contemporary global markets. And as the capitalist centre of gravity shifts towards the
service sector (particularly finance), electricity becomes an even more indispensable input,
heightening pressures for cheap and reliable supplies of electric power from the ‘command-
ing heights’ of this new global economy and the transnational elite that runs it.

Some of this is not peculiar to neo-liberalism per se, but rather forms part of
a deeper and historically constituted relationship between capitalism and electri-
city. McDonald (2009: 5) argues: ‘The electricity sector is not solely responsible for
this kind of ideological imperialism, but the expansion of electricity is illustrative of
the kinds of micro and macro-mechanisms of neo-liberal control being imposed
around the world . . . from the disciplinary powers of pre-paid electricity meters to
the private sector conditionalities of international financial institutions in infra-
structure development.’

He further suggests that ‘electricity has become an integral part of all capitalist
activity and that we can best understand the inequities of its availability and
affordability by looking at the (neo-liberal) market dynamics within which it
operates’ (McDonald 2009: xv). Questions of access to and the distribution of
electricity are often subject to capitalist accumulation dynamics whereby the
needs of industry and richer consumers are systematically privileged over those
of poorer and labouring classes. The poor often pay more for their electricity in
real terms, as opposed to merely as a percentage of their incomes (Sanchez 2010).
McDonald (2009: 25) notes, for example, in the South African context, that ‘[c]
ommerce and industry make up 60% of electricity consumption in Cape Town but
they pay much less on average than domestic consumers’. In extreme cases, such
as South Africa, we can see this in the disproportionate weighting of the demands
of the mining and energy industries, part of the Minerals-Energy-Complex (Fine
and Rustomjee 1997), but also in the extraordinary levels of state support given to
nuclear power in the UK (Cox et al. 2016), for example, at a time of austerity and
fuel poverty for many in the population at large. Efforts to extend energy services
to the poor are often also undermined by aggressively pursued cost recovery
programmes (McDonald 2009).
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These modes of energy governance are not fixed, however, but do reflect differ-
ent political economies and models of organising state–market relations.
Sometimes dramatic recalibrations of energy governance occur in the wake of
crises which call upon the state to intervene. In relation to rapid transitions in the
energy sector, a Revolución Energética in Cuba moved the country to a more
efficient, decentralised system with smaller generator stations and shorter distances
to transmit energy. For example, old, inefficient incandescent light bulbs were
removed almost entirely, by mandate, in just six months. Fidel Castro’s comment
at the time was: ‘We are not waiting for fuel to fall from the sky, because we have
discovered, fortunately, something much more important: energy conservation,
which is like finding a great oil deposit’ (Simms 2013: 209).

More proactively, the Chinese state has driven a series of energy transitions
reflecting its new-found power as a global energy leader (Ockwell et al. 2017). It
has also pursued them at pace. For example, pilot cook stove programmes were set
up by the government in hundreds of rural provinces. From the start of the
programme in 1982 until 1998, 185 million improved cook stoves were installed,
facilitating the penetration of improved stoves from less than 1 per cent of the
Chinese market in 1982 to more than 80 per cent by 1998 – reaching half a billion
people (Sovacool 2016: 207). More recently, China’s capacity around wind and
solar not only grew fast, it grewmuch faster than in any other countries in the world.
By 2010, it had surpassed the two largest wind power countries, Germany and the
United States, and by 2016 China had installed more than twice the capacity of the
United States, making up 36 per cent of the capacity installed globally. A similar
phenomenon occurred in the field of solar energy, but in an even more compressed
time frame. In the space of three years, from 2013 to 2016, China installed 50 GW
of solar power. It overtook Germany in 2015 to make 26 per cent of the global solar
power capacity in 2016 (Goron 2017). In Indonesia, meanwhile, the government
both lowered kerosene subsidies and constructed new refrigerated LPG terminals to
act as national distribution hubs. Within just three years – from 2007 to 2009 – the
number of LPG stoves nationwide jumped from a mere 3 million to 43.3 million,
meaning that they served almost two-thirds of Indonesia’s 65 million households
(or about 216 million people). The programme reached all of its targets including
six entire provinces and Jakarta, the capital, and all kerosene subsidies were
withdrawn. In the case of Brazil’s Proálcool programme, introduced in
November 1975 to increase ethanol production and substitute ethanol for petroleum
in conventional vehicles, by 1981, six years later, 90 per cent of all new vehicles
sold in Brazil could run on ethanol (Sovacool 2016). State-led programmes, visions
(such as India’s solar mission) and programmes of technology innovation and
development clearly, then, can and do flourish within a neo-liberal global political
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economy which questions the efficiency, desirability and effectiveness of such
interventions in the energy sector.

5.2 Political Economy of Energy Governance

5.2.1 States of Transition

The state, by its presence or absence, and either despite or because of historical
shifts in governance, remains the central actor in energy governance. This is true
even in relation to more liberalised and privatised sectors, and of global institutions
where states remain the key actors and jealously guard their authority. Even with
regard to the tremendous growth of transnational energy governance, state author-
ity is still often called upon for institutional backing and enforcement. Likewise, as
we saw in Chapter 4 in relation to governing private finance or shaping social norms
and cultural preferences (as we will see in Chapter 6), the state performs critical
roles.

Understanding the role of the state in energy transformations requires an appre-
ciation of context: what is possible given enormous differences in capacity and
resources, autonomy and uneven access to different energy sources and technolo-
gies. Which technologies and energy systems receive support, whose energy needs
get prioritised, and which actors are charged with the responsibility for meeting
energy needs are functions of very different decision-making processes, political
systems and political economies. Key political economy dynamics include (i) the
organisation of the state; (ii) the political nature of the state; and (iii) the role of the
state in the global political economy (Ockwell et al. 2017). We noted in Chapter 2
that specific concerns have been raised about the extent to which ‘the state’ is
properly understood and accounted for within transitions scholarship (Johnstone
and Newell 2018). This includes thinking about the state’s role in transitions and
transformations (Meadowcroft 2005, Kuzemko et al. 2016; Lockwood et al. 2016)
explored through transition management approaches (Loorbach et al. 2015), work
on the governance of energy transitions (Verbong and Loorbach 2012) and around
specific state functions in relation to transitions, such as the entrepreneurial state
(Mazzucato 2011) or the use of industrial policy (Pegels 2014). But there continues
to be a neglect of more systematic and comparative thinking about the relationship
between different forms of state and statehood and different approaches to transi-
tion and transformation. This constitutes a broad canvas: from an exploration of
how types and depth of democracy produce different types of (energy) pathways,
for example (Johnstone and Stirling 2020); to the role of electoral and party systems
and specific policy processes and styles of decision-making (Kern and Rogge
2018), to different political economies constituted by an array of state–society
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complexes captured in part by the notion of varieties of capitalism (Hall and
Soskice 2001; Ćetković and Buzogány 2016) and the politics of which states are
best able to accelerate transitions (Roberts et al. 2018).

This raises questions about the viability and desirability of generic prescriptions
for ‘managed transitions’ in light of such diversity in state forms and functions, the
different ways in which they interact with energy systems and the evident limits of
the sorts of transitions and transformations that states alone can steer, manage or
impose. This speaks directly to critiques of prescriptions for ‘managed transitions’
(Stirling 2011, 2014a), with their implicit assumption that a monolithic state-like
entity can prescribe actions necessary for transitions in order to effect some form of
‘seemingly amorphous, singular, depoliticized “way forward”’ (Stirling 2014a: 5).
Ockwell et al.’s (2017) analysis challenges explicit and implicit assumptions about
how transitions might be managed or controlled, demonstrating how, even in highly
centralised states such as China, assumptions of complete state control are often
illusory. Assumptions about state capacity are built into international treaties like
the Paris Agreement, as well many national transition plans, visions and strategies
which envisage a top-down process of state-led energy transformation, one which
sits awkwardly with the historical experience to date of the practice of energy
transitions which imply key roles for a diversity of actors.

A key issue is whether transformations can be engineered or planned from above,
as is implied or imagined in national transition plans, or rather can also emerge
more organically from below. After all, there was no blueprint for the industrial
revolution, suggesting a disconnect between current assumptions and practices
about how to organise and govern transformations and historical evidence of how
they have occurred in practice (Newell 2015). Nevertheless, there are many
examples of the proactive use of state power to bring about rapid transitions
which speak to the increasing recognition that the role of the state will be key to
accelerating transitions to sustainability (Johnstone and Newell 2018). The role of
the state in accelerating transitions can range from supporting research, develop-
ment and innovation in its entrepreneurial form (Mazzucato 2011), employing
a plethora of policy tools and economic instruments to tax, support, protect and
regulate industries, and using the machinery of democratic government to promote
and safeguard spaces of deliberation over competing energy futures (Eckersley
2004).

There are many examples of proactive state-led transitions in today’s world,
including those noted in Section 5.1. More ambitious strategies for embracing
renewable energy have been adopted in countries ranging from China and Kenya
to Uruguay, Germany and Denmark for a variety of different reasons including
seeking to secure first mover advantages (Germany, Denmark, India and China) for
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state-owned and private firms, reducing dependence on imported energy (India,
Uruguay) and reducing vulnerability to the effects of climate change on energy
generation capacity (such as hydropower) (Kenya). Uruguay, for example, has
adopted bold emissions reduction targets and plans to derive 94.5 per cent of the
country’s electricity from renewable energy (Watts 2015). More recently still in
Norway, France and the UK, targets have been set for the phase-out of petrol and
diesel-only vehicles within eight years in the most ambitious case of Norway.Many
government announcements followed declarations by car producers such as Volvo
that they would only make fully electric or hybrid cars from 2019 onwards. The
importance of economy-wide state visions for green transitions is most recently
manifested in interest in the Green New Deal which, in Europe, takes the form of
a region wide, sector by sector carbon descent and investment plan.

States can also set limits on production. Encouragingly, there have been recent
bold moves by governments to leave fossil fuels in the ground. A combination of
divestment of finance from fossil fuels by major investors and laws and regulations
that many governments have recently shown themselves willing to adopt to cap
production (such as recent moratoria on new oil exploration and production
announced in 2017 and 2018 by a number of countries including New Zealand,
France, Costa Rica and Belize), or which set clear near-term timetables for their
phase-out as is happening in China, showwhat is possible. Costa Rica, for example,
has a moratorium on oil exploration in place that was recently extended to 2021,
the year by which Costa Rica also intends to be carbon neutral. There are also
moratoria on fracking in a number of jurisdictions globally such as France,
Germany, Ireland, Wales, Scotland and Uruguay. In February 2020, Mayor Bill
de Blasio announced New York City’s intention to stop all new fossil fuel projects
within and serving the city. This is the largest municipal ban announcement of its
kind globally.1 Most recently, the Spanish Climate Change and Energy Transition
Bill, currently in development, is likely to include a ban on new oil and gas
exploration and exploitation activities.

Internationally, there are precedents such as the moratorium in place for mining
projects in Antarctica (Article 7 of the Environmental Protocol of the Antarctic
Treaty). The International Council on Mining and Metals has committed its mem-
bers (including the World Coal Association) to not explore or mine in World
Heritage Sites and ‘respect legally designated protected areas’. Likewise, there
are calls for banning oil drilling in the Arctic Sea and to halt exploitation in
protected areas and on indigenous lands (LINGO 2018). The Lofoten Declaration
for a Managed Decline of Fossil Fuel Production Around the World developed in
2017 by a group of activists, academics and analysts meanwhile, signed by over 500
organisations, highlights the need to put an end to fossil fuel development and
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manage the decline of existing production (Lofoten Declaration 2017). In this
regard, a number of governments have signed up to the ‘Powering Past Coal
Alliance’, launched in November 2017, including more than twenty-five nations
that have pledged to phase out coal-fired power generation. Membership of the
Alliance requires states to make (non-binding) public declarations that they will
refrain from building new, unabated coal-fired power stations and will phase out
existing ones (Jewell et al. 2019). This led to calls for a global coal mining
moratorium (Blondeel and Van de Graaf 2018). Bolder still have been calls made
at the United Nations Security Council for a Fossil Fuel Non-Proliferation Treaty
(Newell and Simms 2019).

What these initiatives point to is the obvious need not to leave the pace and nature
of energy transitions to the ‘historical cycles’ or ‘invisible’ hand of the market to take
their course through ‘natural decline’ and adjustments to supply and demand, but
rather to proactively force disruptive change by setting some energy pathways off
limits and thereby facilitating the rapid switching of investment, innovation, technol-
ogy and policy towards climate-compatible alternatives (Wilson and Tyfield 2018;
Wilson 2018). Though the power of incumbent industries and lock-in to particular
production models is often stated as a reason for the impossibility of rapid transitions,
historically states have played a key role in managing adaptations to external shocks
or rewiring their economies in line with shifting domestic needs and global demands
within short periods of time. This includes large-scale industrial conversion, often in
war time. But current responses to the coronavirus also illustrate the willingness and
ability of the state to support the rapid re-purposing and conversion of industries: in
this case to produce ventilators and other essential medical equipment.2

The issue is not just the type of state in a generic sense: whether it is more liberal
or co-ordinated, or the extent to which it is democratic. We also need to be attentive
to politics within the state. Different states are characterised by uneven power and
resources that they canmobilise behind low carbon transitions, reflected in the ways
in which they organise and are able to implement responses to energy policy
challenges. It is possible to discern two broad types of organisational integration
that characterise governance by different states. The first is the level of vertical
governance integration. This refers to degrees of centralisation/de-centralisation,
which have consequences for the form of energy politics, the types of transition that
are possible and whether they can be ‘steered’ from above. It can, for example, take
the form of centre–province relations, such as in China, or result from constitutional
changes bringing about the devolution and delegation of authority and access to
resources for counties, as has happened in Kenya.

The second type of organisational characteristic is the level of horizontal govern-
ance integration. This refers to the organisation of bureaucracies and imbalances of
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power across government, which have implications for interventions in the energy
sector (e.g. the balance of power, authority and resources between ministries of
energy and planning, as opposed to those dealing with environment and rural
development) and how trade-offs around energy poverty, security and low carbon
imperatives are resolved or not as a result. Some ministries have more power than
others. To take an example, in India, the Ministries of Power and Coal command
much greater financial resources and political power within government than either
the MNRE (Ministry of New and Renewable Energy) or the MoEF (Ministry of
Environment and Forests). Phillips and Newell (2013: 660) use the term ‘un-
governance’ to refer to

areas of deliberate and active neglect, where power is exercised to ensure action is not taken
and prevailing material and bureaucratic interests protected. In this context it entails
recognition that the actors and institutions with primary responsibility for clean energy
development are rarely those actors which yield most power over the course of energy
policy development. It manifests itself in the way the incumbent regime, largely centred
around the continued use of fossil fuels, accommodates niche initiatives on clean energy
without reducing its position of power within India’s energy regime.

Moreover, ‘whilst the MNRE may provide avenues of stakeholder engagement
(however imperfect) for promoting low carbon, pro-poor energy technologies,
there is no evidence to suggest that the Ministry of Power is obliged to include
MNREwithin its decision making on policies that affect the power sector’ (Phillips
and Newell 2013: 660).

Because of the centrality of energy to growth, ministries of energy and planning
often wield more power and authority than departments and ministries responsible
for the environmental, health, labour or other aspects of energy policy decision-
making. These are often reinforced by close and often revolving-door relationships
with energy utilities and providers with whom they have to negotiate to secure their
buy-in and support for key state strategies. As Newell and Phillips (2016) show in
the case of Kenya, for example, failure to ensure the buy-in of the energyministry in
early consultations led to the stalling of attempts to get a national climate action
plan adopted for the country. For energy policy to be effectively implemented, there
is a need for buy-in across all levels of governance, both horizontally and vertically.
Likewise, policy alliances among central regulators without effective participation
from key local, financial and market stakeholders will face challenges at the
implementation stages of these top-down initiatives, as these non-state actors’
financial and technological resources are indispensable at project level.

This is especially the case given the importance for energy policy of ‘non-energy
energy policy’ by which I mean trade, transport, housing and agriculture policies
which generate energy demands and reproduce energy regimes through their
preference for particular policies, pricing regimes and infrastructures. It is not
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just states that generate energy demand or shape pathways in these ways. As
Royston et al. (2018: 129) put it:

They are formulated not only by nation-states but also, at one end of the scale, by
international organisations, multinational corporations and trans-national policy networks,
and at the other, by regional and local authorities, and institutions like prisons, schools and
hospitals. All such institutions, whether national, trans-national or local, have policies,
priorities and agendas which shape energy demand . . . all such institutions have some
degree of power and autonomy in the steering of demand.

But key actors use material and institutional power to make their voices heard
to the state. Companies are generally reluctant to disclose such lobbying expend-
iture of course, but a report from InfluenceMap used a methodology focusing on
the best available records along with intensive research of corporate messaging
to gauge their level of influence on initiatives to halt climate change (McCarthy
2019). To take one example, fossil fuel political giving outdoes renewables
thirteen to one. During the latest mid-term election cycle in the USA, the fossil
fuel industry paid at least $359 million for federal campaign donations and
lobbying (Kirk 2020). As of December 2019, 134 members of Congress and
their spouses own as much as $92.7 million worth of stock in fossil fuel
companies and mutual funds (Kotch 2020). This has global implications given
the weight and profile of the USA in global climate politics. Globally, every year,
the world’s five largest publicly owned oil and gas companies spend approxi-
mately $200 million on lobbying designed to control, delay or block binding
climate-motivated policy (McCarthy 2019).

Moving to the international level, the importance of which part of the state
engages in policy becomes alarmingly clear in the climate change negotiations
where delegates from OPEC states such as Saudi Arabia, paid for by the oil
company Aramco, come predominantly from the Ministry of Petroleum which
has no mandate whatsoever for environmental protection. A key issue, then, is
how to prevent the more active and explicit sabotage of the process by a small
group of oil-exporting countries willing and able to hold the world hostage to their
desire to protect the profit flows of oil majors such as Saudi’s Aramco. Attention
has focused on these delegates attending UNFCCC negotiations that are in the pay
of oil companies and able to stall progress of the negotiations by challenging the
science and adopting delaying tactics (Depledge 2008). For example, at COP25
more than forty Gulf state delegates were current or former employees of fossil
fuel companies (Collett-White 2019). In other words, they are using veto power to
block progress towards the stated aim of the negotiations and have a clear material
interest in slowing progress wherever possible. Quite the contrary: their mandate
is to expand the supply and export of more climate-changing oil, a fact which has
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led to calls for their exclusion from the negotiations on the basis that they are
acting in bad faith and subject to clear conflicts of interest.

An appreciation of the tensions and power imbalances within and across the state
underscores the need to get inside the state and not view it as a monolithic and
unitary actor. Power balances shift over time as personnel and their interests and
expertise change. In the UK, as a result of an ideological shift on the part of an
incoming government, for example, the Department for Energy and Climate
Change was dissolved and merged into the department for Business, Energy and
Industrial Strategy, affording less priority to climate change. The implementation of
high-level energy policy goals can also meet barriers in the form of variegated
interests, stratified, often simultaneously, across both vertical and horizontal levels
of governance. Networks, alliances and coalitions are required to carry policies and
overcome incumbent resistance and barriers to action (Meckling et al. 2015).
Sometimes bureaucrats feeling isolated on an issue will seek alliances with external
actors from civil society or business in order to bolster their position, a dynamic that
has been observed in the European Commission around energy and climate policy,
for example (Grant et al. 2000). This means adopting framings or developing issue-
based coalitions that can carry a policy and enjoy the broad support of a policy
network (Hess 2018).

Beyond questions of the organisation of the state in bureaucratic terms along
vertical and horizontal lines and the ways in which this affects energy pathways, the
nature of the political system that operates within a state is also vitally important in
shaping procedural and distributional effects of energy interventions. This refers to
different degrees of democracy and the scope for democratisation of decision-
making, for example, around identification of energy needs and priorities
(Lehtonen and Kern 2009; Johnstone and Stirling 2020). This might be extended
to decision-making about technology choices and R&D (research and develop-
ment) priorities and in relation to energy planning, electrification and pricing. Who
participates, on whose terms and what difference does it make?Who gets consulted
or not, and perceptions of energy needs, concretely affect energy policy decisions.
The politics of energy in specific contexts are revealing of which social and
economic interests the state seeks to serve. Newell et al. (2014) demonstrate how
Kenyan central government interest in low carbon energy is strongly focused on
large, grid-connected infrastructure (e.g. geothermal) and the needs of large,
powerful industrial interests, a phenomenon that others have noticed elsewhere in
South Africa (McDonald 2009) and India (Phillips and Newell 2013). At the same
time, in some settings at least, we have seen moves to open up low carbon
development strategies to broader forms of citizen engagement (Newell and
Martin 2020).
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5.3 Regulation

The desire for growth, and implicitly increased energy consumption, has histor-
ically been coupled with an expanding state role (Caldwell and Woolley 1976).
States are not neutral arbiters in energy policymaking and can best be thought of
as the locus and epicentre of broader social conflicts between competing social
forces (Poulantzas 2014). Although broadly seeking to serve particular class
interests, states enjoy a sufficient degree of autonomy that energy industries
need to compete to align their preferred technology and energy source with
(shifting) perceptions of the national interest, and some policies adopted in the
general interest will run counter to the preferences of a specific fractional interest
(Holloway and Piccottio 1978). Newell and Paterson (1998) discuss this in terms
of competing ‘fractions of capital’. For transition scholars, this is understood
more narrowly in terms of contests between ‘niche’ and ‘regime’ actors (as
discussed in Chapter 2). This is not the same as a pluralist argument that all
such interests are equal and that systematic biases do not exist. With energy this is
demonstrably not the case because of the particular relationship between energy
and growth.

It remains the case, nevertheless, that states use their power to serve these general
interests in order to maintain the profitability of private production through finan-
cing and tax breaks, provision of infrastructures and disproportionate representa-
tion in policy processes and, where required, through using coercion and violence
to discipline dissent in relation to energy projects (Brock and Dunlap 2018). We
often see this most clearly in relation to energy sources of high political and
strategic importance such as oil, over which wars have been fought and military
interventions made (Kaldor et al. 2007; Colgan 2013) as well as significant intra-
state violence enacted (Okonta and Douglas 2001). But more routinely and mun-
danely, state and police violence are mobilised for protests around anything from
fracking to wind farms to pipeline projects, as we will see in Chapter 6. As Polanyi
(1957 [1944]: 250) reminds us, ‘the market has been the outcome of a conscious
and often violent intervention on the part of government which imposed the market
organisation of society for non-economic ends’. And yet, as Caldwell and Woolley
(1976: 118) suggest, ‘although the state has been forced to underwrite more and
more of the costs of production and capital accumulation, profits continue to be
privately appropriated’. The state does this through bailouts, compensation (of the
coal industry, for example), subsidies (predominantly to fossil fuels as we saw in
the last chapter), financing riskier investments (such as nuclear power) and decreas-
ing taxes when profits fall to cushion the effects of cycles in the capitalist economy.

We will see in Section 5.6.1 on global energy governance how powerful states
use their influence within multilateral institutions and banks to lever open new

150 5 Governing Energy Transitions

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108966184.006 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108966184.006


markets for energy investments by their companies through trade agreements, as
a condition of structural adjustment, or through power sector reform programmes
(Tellam 2000), extending and consolidating their power globally. This is an
additional way in which states use and project their influence to the benefit of
domestic capital to create new outlets for surplus production and new sites for
accumulation overseas; whether it is the Brazilian state using commercial diplo-
macy to build a global production model for biofuels (Power et al. 2016),
the British state promoting geothermal in Kenya (Newell and Phillips 2016),
the Danish state promoting wind energy in South Africa (Baker et al. 2014) or the
Chinese state creating new sites of accumulation for Chinese solar PV firms in the
face of diminishing returns in domestic markets (Shen and Power 2017). For
Hammarlund (1976: 168), ‘the state’s principal mission is to promote favourable
conditions for growth by reducing vulnerabilities and lowering the costs of
national adaptation to the changing global energy situation’. Indeed, as we saw
in Chapter 4, states have often faced criticism for using state aid money or export
credits to support their energy industries overseas, even in ways which contradict
their own climate change ambitions. The UK’s decision to ban fracking at home
while supporting the ‘vaca muerta’ fracking project in Argentina is a case in point
(Ambrose 2019b).

What these patterns of influence highlight is the hybrid nature of policy and
commercial networks where business groups have uneven access to different parts
of the state, and state and commercial interests coalesce around particular energy
technologies and pathways, often in competition with one another. The reality of
hybrid forms of power and the meshing of public and private actors, networks and
finance calls into question the respective discursive constructions of the failures,
inefficiencies and comparative advantages of states and markets alike in enabling
energy transitions, when the two are intimately bound together. It also further
exposes the limits of assumptions about governance in theory regarding independ-
ence, autonomy and accountability. Nevertheless, we have seen throughout the
book the role of powerful narratives on the part of investors and donors towards the
state which embody claims about what form a desirable ‘business climate’ would
take in terms of security of investments, predictability and certainty around policies
and time frames (Besant-Jones 2006).

Despite their critiques of the state, there is also intense competition among
business actors to represent themselves as best able to deliver state energy goals,
and there are fierce battles over state regulation and support to protect or undermine
incumbent actors and nurture or squeeze niche actors. This includes the use of the
state by private actors to close down competition from other niches, as the gas and
nuclear industries are accused of doing to renewable energy in the UK. The Kenyan
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PV case also provides an example of such efforts to close down competition within
the emerging new PV niche. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, the Kenyan Bureau
of Standards was persuaded by actors in the PV industry that something needed to
be done to introduce formal standards around the quality of solar home systems.
A committee of existing Kenyan PV actors was convened to advise on this and
agreed on the introduction of PV regulations. These introduced strict, legally
enforceable rules around PV in Kenya and were seen by some as an attempt by
the established actors to shut out new entrants and consolidate what they have
already gained (Ockwell et al. 2017). Balances of business power are in flux across
actors and sectors, however, and, as Rennkamp et al. (2017: 214) show, powerful
coalitions of political actors can get renewable energy programmes implemented
even in fossil rich middle-income countries such as Mexico, South Africa and
Thailand, where they currently make up a small percentage of the energy mix.

Different energy policymaking styles in many ways reflect varieties of capital-
ism (Benney 2019) which create uneven political opportunity structures for energy
industries to shape policy. Many accounts describe the privileged role of energy
industries in policy (Steen 1994), in part due to their structural power acquired
because of the critical importance of energy for growth (Newell and Paterson
1998), but also as a function of particular political systems. Often well-resourced
and well represented, some political systems through committee structures and
party donations are more open to such influence. Caldwell and Woolley wrote in
1976 that ‘the US energy industry has a unique ability to influence the political
process due to its own resources and the highly fragmented nature of the policy-
making system’ (p. 114). In South Africa, a powerful minerals-energy-complex
(Fine and Rustomjee 1997) operates to manage energy transitions away from coal
at a pace and in a direction that is non-threatening to incumbent interests by
conferring control over the speed and nature of reform and the scope for niche
competitors to enter the market upon an incumbent actor, Eskom, and stacking key
committees addressing climate change with fossil fuel interests (Baker et al. 2014).
Likewise, around responses to acid rain, Boehmer-Christiansen and Skea (1991)
describe differences between the UK and Germany in terms of coal industry access
to key ministries and the counter-veiling power of environmental movements.

There are also clear differences among states in terms of resource endowments,
autonomy and capacity to chart their own energy pathways (Power et al. 2016;
Newell 2018). As well as looking at the organisation and political nature of the state
and its particular relationship to energy, it is important to locate the role of the state
in energy transitions in a global context which takes account of the power that
a range of public and private transnational actors bring to bear on seemingly state-
based energy pathways. As with the organisation and political nature of the state,
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such global political economy dynamics are material to shaping the procedural and
distributional effects of energy interventions. Issues of policy autonomy and
‘developmental space’ are important here: the ways in which the scope govern-
ments have to independently chart and follow their own energy pathways is
affected by levels of aid dependence, trade ties, their status as energy importers
or exporters and how much scope they have to impose conditions on investors
around employment, local content requirements and so on (Power et al. 2016;
Newell 2018).

There are different ways of conceptualising this. Newell and Phillips (2016)
draw on Gill’s (1995) notion of ‘disciplinary neoliberalism’, to understand how
key development agencies and multilateral development banks (MDBs) constrain
the policy autonomy and ‘developmental space’ of poorer countries over whom
they exercise control through their lending practices (Gallagher 2005). They
suggest that this has occurred through first wave power sector reforms and then
a second wave of interventions aimed at trying to address energy poverty
(produced in part by the first wave of reforms) and the challenge of decarbonisa-
tion simultaneously, a dynamic usefully understood through the lens of ‘govern-
ance states’ (Harrison 2004). Harrison (2004: v) uses this term to describe the
World Bank’s attempts at ‘reconciling a global political economy with its own
designs and a specific set of challenges posed by the African region’. McDonald
(2009), meanwhile, illustrates two key moments in neo-liberal reform processes.
One that dismantles the ideological and institutional vestiges of the previous
Fordist-Keynesian regimes of accumulation and a second that creates new and
revised modes of neo-liberalism that respond to the failures and contradictions of
the first wave of reforms. What follows is what we have seen in the energy
sector: a belated recognition by the World Bank and other actors of the import-
ance of the state and the limits of market-based approaches alone in the face of
resistance and failed initiatives (World Bank 2010). The popularity of public–
private partnerships, state-led development corporations and efforts to de-risk
finance are examples of this partial recognition of the need to combine public and
private power and resources. The projects remain the same, however. As Brenner
and Theodore (2002: 362) put it, it is ‘the creation of new infrastructure for
market-oriented economic growth, commodification and the rule of capital’.
Ironically, this roll-out phase often implies a strengthening rather than
a weakening of the state (Peck and Tickell 2002).

In states characterised by high levels of aid dependence and a high level of
external influence, whereby the World Bank is intimately involved in policy-
making, any clear distinction between the Bank and an autonomous state become
difficult to discern. Energy pathways are narrowed or opened up by the presence
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and interests of global actors and their interactions with state elites (Sovacool and
Brisbois 2019). This raises key questions about what instruments states have
available to them to address the challenges of decarbonising their economies in
a socially just manner, when many have ceded direct control over the energy sector.
The disciplinary role of international finance institutions in shaping energy sector
liberalisation in these contexts, therefore, suggests the need for accounts that are
also transnational in nature, with due attention to how capital and domestic political
economies are intertwined (Newell and Phillips 2016). As Newell and Bulkeley
(2016: 655) note based on their work in Southern and Eastern Africa:

[I]n many settings it is clear the state is not in a position to perform key roles in relation to
innovation, lacks convening power and resources to deliver targets and goals and often also
has only limited autonomy to assert policy preferences that diverge from those of trans-
national businesses, donors and other powerful states. Especially where they are heavily
aid-dependent (such as Mozambique) or through processes of power sector reform have
relinquished a degree of control over the energy system to private providers, many states
find it hard to set the terms of energy sector reforms aimed at decarbonization – even if they
have the political will to undertake them.

Where energy enterprises are state-owned, the lines between regulator and
promoter of energy industries become further blurred, often resulting in poor
levels of protection for host communities of potentially hazardous production
(Newell 2005a). States are often willing to override opposition to local plan-
ning decisions on behalf of energy companies, such as with fracking in the UK
when Lancashire council’s decision to reject a fracking application was over-
turned by the central government. Conversely, the experience of the shift in
Swedish energy policy in 1970s where grassroots study groups were set up to
discuss and input into energy policy, resulting in policies to reduce energy
demand and increase taxes on energy, suggests that more radical change in
policy is more likely to come about when open to a plurality of actors and
voices (Caldwell and Woolley 1976). This is the exception to a general ten-
dency in energy policy towards small technocracies and tightly knit networks
of experts, industry representatives and sympathetic policy officials. We return
to this point in the discussion of energy forecasting and the politics of know-
ledge production about energy which is closely allied to the need to legitimate
positive forward projections for preferred technologies. Caldwell and Woolley
(1976: 124) write:

[G]iven a short-term view, a reactive orientation, an acceptance of the primacy of the
integrity of production, and a highly restrictive decision-making process dominated by
technocrats and energy producers, there is, as part of the structure of the situation,
a propensity to adopt policies that are sympathetic to the problems of producers and
designed to encourage and underwrite their efforts to guarantee supplies.
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‘Seeing like a state’, to borrow Scott’s (1998) phrase in relation to energy, means
getting to grips with that technocracy: of energy planning, central control, targets
and narrow notions of applicable expertise. For example, the domination of engin-
eers and planners in energyministries was offered to me as a key explanation for the
slow uptake of renewables in Argentina, despite the enormous potential of wind and
solar energy (Newell 2014). The argument was that technicians and energy bureau-
crats and the consultants that advise them were trained to think in terms of
centralised grid provision, meeting (not reducing) energy demand and in terms of
models of constant (rather than variable and ‘smart’ supply). There is also an
element of rent-seeking here, as Newell and Phillips (2016) show based on their
work in Kenya, where central planners and regulators are reluctant to cede power
and authority over energy policy to regional and local governments because they do
not want to lose control of contracting and procurement with major energy pro-
viders, which often bring lucrative side-payments. These actors’ desire to concen-
trate control and access to wealth shapes which energy pathways are adopted and
whose interests are served by them.

The effect of these forms and practices of statecraft in the energy domain is to
narrow the frame and control the terrain around which the relevant questions can be
posed (Gramsci 1971) where, because of a set of assumptions that go largely
unchallenged, conventional and dominant pathways are naturalised and alternative
ones ridiculed or ignored altogether. An example of this would be dismissal of
demands from the group Extinction Rebellion for net zero by 2025 or challenges to
Centre for Alternative Technology (CAT) models on the basis of technical and
political feasibility. Dominant and incumbent actors exercise significant power in
shaping the discourse about what is ‘viable’ and ‘acceptable’, eliding questions
about whether their preferred approaches to incremental change and minor modifi-
cations to business as usual, implying climate chaos for large swathes of the world’s
population, count as ‘viable’, or for whom they would be considered ‘acceptable’.
An important part of the story here is state legitimation: being seen, on the one
hand, to serve capital well in order to protect its power and, on the other hand, to
increase overall welfare and maintain social harmony, two functions that, as others
have pointed out in relation to climate change, are often in tension with one another
(Paterson 2010; O’Connor 1973; Miliband 1969). This relates to the discussion
earlier in this chapter about the contradictions that arise from the relationship
between production and protection.

Regarding the notion of what political economists refer to as a fiscal crisis of the
state, it is the case that efforts to socialise the costs of production to underwrite
private profits could cause a structural gap between expenditures and revenues as
the costs of health impacts, extreme weather events and climate adaptation take
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a rising toll. Thus far, as Clark (1990: 368) points out, ‘[c]heap energy has attracted
a stronger political constituency than has social welfare’. In this regard, regulation
seeks to occupy the terrain between these (potentially) competing goals such that
regulation is a critical function for ensuring the continued accumulation of capital.
Understandings of the form and prospects of state intervention and regulation in the
energy sphere need to be cognisant of this broader structural context within which
the state operates in a capitalist society (Miliband 1969; Jessop 2002).

Discursively, it has been relatively straightforward for key energy providers to
claim that they serve the needs of capital in general because of their centrality to the
pursuit of growth (Newell and Paterson 1998). But political work needs to be
undertaken and policy and discursive tools employed to manage the contradictions
among energy, growth and sustainability. As Lane (2015) shows, though often the
dominating international preoccupation with economic growth is simply assumed,
this preoccupation is in fact a mid-twentieth-century development (Arndt 1978: 13;
Dale 2012), and one that coincides with the ‘great acceleration’, the sudden post-
war speeding up of economic growth, oil consumption and environmental despoli-
ation (Steffen et al. 2015).

5.4 Governing Technology and Innovation

The role of the state in facilitating and frustrating technological innovation has
received significant attention, not least because of the roots of a lot of transition
studies in technology and innovation studies. As Kuzemko et al. (2016: 101)
emphasise, however, there is a need to bring political perspectives to bear:

By understanding governing for sustainable innovations as part of a more complex political
whole this allows us to question which interactions between governance actors and actors in
energy systems are delivering sustainable practice change and which constrain such change.
Just as this is true for scholarly research so should this also be true for policymaking
analysis . . .. [I]t is also necessary to understand the historical energy landscape: who the
important actor groups are, what interests they represent and their relationship to
governance.

This addresses classic concerns with which technological options should be
supported through strategic niche management and what incentives should be pro-
vided to speed up development and deployment from R&D to prototyping and
demonstration through to commercialisation and deployment. Traditionally, this
implied a key role for the state in ‘picking winners’ from competing options
(Watson 2009), but this view came under attack in the late 1990s and early 2000s
from bodies such as the IEA. The military has also played an important role as an
incubator and innovator of new approaches. For example, a key reason for accelerat-
ing the shift from coal to oil was because of military preoccupations with naval
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supremacy at the time of the First World War (Ediger and Bowlus 2018). More
recently, Watson (2009: 128) notes the key role of governments in supporting solar
PVand gas turbine technologieswhich ‘transformedmany electricity industries in the
1990s’ and ‘simply would not exist without indirect state support through military
budgets’.

Governments can shape both ‘technology push’ and ‘demand pull’, but increas-
ingly there is recognition of the networked nature of innovation and the role of
a multiplicity of actors in enabling it – documented through innovation histories
(Becker et al. 2013). This methodology helps to challenge accounts of heroic
private entrepreneurs and overly simplified accounts of entrepreneurial states. In
the case of the success of Solar Home Systems in Kenya, for example, such
accounts overlooked years of donor support to networks of innovation which
preceded the market entry of private business actors who feature highly in the
histories constructed by actors such as the World Bank (Ockwell and Byrne 2017).
At the same time, governments can steer and herd, but ‘[e]xpecting governments to
single-handedly enable the green transformation would be unrealistic, given the
complexity of this undertaking, its effects on the economy and society at large, and
the political dynamics that such a process unleashes’ (Pegels et al. 2018: 30).
Innovations can be both more incremental and radical and bottom-up or grassroots
(Smith et al. 2016a; Seyfang and Haxeltine 2012) as opposed to top-down. The
latter are often explicitly aimed at taking control back from the state (and some-
times the market) over the purpose and direction of innovation. Informal spaces of
repurposing, reusing and recycling, such as repair cafes, perform an important and
subversive role in the context of the relentless drive for consumerism, in prolonging
the life of goods, sharing skills and saving energy involved in producing and
transporting new products.

As argued previously, the allocation and direction of support for particular
technology and innovation pathways are sharply determined by both the availabil-
ity and nature of finance and the scale of anticipated profits. As well as offsetting,
sharing or de-risking the upfront costs of investment, states have a key role to play
in giving ‘long, loud, legal’ signals about the direction of change and its perman-
ency (Hamilton 2009). State investment banks (SIBS) such as the Clean Energy
Finance Corporation (CEFC) in Australia, the Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau
(KfW) in Germany and the Green Investment Bank (GIB) in the UK, for example,
have also played a critical role in this regard. SIBs can take a broader approach to
mobilising finance than capital provision and de-risking, as well as signal trust and
‘crowd-in’ private finance (Geddes et al. 2018). Some forms of state support are
about addressing market failures produced by the under-pricing of pollution or
seeing technology developers through the ‘valley of death’ as they move from
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demonstration stage to commercial deployment. State-based bodies such as the
Carbon Trust in the UK have a mandate to support firms through this challenging
stage of the business cycle (Foxon 2003). With energy, there are added issues
because of the long-lived nature of the capital assets and the high potential for lock-
in (Unruh 2000).

The balance of agency and leadership in the energy domain may be expected to
shift once again in the face of the climate crisis. As Pegels et al. (2018: 29) note,

[w]hile innovation has been supported, technology diffusion has been left to the market.
Supply and demand have largely been taken as given, and market dynamics have led to the
selection of certain technologies. In contrast, environmental pressures are now making it
necessary to deliberately disrupt established pathways and replace them with new, sustain-
able ones. This will require support not only for low-carbon technology innovation but also
for diffusion—through, say, the creation of markets.

It will also require deliberate disruption, managed decline of incumbent industries
and supply-side policies as we saw in Chapter 3.

The same environmental pressures have led to renewed interest in the return of
state-led industrial policy and a shift away from a predominantly laissez-faire
model of industrial development towards various versions of a Green New Deal
(Chomsky and Pollin 2020; Pettifor 2019; Klein 2019). For Pegels et al. (2018), the
available instruments of what they call ‘green energy policy’ can be grouped into
mandating, incentivising, and nudging instruments. Moreover, they need to be
designed under conditions of technological uncertainty, to be more selective and
directional by narrowing technological development corridors, and to cover long
periods to support long-term transformation processes. Conditions for the success
of such policies include efficiency, effectiveness and legitimacy. Capacity to
produce such conditions varies hugely, of course, across societies. As Rodrik
(2007) has argued, effective policy first and foremost needs an institutional setting
that balances embeddedness and autonomy of governments vis-à-vis the private
sector.

We can see the importance of this in relation to competition and contestation over
subsidies to renewables and around the Non-Fossil Fuel obligation that was intro-
duced in the UK, or in relation to the vast subsidies for nuclear energy where in the
UK the Hinkley Point nuclear power plant is now the most expensive piece of
infrastructure on record and is negotiating a model whereby costs can be recovered
up front (Watt 2017). Political and institutional lock-in around industrial policy can
also be observed in the contracts to provide tariff-free electricity to mining com-
panies in South Africa that were negotiated in the apartheid era when the govern-
ment was desperate to attract investors amid international ostracisation for its racist
regime (Baker et al. 2014). Returning to themes of policy autonomy and develop-
ment space, it is also important to emphasise the scope for states to adopt industrial
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policies such as infant industry measures and procurement policies that are some-
times circumscribed by WTO rules (Lewis 2014). Recent controversial cases that
have come before that organisation concerning the use of policy measures by the
government in Ontario or the Chinese government’s use of subsidies for solar
provide cases in point (ICTSD 2011).

5.5 Political Economy of Distribution

The state clearly has a key role to play in distributing and managing the gains
and losses from energy transitions. Lenferna (2018) poses the question ‘Can we
equitably manage the end of the fossil fuel era?’. It is a good question and a very
difficult one to answer. More specifically, given historical inequities in contribu-
tion to the problem and use of fossil fuel reserves and contemporary inequities in
access and responsibility, how do we fairly decide who gets to extract the last
fossil fuels in a carbon constrained world (Kartha et al. 2018)? Lenferna (2018:
217) argues that ‘equitably managing the end of the fossil fuel era is complicated
by how economic efficiency or the interests of frontline communities might at
times diverge from global distributive justice’. Initial steps towards trying to
reconcile these criteria point to the need to identify areas where they converge.
For example, this might include more capital and resource-intensive Norwegian
oil and gas production, Canada’s oil tar sands or the development of coal fields in
the USA, Australia or Germany. Collier and Venables (2015) make a strong
argument for targeting coal in the first instance because of the array of costs its
burning imposes on society, the relatively low numbers of workers and commu-
nities directly affected and their concentrated nature, which makes targeted
regional redevelopment, compensation and retraining packages easier to effect-
ively target. It is also possible to extend the boundaries of responsibility for harm
committed by fossil fuels to those exported to other countries (Moss 2018; Healy
et al. 2019); the virtual and embedded carbon phenomena which are often
disguised by production-based emissions metrics that currently underpin the
climate change negotiations. This comes down to discussions of fair shares of
remaining carbon budgets, as well as the ability of countries and communities to
diversify. Addressing equity issues is further complicated by the fact that
impoverished communities in fossil fuel-rich areas may be in favour of their
exploitation, including on occasion groups such as the Native American Crow
Tribe (Lenferna 2018). Establishing who speaks for whom in representing the
interests of particular groups in different energy futures itself presents a huge
challenge for procedural justice. For communities, rich and poor, North and
South, these are real and live issues that they have to confront as the required
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speed and scale of the decline in fossil fuel use is so sharp and steep that few
very nations will be protected from its effects.

One high-profile initiative to address the issue of international compensation for
leaving fossil fuels in the ground was Ecuador’s Yasuní-ITT initiative. This pro-
posal from the Ecuadorian state asked the international community for compensa-
tion for a percentage of the revenues the country could earn from exploiting the
Ishpingo Tambococha Tiputini oilfields, but which it was willing to forgo if an
adequate price was paid. The government asked for $3.6 billion, roughly half the
value of the oil fields, in order to prevent more than 400 million tonnes of potential
carbon dioxide being released into the atmosphere, as well as protecting
a biodiverse area of particular importance to indigenous communities. The funds,
had they been received, would have been used for social and environmental
programmes aimed at supporting Ecuador’s transition to a post-oil future. In the
end, the project collected only $13 million of the requested $3.6 billion and so was
called off in 2013 (Lenferna 2018), but the battle for the protection of Yasuní
continues. Yet as Sovacool and Scarpaci (2016: 169) put it, ‘the proposal essentially
asked the world: Who wants to pay for stranded assets? The deafening answer
[appeared] to be nobody.’

The role of the state in managing distributional costs is perhaps especially
pertinent in the case of rapid transitions in the energy sector. The Dutch government
decided in December 1965 to abandon all coal mining in the Limburg province
within a decade, doing away with some 75,000 mining-related jobs, impacting
more than 200,000 people. What made the transition successful was that the
government strategically steered it, implementing countermeasures such as subsid-
ies for new businesses, the relocation of government industries from the capital to
regions of the country hardest hit by the mine closures, retraining programs for
miners, and offering shares in Groningen to Staatsmijnen (the state mining com-
pany) (Sovacool 2016). This illustrates the potential for the managed decline of
some sectors and to actively discontinue some pathways. In 2003, the government
of Ontario committed to retiring all coal-fired electricity generation by 2007,
something it did accomplish, albeit a few years behind schedule. To achieve this
transition, Ontario invested more than $21 billion in cleaner sources of energy
including wind, hydroelectricity, solar, and nuclear power, as well as $11 billion in
transmission and distribution upgrades and other investments in energy efficiency
(Sovacool 2016: 210). Critically, beyond the climate change benefits, the ‘coal
switch’ was estimated to save $4.4 billion per year in health, environmental and
financial damages along with $95 million in displaced operating and maintenance
costs, suggesting a series of social co-benefits of such a move. Recent studies of
coal transitions around the world also demonstrate the central role of the state in
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managing social dislocation that can be produced by rapid shifts away from
particular energy regimes (Caldecott et al. 2017). For example, in the 1990s in
Gelsenkirchen, Germany, a city that was a renowned industrial hub for coal, steel
and glass industries until the relocation of heavy industry, local officials decided to
regenerate land abandoned by the industry and set up an energy technology park.
Supported by the European Union, the federal government and the utility RWE,
solar technology became the new focus of development. In 2001 the city took on
a voluntary carbon reduction target aimed at transforming it from a city of
a thousand furnaces to ‘a city of a thousand suns’ (Newell et al. 2011).

Policies can generate both co-benefits and adverse side-effects and can com-
pound or lessen inequalities depending on contextual factors, policy design and
policy implementation. The risk of negative outcomes is greater in contexts char-
acterised by high levels of poverty, corruption and economic and social inequal-
ities, and where limited action is taken to identify and mitigate potentially adverse
side-effects. Negative inequality impacts of climate policies can be mitigated (and
possibly even prevented), but this requires conscious effort, careful planning and
multi-stakeholder engagement. Seemingly, the best results can be achieved when
potential inequality impacts are taken into consideration in all stages of policy-
making, including policy planning, development and implementation (Markkanen
and Anger-Kraavi 2019).

5.6 Ecologies of Energy Governance

5.6.1 Political Economy of Global Energy Governance: Coping
with Complexity

Though work on sociotechnical transitions lists ‘institutions’ as one among many
‘landscape’ factors that can shape conditions for disruptive change, critical thinking
about the role of global governance institutions in enabling and constraining
transitions remains under-developed (van Asselt 2014). There is, nevertheless,
a growing body of work on global energy governance (Goldthau and Witte 2010;
Lesage et al. 2010) which looks at key institutions such as the International Energy
Agency (IEA), OPEC (the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries)
(Colgan 2014) and co-ordinating mechanisms such as UN-Energy (van de Graaf
2013; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen 2010). This has focused mainly on classic inter-
national relations (IR) questions of how much autonomy such institutions enjoy
from states, the power they exercise over their members and how successfully they
are able to co-ordinate co-operation. The climate implications of the lack of
institutional integration of energy and climate policy have received comparably
less attention (Heubaum and Biermann 2015; Falkner 2018).
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The extent to which and the ways in which global governance institutions shape,
enable or inhibit particular transition pathways has also been less explored. This
includes the reverse ways in which emergent and diverse energy pathways connect
to, and might be supported by, the climate regime, for example, through finance and
technology transfer (Newell and Bulkeley 2016). Some emerging work is looking
at how decarbonisation strategies impact on other areas of the global political
economy, such as trade and finance, in important geopolitical ways. For example,
how oil exporters might lose global influence, whereas importers will be
empowered. And how new relationships and allegiances, such as the Global
Energy Interconnection Development and Cooperation Organization (a platform
for companies and enterprises) might replace state-led clubs of old such as OPEC
(Bazilian et al. 2019). Hence, a global political economy of transitions requires an
account of the ways in which institutions of global energy and climate change
governance, as well as a broader set of multilateral economic institutions, and their
unequal interrelationships enable and constrain particular energy pathways (Newell
2018).

The multiple and overlapping dimensions of energy transitions, particularly the
need to address energy security, energy poverty and climate change issues simul-
taneously, create a huge challenge for the current global order centred on an energy
regime complex where different institutions are charged with addressing each of
these issues separately. None has the mandate or capacity to orchestrate the
restructuring of the global energy order, as opposed to supporting discrete national
or sociotechnical transitions. Indeed, scholarship on global energy governance
demonstrates that it has traditionally been very weak (Florini and Sovacool 2009;
Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen 2010). It is possible to overstate the influence even of those
actors in global energy governance considered to wield the most power, including
‘producer clubs’ such as OPEC (Colgan 2014), ‘consumer clubs’ such as the IEA,
or groupings dominated by wealthier countries such as the G7 and OECD.

Despite greater attention to energy issues in international relations from the
Gleneagles summit in 2005 onward, and the proliferation of public–private part-
nerships (PPPs) and transnational governance in the energy domain (Bulkeley et al.
2012), overall global energy governance remains weak, fragmented and incoherent
from the point of view of delivering low carbon transitions. For example, theWorld
Bank, one of the most powerful actors in this arena as interim trustee of the Green
Climate Fund and with its own extensive portfolio of Climate Investment Funds,
and despite its ambition to lead the world on climate change, continues to provide
high levels of finance to fossil fuels. MDBs provided over $9 billion in public
finance for fossil fuel projects in 2016 with the vast majority of transactions
approved after the Paris Agreement was reached. Clean energy still made up less
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than a third of MDB energy finance in 2016. Total MDB finance for oil and gas
exploration more than doubled from 2015 to 2016, from $1.05 billion to
$2.15 billion. Overall, the World Bank Group, the European Investment Bank
and the Asian Development Bank were the largest financiers of fossil fuels in
2016 (OCI 2017).

One, often neglected, aspect of this broader landscape of global energy govern-
ance are the private energy clubs or informal regimes such as the International
Energy Forum convened in the wake of the 1991 GulfWar which bring together top
producers and consumers of oil and gas with executives from those sectors and
related industries to build dialogue around critical issues affecting their industries
(Harks 2010). It also includes organisations like the Oil Policy Group, which seeks
to bring order to the world oil market (Odell 1981: 229), as well as regimes for
compensation for oil industry marine spills which function as civil liability regimes
(Faure and Hui 2003) whereby companies pay into them to cover losses from
individual spills, a way of sharing collective responsibility. It is possible to specu-
late whether future clubs will also function to share the costs of damages claimed
for their contribution to climate change.

Operating transnationally, there is also a critical role for urban energy govern-
ance given that cities consume 75 per cent of natural resources globally (materials,
energy, water), produce 50 per cent of global waste and generate 60–80 per cent of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Rutherford and Jaglin 2015). New governance
tools to enable these actions include the ecoCity Footprint Tool (EFT) which allows
cities to map flows of energy and materials (urban metabolisms), understand their
ecological footprints and measure their consumption-based and territorial carbon
emissions as prerequisites to more ambitious action (Moore 2015a). Also operating
across scales are more than forty-six dedicated transnational multi-stakeholder
partnerships on sustainable energy. These seek to enable knowledge dissemination
and technology transfer, building of institutional capacity and training, and tech-
nical implementation and innovation with a few seeking to create new energy
infrastructures on the ground (Szulecki et al. 2011).

Nevertheless, the observed under-development of global energy governance to
date would not surprise most IR scholars. The proximity of energy to core state
strategy, given its centrality to security and growth, makes it a highly political
issue. Energy chapters in trade agreements are often the most contested (Newell
2011). Indeed, the problem is the extensive un-governance of energy (areas of
deliberate non-intervention) where lock-in means that investor interests are well
protected by trade rules and investment arbitration procedures observed in cases
brought against governments by energy companies claiming to have been subject
to trade discrimination (Newell 2007; Tienhaara and Downie 2018). This is not to

5.6 Ecologies of Energy Governance 163

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108966184.006 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108966184.006


rule out an important future role for institutions of global governance in setting
new rules, levering new finance and creating new infrastructures, or playing more
proactive co-ordinating functions, as occurs in regional contexts such as the
Energy Charter. Indeed, there are frequent calls to strengthen existing institutions
or to create new initiatives such as pleas for a global Marshall Fund or Apollo
programme (King et al. 2015) or to scale up support for renewable energy
development and deployment as proposed at the Paris COP21 by the
‘Breakthrough Energy Coalition’ of twenty-five leading investors (Milman
2015) or even to negotiate a Fossil Fuel Non-Proliferation Treaty (Newell and
Simms 2019).

Yet, looked at together and more critically, it is clear that the purpose of existing
global bodies with a direct mandate to address energy issues is more ‘market-
enabling’ than ‘market-restricting’: providing regulation ‘for’ energy corporations
rather than ‘of’ them and showing a strong commitment to energy market liberal-
isation. Bodies such as the IEA, the World Bank and OECD are unsurprisingly
committed to a ‘market liberal’ view of the role of the state and the means by which
decarbonisation, in so far as it is considered at all, is to be achieved: through pricing,
innovation and technology development and transfer, to the exclusion of other
pathways to transition or transformation. Within this ecosystem of global govern-
ance there are also key power imbalances in the interrelationships among and
between institutions of global energy governance where trade bodies exercise
increasing power and where bodies associated with particular energy sources
wield uneven power. Comparing OPEC and IRENA, for example, it is not hard
to see that the former wields far more direct and structural power in the international
system through control of pricing and market access, as opposed to the more
general support provided by the latter.

The unevenly shared power to shape transition pathways is especially relevant
when considering the relationship between MDBs and poorer states in the global
South. I noted previously the practice of ‘disciplinary neoliberalism’ (Gill 1995):
a set of strategies pursued by key international institutions andMDBs that constrain
the policy autonomy and developmental space of poorer countries over which they
exercise control through their lending practices, conferring financial support upon
policies they approve of, or withdrawing it from those they do not (Gallagher 2005).
This raises key questions about which instruments states have available to address
the challenges of decarbonising their economies when many have ceded direct
control over their energy sectors and when forms of policy intervention historically
used to support new energy regimes in the past (e.g. subsidies, infant industry
protection and looser forms of intellectual property protection) are increasingly
circumscribed by trade rules.
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The increasingly obvious need for regulation and steering of economies onto
a lower carbon energy trajectory has become apparent at a time when many states
have relinquished, or been forced to relinquish, control over key parts of their
energy sectors (such as generation, distribution, transmission) as a result of energy
and power sector reform programmes promoted by the World Bank in particular
(Tellam 2000). For example, Kenya’s adoption of neo-liberal energy sector reforms
has been rewarded by support from bilateral and multilateral donors, opening up
opportunities for foreign capital to meet the shortfall in energy supply. In this sense,
it is unsurprising that Kenya has been described as an obvious choice of pilot
country for climate finance mechanisms such as the World Bank’s Scaling up
Renewable Energy Programme (SREP). Kenya has been described as ‘the pilot
for everything’ and is often compared favourably with neighbours, such as
Tanzania that are perceived to be more hostile to private investors (Newell and
Phillips 2016).

In a more critical vein, and going beyond a focus on questions of institutional
emergence, evolution and effectiveness, critical international political economy
(IPE) might also offer useful insights into the question of the role of energy in the
maintenance of world order. Following the neo-Gramscian work of Robert Cox
(1987) implies a focus on the relationships among power, production and world
order: the ideas, institutions and material capabilities that produce a particular
energy order. Di Muzio (2015) refers to ‘carbon capitalism’ as a way of under-
standing the interconnections among energy, social reproduction and world order
which reproduce a particular type of ‘petro-market civilization’. Here the
emphasis is on how particular ideas and institutions reflect and seek to protect
particular structures of power and production. This is sustained by a particular
material base, enforced by military means to secure supplies, and expressed
institutionally in the forms of global governance described here. This takes us
into the realms of the geopolitics of energy. Beyond detailing and accounting for
power and resistance to change, this work also has an explicit focus on trans-
formation: how one order declines and another rises (as with the transition from
the Pax Britannica to the Pax Americana) over decades and centuries (Bromley
1991). Major reorganisations of production, such as those associated with
Fordism, which peaked in the post Second World War decades of American
dominance and mass consumerism, are intimately connected to projections of US
global power (Rupert 1995), just as the expansion of the industrial revolution was
to Pax Britannica. Oil was central to the Fordist vision and securing access to it
has become a key geopolitical goal in its own right as part of the project of the
‘new imperialism’ pursued under the guise of creating a ‘new world order’
(Harvey 2003; Kaldor et al. 2007; Rees 2001).
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The securitisation of energy at once fuels and reinforces the power of the military
industrial complex consolidating the material capacity to secure and extract more
energy. In this sense, as Huber (2008: 105) notes, ‘the ecological politics of climate
change and the anti-war politics of Iraq both converge on a similar object of
disdain – oil’. Moving beyond carbon means unsettling a politico-military order
that both consumes and secures vast amounts of fossil fuels. The US military alone
uses more oil than any other institution in the world (Belcher et al. 2019). Indeed,
the US military consumes more liquid fuels and emits more GHGs than most
medium-sized countries: if it were a country, its fuel usage alone would make it
the 47th largest emitter of GHGs in the world, sitting between Peru and Portugal
(Crawford 2019).

This world ecology of power is not a static one, however. It is a world order in
flux characterised by ongoing redistributions of power among states. Hence discus-
sions about transitions should engage with a shifting landscape of power (in
a general sense and in the sense in which transition theories use the term).
Shifting geometries of power and geopolitics would include the enhanced power
and resource demands of so-called ‘rising powers’ such as India and China. This
refers not just to the strategies for acquiring new sources of energy, especially oil
(Taylor 2006), to meet their energy and growth demands in ways likened (prob-
lematically) to a new wave of colonialism (Ayers 2013; Carmody 2011); nor does it
refer merely to the enhanced bargaining leverage that these powers now exercise in
global institutions such as the WTO; it also refers to whether and how their rising
growth ambitions can be squared with climate constraints. There is growing atten-
tion to how to make the trade system work for the climate (Das et al. 2018). But
beyond multilateral arenas, powers in the global North and South are routinely
making key decisions with huge and long-lasting lock-in effects for other richer and
poorer countries, pursued both through energy statecraft and via the investment
strategies pursued by state owned enterprises and private TNCs. The global inter-
dependencies that result from globaliszing strategies for securing energy security
further challenge conventional ideas about state control over energy resources
whether in relation to fossil fuels or through investments in ‘clean energy’, or as
leading exporters of renewable energy technologies.

The emerging energy order is, therefore, increasingly multi-polar and more
fragmented, but not necessarily more inclusive or sustainable. There has been a re-
balancing of power in the energy sector as with other domains away from the West
and towards China and India in particular, and a greater accent on resource
nationalism which potentially challenges neo-liberal orthodoxies. At the same
time, and despite growing interest in capitalizing on the low carbon economy and
the export and first mover advantages it confers upon rising powers, the enrichment
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of state and corporate elites in all parts of the world has meant that energy security
and growth continue to trump efforts to seriously reverse either energy poverty or
climate change. While inter-state balances of power have shifted, intra- and trans-
state power imbalances between competing social forces persist with the result that
market liberal transitions prevail over broader social and economic transformations
of energy politics (IRENA 2019).

The answer to why this is the case lies in the transition to what Bernstein (2000)
calls ‘liberal environmentalism’ between the 1972 Limits to Growth Report
released during the Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment that
same year, and the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED) in Rio. As Bernstein (2000: 7) notes, the ‘norm-
complex’ governing global environmental practices shifted from one focused on
environmental protection at the beginning of the 1970s, to the acceptance of ‘the
liberalization of trade and finance as consistent with, and even necessary for,
international environmental protection’ by the early 1990s. This ‘liberal environ-
mentalism’ promoted market and other economic mechanisms (such as tradeable
pollution permit schemes or the privatisation of commons) over ‘command-and-
control’ methods (standards, bans, quotas and so on) as the preferred method of
environmental management. Yet global governance for energy transformation
would have to look very different, making greater use of precisely these types of
supply-side measure (Erickson et al. 2018).

5.7 Conclusion

We can see from the discussion above that energy systems are governed in a variety
of formal and informal ways by public and private institutions alike and across levels
and through networks, representing a classic challenge of multi-level governance.
Amid this dispersion of authority and multiplicity of sites of decision-making, there
are concentrations of political power in particular institutions, geopolitical centres
and classes. This has an important bearing on the direction and form of energy
pathways and who benefits from them.

I noted how the state, in particular, plays and performs a range of, often
simultaneously, supportive and disabling roles with respect to energy transitions
and transformations. This reflects differences within and between states across
a number of dimensions. I have noted throughout that what we expect of states
with regard to energy transitions needs to be cognisant of the variety in state
capacity, autonomy, resources and power to deliver on intended outcomes. Each
of these are shared and contested by a multitude of public and private actors within
and beyond the state. I explored both horizontal governance challenges across the
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state and between different ministries and bureaucracies competing for authority
and resources associated with energy programmes and interventions, as well as
vertical governance challenges that the state faces shaped by processes such as
devolution and contests between the central government and provinces respect-
ively. We also saw how the political nature of the state, howmuch democratic space
exists to participate in energy politics, to define policy priorities and contest
projects and interventions, strongly affects distributional outcomes and which
actors are able to capture the benefits of different energy pathways. Finally, we
saw how the degree of autonomy and independence that states have from ‘land-
scape’ actors such as donors and transnational corporations that play such a key role
in financing energy technologies and infrastructures impacts upon their ability to
project and realise their preferred vision of energy transformation.

In this sense, we need to place the state in context. A relational focus invites
exploration of state–society complexes and the relations of power which underpin
them, which are not confined within bounded territories and are often transnation-
ally constituted (Johnstone and Newell 2018). It means not treating the state as an
independent, atomised rational actor. Rather, it requires an appreciation that the
state is not neutral with respect to the actors and processes it is charged with
regulating (Saurin 2001). This is perhaps especially true with regard to energy
because of the nature of its relationship to growth, development ambitions and
militarism and the potential for state elites to secure rents from energy resources in
the ways described by work on resource curses (Ross 2012). Moreover, lack of
access to energy and revenues from energy has the potential to generate popular
social unrest. Popular resistance to changes to fossil fuel subsidy regimes in many
parts of the world (Lockwood 2015) illustrates clearly why state elites tread
carefully when considering changes to the energy regime.

We have seen how hybrid networks bring businesses and state actors together
around particular visions of how the energy system should be organised, inviting
a more nuanced understanding of where agency lies and how far it can be attributed
unproblematically to a sprawling entity such as ‘the state’. Notwithstanding evi-
dence of positive state leadership with respect to innovation, investment and
regulation, this does point to the need to be wary of the illusions of control
regarding state-led transitions that permeate a lot of academic writing and policy
work on energy transitions. It points to the difference in Stirling’s terms between
attempting to manage ‘the Transition’ and cultivating ‘plural radical progress’
(Stirling 2014a). It invites further reflection on how different ways of organising
states, their diverse political complexions and levels of democracy, types of polit-
ical economy and relationship to the energy base produce, facilitate and frustrate
different types of energy pathway and, more challenging still, to establish which

168 5 Governing Energy Transitions

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108966184.006 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108966184.006


ones are most likely to simultaneously achieve the goals of tackling poverty and
decarbonisation of the energy system.

We can clearly observe a diversification and multiplication, some might say
fragmentation, of sites of energy governance across regions, scales and functions.
There is an increased blurring and interplay of public and private governance. The
dominant drivers and logics of energy governance remain those of opening up new
markets, mobilising finance and constructing new infrastructures in order to meet
the energy needs of states, investors and high-end consumers. Environmental and
energy poverty considerations struggle to gain attention despite the creation of new
initiatives, funds and institutions and the shifts towards renewable energies, in
particular, that we are witnessing. The majority of governance, in its purpose and
design, is aimed at providing governance for rather than of the energy sector. For
deeper shifts in energy governance to occur, including a reorientation around
different goals and purposes, a shift of power relations would need to occur to
challenge and reverse the power of incumbents and give greater access, voice,
representation and power to groups and issues that are currently more marginal. On
this basis, it is to the role of resistance and mobilisation that we now turn our
attention.
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