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Countries aiming to achieve ambitious internatiomadl national climate objectives
need to integrate climate considerations into edit@al policies. This contribution

argues that since climate change is a diffuse angptex challenge, Climate Policy
Integration cannot simply be modeled after the s@sthblished principled priority of

Environmental Policy Integration but requires aasafe analytical framework. It

distinguishes four levels of Climate Policy Intetjpa: the EU strategic level, the EU
policy-design level, the national strategy-settizngd the national implementation
level. Options available on the EU policy-desigueleare traditional single-purpose
climate policies and Climate Policy Integration.p€yl Climate Policy Integration

refers to policy areas with inherent co-benefitsdiimate action such as renewable
energy policy, while the mainstreaming approaclpdtf) requires incentives or
conditionalities such as regulatory support asqgmesdi have no inherent co-benefits. A
case study on the German climate strategy illlestr&limate Policy Integration on

the national strategy-setting level.
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I ntroduction

Climate Change is not simply one more environmeaokealllenge the earth
system is facing in the Zlcentury; it is a fundamentally cross-cutting issuiéh
consequences for economic development, social myhasd the human environment
(IPCC, 2007; Stern, 2006). While the public freqiyeimolds the view that global
summits and legally binding international treatee® a precondition for moving
towards global solutions, they are overlooking thhe current international
governance architecture is only capable of makimgremental steps due to its
consensus decision-making structure based on @tsmvereignty and the fear of
countries to disadvantage their economic developnidre 1992 Rio Earth Summit
on Sustainable Development that created the thoegentions on climate change,
biological diversity and desertification as wellths 2012 Rio+20 UN Conference on
Sustainable Development concluded with one cewratlfor implementation. Their
global commitments and related treaties to limé tiegative consequences of climate
change demonstrate that the global community razegrihe problem and is willing
to act. However, global governance with its curiiestitutional architecture based on
state sovereignty is not capable of and not dedidmedelivering and implementing
policy solutions to the problems. At best, it canyide visions and roadmaps. Then,
it is up to the states, regions, cities, busines$ @vil society to walk the path of
implementation with respect to their local legalpromic and social frameworks.

Countries have made advances over the past 15 ipedeveloping strategies
to combat climate change. Some countries have mytéed appropriate legislation
to achieve these goals and others are in the mamlebringing legal frameworks

underway that are based on national climate siegegStarting with the



implementation of the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC, 19984 the retreat of the United
States from its leadership role in the early 20@@s,European Union has taken on an
international leading position as laboratory forveleping progressive climate
policies (Schreuers and Tiberghien, 2007). Thel fadlclimate policy has achieved a
similarly high regard like the environment. EU membtates made the integration of
environmental aspects into other sectoral polieigsrincipled priority in the 1997
Treaty of Amsterdam (Collier, 1997). The EU desj@enumber of specific climate
policies such as the European Emission Trading i8eh@EU ETS; EU, 2003) to
implement its Kyoto commitments (Wettestad, 20@&jnilar to other parties of the
climate change convention, there remains a hugebghpeen the required actions to
limit climate change (IPCC, 2007) and the level abition in countries’
commitments of the Cancun Agreements (UNFCCC, 2@hdl) another equally huge
gap between the existing targets such as the EO0%) Roadmap that aims at
reducing the emissions by 80-90 percent in 2050 pewed to 1990 levels (EC,
2011a) and the capabilities of current emissiorucgdn policies targeted at energy
production, consumption and industry. A large numifesectors remain relatively
unaffected from specific climate policies such gs@lture, infrastructure, internal
regional development (cohesion policy), externatettgpment assistance, trade and
major parts of the transport sector.

If climate change is to be addressed effectivdig, increased integration of
climate policies into other sectoral policies asrosultiple levels of governance is
required. This is a crucial supplement to tradiiosingle purpose climate policies
such as command and control regulation targetekeateduction of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions, market-based instruments suche&tropean Emission Trading

Scheme or the Kyoto Protocol's Clean DevelopmentciMaism as well as



environmental management and voluntary agreemeéatsinclude different private
and public stakeholders.

The academic literature has made great advancesnderstanding and
discussing the concept of ‘Environmental Policyegiration” and is moving towards
providing analyses and policy implications for theegration of climate policies, i.e.
‘Climate Policy Integration’ (Jordan and Lenscho2010). However, it remains
unclear what exactly ‘Climate Policy Integrationeams in relation to the much older
concept and principled priority of ‘Environmentaloliey Integration’. What
distinguishes Climate Policy Integration from Ewwvimental Policy Integration? Is
there one uniform type of Climate Policy Integratifvom a public policy point of
view or do different types already exist with disti requirements for successful
implementation? How does Climate Policy Integratielate to similar concepts such
as ‘mainstreaming’, ‘green growth’ and ‘low carbeconomic development’? If the
political statements and limited commitments oéinational climate agreements are
to be implemented on the national level, Climatdidyolntegration can be an
important contribution if made operational acros$ecent levels of policy-making
and implementation.

There are two dimensions to Climate Policy IntegratFirst, the strategic
decision-making level that provides political conmments to integrate climate change
policies as a means of implementing internatiomal aational climate targets. The
second dimension is the design of policies thaindegrate climate considerations
into other sectoral areas. This article makes tvwstingt contributions to the
environmental governance and policy literaturestFit provides a conceptualization
of Climate Policy Integration taking into accourns$ idevelopment based on the

Environmental Policy Integration principle on whi@arlier contributions to the



conceptualisation of Climate Policy Integration &@&sed (Ahmad, 2009; Dupont,
2011; Jordan and Lenschow, 2010; Mickwitz et 203a; 2009b). It finds that these
do not sufficiently take the particular nature binate change into account (Jordan et
al.,, 2010) and remain on an abstract conceptuall.léhhey leave a gap towards
making Climate Policy Integration operational astdbution to achieving the
climate targets required (IPCC, 2007; UNFCCC, 20Tb) make the integration of
climate policies into other sectoral policies operaal in the policy-making context,
the concept of Climate Policy Integration requieesifferentiation among different
sub-types and their distinct requirements.

The second contribution is an empirical case swidigow climate policy is
being integrated into national strategic decisicakimg. Germany serves as an
appropriate example of national attempts at Clinfadicy Integration as one of the
countries with the highest commitments to reduceGG#hissions at 40 percent by
2020 from 1990 levels (BMU, 2012). Consequentlye fbressure to implement
climate policy is particularly high in Germany. Thase study analyses how climate
policy is being integrated on the national stratdgvel and examines the key actors
behind the strategy. This allows identifying reletveonditions for successful Climate
Policy Integration on a strategic level. It is innfamt to note that the terminology of
Environmental and Climate Policy Integration isetgrused among policy makers
and in legislation, but rather described as ‘mag@ashing’ (EC, 2011b), ‘green
growth’, ‘low carbon economic development’ (UNFCC@011) or ‘integrated
climate strategy’ (Meseberg-Programm; BMU, 2012).

Following a review of existing Environmental Poliitegration and Climate
Policy Integration conceptualizations in the acadditerature, the theoretical part of

this contribution turns to a discussion of theipgpriateness given the cross-sectoral



character of climate change and implications foatsgic policy-making on the
national level. It identifies Climate Policy Integion as a parallel stream of policy
design besides single-purpose climate policies wifilwrther typology of policies with
automatic and non-automatic co-benefits for clinmategation, i.e. ‘mainstreaming’.
The empirical analysis assesses the strategic ¢d\@imate policy integration at the
example of Germany and identifies the central oflsocietal and political actors as
the main drivers for Germany’s progressive intagrabf climate considerations on
the strategic level. The contribution leaves imgdiiens for further research regarding
the operationalisation of Climate Policy Integration the implementation level, i.e.
what aspects would need to be fulfilled for a pote be referred to as contributing to

Climate Policy Integration.



What is Climate Policy I ntegration?

Climate Policy Integration is being conceptualisedthe literature in two
ways: either by replacing the word “environmentaith “climate” in the definitions
and conceptualisations of Environmental Policy dnééion (Ahmad, 2009; Dupont,
2011), or by adapting the existing definitions fr&mvironmental Policy Integration,
which is based on Underdals (1980) conceptualisatib Policy Integration, to
Climate Policy Integration; thereby taking accowfdtthe underlying differences
between climate change and the environment.

Climate Policy Integration has developed out of Erevironmental Policy
Integration research field. To date, there arenasitédd number of government-
encouraged reports (Abbott and Dempsey, 2008; Beck., 2009; Mickwitz et al.,
2009a; 2009b; Van Bommel and Kuindersma, 2008) kiedature that frames
Climate Policy Integration as mainstreaming climaddicy in different policy areas
and levels of governance (Dowlatabadi, 2007; Kotk d@ Coninck, 2007; Kok et al.,
2008; Yamin, 2005) or the integration of other pwliareas into climate change
mitigation or adaptation (Howden et al., 2007; Patal., 2002; Patel et al., 2003).

The concept of Climate Policy Integration is faingw with a limited body of
emerging literature (Ahmad, 2009; Dupont, 2011;sdbih and Nilsson, 2005). The
conceptual and empirical literature discusses Q&mRolicy Integration on four
different levels: the European Union strategy lewdiere the European Council sets
the overall strategies with predominantly stratedgclarations and roadmaps (level
1), the European Union implementation level, whtéte European Commission
proposes specific sectoral policies to implemert tiverall principled objectives

determined by the European Council (level 2), themiper state strategic decision



making level that aims to implement the Europeariolmolicies into national
legislation (level 3) and finally the member stateplementation stage, where
European policies that have been translated intiiomsd legislation are being
implemented in the cities and regions (level 4yuFé 1 visualises the four analytical

levels of Climate Policy Integration that can bi#atentiated:
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Figure 1. Levels of Climate Policy Integration metEuropean Union.
Compiled by author.

The earliest academic contribution explicitly degliwith ‘Climate Policy
Integration’ (Nilsson and Nilsson, 2005) proposks integration of climate policy
into the energy, transport and agricultural secassa response to the need for a
European climate strategy implementing internatimmnmitments and the Lisbon
strategy. It thereby deals with Climate Policy gregion on the EU strategic level

from a normative point of view, pre-dating the Eagan climate strategy of 2007.
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The argument for mainstreaming climate mitigatiod adaptation into other sectoral
policies, especially development, was picked upKmk and de Coninck (2007)
without a specific focus on a region or multipledks. Similar to Nilsson (Nilsson
and Nilsson, 2005), Dupont (2011) focuses on a @pio@lisation of Climate Policy
Integration on the level of strategic, long-termcid®mn-making in the European
Union, especially the strategies and agenda-setfitige European Council (level 1).
Dupont’s (2011) key contribution is a conceptuaniework for analysing Climate
Policy Integration on the European strategic lefraled as principled priority and
based on the criteria of political commitment, ustbn, consistency, weighting,
reporting and resources (Dupont, 2011: 394); cahegiwith a call for case studies
and further research. A follow-up contribution ([ and Primova, 2011) is to date
the only analysis of European energy policy fro@lenate Policy Integration point
of view (level 2). It retains a strong focus onasgtgic considerations (level 1) and
evaluates if the realities of energy policy makihgld up to Climate Policy
Integration as a “principled priority” (Dupont arérimova, 2011: 3). However,
inferring the principled priority of Environment®&lolicy Integration enshrined in the
Amsterdam Treaty (Collier, 1997) to Climate Polloyegration could be regarded as
premature in terms of legislation and as ignorimg particularities of climate change,
which is reduced to an environmental problem whils tconceptualisation. Other
available studies predominantly focus on the im@etation of Climate Policy
Integration on the national level in specific pglareas and horizontally by providing
analytical tools for designing policies (Mickwitz a., 2009a; 2009b).

This contribution extends the concept of Climatdidy Integration to the
implementation stage on the European policy-malgrgl by providing an analytical

framework for different types of Climate Policy égration based on which sectoral
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policies climate considerations are being integratéo (level two). Here, the focus is
on how the European Commission implements stragegge out by the European
Council on level one as discussed by Dupont (20itlyecondly analyses what
Climate Policy Integration means on the membeedttel. Member states need to
implement the European Union’s decisions into matigoolicy strategies. Here, two
further levels can be differentiated: the naticstedtegic decision-making level (level
three) and the national implementation of spegbtcies (level four). The case study
on Germany contributes to the third level of impéering European Climate Policy
Integration strategies on the national strategmsiien-making level. Implications for

further research would be case-study analyses @rotlrth level, i.e. how Climate

Policy Integration is being implemented in differemember states.

Theoretical-conceptual roots of Climate Policy I ntegration in
Environmental Policy I ntegration

Environmental Policy Integration is usually undecst as either a process of
governing or a policy outcome. It is a mature cquagckoth in terms of policy-making
— at least in the European Union — and in the auadditerature (Jordan and
Lenschow, 2010). Based on its ‘mother concept’ of sustainable dgwelent
(Lafferty and Hovden, 2003), Environmental Policyelgration has reached a quasi-
constitutional status in the European Union whenas enshrined into the Treaty of
Amsterdam 1997 and is widely regarded as princigiedrity on the political

decision-making level (Jordan and Lenschow, 20Mst authors that so far

! For landmark contributions to Environmental Polioiegration see Adger and Jordan, 2009; Feindt,

2010; Hertin and Berkhout, 2003; Jordan and Lensc2608; Jordan and Lenschow, 2010; Knudsen,

2010; Lafferty and Hovden, 2003; Lenschow, 2002s$¢in and Persson, 2003; Nilsson, 2005; Nilsson
and Nilsson, 2005; Nilsson and Eckerberg, 2007; [&/&892; Wilkinson, 2009.
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contributed to conceptualising Climate Policy Imtgn identified Environmental
Policy Integration as its ‘mother concept’ and addpthe notion of a ‘principled
priority’ of the concept over other policy objeas/ (Ahmad, 2009; Dupont, 2011).
This section discusses the merits and shortcomaiggese approaches and the
appropriateness of defining Climate Policy Inteigratas principled priority with
regard to the four levels of Climate Policy Intagra: the EU strategic level, the EU
implementation level, the national strategic decismaking level and the national
implementation with specific legislation.

Concept of ‘Policy Integration’ goes beyond ‘Envieental Policy
Integration’ and can be traced back over three aszaUnderdal (1980) is widely
acknowledged as having provided the first acadeanalysis of ‘policy integration’
(Dupont, 2011; Jordan and Lenschow, 2000; Laffartg Hovden, 2003). According
to Underdal (1980), three criteria need to be #Batisbefore a policy can be
considered as integrated: it must be comprehemsiterms of actors, time and space,;
provide an aggregate analysis from different partspes and be consistent with other
components of the integrated policy. A policy itegrated when

“all significant consequences of policy decisiome eecognised as decision
premises, where policy options are evaluated orb#ses of their effects on
some aggregate measure of utility, and where fifierelint policy elements are
in accord with each other” (Underdal, 1980: 162).

Developing a common conceptualisation and an analyframework for
Environmental Policy Integration has proven chajleg. Although Environmental
Policy Integration has become a central concepitegrate sustainable development
considerations into sectoral policies such as gnemnsport and industry, both
internationally (WCED, 1987) and especially on tRaropean level where the

Amsterdam Treaty granted Environmental Policy Irdéign quasi-constitutional
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status, it has remained a “fuzzy” concept (Lajffeaind Hovden, 2003: 5). In
particular government-issued reports and analysesnat based on a common
conceptualisation (Lafferty and Hovden, 2003). @eason might be found in the
requirement of political consensus and a desiredb clearly define the concept
similar to the relatively flexible use of “sustaibla development” in policy making to
avoid complications due to different party-politiead ideological interpretations.
Collier (1997) identified three Environmental Pglitntegration objectives
that are also applicable to Climate Policy Integradue to their generic approach:
first, the achievement of sustainable developmemnt preventing damages to the
environment; second, removing contradictions witma between policies; and third,
the realisation of mutual benefits (Collier, 199%). Based on a critique of Collier’s
definition, which is very broad and not tailoredEavironmentalPolicy Integration,
Lafferty and Hovden developed a widely recognisedinition of Environmental
Policy Integration that served as a more specifsid for also conceptualising
Climate Policy Integration by replacing the worchve@onmental’ with ‘climate
change’ (Ahmad, 2009; Dupont, 2011; Nilsson ands$¢ih, 2005; Nilsson and
Eckerberg, 2007):
The incorporation of environmental [climate changéjectives into all
stages of policy- making in non-environmental [rdhimate change]
policy sectors, with a specific recognition of thg®al as a guiding
principle for the planning and execution of poli@gcompanied by an
attempt to aggregate presumed environmental [cimathange]
consequences into an overall evaluation of pol&y] a commitment to
minimise contradictions between environmental [elien change] and
sectoral policies by giving principled priority tbe former over the latter.
(Lafferty and Hovden, 2003: 9)
This approach carries the advantage of drawing frmmvell-developed

conceptual literature that already includes ‘policiegration’ as crucial element of

Climate Policy Integration. The Environmental Pglintegration literature provides a

14



number of frameworks for implementation and theoattanalysis. The concept of
Environmental Policy Integration has been widelglgsed and discussed over the
last two decades from various perspecfiweth a number of proposed frameworks
for implementation and theoretical analysis. Heatml Berkhout analyse institutional
strategies (2003) by proposing agenda setting,ztwtal communication, policy
learning and capacity building as four specific dions of Environmental Policy
Integration. Acknowledging the central role of ihgions and policy networks,
Nilsson and Persson (2003) place policy learningvéen actors at the heart of their
analytical framework. They identify policy-makingiles, assessment processes,
problem malignancy and the international contexthasfactors that lead to stronger
or weaker Environmental Policy Integration, witle ttoordination between actors and
their willingness to learn as further critical deténants (Nilsson, 2005).

Both Underdal's definition of Policy Integration darLafferty/ Hovden’s
definition of Environmental Policy Integration, omhich recent Climate Policy
Integration conceptualisations are based (Dupdiitl2Dupont and Primova, 2011),
raise a number of inconsistencies when appliedlimafe Policy Integration. The
Environmental Policy Integration literature hasergraddressed or included climate
change into its country case studies and poliagirdtion analyses (Ahmad, 2009).

The first inconsistency is the question if Clima&elicy Integration is a
principle, paradigm or a policy tool? This probleralso applicable to Environmental
Policy Integration (Nilsson and Eckerberg, 2007Llimate Policy Integration can be
regarded as a principle — or even principled pyods proposed by Dupont and

Primova (2011) — is debateable. The term ‘princppiority’ has rather abstract

Z E.g. Adger and Jordan, 2009; Feindt, 2010; Jorddn_@nschow, 2000; Jordan and Lenschow, 2008;
Jordan and Lenschow, 2010; Lenschow, 2002; Knud#tQ); Lafferty and Hovden, 2003; Lenschow,
2002; Nilsson and Persson, 2003; Nilsson, 2005sWit and Eckerberg, 2007; Weale 1992;
Wilkinson, 2009.
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implications and it remains unclear how this ptywwof climate chance policies over
sectoral policies could be applied and especialyied through in the practicalities
of policy-making concerned with balancing frequgnttontradictory interests,
political bargaining and imbalanced power structurk is problematic to assign
Climate Policy Integration the status of a ‘prirdeb priority’ (Dupont and Primova,
2011). Given the lack of a legal basis and demuxclagitimisation via the European
Parliament or the European Council, a principledorgy of Climate Policy
Integration remains a mere abstract idea. ClimatlecyP Integration has other than
Environmental Policy Integration no strong quasistdutional basis in international
and regional treaties and therefore a far wealegrdatg both in international law and
as a policy principle. Given the lack of a legakisan European law, there are no
provisions for implementation. It remains uncledronshould oversee, evaluate and
carry out the integration of climate policies, &bne have appropriate legal, policy
and administrative instruments available for erdanent. As long as there is no legal
basis for Climate Policy Integration similar to Eiowmental Policy Integration, the
former concept can hardly be held against the samkiation standards in terms of
policy design. If Climate Policy Integration is b@ introduced as policy evaluation
concept, it needs to be linked to a legal framewidt explicitly takes climate
mitigation and adaptation into account as a comcimle and objective, such as the
European Sustainable Development Strategy (EU &E&pean Commission, 2005;
European Council, 2001; 2006). The Sustainable Dpweent Strategy highlights
combating climate change as its second priorityr¢giat, 2009) and provides
indicators for evaluating the progress towardseadhg this objective.

Yet the core distinction between Environmental a@timate Policy

Integration is that climate change is a differehéllenge than other environmental
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problems. It can consequently not simply be conadisted like Environmental
Policy Integration but needs to be approached witbre differentiated policy
instruments and a different type of policy integmat Climate change itself is
frequently seen as an environmental problem (Dyp26il). However, climate
change is especially difficult to address effedtiwvaue to its particular nature (Jordan
et al., 2010: 4) that withstands many conventioneins of environmental regulation:
There is public ambivalence over climate changeoactClimate change carries
uncertainty and has implications for critical nalurapital as well as intergenerational
justice (Neumayer, 2007). Climate change has adveost-structures and no clear
connection between policy intervention and obsdevalfects. There is also the lack
of an ‘easy fix’ or technological solution. Socibéhavioural path dependencies
hinder the smooth implementation of institutionahda technological policy
instruments (Jordan and Lenschow, 2010). Conselyuetiiere are financial,
technological, institutional, behavioural, goveroanand collective action related
impediments that make addressing climate changecedly challenging compared to
other environmental problems that can be remedi@tl vegulatory tools more
readily. Climate change requires coordinated esfortvarious policy areas and levels
of governance that are linked with above impediment

There is no consensus to conceptualise climategehas an environmental
problem. On the contrary - since its drivers areiadpeconomic and developmental
patterns (Ahmad, 200%;ohen et al., 1998; Moomaw et al., 1999) and aeectbre
cross-sectoral, policies that address climate ahawguld need to be equally
integrated across the different policy areas. \@ithew towards response approaches,
Climate Policy Integration can be further dividedthe integration of climate change

mitigation and climate change adaptation policrte dther policy sectors.

17



Therefore it is necessary to take the particuksitof climate change into
account when identifying Environmental Policy Int&tipn as suitable basis for
developing a coherent Climate Policy Integratiomnagptualisation. Replacing
“environmental” with “climate” and assuming a “pcipled priority” for Climate
Policy Integration because it is similar in somanpo to Environmental Policy
Integration is not sufficient to grasp the compilaberdependencies of policy areas, as
they require coordination and constructive collation to effectively address climate

change and develop an integrated climate policy.

Climate Policy I ntegration on the EU policy implementation level

Following the strategy setting on the level of hearf states within the
European Council (level one), the level of impletmemn these strategies with
European legislation is crucial for achieving amyeatives (level two). This stage of
implementing climate policy integration on the Huean level remains underexplored
and under-conceptualised in the academic literatlice date, there are very few
policy examples of Climate Policy Integration anthlgses of to what extent these
policies can be regarded as Climate Policy IntemnafRietig, 2012a). Any such
analysis needs to start from a legal basis in ErangJnion or international law that
already provides for integrating climate changesaerations such as the European
Sustainable Development Strategy, which sees cangpalimate change as a major
objective (European Commission, 2005; European €iguz001; 2006).

This section goes beyond the theoretical conswlittolding climate policy
integration up to a not (yet) existing legal prpled priority benchmark. It uses

current and emerging European policies as a bast®nceptualise Climate Policy
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Integration in the European Union on the threegyolmplementation levels beyond
Climate Policy Integration concerning the firstastigic declarations on the EU-level
as provided by Dupont (2011). The following conceisation refers to the second
level of implementing strategic declarations withligy proposals on the EU level.
The European Commission with its privilege and gdtion to draft proposals for
policies and introduce them into the policy-makimgpcess that involves multiple
levels of governance is the central actor. Furtaetors include the European
Parliament with its representatives of politicaltjgs and voter constituencies; the
European Council with ministers and the workingtpaevel of civil servants from
national government departments representing thenad level as well as multiple
other levels of governance via the Committee ofi®egrepresenting predominantly
states or other sub-national units and the inpegdlbodies receive from civil society
and lobbying groups (Hix, 2005; Weidenfeld, 2006).

Climate Policy Integration needs to take into actomultiple levels of
governance, policy change and the particular paigmma of the costs and benefits
of climate change mitigation efforts. To allow fam operationalisation, the process of
policy formation, current legal bases, the paradties of climate change and the
actual economic consequences for the concernearakpblicies should be taken into
account, as should the conditions under which pat@kers are confronted with
actual trade-offs, inter-departmental power straggfor limited resources and
political bargains. Climate considerations cannet ibtegrated into all sectoral
policies to the same extent or with the same sg¢capgen that climate policies are
more or less compatible with the sectoral polictdgectives. This must be taken into

account when designing policies that aim to impleimthe strategic EU-level
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objective of combating climate change via convergisectoral non-climate specific
policies.

In consequence of above discussion, this contabutonceptualises
‘Climate Policy Integration’ as the integration@imate policies that are designed to
combat climate change and are in line with the &@nable Development Strategy into
national and international sectoral policies wifre@al relevance to policy fields
where mutual benefits between climate policy imieiof reduced emissions and the
sectoral policies’ aim can be achieved, facilitatatd encouraged by the use of
regulatory instruments.

Climate Policy Integration is another kind of r&dion as illustrated in
Figure 1. Traditional climate policies are targetedhe single purpose of reducing
emissions. These include command and control regnlauch as emission standards,
market based instruments such as emission tradhmgrees or carbon taxes as well as
voluntary agreements and environmental managenod@nges by industry such as
increased fuel efficiency, disclosure of carbontfomts and green investments. With
regard to the introduced particularities of climateange and the policy-making
process, Climate Policy Integration can be conadisted as sectoral policies with
direct climate co-benefits (type-1) and mainstreaof climate objectives into areas
that are not or only indirectly concerned with gugtiion, thus creating indirect co-
benefits by using financial instruments or makihg allocation of funds contingent

upon the fulfilment of climate criteria (type-2).
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Conceptualisation of Climate Policy Integration

' Climate Policy |

Traditional single-
Climate Policy Integration

purpose climate
policies

Mainstreaming in areas not directly
concerned with mitigation using
financial instruments
(indirect co-benefits) [Type 2]

E.g. 20% of EU Budget for climate

* Command and
control regulation
* Market-based
instruments (e.g. EU

Sectoral policies with
direct climate co-

benefits [Type 1]

ETS, Carbon tax
* Voluntary } * Renewable Energy mainstreaming purposes:
agreements/ carbon * Energy Efficiency * Common Agriculture Policy;
disclosure/ * Transport * Cohesion Funds;
Environmental * Innovation/ R&D * Connecting Europe Facility;
* A -
management Horizon 2020 (Innovation)

J * Development Assistance

Figure 1. Conceptualisation of Climate Policy Intagon. Compiled by author.

The first type is policies with co-benefits for mlte mitigation and/or
adaptation such as renewable energy, low-carbarsgoat and innovation policies
targeted at low carbon technologies. These policeso referred to as ‘green
economy’ or ‘low carbon economic development pebk&iaim to provide co-benefits
for economic growth via investment in innovativeheologies and industries that
simultaneously contribute to the mitigation of ciite change as their technologies are
cleaner than conventional high-emission technokgie

The second type is referred to as ‘mainstreamifige European Union is
pioneering climate mainstreaming approaches thagiate climate mitigation and
adaptation into policies not traditionally relatex addressing climate change using
financial instruments such as devoting a certamcgrgage of the EU budget for large

funding programmes such as Horizon 2020 (innovatitre Common Agricultural
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Policy and the Cohesion Funds. It proposes boteniines for overcompliance,
conditionalities of EU funds and penalties for atodns to require sectoral policies to
take into account climate objectives with very sfieeneasures. Examples include
mainstreaming of climate mitigation and adaptatmonsiderations in agriculture
(Rietig, 2012a), cross-border transport and ecooateivelopment policies, both in
terms of the EU Cohesion Funds and EU-externalldpueent assistance in the form
of grants and loans (Rietig, 2012b; European Comions 2012). The integration of
climate objectives into economic and energy pddicie framed as ‘low carbon
economic development’ and ‘green growth’ in the ljullebate, European and
national policy proposals.

The next section analyses the case of climatecyadhtegration in
economic and energy policy on the German natiomategic level of implementing
EU policies into national legislation (level threley setting out a national climate
strategy. The case study is interesting given thetrambitious Kyoto-Protocol target
of reducing GHG emissions by 40 percent from 1@9@ls by 2020 and the image of
progressive German climate policies, while maintgnits position as leading

European economy (BMU, 2012).
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Climate Palicy I ntegration on the national strategic level

The European Union and with it Germany have regenthdertaken
significant Climate Policy Integration efforts, teby acting as front-runner and
laboratory for innovative climate policies. ThiscBen reviews these efforts in
Germany, adding to previous studies (Beck et #&0Q92 Mickwitz et al., 2009a;
2009b). The focus is on the actors that determirend how climate policies are
being integrated on the national level of designiogicy strategies that implement
European climate legislation (level three) and seroverall European and
international climate objectives. The methodologgdiis document analysis of the
2011 media debate in Germany on green growth andowncarbon economic
development that was closely linked to competitesconcerns, the economic crisis
and the nuclear accident in Fukushima/Japan in M&@11l. These have been
compared with legal documents as well as repoot®s fihe German government and

policy research institutes.

The German integrated climate strategy

Germany presents itself as a central driver in jmgstior a progressive
international and European climate policy by inflamg decisions on these levels
(BMU, 2010b; 2010c), which require Germany to coynphce the decisions have
been reached. In 2007 the German government relesskatestintegrated Climate
Strategy (Integriertes Energie- und Klimaschutzprogramm Fgkconsisting of 20
legislative decisions to achieve climate targets2fa?0 (BMU, 2012). The set targets

are to reduce German GHG emissions by 40 percemt fine 1990 baseline, increase
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the share of renewable energies to at least 3@peot the overall energy mix and 14
percent in heat generation as well as to increhseshare of biofuels without
endangering ecosystems or food security (BMU, 20CB)e elements of the strategy
to simultaneously achieve these targets, to spegrggrowth, counterbalance rising
prices for fossil fuels and to increase energy sgcare with the respective laws and
directives (BMU, 2009; BMU, 2012):

- Energy efficient buildings (legal requirements fenergy indicators in

buildings were tightened by 30 percent in 2009);

- Investments of 1.4 billion Euro for renewing amgblating the insulation of

old buildings;

- Improving energy infrastructure and networks;

- Guidelines to increase energy efficiency in piddwand services;

- Incentives to feed-in biogas into the gas netwddlo percent by 2030);

- Increase the share of biofuels without endangeiood security;

- Sustainable mobility by electric vehicles usimhgctricity from renewables;

- Toll differentiation with discounts for low emiss lorries;

- Tax differentiation taking into account G@&missions of new cars.

(BMU, 2012).
Studies concluded that this program (Meseberg-Hhusgramm), once
implemented by the respective laws and directigbsuld lead to a 14.1 percent
reduction of GHG by 2020 from 2008 levels and tbgetvith previous achievements
to a reduction of 34.2 percent from 1990 level<ijdon et al., 2008; UBA, 2011).
The gap is projected to be closed by reduced derfmnidiel and electricity due to
innovation and increased efficiency, reducing emrss by further 8 percent until
2020 and 7 percent until 2030 with an overall inre=nt of 310 billion Euro (Jochem
et al., 2008).
Key challenges are to motivate and win the suppbitivestors, business and

consumers to achieve the technological and econopatential from these

investments. The economic implications and motorafior this climate strategy are

to harvest first-mover advantages by specializimgngaratively early in clean
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technologies and thereby achieving economy of scdiects and resulting
international competitive advantages (Jochem ef8D8). To achieve and maintain
these competitive advantages, the conditions tabksh lead markets need to be
taken into account (Jochem et al., 2008; Walz, p(Rénewable energy policies with
subsidies and tax incentives as well as Carbonu@apind Storage require significant
upfront investment. However, the report points dbat the increased cost
effectiveness, investment opportunities, technalalgieadership and international
first mover advantages justify these measuresamtbdium and long term (Jochem
et al., 2008). Overall, the current German climstiategy is the motor of what is
considered to spur economic growth with increasstdnvestment of over 30 billion
Euro per year and long term GDP increase by 7bilEuro annually as well as the
creation of 500,000 new jobs until 2020, helpingr@any to win back its economic
competitiveness by increased innovation and motamgards an overall low-carbon
economy (Jochem et al., 2008).

However, challenges remain and are acknowledgétkeigreen growth debate
(BDI and BDA, 2009; BMU, 2010a; BMU, 2011; Boll, @9; 2010a; 2010b; 20114a;
2011b; European Commission, 2010). Clean technedogiie usually more expensive
and therefore less cost-effective than conventiaaabon intensive technologies as
long as market distortions based on an insufficiatdgrnalisation of environmental
externalities prevail. Regulation plays a centode iin the implementation of Climate
Policy Integration (Foxon and Pearson, 2008) with available innovation push-
policies and technology pull-policies to facilitatee emergence of clean technologies
out of their market-niche. Other challenges areieathg sustainable changes in
behavioural path dependencies and to increase tmpetitiveness of clean

technologies (Gruber and Nakicenovic, 1999).
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The debate of the high economic costs is not pdatity dominant due to the
strong support of civil society for environmentaliyendly technologies and life
styles. This is demonstrated by widespread entbumsi@r recycling, organic food,
solar panels and photovoltaic panels on one-falmimes facilitated by the feed-in
tariff, comparably low ‘not-in-my-backyard’ resistze to wind energy, as well as
investment in building insulation including biofgefor heating and triple-glass
windows becoming the standard (SZ, 2011c; 2011dwever, the enthusiasm only
lasts as long as there are economic incentiveshaatth benefits from these low
carbon strategies. The feed-in tariff for renewadrhergies, fees for waste disposal
combined with the provision of recycling facilitiefrequent information in the
evening television programmes about federal firgnsupport for updating energy
insulation in buildings and heating alternativesftssil fuels paired with rising
energy costs have proved to be powerful incentfeeschanging behavioural path
dependencies and making use of available cleamdémyies. Furthermore, there is
also a certain willingness to pay for cleaner patsluhowever only as long as the
long term benefits outweigh the short-term highgfirant investments (Media debate,

2011).

Central actorsin German Climate Policy I ntegration on the strategic level

Central drivers for environmental policy and cliegtolicy integration in
Germany are the strong regulatory state and thee wigblic support for green
policies. While industry is a central actor in alivironmental and climate policy
discussions, it has an especially important rolhédebate around green growth and

moving towards a low carbon economy. It maintairghly effective ties with the
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liberal democrats (Freie Demokratische Partei/ FBemocratic Party, FDP)
representing entrepreneurs and a predominantly ggaamd well educated upper
middle class favouring market-liberal policies asllvas with the conservative parties
(Christliche Demokratische Union/ Christian DemaicraUnion, CDU and the
Bavarian Christliche Soziale Union/ Christian Sbclanion, CSU), who are
traditional coalition partners on the state andomai governmental levels (Hartmann,
2004). While industry, CDU/CSU and FDP have higijard for ‘green growth’ as an
integral part of economic and energy policy withplimations for innovation, eco-
efficiency and technological leadership, the Greamty and with it the Social-
Democrats and unions conceptualise integrating aténpolicy in economic and
energy policy as equivalent to promoting renewadniergies and especially the exit
from using nuclear energy with jobs emerging in theewable energy industry and
related services (Boll, 2009; 2010a; 2010b; 2011).

When the ‘Red-Green’ coalition between social damscand greens took
office in 1998 and introduced a number of stringemtironmental policies against
industry opposition such as the eco-tax, feed+iffsaand subsidies for the uptake of
renewable energies, the traditionally consensusebdscussion around green growth
became more intense (Boll, 2009; 2010a; 2010b; RO0dhlike the grassroot and
protest strategies used in the 1980s when the Guady was closer to a highly
ideological, left radical political protest movemé8Z, 2011a, 2011b, 2011d) than a
party in charge of the Foreign Office and Environim#inistry, the Green party
finally possessed the regulatory tools to implemard enforce its policy objectives
also against industry protest (Bluehdorn, 2009)leBand Rupp (2004) conclude that
climate policy in Germany remains both autocratied adeeply unpopular with

industry as especially the tradition of self-regiola and negotiated targets was
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abandoned by the ‘Red-Green’ coalition to satisfgrty interests and meet
international climate commitments. Instead of diipp economic competitiveness,
the stringent regulation pursued by the ‘Red-Greemalition eventually led to

industry innovation (Bluehdorn, 2009). The policiasluding the decision to phase
out nuclear power by 2020 were maintained in thessguent years of the ‘Great
Coalition’ between the conservative parties and sbeial democrats who opposed
market-liberal policies out of concerns to remabmpatible with the Green party as

their ‘natural’ and preferred coalition partner (2011a; 2011d).

Implications for climate policy integration in Germany

The international leadership role Germany accepéspecially within
UNFCCC and the EU and the branding of Angela Medselhe ‘Climate-Chancellor’
required both the Great Coalition Government ané tonservative liberal
government (CDU/CSU and FDP) elected in 2009 tonta@m the overall course of
moving towards regulatory requirements for integgatclimate considerations in
economic and energy policies. However, industryuarice on climate and energy
increased rapidly with the replacement of the dodemocrats by the liberal
democrats as junior partner of the CDU/CSU goveminme2009. In conclusion, two
central drivers shape German Climate Policy Intigneof the first type, the focus on
sectoral policies with direct climate co-benefitscls as a focus on renewable
energies, energy efficiency, innovation and lowboar transport (Figure 1). On one
side there is the Green party with civil societygwging public support, environmental
NGOs, the social-democratic party as preferredittoal partner and their societal

stakeholders. The other group is represented hystngl business, the conservative
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parties and the liberal democrats who prefer sgjt#ation and voluntary actions
while promoting investment in clean technologies)avation and eco-efficiency as
the tools of choice to achieve green growth witimgpled priority of the economy

over environmental concerns (Media debate, 201&nhtr@l determining factors are
the strong public support for the environment atichate policy that gives high

popularity to the Green party (Bailey and Rupp, 808nd thereby translates civil
society concerns and environmental activism intltipal influence that has resulted
in stringent government regulation and pressurestber political parties to develop
and implement progressive environmental policiesrahe past 15 years (Media
debate, 2011; SZ, 2011b; 2011c; 2011d).

It can be concluded there is a consensus amongypwkers and stakeholders
that type-1 Climate Policy Integration in the fowh a transition to a low carbon
economy is an appropriate way forward given thdlehges of increasing resource
prices, peak oil, energy insecurity from politiGnflicts in oil and gas exporting
regions and especially the threats to human hegeied by nuclear power at the
example of catastrophes in Chernobyl and FukusliMealia debate, 2011). Both the
conservative party with the industry as well as tireen party and the social
democrats have taken several steps away from dhiginal, either market-liberal or
ecological critique of capitalism positions. Botides work constructively towards
achieving economic growth with low carbon technédésg and sustainable
development motivated by consumer and voter denzendell as external events
such as the nuclear catastrophe in Japan and smegefuel and energy prices. The
German government embraces the ‘green growth’ quneed follows up with
climate policy integration efforts in the form dfriegent regulation, incentives for

innovation and investment in low carbon technolsg@MU, 2009; 2010a).
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Conclusion

Countries aiming to achieve ambitious internatioaad national climate
objectives need to implement appropriate measunekiding the integration of
climate considerations into all sectoral policiekhis paper analysed available
conceptualisations of Climate Policy Integrationd ate recent German climate
policy integration efforts. It adds to previousdiss (Beck et al., 2009; Mickwitz et
al., 2009a; 2009b) with the objective of contribgtia conceptualisation of Climate
Policy Integration on the EU implementation levetiaa case study of a best-practise
example of a national climate change strategy ih&tgrates climate change
considerations into other sectoral policies ontsgonal strategic level.

The key conclusion from the discussion of availat@ceptualizations for
Environmental Policy Integration and emerging cqgalizations of Climate Policy
Integration is that since climate change is a défand complex challenge (Jordan et
al.,, 2010), Climate Policy Integration cannot siynfde modeled after the well-
established principled priority of Environmentalliey Integration but requires a
separate analytical framework. Therefore four Ievefl Climate Policy Integration
need to be distinguished: the EU strategic levat, EU policy-design level, the
national strategy-setting and the national impletatgm level. Options available on
the EU policy-design level are traditional singlerqpose climate policies and Climate
Policy Integration. Type-1 Climate Policy Integaati refers to policy areas with
inherent co-benefits for climate action such aswable energy policy, while the
mainstreaming approach (type-2) requires incentigesconditionalities such as

regulatory support as policies have no inhererveaefits.
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The case study on the German climate strategytrdiiesi Climate Policy
Integration on the national strategy-setting levelcontributed to level three, the
implementation of the EU strategic decisions (leweé, conceptualised by Dunlop,
2011; Dunlop and Primova, 2011) on the nationatsgic policy-making level. It
sets the frame for further empirical country stgdan the implementation of the
climate strategies via integrating them into nadlogectoral policies that are either
automatically beneficial for combating climate cbansuch as renewable energy
policy (CPI type-1) or that require additional ré&gory support in the form of
incentives, conditionalities and sanctions. Thisprapch is referred to as
‘mainstreaming’ by the European Commission andgiates climate objectives into
areas that are not automatically co-beneficiatfierenvironment.

The approach of mainstreaming climate policies @tosectoral policies is
important for achieving GHG mitigation targets aadapting to the unavoidable
consequences of climate change. Yet it poses aoahabgical challenge in terms of
tracking the climate actions and their respectioptiibution to GHG reduction in a
geographical area over a certain time frame. Thisieas implications for further
research. One aspect is how Climate Policy Intemgratan be identified, i.e. if
legislation actually implements any assumed ‘ppled priority’ of Climate Policy
Integration using appropriate criteria such as Sstainable Development Strategy
(Rietig, 2012). Second, once Climate Policy Intégralegislation has been adopted
on the European and national level, the questiosegrhow the implementation
towards achieving the overall strategic climatge#s can be measured, verified and
monitored. Certainly, following the approach of r@éte Policy Integration may be
very useful in terms of achieving actual emissieductions as all sectors contribute

to this overall objective as far as possible andei€essary motivated by incentives
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and/or regulatory conditionalities. However, it alseans that these contributions
will be more difficult to quantitatively trace urdle Climate Policy Integration on the
level of national implementation (level four) iscampanied by a sophisticated yet
simple-to-use methodology for economic evaluatiomplications for further research
would be to explore to what extent Environmentapdct Assessment (Pearce et al.,
2006) could serve as a methodological blueprint foture Climate Impact
Assessmentsas climate considerations are not only relevanthenregulatory and
strategic levels corresponding with Regulatory IotpAssessment and Strategic
Environmental Assessment (Therivel, 2004), but esflg on the local and project
level where climate considerations need to be mr@asied into all policy sectors to

implement the overarching strategies and policies.
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