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for non-member states
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The European Green Deal (EGD) has had a significant impact on EUmember states. In this article, we
examine the extent to which it can also have large consequences for non-members. Based on a
qualitative approach comparing Norway and the UK, and drawing on a burgeoning literature on
‘turbulence’, we ask whether the EGD creates turbulence in non-member states, what the nature of
this turbulence is, and whether the extent and nature of turbulence varies with how closely affiliated a
non-member is with the EU. Despite the ambitious climate policies of both countries, we identify a
significant amount of turbulence generated by the EGD. Interestingly, we also find that turbulence
increases with a closer EU-affiliation. However, our analysis also reveals an impressive capacity in
both countries to adapt to their turbulent conditions, and a surprising durability of climate and energy
policy in the face of turbulence.

The European Green Deal (EGD) is important for a study of climate
governance1,2, and particularly the turbulence3 of such governance, as it
represents the world’s first large-scale, encompassing climate governance
strategy for net zero greenhouse gas emissions in 2050.The EGDcuts across
sectors and has introduced a host of new and revised policies at great speed,
requiring political and societal changes in EUmember states. To reach the
net-zero target by 2050 included in the EGD, the EU has adopted a Climate
Act, which also sets out an interim goal of reducing net emissions by 55%
within 2030 compared to 1990. In addition, the EU has made a number of
proposals and revised a swathe of climate regulations in the Fit for 55 (Ff55)
package. Key elements of the Ff55 package are the EU ETS (covering
emissions from power stations, energy-intensive heavy industry, civil
aviation and (since 2023) shipping), the Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR)
(covering emissions from road transport, agriculture, buildings and waste)
and the Regulation on land, land use change and forestry (LULUCF)
(covering emissions and removals of greenhouse gases resulting from direct
human-induced land use, land-use change and forestry activities). Ff55 also
contains important energy laws such as theRenewable EnergyDirective and
the Energy Efficiency Directive, as well as several transport laws that aim to
speed up the roll-out of low and zero emission technology in the sector,
including both infrastructure and fuels. The EUhas also adopted innovative
policies such as creating a separate emissions trading scheme for buildings,
road transport and additional sectors (often dubbed ‘ETS 2’). Another
innovation is the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM), a
mechanism to prevent carbon leakage, whereby a tax is placed on goods and
services imported into Europe, corresponding to the carbon price under the
EU ETS.

These changes present a challenge for policymakers, who need to
balance a ‘regulatory tsunami’ and rapid reduction in emissions with social

and economic considerations. The complex and cross-cutting nature of
many of these policies also presents a challenge for policymakers. Impor-
tantly, these developments go beyond regular changes and even individual
crises within policymaking, constituting a ‘new normal’ of turbulent gov-
ernance. The situation is turbulent because ‘events, demands and support
interact inhighly variable, inconsistent, unexpectedandunpredictableways’3.
Such turbulence can either catalyse or impede climate policy development
and implementation, making it important to study. A nascent body of
literature has therefore begun to examine the turbulence of EU climate
policy4–6.

However, this literature has so far been focused on EU-level politics or
EU-member states,with farmers’protests erupting acrossEurope7 andparty
campaigns to reverse parts of the EU policy8. In one sense this is under-
standable, as these are the primary agents of change within EU climate
policy. Yet the EGD and the turbulence it creates is also likely affecting non-
member states, which cooperate with the EU to varying degrees. Not only
are the implications for non-member states important to study in their own
right, but also because implications for non-member states are likely to in
turn affect the EU9. Despite the almost hegemonic status of the EU in
relation to most non-member states, the relationship is still not only one
way10. Focusing on the EGD, and in particular key climate and energy laws
within the EGD’s climate package Fit for 55, we therefore ask the questions:
Does the EGD create turbulence in non-member states? If so, what is the
nature of this turbulence? Does it vary depending on degree of affiliation with
the EU?

For comparative purposes we focus on two non-member states, Nor-
way and the UK. Both countries are ‘least likely’ cases, as they have ambi-
tious climate policies, and climate policies resembling those of the EU. They
are also similar in important respects, such as favouring cost-efficient
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climate policy, promoting emissions trading.However, and importantly, the
countries differ in terms of EU-affiliation. Norway is tightly integrated with
the EU via the European Economic Area (EEA) and closely cooperates with
the EU on climate policies. In contrast, the UK has divorced from the EU,
negotiated a Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) and wants to show
that it retains sovereignty within climate and energy policy by extricating
itself from key mechanisms such as the European Emissions Trading
Scheme (EU ETS) and the EU Environment Agency. In comparison to the
EEA Agreement, the TCA is less comprehensive, less binding and more
subject to political negotiations10.

Focusing on three dimensions of turbulence – shifting parameters,
intercurrence and temporal complexity, we assess whether the different
relationships chosen by Norway and the UK matter for their experienced
turbulence from theEGD.Treating turbulence as a condition,we investigate
how well the strategy and structure of governing institutions are adapted to
turbulent conditions. Although important, we do not systematically con-
sider the capacity of public organisations to respond to turbulence11, but
focus on understanding whether it matters for the extent of turbulence
created how loosely coupled a non-member state is.

The threementioneddimensions of turbulence are presented byAnsell
and Trondal3 in their seminal article on turbulence. The first dimension is
the shifting parameters that organisations and institutions depend upon,
such as budgets, political support or technology. When these are shifting
they can make planning and operations difficult. The EU provides a pol-
icymaking capacity that single states do not possess. The closer a state is
affiliated with the EU, the more it should be able to benefit from this
capacity. By being closely affiliated with the EU, a state may also enjoy
participation infinancial solutions like loans from the European Investment
Bank, research funding throughHorizonEurope anddifferent funds created
as part of the European Green Deal (e.g. Social Climate Fund and energy-
related Projects of Common Interest). Cooperating with the EU may also
relieve factional conflict, as political actors can ‘blame’ the EU and get away
with unpopular decisions by arguing that EU cooperation necessitates a
certain action. However, when EU decisions significantly affect budgets of
lower political levels, imposes certain choices of technology or creates
political controversy amongst citizens, all of which at high speed, we can
expect turbulence to occur. Moreover, differences in the possibilities and
capacities to apply for—anduse new funding streams at high speedmay also
cause turbulence. Because the UK has spent four years extricating itself from
the EU yet commits to alignment with it, but has less resources to achieve this
objective, we expect the UK to experience more turbulence than Norway on
the dimension of shifting parameters.

The second dimension of turbulence is intercurrence, where unex-
pected interactions occur between otherwise independent or compart-
mentalized subsystems, institutional logics or governing norms, or across
jurisdictional boundaries. Kingdon12 has pointed out that the more firmly
linked the community is, themore likely it is to generate common outlooks,
orientations and ways of thinking. He argues that unity enhances effec-
tiveness, while internal conflict might have the opposite effect. While
Norway faces the climate challenge through ever closer cooperationwith the
EU, theUKhas taken a dramatic decision to divorce from the EU, including
from key climate and energy policy institutions and mechanisms. While
Norway realises benefits of cooperating with the EU in this field13, the UK
wants to show that the country retains sovereignty in climate and energy
policy14. As unity fosters effectiveness, we therefore expect that the UK will
experience more turbulence as a result of the EGD than Norway on the
dimension of intercurrence. This is based on the assumption that both
countries will have to relate to the EU in one way or the other, given that the
EU is the largest trading partner for both countries.

The third dimension of turbulence is temporal complexity, which can
arise frommultiple or shifting tempos, for example when business as usual
shifts to rapid response, when different time horizons clash or when com-
peting time frames need to align. The temporal dimension is important due
to the sheer speed of policymaking under the EGD, making it complicated
for non-members to stay informed, discuss possible domestic implications

and influence outcomes. Given its closer cooperation on climate change we
therefore expect Norway to experience more such turbulence than the UK.
This is also related to the fact that Norwegian public administration plays a
double role: first as a practitioner of EU regulations, which means partici-
pation also in EU expert committees; and second as a practitioner of
national sector policy15.Although this double rolemight provideNorwegian
stakeholders with useful information that UK stakeholders do not have
access to in the same way, we expect that in reality the sheer speed of pol-
icymaking under the EGD will make it difficult for Norway to influence the
EU through its established channels and keep abreast with developments,
thereby increasing the turbulence here relative to the UK.

The three expectations are related to turbulence of scale, which occurs
whenwhat happens at one level of authority affectswhat happens at another
level or scale3. A solution that is considered optimal at one level might be
considered suboptimal or evendetrimental at another level.GivenNorway’s
closer cooperation with the EU, we expect EU decisions overall to have a
larger impact on Norway than the UK. However, as formulated above, this
might vary on different dimensions. Although we don’t anticipate the EU’s
chosen climate solutions to be detrimental to Norway, they might still be
suboptimal, and nonetheless have to be implemented at speed. As such, we
expect that there is more such turbulence in the Norwegian case than in
the UK.

Results
Comparing EGD-induced turbulence in Norway and the UK, we find that
while both countries experience such turbulence, Norway experiencesmore
of it than the UK. There are four key reasons as to why: First, the UK has a
large and flexible administration while Norway’s administration is small in
comparison. Second, the UK public administration has over time partici-
pated in the development of some of the policies introduced by Fit for 55, as
many of them were already being discussed before Brexit. The Norwegian
administration has been less involved in these discussions. Third, for the
duration of the UK Conservative government, the focus was on making
Brexit a success rather than following developments in Brussels closely – an
approach that has not changed significantly under a new Labour govern-
ment. In contrast, Norway has struggled to maintain being simultaneously
‘outside and inside’ the EU. Our evidence highlights how this dual role
creates significant turbulence, especially as the EU encroaches on an
increasing number of policy areas through the EGD, and because EU
membership remains controversial. Fourth, we show that there is a sig-
nificant difference between the coercive pressures faced by Norway to
implement swathes of EGD legislation as an EEA member and the UK’s
competitive pressures to merely be ‘aligned’ with such legislation via the
TCA. Moreover, and crucially, the non-regression-clause in the TCA has
received criticism for only applying to the weakening of protections as they
impact on trade and investment (TCA, Article 391 - our italics)16. The
pressures for the UK to follow the developments of the EGD are therefore
different both in nature and degree.

Interestingly, despite this turbulence, climate and energy policy and
cooperation with the EU remains remarkably stable for both countries,
though creating dilemmas for each – for example related to popular support
for climate measures in Norway and suboptimal solutions including high
administrative costs for the UK. By showing how the EU creates – and not
just responds to—turbulence, and by analysing how the EGD creates tur-
bulence also for non-member states, we therefore make important con-
tributions both to the literature on turbulence and EU climate policy. In the
following we show how turbulence manifests itself on the three dimensions
of shifting parameters, intercurrence and temporal complexity.

Shifting parameters
Despite budget increases to deal with the increased workload emanating
from the EGD17, Norwegian civil servants nonetheless report that the EGD
is putting significant demands on their capacities and budgets. The head of
the Norwegian Environment Agency warned that never in her 30-year
career had she experiencedmore changes in environmental legislation, and
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that the ‘extraordinary’ tempo, ambition and scale of change made her
‘concerned that we do not have sufficient resources to deal with the new
regulations that are coming’ (our translation)18. For example, as a large
shippingnation, the incorporationof shipping into theETSwill significantly
increase the administrative burden on government agencies such as the
Norwegian Environment Agency, which need to grapple with an almost
doubling in the number of actors covered by the EU ETS, for example, by
verifying emissions, reporting and providing guidance19. On the other hand,
the incorporation of shipping into the EU ETS might mean new opportu-
nities to export green technology such as electric ferries, where Norway is
well positioned, as therewill likely be ahigher demand for such technologies.

While the new and revised laws in Ff55 imposes additional constraints
on the public administration in terms of analysis, reporting and provision of
guidance to Norwegian stakeholders, there are also budget implications
from the different funds created under the EGD, such as the Social Climate
Fund. The income from the new ETS 2 will go towards this Fund, intended
to counteract adverse social distribution effects for households, micro-
enterprises and transport users. Norway is required to pay 5.5 billion NOK
into this fund as it is integral to the ETS, but as ofMay 2024 the government
had not decided whether Norway was also going to be able to benefit from
it19. Other budgetary implications are more positive, such as three Norwe-
gian hydrogen and carbon storage projects being added to the EU’s list of
Projects of Common Interest, which improves funding opportunities for
Norwegian businesses.

More important for causing turbulence is the (decreasing) public
support for cooperating with the EU in a situation where energy prices are
increasing. Norway has enjoyed a situation of low energy prices and a fully
renewable power sector with a surplus of electricity, thus being a net
exporter of electricity. The Norwegian power sector is therefore very dif-
ferent from other EU countries20. Politically, this makes it harder to defend
investments in interconnectors. This issue is also related to questions of
technology, as Norway’s situation also makes it difficult to gain public
acceptance for investments inwind power, as this is primarily supported for
local and national purposes21. As such, the enhanced focus on joint energy
infrastructure projects in theEGD,whichmight drive up energyprices, have
received a cool reception amongst theNorwegian public, especially after the
Russian invasion of Ukraine and ensuing energy crisis, which also hit
Norwegian consumers.

Another controversial issue for Norway is how the EGD affects its
forest policies. The move in the EGD towards stricter and binding national
targets for 2030 in the LULUCF sector could have implications such as
significant restrictions on deforestation, reduced logging and stricter land
use policy. Ironically, because of Norway’s aging forests, such restrictions
may also affect the country reaching its long-term targets beyond 203019,22.
These changes have met with fierce criticism by Norwegian interest groups
representing the forestry sector (stakeholder workshops). Moreover, the
EGD represents a powerful change in direction, with the EU more actively
engaging in forest policy despite it formally being a competence of member
states19. The revised LULUCF regulation centralises important aspects of
forest policy,with theCommission justifying this in termsof climate change.
Forest-rich EU member states like Sweden and Finland, but also Norway,
are particularly concerned about this development (policy roundtable;
stakeholder workshops).

The CBAM will also have significant financial implications for Nor-
wegian stakeholders, due to the phasing out of free emission quotas to be
completed in 203419,22,23. Sectors that are considered vulnerable to carbon
leakage have been given generous amounts of free quotas in the past.
Norwegian industry argues that this phase out—contrary to the purpose of
CBAM—could mean increased carbon leakage in the power-intensive
industry, meaning that Norwegian and European businesses lose out in
competition with businesses outside the EU/EEA area. Norwegian industry
is particularly concerned with the effects on the production of aluminium
and mineral fertilizers.

The situation for the UK is somewhat different than for Norway. After
leaving the EU, ‘the UK government has made clear that there will be no

regulatory alignment and no rule-taking from the EU’, a position that will
affect Britain’s markets, trade negotiations and stance in global climate
action24. Now outside the EU, the EU rules do not in principle have effective
influence, and the UK needs to develop its own emissions regulations and
renewable targets. The UK seeks to ensure the delivery of their net zero
target by for example expanding theUKETS to domestic shipping, planned
from 202625. Interestingly, the UK government does not mention similar
changes to the EU ETS as a reason for expanding its own ETS. However, as
part of the consultation on the inclusion of shipping in theUKETS, ‘several
respondents highlighted the importance of alignment with EU proposals
and carbon leakage mitigation policies, to ensure that no differences
between carbon costs in the UK and the EU are introduced which could
impact the functioning of cross-border and international markets’26.
Respondents to the consultation also expressed that ‘itwas important for the
UK and EU ETS to remain similar in terms of market design and scope.
Respondents expressed concerns that recent UK and EU consultations
indicated that the two schemes may diverge’27. Although not stated expli-
citly, these responses imply that the EUETS amendments have played a role
in influencing UK policy-making.

A further issue in the UK is the prospect of ‘zombie legislation’ (i.e.,
legislation that is not enforced) post-Brexit, which has created widespread
concerns aboutmaintaining environmental standards28–30 as EU regulations
no longer apply and recourse to EU institutions such as the EuropeanCourt
of Justice (ECJ) are no longer present31. Although this situation is likely to
challenge the ambition of UK climate policies, it does not necessarily create
turbulence—or to the extent that it does, this is likely a result of Brexit rather
than the EGD.

However, the EGD, with its significant sources of funding for green
technology and infrastructure projects, will be giving non-UK actors a
competitive advantage, which definitely can create turbulence in the UK24.
By extricating themselves from key EU institutions and cooperative rela-
tionships, the UK is losing out on vast amounts of funding for the low
carbon transition. Likewise, having also pulled out of the EUETS and Single
EnergyMarket, theUKadministration faces not too dissimilar challenges to
the Norwegian in having to keep track of- and seeking to influence pol-
icymaking in Brussels. However, in this instance the challenge is more
related to the administrative burden of seeking to align two separate systems
and markets rather than implementation (Interview 5; 6; see more under
Intercurrence below). Several interviewees pointed out how the EGD, most
notably the CBAM, adds to UK actors’ (both public and private) adminis-
trative burden, increases in costs and a potential loss of trade—all of which
were already increasing due to Brexit (Interview 1)32,33. As the UK’s and the
EU’s climate interests continue to be closely tied together, ‘ignoring Eur-
opean climate policy developments might jeopardize the UK’s long-term
climate security’24.

In terms of capacity, however, interviewees point out that theUK has a
strong public administration, highlighting the public administration as
important for not experiencing much turbulence in the public adminis-
tration, ‘it’s just that the UK does have a really big government machine’
(Interview 10).

In summary, both countries are facing turbulence from shifting
parameters, althoughNorwaymore so than in theUK. InNorway, the EGD
significantly increases demands on the capacities and budgets of the public
administration and challenges political support in particularly controversial
areas like in the LULUCF sector but also provides new funding opportu-
nities for investing in new technologies. TheUKhas, in contrast, always had
a large public administration, however UK businesses are experiencing less
funding opportunities.

Intercurrence
Exploring the influence of the EU on states, Boasson34 highlights two key
logics that are relevant for understanding climate policy development: first,
the market logic, which is based on the assumption that actors are profit-
maximising and rational; and second, the technology development logic,
which is based on technological rather than economic criteria. The EU
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typically promotes the market logic35,36. Norway and the UK both also lean
towards a market logic37,38. However, facing the energy crisis and the war in
Ukraine, and wanting to promote the green agenda in the EGD, the EU
decided to relax its competition requirements in the state aid guidelines.
This relaxation of competition represents a critical juncture for the EU, as
the Commission has always fought against distortion of competition35. It
also goes against the idea behind the EEA Agreement (Interview 9). The
EEA is designed for market integration to a greater extent than the EGD, as
the EGD increasingly goes beyond the EU’s traditional focus of how to
guarantee a level playing field within the internal market39. This change in
institutional logic can potentially constitute an opportunity for both Nor-
wegian andUKactors,who cannowreceivemore state aid for greenprojects
falling under the new guidelines without being challenged under the EEA
Agreement or the TCA. Overall, however, this development is likely to be
challenging, as both countries have always promoted the market approach
within climate and energy policy (Interview 2) and is particularly con-
cerning for Norway as a small and open economy.

Another issue for Norway is the holistic approach of the EGD, which
challenges the entrenched ‘silo’ structure in its public administration. In
contrast, the public administration in the UK is relatively dynamic and
flexible, as demonstrated by the many departmental changes over the last
decade, especially as regards climate change and energy. This flexibility
contributes to reducing turbulence:

‘It has the flexibility to make that change, I think. […] The UK does
have a massive government, even compared to similar democracies, partly
because we still haven’t really sorted local devolution to any meaningful
extent. […] You still have half a million people who work for the central
government and I think there remains a lot of capacity to create at pace
systems and processes, law etcetera’ (Interview 10).

Moreover, the UK’s net zero approach has strengthened the cross-
sectoral approach in comparison toNorway. As pointed out by a UK senior
civil servant:

‘There have rarely been such big whole-government endeavours that
have infiltrated all departments. […] The accounting methodology of Net
Zero, is quite innovative in breaking down those silos because it distributes
responsibility in a quite clever mathematical way’ (Interview 10).

The EGDmight therefore be less challenging for theUK thanNorway,
given this similarity in approach.

A more controversial question for Norway, however, is the extent to
which the increasingEuropeanisation of forestry policy described abovewill
affect agricultural policy in the future. In line with the definition of inter-
currence, this development constitutes an unexpected interaction between
otherwise independent subsystems, institutional logics and jurisdictional
boundaries. Although the Commission’s suggestion to combine forestry
and agriculture into one sector (into a sector for Agriculture, Forestry and
Other LandUse–AFOLU)did not survive the trilogue negotiations, there is
still a commitment to return to this decision after a further review, meaning
the door is open to introduce this at a later stage. Like in EUmember states,
this is a controversial topic in Norway, where agriculture is an area of
national competency protected from the EEA agreement. A potential
interaction between forestry and agricultural policy by the establishment of
an AFOLU sector creates a dilemma for Norway, whereby it might have to
decide between losing some autonomy over its agricultural sector or opting
out of cooperating with the EU on forestry, with potential implications for
that and other policy areas (Stakeholder workshop 1). More generally, the
proposed AFOLU sector also underlines the challenges for Norway in
disentangling the cross-sectoral developments in the EGD, for example in
analysingwhether a proposal is EEA-relevant or not, andprotecting areas of
national interest such as agriculture which become bound up with other
related developments in the EU, such as those within forestry.

Likewise, the CBAM is creating challenges for both Norway and the
UK, as both have large CBAM export shares to the EU40. In Norway, the
questionofwhether to joinhas proved controversialwithin the government,
with the EU-sceptic agrarian Centre Party opposed. As of May 2024,
therefore, Norway had not yet made a decision as to whether they would

participate – although should they do so, their membership of the EU ETS
shouldmake this quite straightforward, bar (again) increased administrative
costs. For theUK, however, theCBAMis even trickier, due to theUKhaving
left the EU ETS:

‘The EU has already threatened to potentially apply this mechanism
[CBAM] against the UK as part of its policy to ensure a “level playing field”
in trade between the two. Non-alignment on European carbon taxation and
border adjustment would help facilitate a quick trade deal with theUS but it
would likely make it harder for UK businesses to sell into the EUmarket’24.

As pointed out by a UK energy sector representative (Interview 1),
‘For me, the big one that directly impacts us is CBAM. […] I’ve spent

quite a long time thinking through what else hits us. Now offshore market
design, offshore building zones [etc] has a direct impact. Is that a problem
from our [the UK] perspective? No. The challenge is how do we operate a
compatible system.’

Indeed, there havebeen large concerns related to theCBAM,whichwill
‘hit hard’ in the UK (Interview 9). Such an import duty would inmost cases
exceed the price difference between the UK and other EU countries,
meaning that imports from the UK will often not pay off. The UK steel
industry is also concerned:

‘TheUKrisks a damaging trade barrierwith our biggest trade partner if
we don’t quickly develop and implement our own measures. Failure to do
so, could mean steel made here in the UK is blocked from being sold into
the EU’41.

While the UK has chosen to liberate themselves from the objectives of
the EGD, the EGD has had a considerable impact on the UK, which is
highlighted by the country’s decision to implement its own UK CBAM by
202727. However, there had been ‘rumbling’ about a CBAM for years, even
long before Brexit, whichmay have reduced turbulence as theUKwasmore
prepared for it (Interview 9; 10). Interviewees also mentioned that ‘when
looking at the European Green Deal, we [the UK] seem to be pulling in a
similar direction’, but the EGD is not featuring high on the agenda or
affecting UK policymaking to a large degree (Interview 10). The impression
is that the EGD is not driving the UK’s policy agenda, except in terms of
competition in terms of being an international climate leader and attracting
investment. Asked about what challenges the EGD is creating, one senior
civil servant in the UK responded:

‘It’s still very much the case that the UKGovernment internally thinks
about itself in comparison with major European powers [..] I think having
the EuropeanGreenDeal over here, doing this sort of thing, will act as a sort
of comparison, but I don’t necessarily think that there’s an explicit challenge
that it has raised that I’ve heard about’ (Interview 10).

The fact that the UK interviewees perceive that there are not many
challenges for the government related to the EGD in the UK seems to be
related to theUK’s strong autonomy objective. Fossum et al.10 point out that
it has been particularly important for the UK to show that the country is
sovereign and has maintained its right to make ambitious climate policy.
Along these lines, one civil servant in the UK pointed out that—at least
outwardly—theUKgovernment still genuinely believes in the Brexit project
(Interview 10). Having ‘left all that [the EU/EGD] behind’, focus is directed
towards other international organisations and in particular the Inflation
Reduction Act (IRA) in the US: ‘I have not heard the same conversations
happening about the EuropeanGreenDeal [as about the IRA]. […] So I just
don’t think it’s coming up as a particularly big topic’ (Interview 10).

One the one hand, the war in Ukraine and ensuing energy crisis has
pushed the two non-members closer to the EU. Although the EU’s REPo-
werEU plan is not formally a part of the EGD, it is strongly linked to it and
seeks to achieve and strengthen several of its goals in light of the Russian
invasion ofUkraine. As pointed out by aUKenergy industry representative,
there hasbeena strong recognition fromboth theUKand theEUof theneed
for continued and strong cooperation on energy and climate. This needwas
understoodon ‘almost an emotional level […] If theUKandEurope,with all
of those shared targets and shared interests, cannot cooperate on energy and
climate, what can we cooperate on?’ (Interview 1). Such close cooperation
has also likely been aided by the fact that both countries have similar and
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similarly ambitious climate policies as theEU. Indeed, a civil servant pointed
out that many of the thoughts behind the laws in the Ff55 climate package
were originally developed by Brits (Interview 9), thus reducing turbulence.
On the other hand, an argument wasmade by aNorwegian energy industry
representative, that Norway risks falling outside the ‘exceptional institu-
tional strengthening’ and ‘solidarity’ occurring in the EU, not just through
theEGD, but also following theCOVID-19pandemic and in light of thewar
in Ukraine. They warned that Norway ‘needs to be careful not to become
further marginalised as an energy actor’ (Interview 2), where Norway is
known to be relatively powerful42.

In summary, while it is expected that unity (i.e., cooperation between
the parties) fosters effectiveness, we see that the same unity is instead
creating complications in areas with considerable disagreement or dif-
ferences of approach. This is a bigger issue in Norway than in the UK,
which is not forced to implement EU laws. Compared to Norway where
silos are entrenched, in theUKsilos are lessfirmandmoredynamic.While
the UK is driven more by its autonomy objective and competing with the
EU in being the greenest or at least as green, in Norway there are stronger
pressures related to the extent to which the EU is coercing Norway to
implement rules.

Temporal complexity
The sheer speed at which the EGD is being passed into legislation and
implemented increases the need formore administrative staff to implement
faster also in non-member affiliated states19. Moreover, post the launch of
the EGD, the speed at which the Commission is pushing through its green
agenda and the novelty of several pieces of legislation makes it difficult for
Norway to influence outcomes through traditional channels. As a non-EU
member, Norway has the largest scope to influence EU policies ‘upstream’,
i.e. when proposals are being discussed, through expert group participation
and through ‘corridor diplomacy’ (Interview 2; 6)43. The speed of decision-
making in Brussels alsomakes it difficult to debate domestically in Norway.
Several interviewees argued that EU policy receives far too little attention in
Parliament and in theNorwegianmedia (Interview 2; 6; Policy roundtable),
and lament the lack of parliamentary debates on the EGD22,44. Furthermore,
businesses have taken a more active approach to lobbying the EU than
politicians, meaning that narrow business interests are potentially having a
larger influence on the EU than elected politicians. Hence, the speed of the
roll-out of the EGD challenges the democratic policy processes even more
than stated in earlier analyses of Norway’s position as partly ‘inside’ and
partly ‘outside’ the EU22,43,45,46.

The above challenge is amplified further as Norway already struggles
with a large backlog of implementing EU laws (Interview 2, Stakeholder
workshop 2)19,44,47. A particular concern with this backlog is the loss of
competitiveness for Norwegian actors (Stakeholder workshop 1). One
example is related to the implementation of the EU’s revised Energy per-
formance of buildings directive, where the 2024Directive draws on the EU’s
Taxonomy when defining criteria for environmentally friendly buildings.
WhenNorway drags its feet implementing the 2024 directive, and has yet to
implement even the former Directive, Norwegian businesses risk losing
funding opportunities from investors only wishing to support Taxonomy-
aligned activities48. In April 2024 the European Commission gave Norway a
deadline to implement the Renewable Energy Directive revised in 2018, a
directive that has already been revised in the EU in 202349. The revision is
politically challenging, as oneof the governmentparties (the agrarianCentre
Party) has claimed that the energy package that theDirective is a part of, will
not be implemented ‘on their watch’.

The sheer speed of policymaking under the EGD is also a challenge for
the UK, as it struggles to keep up with Brussels in order to analyse impacts,
influence outcomes and preparing a response. This challenge is perhaps
amplified by the fact that the UK lacks Norway’s experience of being a
‘corridor diplomat’ influencing outcomes upstream. This role needs to
maturemore in theUK (Interview 10). Now, theUKmore frequently needs
to simply react to changes and address issues on a case by case basis50. As
expressed by a previous UK Cabinet Minister:

‘Practically there is little difference in energy and climate policy, but
that’s very much seen from the outside. From the inside we are no longer
having those crucial and continuous negotiations and discussions. (…) We
were a real force for good, pushing the agenda. Nowwe come in at the end –
not at the initial stages or in the middle, just at the end’ (Interview 8).

However, the UK’s larger and more flexible bureaucratic capacity
means that the UK is able to act relatively faster than its Norwegian coun-
terpart. The UK has been quite effective at proposing solutions, as the
proposal of a UK CBAM demonstrates, whereas Norway seems slower at
indicating its course of action. It has also helped that some of the ground-
work took place already before Brexit, for example discussions
about a CBAM.

In summary, the relatively large and flexible bureaucratic engine in the
UKmakes it fit to adapt to rapid changes, whereas Norway is struggling to a
larger extent with the speed of policymaking and the backlog of imple-
mentation on particularly controversial policies.

Discussion
The EGD has had a significant impact on EU member states. We have
examined the extent to which it can also have large consequences for non-
members. Based on a qualitative approach and drawing on a burgeoning
literature on turbulence, we have explored whether the EGD has created
turbulence inNorway and theUK,what the nature of this turbulence is, and
whether the extent and nature of turbulence varies with how closely affili-
ated the non-member is with the EU. Despite their ambitious and similar
climate policies to the EU, we have identified turbulence in both countries
generated by the EGD.

Starting with the first expectation regarding shifting parameters, we
hypothesised that the UK would experience more such turbulence.
Although the UK is certainly not unscathed by the EGD in this respect, we
do not find support for this hypothesis – with administrative capacity,
budgets andpolitical support inNorway all being significantlymore affected
as a result of the EGD. It is potentially puzzling that a country that has spent
four years extricating itself from the EU, only to commit to the alignment
with it, but now has far less resources to achieve this objective, experiences
less turbulence than a country which cooperates more closely with the EU.
Exploring why this is so, we find that the UK’s large and flexible adminis-
tration, and being a largemarket in itself, mean that theUK experiences less
such turbulence in comparison to Norway. However, given the importance
of theEUas a tradingpartner for theUK, theUKalsohas todealwithwhat is
happening in the EU. Rather than benefitting from the EU administration,
the UK needs to develop their own capacity to deal with similar problems,
for example to develop a climate policy that is as ambitious as the EU’swhile
at the same time losing out on potential funding fromEU funds. In the long
run this effect might increase, as the UK played an important role in
developing policies incorporated in Ff55. In future theywill not benefit from
insights from having contributed, when the EU develops new climate
policies.

Referring to the second expectation about intercurrence, we also
expected Norway to experience less turbulence than the UK due to the
severity of the Brexit divorce, while Norway has expressed benefits of
cooperating more closely with the EU in the climate field. However, we do
not find support for this expectation, with Norway experiencing more such
turbulence as a result of the increasing entanglement of policy areas, which
are not in the EEA Agreement and which are politically controversial. For
example, the suggested AFOLU sector demonstrates a general challenge for
Norway in disentangling the cross-sectoral nature of the EGD and pro-
tecting areas of national interest. Moreover, CBAM is problematic for
Norway, entailing a significant loss of revenue forNorwegian actors through
the phasing out of free allowances under the EU ETS. For the UK, the EU
CBAM has created so much concern that they have proposed to introduce
their own version, which makes it the second CBAM to be created globally,
and face the headache of seeking to align its own CBAMwith the EU’s (an
administrative headacheNorwaymight also face should it decide to not join
the EU CBAM). However, this also shows that the UK’s public
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administration is capable of flexibility and resourcefulness when key
interests are being affected; hence showing a capacity to deal with inter-
currence as a source of turbulence. Similarly, both countries, although
brought closer to the EU after the war in Ukraine, have nonetheless
remained on the outside of the exceptional institutional strengthening as a
result of both the war and Covid-19 pandemic.

When it comes to the third expectation about temporal complexity, our
expectations are supported, finding that Norway experiences significant
amounts of such turbulence. The closer institutional relationship between
Norway and the EU means that the sheer speed of decision-making in
Brussels are having a range of implications, from challenging traditional
democratic decision-making procedures, to making it difficult for Norway
to affect outcomes inBrussels through traditional channels, to increasing the
backlog of EU directives that need to be implemented. Our findings show
that, so far, Norway has not found a good way of dealing with both the
tempo and complexity of the EGD. These challenges increase further with
the implementation gap, which is particularly high in the energy area, and
affects the competitiveness of Norwegian businesses and reduces the time
that Norway has to achieve the revised climate objectives in the EGD19,44.
However, the UK is not unaffected, as it also struggles to keep up in order to
retain its reputation as a global climate change leader, and also suffers from
the lack of information and influence. This highlights a key difference
between the pressures that Norway and the UK experience from the EU.
While it is coercive forNorway, it is primarily competitive for theUK,which
strives to be at the same pace or even better than the EU and other large
countries and also competes for investment.

It is potentially puzzling that the non-member with the closest EU-
affiliation, Norway, should experience the most turbulence. One might
think that closer institutional ties and cooperation on climate policy
increases information flows, access and influence, thereby reducing the
impact of decisions taken in Brussels. However, both the speed and the
scope of the EGDmake this challenging, meaning Norway gets pulled into
the vortex that is the EGD, but without the institutional mechanisms that
EU-members have which might protect it from turbulence. However, our
analysis has also showed that the UK’s weaker EU affiliation has certainly
not protected it from EGD-induced turbulence. Indeed, the severity of the
divorce post-Brexit has amplified it in certain respects, by reducing theUK’s
access to funds, information and influence and by increasing the adminis-
trative burden of aligning schemes.

Our finding that also non-EU members are experiencing different
types and degrees of turbulence underlines the importance of expanding
analyses beyond the EU and affiliated non-members. This becomes even
more relevant as the EU seeks to use the EGDstrategically to influence other
countries’ climate policies, for example via the CBAM and its Deforestation
Regulation, as well as itsNet-Zero Industry Actwhich can be interpreted as a
response to the US’ Inflation Reduction Act and geopolitical challenges.
Future research should therefore examine the turbulence created further
afield than the EU’smost immediate neighbours. Furthermore, we consider
this an early study of the EGD-turbulence on non-member states. Focusing
onmultiple elements of the EGDand Ff55, and on two country case studies,
the article naturally covers more breadth than depth. This was done for the
purposes of exploration. In the future, however, research canwith benefit go
beyond this to focus in more detail on specific sectors and pieces of legis-
lation, and to conductmore systematic andquantitative analyses (this is also
the case formember-states, where the literature remains nascent). Similarly,
we have not touched on the impacts for the EU, which are only likely to
increase as bothmember and non-member states start reactingmore to the
EGD,particularly thepartswhich seek to influence themsuchas theCBAM.

We make a significant contribution to the (EU) climate governance
literature, and importantly the nascent literature on turbulence, by
demonstrating that also non-member states experience turbulence as a
result of the EGD. However, while turbulence is sometimes understood as
something ‘negative’, it is quite possible that there is also a need for tur-
bulence. On this note, we conclude our contribution with a quote from one
of the interviewees:

‘[W]hile I ampretty convinced that there ismuch less turbulence in the
UK than inmember states and inNorway, I’mnot entirely sure that’s a good
thing. You know, for such a large piece of legislation that is going to define
the economic and environmental life of the continent for the next 30 years,
possibly it should be making our lives an absolute pain’ (Interview 10).

Methods
Wehave taken a qualitative and comparative approach to assessing how the
EGD affects non-member states within climate policy. In the following we
present the case selection and the research techniques that we used.

Case selection
With ambitious climate policies resembling those of the EU, Norway and
the UK constitute ‘least likely’ cases. The two cases share important simi-
larities, notably beingnon-EU-members and climate leaderswith liberalised
energy markets, rendering our comparison aMost Similar Systems Design,
as we expect that the turbulence that the EGD creates will differ between
them. Our expectation is that this is due to the relationship between the
countries and the EU, with the UK no longer being party to the ambitious
targets from theEU, in contrast toNorwaywhich is cooperating closelywith
the EUon climate policy.Wedonot here study the relationship between the
UK and Norway, or the triangular EU-Norway-UK relationship (for more
insight on these particular relationships, see Fossum et al.10).

Norwayhas been amember of theEEA since 1992,meaning it is part of
the Single Market, though it has exemptions for certain areas such as fish-
eries and agriculture, and it is not part of theCustomsUnion.Norway’s EEA
membership means it largely has to follow the EU’s environmental and
energy acquis. Norway merged its emissions trading scheme with the EU
ETS in 2008. It also cooperates with the EU on energy laws such as parts of
the Clean Energy Package. In 2019, Norway also entered into an agreement
with the EU to cooperate on reaching their climate goals. Norway chose to
join the EU’s Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR) and the LULUCFRegulation.
This was important as it gave Norway increased flexibility to buy emission
allowances from other EU countries in other sectors than the ETS sector51.

Despite being a major petroleum producer, Norway likes to portray
itself as being an international climate leader52. Itwas among theworld’sfirst
countries to set a unilateral climate mitigation target in 198953 and a carbon
tax was introduced as early as in 1991. Over time, Norway has gradually
increased its climatemitigation target, with its latest Nationally Determined
Contribution (NDC) under the Paris Agreement inNovember 2022 being a
reduction of at least 55% below 1990-levels. Despite its relatively ambitious
climate goals and cross-party consensus on the issue, however, Norway has
been slow to reduce its domestic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Between
1990 and 2023, the country has reduced its emissions by 9.1% -with 4.7%of
those being reduced in one year (between 2022–2023)54. The sluggish
progress has primarily been due to a booming petroleum sector, but also
becauseNorwegian electricity supply is essentially already decarboniseddue
to the prominence of hydropower55.

The UK entered the EU on 1 January 1973 and, until its formal exit in
January 2020, had been allowed to take full part in the political development
in the EU. As an EU-member, the UK had a reputation for helping to drive
the EU’s climate ambitions56. For example, the UK was crucial for the EU’s
adoption of binding renewables targets in 200937,57. Post-Brexit, the TCA
between the UK and the EU seeks to protect the environment in both
jurisdictions through its non-regression-clause, meaning environmental
protections should not be reduced below those existing at the end of the
transition period10.

TheUK has a history of committing itself to environmental protection
and sustainable development58. In 2008, the UK was the first country in the
world to introduce a Climate Change Act (CCA), contributing to its
reputation as a climate leader. Following the passing of the CCA and the
global financial crisis, climate change descended the political agenda
somewhat and was affected by several austerity measures in the 2010s59.
Since then, the Conservative government has had a mixed performance on
climate change60, with an increasing backlash against its 2050 net zero
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target61. Nonetheless, the UK has still been able to meet its international
climate commitments, largely due to the replacement of coal in the elec-
tricity sector62. However, certain observers have questioned whether Brexit
might have significant implications for UK climate policy, including the
CCA63. Given the severity of the divorce with the EU, a key question is
therefore whether and how the EGD creates turbulence for the UK.

Research techniques
We have collected evidence through extensive document analysis
(covering academic research, grey literature, consultation responses and
media coverage). We also conducted ten semi-structured elite interviews
with key actors within climate and energy policy based in Norway, the UK
and Brussels: Energy industry representative in the UK, 1 March 2022
(Interview 1); energy industry representative in Norway, 8 March 2022
(Interview 2); environmental organization representative in the UK, 9
March 2022 (Interview 3); civil servant, the NorwegianMinistry of Trade,
Industries and Fisheries, 11 March 2022 (Interview 4); environmental
organization representative in the UK, 16 March 2022 (Interview 5);
environmental organization representative in Brussels, 17 March 2022
(Interview 6); two civil servants, theNorwegianMinistry of Petroleumand
Energy, 23 March 2022 (Interview 7); one former Cabinet minister, 23
March 2022 (Interview 8), energy industry representative in Norway, 5
April 2024 (Interview 9) and one civil servant in the UK, 21 May 2024
(Interview 10). With two exceptions (Interview 4 and 9, which took place
physically in Oslo in accordance with the interviewees’ preference), the
other interviews were conducted online via Teams. The interviewees were
asked questions about how they perceived the EGD, the effects of Brexit, as
well as implications of the EGD for both countries.

Our analysis is also complemented by findings from a policy round-
table and two stakeholder workshops. The policy roundtable and stake-
holder workshops operated under Chatham House Rules and consisted
primarily of Norwegian stakeholders, though a limited number of stake-
holders from a UK and EU perspective were also included. The policy
roundtable took place inOslo, 1 December 2021, with representatives from:
Academia, two representatives of the Mission of Norway to the EU, two
representatives from the energy industry, and one environmental non-
governmental organisation. The first stakeholder workshop took place on
Teams, 29 October 2021, with representatives from academia, the Norwe-
gianMinistry of Climate and Environment, NorwegianMinistry of Foreign
Affairs, Norwegian Environment Agency, Norwegian Agriculture Agency,
The Norwegian Agency for Local Governments (‘Kommunalbanken’), The
Norwegian Board of Technology, Statkraft, Statnett, Bellona, Sabima,
Confederation of Norwegian Enterprise, Norwegian Shipowners’ Associa-
tion, Norwegian Forest Owners Association, and the Norwegian Farmers
Union. The second stakeholder workshop was held in Oslo, 28 February
2023 with researchers and representatives from the Norwegian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, the Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment,
Norwegian Environment Agency, Norwegian Agriculture Agency, Statk-
raft, Statnett, Renewables Norway, Confederation of Norwegian Enterprise
and Norwegian Shipowners’ Association.

Prior to data collection, the Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in
Education and Research approved the project and the interview guides. An
information letter was prepared and sent to the interviewees. This letter
entailed information about the purpose of the research, funding sources,
interview procedures, the plan for dissemination as well as the interviewees’
rights under Norwegian data protection laws and adhered to general ethical
guidelines in social research (i.e., data storage methods, procedures for
anonymization, conditions for voluntary consent and the right to withdraw
from the study). Informed consentwas collected prior to or at the beginning
of each interview.

Data availability
Only project data will bemade publicly available that can be shared without
compromising the quality of the data or research ethical principles. Such
ethical considerations include obstacles of anonymisation, engagement in

the policy roundtable and the two stakeholder workshops, tracking and
privacy connected to stakeholder interaction.

Received: 15 April 2024; Accepted: 30 September 2024;

References
1. Bloomfield, J. & Steward, F. The politics of the green new deal.

Political Q 91, 770–779 (2020).
2. Dupont, C., Oberthür, S. & Von Homeyer, I. The Covid-19 crisis: a

critical juncture for EU climate policy development? J. Eur. Integr. 42,
1095–1110 (2020).

3. Ansell, C. & Trondal, J. Governing Turbulence: An Organizational-
Institutional Agenda. PPMG 1, 43–57 (2018).

4. Dobbs, M., Gravey, V. & Petetine, L. Driving the European Green Deal
in Turbulent Times. Politics Gov. 9, https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.
v9i3.4321 (2021).

5. Dupont, C. & Torney, D. European Union climate governance and the
EuropeanGreenDeal in turbulent times.PoliticsGov.9, 312–315 (2021).

6. Siddi, M. Coping with Turbulence: EU Negotiations on the 2030 and
2050 Climate Targets Politics Gov 9 https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.
v9i3.4267 (2021).

7. Matthews, A. Farmer Protests and the 2024 European Parliament
Elections. Intereconomics 59, 83–87 (2024).

8. Mudde, C. The Far Right and the 2024 European Elections.
Intereconomics 59, 61–65 (2024).

9. Godzimirski, J. M. Channels of Influence or How Non-Members Can
InfluenceEUEnergyPolicy (ed.Godzimirski, J.M.). 105–137 (Palgrave
Macmillan, 2018).

10. Fossum, J. E. et al. On autonomy and wriggle-room: Norway’s EU
experience and lessons for the UK? (Routledge, 2023).

11. LaPorte, T. R. Anticipating rude surprises: Reflections on “crisis
management” without end. In Communicable Crises–Prevention,
Response and Recovery in the Global Arena, pp. 27-46. (2007).

12. Kingdon, J. W. Agendas, alternatives, and public policies (Brown and
Company, 1984).

13. Christensen, L. Norges klimamål for 2030. Nor. statsvitensk. tidsskr. 34,
113–133,https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-2936-2018-02-03-0 (2018).

14. Gamble, A. Taking back control: the political implications of Brexit. J.
Eur. Public Policy 25, 1215–1232, https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.
2018.1467952 (2018).

15. Egeberg, M. & Trondal, J. National Agencies in the European
Administrative Space: Government driven, Commission driven, or
networked? Public Adm 87, 779–790 (2009).

16. TCA;TradeandCooperationAgreementbetween theEuropeanUnion
and the EuropeanAtomic EnergyCommunity, of theOnePart, and the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, of the Other
Part. Official Journal of the European Union (2021).

17. Prop. 1 S. (2023 –2024). Proposisjon til Stortinget (forslag til
stortingsvedtak). Klima- og miljødepartementet.

18. Aftenposten. Miljødirektoratet advarer: Har ikke nok ansatte til å
håndtere klimapolitikken fra EU, 30 January (2022).

19. Farstad, F. M. et al. EUs klimaregelverk vedtatt: Hva nå for Norge?
(CICERO, 2024).

20. Gullberg, A. T. Lobbying inOslo or inBrussels?Thecaseof aEuropean
Economic Area country. J. Eur. Public Policy 22, 1531–1550, https://
doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1025092 (2015).

21. Linnerud, K., Dugstad, A. & Rygg, B. J. Do people prefer offshore to
onshore wind energy? The role of ownership and intended use.
Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 168, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.
2022.112732 (2023).

22. Farstad, F. M. et al. Klar for 55? EUs nye klimaregelverk og
betydningen for Norge. Available from https://www.platonklima.no/
wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Klar-for-55_EUs-nye-klimaregelverk-
og-betydningen-for-Norge.pdf (CICERO, 2021).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44168-024-00173-7 Article

npj Climate Action |            (2024) 3:85 7

https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i3.4321
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i3.4321
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i3.4321
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i3.4267
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i3.4267
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i3.4267
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-2936-2018-02-03-0
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-2936-2018-02-03-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467952
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467952
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467952
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1025092
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1025092
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2015.1025092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112732
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112732
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112732
https://www.platonklima.no/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Klar-for-55_EUs-nye-klimaregelverk-og-betydningen-for-Norge.pdf
https://www.platonklima.no/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Klar-for-55_EUs-nye-klimaregelverk-og-betydningen-for-Norge.pdf
https://www.platonklima.no/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Klar-for-55_EUs-nye-klimaregelverk-og-betydningen-for-Norge.pdf
https://www.platonklima.no/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Klar-for-55_EUs-nye-klimaregelverk-og-betydningen-for-Norge.pdf
www.nature.com/npjclimataction


23. Wettestad, J. Karbontollen kommer. Energi og Klima. https://
energiogklima.no/meninger-og-analyse/kommentar/karbontollen-
kommer-fire-utfordringer-eu-ma-handtere/ (2022).

24. Schröder, P. What the European Green Deal Means for the UK.
Chatham House https://www.chathamhouse.org/2020/02/what-
european-green-deal-means-uk (2020).

25. Ashurst. U. K. ETS to be expanded to cover maritime emissions: your
questions answered. Available from https://www.ashurst.com/en/
insights/uk-ets-to-be-expanded-to-cover-maritime-emissions-your-
questions-answered/ (2023).

26. TheUKGovernment, theScottishGovernment, theWelshGovernment
& the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs for
Northern Ireland. Developing the UKEmissions Trading Scheme:Main
Response. A joint response. Available at https://assets.publishing.
service.gov.uk/media/649eb7aa06179b000c3f7608/uk-emissions-
trading-scheme-consultation-government-response.pdf (2023).

27. UKGovernment. Factsheet:UKCarbonBorderAdjustmentMechanism.
Department for Energy Security & Net Zero and HM Treasury. Available
at https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/addressing-carbon-
leakage-risk-to-support-decarbonisation/outcome/factsheet-uk-
carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism#what-is-the-uk-introducing-
carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam (2023).

28. Burns, C., Gravey, V., Jordan, A. & Zito, A. De-Europeanising or
disengaging? EU environmental policy and Brexit. Environ Polit 28,
271–292 (2019).

29. Gravey, V., Jordan, A. & Burns, C. Environmental policy after Brexit:
mind the governance gap. Available from: http://ukandeu.ac.uk/
environmental-policy-after-brexit-mind-the-governance-gap/ (2016).

30. Jordan, A., Gravey, V., Moore, B. & Reid, C. EU-UK trade relations:
why environmental policy regression will undermine the level playing
field and what the UK can do to limit it. Available from https://cdn.
friendsoftheearth.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/Regression%
20report%202020.pdf (2020).

31. Burns, C. et al. Environmental policy in a devolved United Kingdom:
Challenges and opportunities after Brexit. Available from https://
www.brexitenvironment.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/
BrexitEnvUKReport.pdf (2018).

32. Blondeel, M., Froggatt, A. & Kuzemko, C. One Year On: Friction, Fish
and Fine Tuning UK Energy Research Centre Briefing Paper). Available
fromhttps://ukerc.ac.uk/publications/brexit-decarbonisation-1-year-on/
(2022).

33. Burke, J., Sato, M., Taylor, D. & Li, F. What does an EU Carbon Border
AdjustmentMechanismmean for theUK? (GranthamResearch Institute
onClimateChangeand theEnvironmentandCentre forClimateChange
Economics and Policy, London School of Economics and Political
Science). Available from https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-
content/uploads/2021/04/What-does-an-EU-Carbon-Border-
Adjustment-Mechanism-mean-for-the-UK_SUMMARY.pdf (2021).

34. Boasson, E. L. A Dynamic Multi-Field Approach (eds. Boasson, E. L.,
Leiren, M. D. & Wettestad, J.) 32-57 (Routledge, 2021).

35. Leiren, M. D. Scope of Negative Integration: A Comparative Analysis
of Post, Public Transport and Port Services. JCMS 53, 609–626,
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12213 (2015).

36. Boasson, E. L. & Leiren, M. D. Comparing Renewable Support Mixes
(eds. Boasson, E. L., Leiren, M. D. & Wettestad, J.) 19-31
(Routledge, 2021).

37. Rayner, T., Leiren, M. D. & Inderberg, T. H. J. The United Kingdom.
From market-led policy towards technology steering (eds. Boasson,
E. L., Leiren, M. D. & Wettestad, J.) 103-125 (Routledge, 2021).

38. Boasson, E. L. Norway. Certificate Supporters Turning Opponents
(eds. Boasson, E. L., Leiren, M. D. & Wettestad, J.) 193-216
(Routledge, 2021).

39. Fossum, J. E., Leiren, M. D., Olsen, E. D. H. & Trondal, J. Innenfor, men
utenfor:Handlingsrommetsmuligheterogbegrensninger i EU-politikken.
Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift 41, 104–118 (2024).

40. Kardish, C., Mäder, M., Hellmich, M. & Hall, M. Which Countries Are
Most Exposed to the EU’s Proposed Carbon Tariffs?
resourcetrade.earth (Chatham House, 20.08.2021).

41. Steel News. UK steel welcomes government consultation on carbon
border adjustment mechanism. Available at https://www.uksteel.org/
steel-news-2023-1/welcomes-carbon-border-adjustment-
mechanism-consultation, 30 March (2023).

42. Hofmann, B., Jevnaker, T. & Thaler, P. Following, challenging, or
shaping: Can third countries influence EU energy policy? Politics Gov
7, 152–164, https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i1.1853 (2019).

43. NOU 2012: 2 (2012). Utenfor og innenfor. Norges avtaler med EU.
Utenriksdepartementet.

44. NOU 2024: 7 (2024). Norge og EØS: Utvikling og erfaringer.
Utenriksdepartementet.

45. Eriksen, E. O. & Fossum, J. E. Det norske paradoks. Om Norges
forhold til Den europeiske union (Universitetsforlaget, 2014).

46. Sending, O. J. et al. EUs grønne giv – implikasjoner for norsk
europapolitikk. NUPI Rapport 7/2021 (Norsk utenrikspolitisk
institutt, 2021).

47. EFTA Surveillance Authority. 52nd Internal Market Scoreboard of the
EEA EFTA States. Available from https://www.eftasurv.int/esa-at-a-
glance/publications/scoreboard/internal-market-scoreboard-no-52-
october-2023 (2023).

48. Nielsen, A. En lang og kronglete vei. En studie av den langsomme
implementeringsprosessen av EUs bygningsdirektiv. MA-oppgave i
statsvitenskap. (Universitetet i Oslo, 2023).

49. Montel. EU gir Norge frist for Fornybardirektivet. Available at
https://montelnews.com/nordic/news/f4d8ed05-b9c2-4940-
8674-d9ed87c6c434/eu-gir-norge-tidsfrist-for-fornybardirektivet,
5 April (2024).

50. COM(2019) 640 final. Standard form of explanatory memorandum for
European Union legislation and documents 15051/19.
Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament,
the European Council, the Council, the European Economic and
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: The European
Green Deal. Available from https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.
uk/ukgwa/20220322085221/https:/europeanmemoranda.
cabinetoffice.gov.uk/files/2020/01/2019_Dec_EM_European_
Green_Deal_Communication.pdf (2020).

51. Gulbrandsen, L. & Hermansen, E. A. Ever Closer Union? Norges
tilknytning til EUsklimaregelverk. INTPOLIT-OSLO80, 170–183 (2022).

52. Boasson,E.L.&Lahn,B.Norway:ADissonantCognitiveLeader? (eds.
Wurzel, R.K.W,Connely, J.& Liefferink,D.) 189–204 (Routledge, 2017).

53. Hovden, E. & Lindseth, G. Discourses in Norwegian climate policy:
national action or thinking globally? Polit Stud-London 52, 63–81,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2004.00464.x (2004).

54. Statistics Norway. Emissions to air. Available at https://www.ssb.no/
natur-og-miljo/forurensning-og-klima/statistikk/utslipp-til-luft, 7
June (2024).

55. Boasson, E. L. & Jevnaker, T. Energy Governance in Norway: Too
Much of a Good Thing? (eds. Knodt, M. & Kemmerzell, J.) 1-25
(Springer, 2019).

56. Dupont, C. & Moore, B. Brexit and the EU in Global Climate
Governance. Politics Gov 7, 51–61, https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.
v7i3.2137 (2019).

57. Leiren, M. D., Inderberg, T. H. J. & Rayner, T. T. Policy styles,
opportunity structures and proportionality: Comparing renewable
electricity policies in theUK. IPSR 42, 33–47, https://doi.org/10.1177/
0192512120907112 (2021).

58. Leiren, M. D. & Takle, M. The United Kingdom: Amerging climate and
sustainability agenda (eds. Schøyen, M.-A., Hvinden, B. & Leiren, M.
D.) 175-198 (Edward Elgar Publishing, 2022).

59. Carter, N. & Clements, B. From ‘greenest government ever’ to ‘get rid
of all the green crap’: David Cameron, the Conservatives and the
environment. BRIT POLIT 10, 204–225 (2015).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44168-024-00173-7 Article

npj Climate Action |            (2024) 3:85 8

https://energiogklima.no/meninger-og-analyse/kommentar/karbontollen-kommer-fire-utfordringer-eu-ma-handtere/
https://energiogklima.no/meninger-og-analyse/kommentar/karbontollen-kommer-fire-utfordringer-eu-ma-handtere/
https://energiogklima.no/meninger-og-analyse/kommentar/karbontollen-kommer-fire-utfordringer-eu-ma-handtere/
https://energiogklima.no/meninger-og-analyse/kommentar/karbontollen-kommer-fire-utfordringer-eu-ma-handtere/
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2020/02/what-european-green-deal-means-uk
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2020/02/what-european-green-deal-means-uk
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2020/02/what-european-green-deal-means-uk
https://www.ashurst.com/en/insights/uk-ets-to-be-expanded-to-cover-maritime-emissions-your-questions-answered/
https://www.ashurst.com/en/insights/uk-ets-to-be-expanded-to-cover-maritime-emissions-your-questions-answered/
https://www.ashurst.com/en/insights/uk-ets-to-be-expanded-to-cover-maritime-emissions-your-questions-answered/
https://www.ashurst.com/en/insights/uk-ets-to-be-expanded-to-cover-maritime-emissions-your-questions-answered/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/649eb7aa06179b000c3f7608/uk-emissions-trading-scheme-consultation-government-response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/649eb7aa06179b000c3f7608/uk-emissions-trading-scheme-consultation-government-response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/649eb7aa06179b000c3f7608/uk-emissions-trading-scheme-consultation-government-response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/649eb7aa06179b000c3f7608/uk-emissions-trading-scheme-consultation-government-response.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/addressing-carbon-leakage-risk-to-support-decarbonisation/outcome/factsheet-uk-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism#what-is-the-uk-introducing-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/addressing-carbon-leakage-risk-to-support-decarbonisation/outcome/factsheet-uk-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism#what-is-the-uk-introducing-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/addressing-carbon-leakage-risk-to-support-decarbonisation/outcome/factsheet-uk-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism#what-is-the-uk-introducing-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/addressing-carbon-leakage-risk-to-support-decarbonisation/outcome/factsheet-uk-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism#what-is-the-uk-introducing-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/addressing-carbon-leakage-risk-to-support-decarbonisation/outcome/factsheet-uk-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism#what-is-the-uk-introducing-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam
http://ukandeu.ac.uk/environmental-policy-after-brexit-mind-the-governance-gap/
http://ukandeu.ac.uk/environmental-policy-after-brexit-mind-the-governance-gap/
http://ukandeu.ac.uk/environmental-policy-after-brexit-mind-the-governance-gap/
https://cdn.friendsoftheearth.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/Regression%20report%202020.pdf
https://cdn.friendsoftheearth.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/Regression%20report%202020.pdf
https://cdn.friendsoftheearth.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/Regression%20report%202020.pdf
https://cdn.friendsoftheearth.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/Regression%20report%202020.pdf
https://www.brexitenvironment.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/BrexitEnvUKReport.pdf
https://www.brexitenvironment.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/BrexitEnvUKReport.pdf
https://www.brexitenvironment.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/BrexitEnvUKReport.pdf
https://www.brexitenvironment.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/BrexitEnvUKReport.pdf
https://ukerc.ac.uk/publications/brexit-decarbonisation-1-year-on/
https://ukerc.ac.uk/publications/brexit-decarbonisation-1-year-on/
https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/What-does-an-EU-Carbon-Border-Adjustment-Mechanism-mean-for-the-UK_SUMMARY.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/What-does-an-EU-Carbon-Border-Adjustment-Mechanism-mean-for-the-UK_SUMMARY.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/What-does-an-EU-Carbon-Border-Adjustment-Mechanism-mean-for-the-UK_SUMMARY.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/What-does-an-EU-Carbon-Border-Adjustment-Mechanism-mean-for-the-UK_SUMMARY.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12213
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12213
https://www.uksteel.org/steel-news-2023-1/welcomes-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-consultation
https://www.uksteel.org/steel-news-2023-1/welcomes-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-consultation
https://www.uksteel.org/steel-news-2023-1/welcomes-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-consultation
https://www.uksteel.org/steel-news-2023-1/welcomes-carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-consultation
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i1.1853
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i1.1853
https://www.eftasurv.int/esa-at-a-glance/publications/scoreboard/internal-market-scoreboard-no-52-october-2023
https://www.eftasurv.int/esa-at-a-glance/publications/scoreboard/internal-market-scoreboard-no-52-october-2023
https://www.eftasurv.int/esa-at-a-glance/publications/scoreboard/internal-market-scoreboard-no-52-october-2023
https://www.eftasurv.int/esa-at-a-glance/publications/scoreboard/internal-market-scoreboard-no-52-october-2023
https://montelnews.com/nordic/news/f4d8ed05-b9c2-4940-8674-d9ed87c6c434/eu-gir-norge-tidsfrist-for-fornybardirektivet
https://montelnews.com/nordic/news/f4d8ed05-b9c2-4940-8674-d9ed87c6c434/eu-gir-norge-tidsfrist-for-fornybardirektivet
https://montelnews.com/nordic/news/f4d8ed05-b9c2-4940-8674-d9ed87c6c434/eu-gir-norge-tidsfrist-for-fornybardirektivet
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20220322085221/https:/europeanmemoranda.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/files/2020/01/2019_Dec_EM_European_Green_Deal_Communication.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20220322085221/https:/europeanmemoranda.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/files/2020/01/2019_Dec_EM_European_Green_Deal_Communication.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20220322085221/https:/europeanmemoranda.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/files/2020/01/2019_Dec_EM_European_Green_Deal_Communication.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20220322085221/https:/europeanmemoranda.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/files/2020/01/2019_Dec_EM_European_Green_Deal_Communication.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20220322085221/https:/europeanmemoranda.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/files/2020/01/2019_Dec_EM_European_Green_Deal_Communication.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2004.00464.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2004.00464.x
https://www.ssb.no/natur-og-miljo/forurensning-og-klima/statistikk/utslipp-til-luft
https://www.ssb.no/natur-og-miljo/forurensning-og-klima/statistikk/utslipp-til-luft
https://www.ssb.no/natur-og-miljo/forurensning-og-klima/statistikk/utslipp-til-luft
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i3.2137
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i3.2137
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i3.2137
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512120907112
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512120907112
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512120907112
www.nature.com/npjclimataction


60. Carter, N. & Pearson, M. From green crap to net zero: Conservative
climate policy 2015–2022. BRIT POLIT 19, 154–174 (2022).

61. Paterson, M., Wilshire, S. & Tobin, P. The Rise of Anti-Net Zero
Populism in the UK: Comparing Rhetorical Strategies for Climate
Policy Dismantling. JCPA, 1-19, https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.
2023.2242799 (2023).

62. CarbonBrief. Analysis:Why theUK’s CO2 emissions have fallen 38%
since 1990. Available from https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-
why-the-uks-co2-emissions-have-fallen-38-since-1990 (2019).

63. Farstad, F. M., Carter, N. & Burns, C. What does Brexit Mean for the
UK’s Climate Change Act? POLIT QUART 89, 291–297 (2018).

Acknowledgements
Thestudywas fundedby theResearchCouncil ofNorway (DEAL,project no:
335505). We are grateful to the interviewees and participants in the policy
roundtable and stakeholder workshops for giving some of their time to
respond to our queries,making it possible to accomplish this study.Wealso
thank the two anonymous reviewers for their constructive feedback.

Author contributions
M.D.L. wrote the initial draft, did conceptualisation, methodology,
investigation, writing (review and editing), funding acquisition and project
administration. F.F. did conceptualisation, methodology, investigation,
writing (review and editing) and funding acquisition. Both authors have read
and approved the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Merethe Dotterud Leiren.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’snoteSpringerNature remainsneutralwith regard to jurisdictional
claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in anymedium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’sCreativeCommons licence and your intended use is not permitted
by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to
obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44168-024-00173-7 Article

npj Climate Action |            (2024) 3:85 9

https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2023.2242799
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2023.2242799
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2023.2242799
https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-why-the-uks-co2-emissions-have-fallen-38-since-1990
https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-why-the-uks-co2-emissions-have-fallen-38-since-1990
https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-why-the-uks-co2-emissions-have-fallen-38-since-1990
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
www.nature.com/npjclimataction

	The European Green Deal and turbulence for non-member states
	Results
	Shifting parameters
	Intercurrence
	Temporal complexity

	Discussion
	Methods
	Case selection
	Research techniques

	Data availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




