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Abstract

Is the organisation of ministerial portfolios associated with governments’ policy output? Political
agendas and preferences alone cannot fully explain policy choices; the organisational design is also
critical (Hall 1996). Governments cannot formulate coordinated strategies unless they facilitate such
coordination through the organisation and design of ministerial portfolios. This ‘political/policy
game’ should have direct effects in policy continuity and effectiveness. We investigate this problem
in the context of energy efficiency policy. Do policies targeting energy efficiency in residential
buildings vary depending on where the portfolios of Energy and Environment sit? Poorly insulated
houses contribute significantly to countries’ CO2 footprint and lead to higher levels of energy
poverty in industrialized countries. Effective solutions exist in theory but often remain evasive in
practice, at least in part because governments’ policy strategies are often uncoordinated. Using
unique new data on the structure of ministerial portfolios in fifteen European countries over thirty
years, we test the hypothesis that when the departments of Energy and the Environment are major
portfolios and have been in place for longer period of time (spanning government changes), they will
be associated with a higher number of policy initiatives aiming at higher levels of energy efficiency.
In contrast, when the department of Energy is a minor portfolio under Business or Economics,

policies for improving energy efficiency are likely to be fewer and less ambitious.
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1. Introduction

March 2022 marks a turning point in European history as Russia attacked Ukraine and
triggered a dramatic shock on energy markets. In light of rising energy prices and efforts to
reduce the West’s dependence on Russian gas and oil, it is also a turning point in the
political saliency of homes’ energy efficiency. Improving the energy efficiency of buildings
reduces the consumption of natural gas, an important source of greenhouse gas. In the
European Union, 24% of household energy consumption stems from gas used for heating.*
With climbing gas prices, this also represents a drain on household finances and a source of
energy poverty (Herrero 2017). In 2022, the average European household saw its expenses
on gas and electricity go up by more than 50% compared to 2020.> Aside from its household
budgetary effect, reducing dependence on gas and oil has also a climatic dimension. Overall,
about 1 billion metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent (mtCO2e) are emitted for residential
purposes (primarily heating), out of a total of about 4 billion mtCO2e emitted across the
entire EU.®

Thus, by reducing demand for natural gas, improving the energy efficiency of buildings
yields two benefits. First, energy efficiency contributes to climate policies that target “net

zero” (i.e., zero greenhouse gas emissions once sinks are taken into account) (Tosun et al.

4 Data for 2019. Source: Table 2, “Energy consumption in households by type of end-use,” Eurostat, available
at https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php?title=Energy consumption in households#Energy consumption in households by typ
e of end-use (accessed on March 15, 2022).

> “Euro zone consumers in for a shock as power bills soar,” Reuters, January 18, 2022
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/euro-zone-consumers-shock-power-bills-soar-2022-01-18/

® Data for 2019. Source: Figure 1, “Greenhouse gas emissions from energy use in buildings in Europe,”
European Environment Agency, available at https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-
maps/indicators/greenhouse-gas-emissions-from-energy/assessment (accessed on March 15, 2022). For total
emissions, see “Greenhouse gas emissions,” OECD.stat, available at
https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=AIR_GHG (accessed on March 15, 2022).
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2015). Second, energy efficiency measures reduce spending on energy, thus alleviating
energy poverty. As such, energy efficiency has been a central policy goal of technocrats in
the European Union. The first cohesive European legislative act on energy policy in
buildings, the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD), was introduced in 2002 —
twenty years ago (Economidou et al. 2020). Yet, increasing home’s energy efficiency has
hardly featured in electoral campaigns. This might explain the fact that despite some gains
in energy efficiency, current home renovation rates vary between 0.5% and 2.5% among EU
member states and, on average, buildings’ emissions account for 36% of the EU’s CO2
(Economidou et al. 2020).

Why have countries been so slow to improve their buildings’ energy efficiency and
what could explain the large variation in buildings’ energy performance across European
states? According to Economidou et al. (2020, p.10), “[d]ifferent barriers persist towards
Nearly Zero Emissions Buildings (NZEB). These are mainly technical, financial, social, political
and institutional.” In this article we seek to better understand and quantify the political and
institutional barriers to improving the energy efficiency of residential buildings. Specifically,
we ask is the organisation of ministerial portfolios associated with improvements in energy
efficiency? Does it reveal governments’ policy priorities and could it affect policy outcomes?

During the last decade we witnessed the creation of new ministerial departments of
the Energy and the Environment, an indication that governments bundle these two policies
together to better coordinate across policy sectors to effectively address the challenges of
climatic change. Such departments now can be found in Germany, France, Ireland, and so
forth. Yet, in many other countries, the portfolio of energy sits under Business and Industry,
such as in the UK, or is a stand-alone department as in Norway and Ireland. To this day we

do not know if these bureaucratic configurations matter at all for policy coordination or the
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final policy outcome. There are good reasons to suspect that it does. The allocation of
portfolios and the setup of bureaucratic agencies is known to shape the design and
effectiveness of policies (Alexiadou 2016; Huber 1998; Konig and Lin 2021; Olsen 2008;
Wehner 2010).

Using a new dataset on the organisation of the portfolios of energy and the
environment in fifteen West European countries since 1990, we aim to investigate the
potential effect of bureaucratic organisation on governments’ likelihood to achieve higher
rates of energy efficiency in the residential sector. We show that (1) energy efficiency
increases when Energy is jointly associated with Environment, compared to alternative
organizational setups,’ (2) that placing Energy as a subordinate in its ministry reduces policy
productivity of the administration, and (3) changes in the portfolio allocation of Energy (i.e.,
Energy moving across various ministries over time) also reduces its ability to design and
adopt energy efficiency policies.

Together, our results underscore the importance of bureaucratic and administrative
design on both policy outputs and outcomes. Our case is one of high normative importance
but low saliency (until recently, at least), which reduces the confounding effect of strong
policy demand from the public. Oftentimes, such issues are assumed to lead to little policy
activity (e.g., May 1991, Koski 2010, Guinaudeau and Brouard 2017). We show that effective

administrative organization can help overcome and get meaningful results achieved.

7 For readability, we sometimes drop “Ministry” and capitalize its domain instead (e.g., “Energy” for “Ministry
of Energy”).
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2. Ministerial Portfolio Organisation and Energy Policy

Our focus lies on the way ministerial portfolio are organized, and how this organization
affects policy outputs and outcomes (Moe 2013). In this section, we sketch a theory that
connects three features of portfolio organization to energy policies. First, we start with
interests: what are the preferences and priorities of the ministry to which Energy is
attached. Second, we consider hierarchy: how senior and autonomous is Energy? Third, we
consider the dynamic effects of portfolio reallocation from one ministry to another and how

it affects both productivity and effectiveness of policies.

2.1. Interests

Certain policies, like tax or defence, are politically salient and are handled by a single
ministerial department, such as Finance or Defence, respectively. Others, like energy, enter
and exit political debates in a random manner. Such policies are often overseen by sub-
portfolios in other major policy departments such as Economy or Industry, or are combined
with other policy portfolios such as the Environment or Housing (Tosun 2018). One reason
for this could be due to the multifaced nature of energy policy. Depending on governments’
priorities energy policy might be treated as a primarily economic, security, environmental,
or social policy issue.

The bureaucratic organisation of the portfolio of Energy could have an impact on
how a number of energy related policies, namely energy efficiency, are drafted and
implemented, for two reasons connected to interests (Hammond 1993). First, governments
may strategically use the allocation of Energy to a specific ministry to signal their
preferences. Governments dissolve and create a new ministries as their policy priorities

change (Mortensen and Green-Pedersen 2014) and in line with changes in governments’
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partisan composition and ideology (Sieberer et al. 2019). Putting energy and environment
together sends a strong signal that energy is seen as a primarily environmental issue and is
reflective of the government’s policy priorities and policy agenda (Mortensen and Green-
Pedersen 2014). If, on the other hand, the government seeks to undermine energy policies
as merely financial and economic, then it is more likely to place it as a sub-portfolio under
the ministry of economics or business (Mortensen and Green-Pedersen 2014).
Subsequently, where and how the energy portfolio sits within the broader bureaucratic
organisation of ministries, provides significant information on the government’s policy
priorities.

Second, bureaucrats from various ministries will differ in their ideological and policy
preferences, thereby facilitating or stimying the progress of energy efficiency
measures(Peters 1981). The importance of the preferences of bureaucrats has been
recognized in a range of settings. In the United States, for instance, bureaucrats have been
found to provide more contracts toward likeminded legislators (Arnold 1979; Bertelli and
Grose 2009). As a result, even in the absence of a strategic motivation behind the allocation
of Energy to another portfolio, we may expect that ministries whose task is to promote
economic growth or help industries will slow down the adoption of ambitious energy
efficiency policies.

Regardless of the exact mechanism — governmental or bureaucratic preferences —

we expect that the allocation of Energy to a ministry will thus affect policy output.

When Energy is together with the portfolio of the Environment, governments should
adopt more ambitious energy efficiency targets and should achieve higher levels of

energy efficiency. In contrast when Energy is with Economics or Industry,
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governments should adopt less ambitious energy efficiency targets and are expected

to achieve lower levels of energy efficiency in the residential sector. (H1)

2.2. Hierarchy

Improving a building’s energy efficiency, through retrofits, new window and door
installations or other renovations, might appear like a straightforward social or local
government policy intervention. It is technically not too complex and it requires a modest
level of financing per household to achieve the policy goal. Yet, its financing and
implementation need not be as straightforward as it requires action across different
ministerial departments and levels of government. In the absence of a global energy crisis,
increasing buildings’ energy efficiency is not a politically salient issue and is mostly
understood as a means for addressing environmental or social problems (i.e., energy
poverty). This means that governments might fail to draft comprehensive policy plans for
addressing energy efficiency problems when energy policy sits under predominantly
economic portfolios. Thus, creating a Ministry of Energy is an indication that energy is a
salient policy and should increase the government’s focus on energy policies.

However, increased policy attention to energy need not suffice for adopting more
ambitious policy initiatives. Policy coordination and bureaucratic hierarchy are also crucial in
policy implementation (Hammond 1993; Peters 2019; Trein and Maggetti 2020). Energy
policy is a complex issue in that it spans across economic, security and environmental policy
jurisdictions. According to Trein and Maggetti (2020) complex issues are best addressed
through policy integration and administrative coordination. Policy integration is achieved

through the “bundling of policy goals and instruments across policy sectors” (p.199) while
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departmental coordination refers to the reorganisation of the public sector in light of

improving policy coordination.

Therefore, one would expect that when energy is a sub-portfolio, multiple ministerial
departments will be responsible for different aspects of energy policy, making it less
likely that they will have the capacity and coordination to draft effective energy
efficiency policies. An immediate observable implication of this is that when Energy is
a sub-portfolio, we should see fewer policy initiatives to increase energy efficiency in

the residential sector (H2)

2.3. Reallocation

So far, our theoretical framework was static. In practice, portfolios are regularly reallocated.
The design of ministerial portfolios need not follow the logic of policy integration and
administrative coordination. Instead, questions of partisan ideology, political saliency, and
coalition governance could prevail. Governments constantly reorganise their ministerial
portfolios for partisan and political reasons (Sieberer et al. 2019). Other times portfolios are
split between two departments so that coalition partners can monitor each other’s policy
agenda (Fernandes, Meinfelder, and Moury 2016).

When departmental/jurisdictional changes happen for political instead of policy-
driven reasons, the policy effectiveness of the bureaucracy is diminished as the ministry’s
administrative capacity is diffused across multiple departments (Kltiser 2022). Doing so
entails considerable short-term transaction costs in terms of efficiency and ability to

maintain the work done under the previous administrative system (Grofman 1989). It
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creates delays, losses of previously acquired information, and the need to reconstruct

consensus among different stakeholders within and outside the state.

We expect that the more regularly portfolios are re-assigned and restructured the
less policy continuity there is and the lower policy effectiveness. In relation to energy
efficiency, the more often the portfolio of energy is restructured, the less likely it is
that countries will make significant improvements in energy efficiency, all else equal.

(H3a)

On the other hand, changes in the structure of ministries could increase the government’s
policy productivity as new ministers seek to take ownership of the policy issue and have
more ambitious plans. Regular changes could also indicative that government’s respond to
external or internal demands for swifter policy action. Governments may, for instance,
implement a campaign pledge to reshuffle a bureaucracy deemed inefficient (Bertelli and
Sinclair 2018). Or departmental changes simply reflect an ideological change by the ruling

coalition (Fleischer et al. 2022).

We expect that the more regularly portfolios are re-assigned and restructured the
more often new policies are produced, all else equal. The effect of reallocation on

policy effectiveness is uncertain. (H3b)
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3. Data & Empirical Strategy

We test our three hypotheses against newly collected data from thirteen West European
countries. We focus on a single region to reduce the heterogeneity of cases and increase
our trust in our observational analysis.

Outcome variable. We use three different dependent variables to test the three
hypotheses. To test Hypothesis 1, we use the unit consumption of energy per square
meters, adjusted by the EU climate. These data are provided by the Odyssee Database.?
Although this dependent variable is a policy outcome, which depends on a number of
factors above and beyond government policy, it is used here to test whether the
organisation of the ministerial departments is associated with concrete policy outputs.

The second and third hypotheses are tested using a qualitative indicator we
constructed from the same database. This variable is a binary 0-1 variable that codes as 1
every year a country passed a policy targeting increased household energy efficiency. We
concentrated on two types of policies: regulatory policies, which require new legislation,
and financial policies. We did not include any initiatives that involve informational
campaigns or other measures such as the use of smart meters. For example, we coded as
one when a government passed a new law on the minimum energy efficiency requirement
for new builds or when they provided financial assistance for retrofits. If a country passed
two policies in the same year, we still coded this as one. Some of the initiatives are EU
directives that are approved by national parliaments, but the majority of initiatives are

national.

8 Odyssee Database, available at https://www.indicators.odyssee-mure.eu/energy-efficiency-database.html
(accessed on March 15, 2022).

10
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Main ministerial variables. We coded the institutional setup of energy policymaking
across the European Union. For each country-year, we assessed the location of the energy
portfolio in the administrative constellation of the state. We identified the following cases:
(1) energy can be its own separate ministry; (2) energy is a ministry jointly with the climate
(or environment) portfolio; (3) energy is joined to the economics portfolio, (4) energy is tied
to the portfolio of industry or business; (5) energy is linked to housing; finally, a small
number of cases fit in none of these categories and are coded as ‘other.” In practice, we find
that energy is most commonly tied to the economics portfolio (almost 40%), followed by
industry (almost 30%) (Table 1).° It is important to note that while there is important cross-
country variation, there is also significant within country variation over time, as we see in

Table 1 and Figure 1.

%n a few cases, such as in Denmark and Finland for a few years, Economics, Industry and Energy would be
under one portfolio. We coded these as Economics and Energy. There is only one instance, in the Netherlands
since 2017, where the ministry of Economics is together with Climate and Energy.

11
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Table 1: Cross-country variation in the organisation of the portfolio of Energy

COUNTRY ENERGY WITH WITH WITH WITH
ALONE CLIMATE ECONOMICS INDUSTRY OTHER
Austria 0.00 0.13 0.87 0.00 0.00
Belgium 0.00 0.35 0.45 0.00 0.19
Denmark 0.13 0.68 0.13 0.00 0.06
Finland 0.00 0.06 0.35 0.58 0.00
France 0.00 0.45 0.32 0.23 0.00
Germany 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Greece 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.23 0.00
Ireland 0.68 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.16
Italy 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.35 0.16
Netherlands 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.00
Norway 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.00
Portugal 0.00 0.26 0.58 0.16 0.00
Spain 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.74 0.06
Sweden 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.68 0.10
UK 0.06 0.23 0.00 0.71 0.00
Total 0.12 0.19 0.39 0.26 0.05

Figure 1: Number of portfolio organisation changes by country (cumulative changes). See text for data and coding.
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To test Hypothesis 2, we coded the level at which the energy portfolio is located in
the bureaucratic hierarchy. We created an indicator that takes value 1 if the energy
portfolio is a sub-department instead of a primary department within the ministry. We find
this to be the case in 65% of the country-years included in the data. Finally, to test
Hypothesis 3, which looks at whether regular portfolio changes undermine policy initiatives,
we constructed two variables: a binary variable which takes the value one every year the
energy portfolio is re-allocated as well as the following binary variables: two changes, three
changes, four changes, five changes and over.

Utilising the information of the different configurations of the energy portfolio we
are also able to count the number of changes that the energy portfolio has undergone
during the period 1990 to 2020. Figure 1 provides an overview of the number of times
governments have reformed the portfolio of energy in terms of which other portfolios it is
combined with'°. Figure 1 is quite revealing. There is a large variation among countries in
the times they have reorganised the portfolio of energy, with countries such as Austria and
Finland having none or very small changes, while other countries such as Belgium or
Denmark having up to 5 changes.

We estimate a range of models to test our hypotheses. A reduced error correction
model is used for the models that test the hypotheses on energy consumption per square
meter. Concretely, we estimate versions of:

AEfficiency;; = a; + AEfficiency; ., + Y,BPortfolio; ;1 + ¥ X; 1 + &;¢

10 These numbers could be underestimated as we did not include the ‘other’ category in our data. As a result
Norway, which has Energy under the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy.

13
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Where we compare the parameters on portfolio allocation of Energy. This model is
estimated with least squares and standard errors are heteroskedastic-robust.
For H2, we use a logit model to test the hypotheses on governments’ policies that target to
increase energy efficiency in houses. We estimate the following model with maximum
likelihood:
Pr(Energy efficiency policy);; = f(a + fSub-portfolio;; + yX; ;)

Finally, for H3, we augment the previous model by including indicators for the number of
times the portfolio changes.

Across all models, in order to account for the observational nature of the data, we
adjust our estimates for several potential confounders, including GDP growth, energy
inflation and the share of Green seats in the legislature. To reduce the risk of omitted

variable bias, we include country and year fixed effects.

4. Results

Our results regarding H1 are reported in Table 3. The baseline category is ‘Climate or
Environment’. We find that joining Energy to Climate (environment) is associated with
higher energy efficiency in residential buildings. Specifically, when the departments of
Energy and Climate are combined we observe a reduction in energy consumption in
residential buildings by about 0.3 to 0.6 units compared to putting Energy and Economics
together (the standard deviation of the change in energy efficiency is 0.7 units, which
implies that the change represents about 30-70% of the outcome’s typical variation). Given
that we have a partial error correction model (including a lagged dependent variable), the

long-term effect is a decline of about 7 units of energy consumption, which is almost twice

14
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the standard deviation of energy efficiency (in levels). Thus, the effect is substantially large.
It is also significant at conventional levels across all specifications.

In Equations 4 and 5 of Table 3 we test Hypothesis 3b. We find that the number of
changes in the organisation of the Energy portfolio has no positive effect, and in some
instances, could have a negative effect on the actual energy efficiency of residential
buildings. In Equation 5, which does not include country fixed effects but includes year
effects, three and five changes in the organisation of the Energy portfolio, are associated
with higher levels of consumption compared to lower changes. Relying mostly on the cross-
country variation, the model informs us that countries that have had multiple changes in the
organisation of their ministry have higher consumption. Of course, these results do not
provide a causal explanation as we cannot know which way the causal mechanism goes.
Poorer consumption performance could be due to too many organisational changes as we
hypothesize but it is also possible that governments reallocate the portfolio of Energy

frequently as they are trying alternative configuration due to high consumption.

15
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Table 3: Change in energy unit consumption per square meter adjusted to climate conditions, EU 15. All models have robust
standard errors & regressors are lagged by one year. DV in changes.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Energy consumption in residential buildings per m2, climate adjusted
Lagged consumption -0.0264** -0.0542***  -0.0587***  -0.0319***  -0.118***
(0.0108) (0.0170) (0.0182) (0.00999) (0.0222)
Dept_Energy 0.0881 0.406* 0.450* -0.0533 0.562**
(0.168) (0.232) (0.234) (0.168) (0.249)
Dept_Energy_Other 0.376* 0.577** 0.618** 0.435* 0.926***
(0.218) (0.241) (0.243) (0.249) (0.309)
Dept_Energy_Economics 0.227 0.323* 0.340* 0.276* 0.541***
(0.149) (0.175) (0.176) (0.167) (0.199)
Dept_Energy_Industry 0.303** 0.426** 0.420** 0.229 0.280
(0.144) (0.166) (0.166) (0.167) (0.207)
Energy_sub -0.0818 -0.0573 -0.0877 -0.0495 0.0429
(0.0985) (0.110) (0.112) (0.0966) (0.116)
Left PM 0.138
(0.0867)
Multiparty cabinet 0.0342
(0.109)
Three changes 0.181 0.316**
(0.134) (0.156)
Four changes 0.0171 -0.0190
(0.539) (0.565)
Five changes 0.181 0.647*
(0.297) (0.344)
Country Effects No Yes Yes No Yes
Year Effects No No No Yes Yes
_cons 0.104 0.441 0.451 0.0421 1.417%**
(0.206) (0.277) (0.282) (0.319) (0.487)
N g 14 14 14 14 14
N 341 341 341 341 341
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Our results regarding H2 and H3a are reported in Table 4. We find systematically
that the likelihood of adopting a new energy efficiency policy is lower when Energy is a sub-
ministerial unit. Very roughly, the point estimates imply that the odds of implementing a
policy are about half when Energy is a sub-unit compared to when it is a primary unit. This
suggests that its subordinate status slows down its ability to pass policies, further
emphasizing the importance of organizational design for effective policymaking.
Interestingly, the actual configuration of the portfolios has no direct effect on the number of
initiatives.

Lastly, we find that the number of changes in portfolio allocation has no impact on
the odds of implementing energy efficiency policies with the exception of three changes.
The baseline category here is cases with no or less than two changes. The odds ratio suggest
that more than three changes has no positive or negative effect on government initiatives.
However, three changes increase the odds of initiating an energy efficiency policy by a
factor of 15 compared to the baseline. Disrupting the administrative process, then, could
increase bureaucratic productivity, against our expectation, but only at moderate levels of

disruption.

17
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Table 4: Introduction of new energy efficiency policies for the residential sector. 15 West European Countries, 1990-2020
Logistic regression. All models include year effects.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Energy Efficiency Policy Initiatives

Dept_Energy 0.390 0.329 0.0498 -0.773
(0.635) (0.641) (0.664) (1.119)
Dept_Energy_Economics 0.180 0.133 0.591 0.729
(0.509) (0.514) (0.611) (0.703)
Dept_Energy_Industry -0.472 -0.544 -0.145 0.262
(0.585) (0.596) (0.653) (0.774)
Energy_sub -0.665* -0.670* -0.667 -0.958**
(0.395) (0.395) (0.414) (0.439)
Dept_Energy_Other -0.444 -0.390 0.179 0.503
(0.771) (0.775) (0.869) (0.986)
New_ministry -0.404
(0.610)
Three changes 1.127** 1.484**
(0.505) (0.622)
Four changes 0.566 0.618
(0.942) (1.078)
Five_changes -0.534 0.0581
(1.048) (1.323)
_cons -0.714 -0.246 -0.853
(0.787) (1.056) (0.813)
Country Effects No No No Yes
N_g 15 15 15 15

N 360 360 360 450



Policy coordination and energy efficiency

5. Conclusion
Energy efficiency seldom makes it in the headlines. Yet it a major problem at the
intersection of climate mitigation (residential energy use is a major source of greenhouse
gas emissions) and social policy (energy poverty has become an important source of
disutility in Europe. Our paper contributes by showing the critical role played by the design
of ministerial organizations. We identify the important of attaching Energy to the “right”
ministry, and of making it a senior partner rather than a lower-ranked department.
Beyond this, our paper contributes to the general literature on bureaucratic design.
The problem of policy coordination is one that has received considerable interest in recent
years (Bolleyer 2011; Peters 2018), though it is a topic that has regularly come up in the
study of administrative organizations (e.g., Lindblom 1965; Simon 1991). Our analysis
emphasizes how both the vertical and horizontal location of an administrative unit may
shape its ability to respond to public needs as they arise. Furthermore, we show that

reorganization itself affects policy productivity.

19



Policy coordination and energy efficiency

Bibliography

Alexiadou, Despina. 2016. Ideologues, Partisans, and Loyalists: Ministers and Policymaking
in Parliamentary Cabinets. Oxford University Press.

Arnold, R. Douglas. 1979. Congress and the Bureaucracy: A Theory of Influence. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Bertelli, Anthony M, and Christian R. Grose. 2009. “Secretaries of Pork? A New Theory of
Distributive Public Policy.” Journal of Politics 71(3): 926—45.

Bertelli, Anthony M, and J Andrew Sinclair. 2018. “Democratic Accountability and the
Politics of Mass Administrative Reorganization.” British Journal of Political Science
48(3): 691-711.

BOLLEYER, NICOLE. 2011. “The Influence of Political Parties on Policy Coordination.”
Governance 24(3): 469-94. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1468-
0491.2011.01531.x.

Economidou, M et al. 2020. “Review of 50 Years of EU Energy Efficiency Policies for
Buildings.” Energy and Buildings 225: 110322.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378778820317229.

Fernandes, Jose M, Florian Meinfelder, and Catherine Moury. 2016. “Wary Partners:
Strategic Portfolio Allocation and Coalition Governance in Parliamentary Democracies.”
Comparative Political Studies 49(9): 1270-1300.

Fleischer, Julia, Philippe Bezes, Oliver James, and Kutsal Yesilkagit. 2022. “The Politics of
Government Reorganization in Western Europe.” Governance n/a(n/a).
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/gove.12670.

Grofman, Bernard. 1989. “The Comparative Analysis of Coalition Formation and Duration:

20



Policy coordination and energy efficiency

Distinguishing Between-Country and Within-Country Effects.” British Journal of Political
Science 19(2): 291-302. http://www.jstor.org/stable/193717 (June 15, 2022).

Hammond, Thomas H. 1993. “Toward A General Theory of Hierarchy: Books, Bureaucrats,
Basketball Tournaments, and the Administrative Structure of the Nation-State.” Journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory: J-PART 3(1): 120-45.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1181571.

Herrero, Sergio Tirado. 2017. “Energy Poverty Indicators: A Critical Review of Methods.”
Indoor and Built Environment 26(7): 1018-31.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1420326X17718054.

Huber, John D. 1998. “How Does Cabinet Instability Affect Political Performance? Portfolio
Volatility and Health Care Cost Containment in Parliamentary Democracies.” American
Political Science Review 92(3): 577-91.

Kllser, K Jonathan. 2022. “From Bureaucratic Capacity to Legislation: How Ministerial
Resources Shape Governments’ Policy-Making Capabilities.” West European Politics
0(0): 1-27. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2022.2030602.

KONIG, THOMAS, and NICK LIN. 2021. “Portfolio Allocation Patterns and Policy-Making
Effectiveness in Minority Coalition Governments.” European Journal of Political
Research 60(3): 694—-715. https://ejpr.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1475-
6765.12416.

Lindblom, Charles E. 1965. The Intelligence of Democracy: Decisionmaking through Mutual
Adjustment. New York: Free Press.

Moe, Terry. 2013. “Delegation, Control, and the Study of Public Bureaucracy.” In The
Handbook of Organizational Economics, Princeton University Press.

Mortensen, Peter B, and Christoffer Green-Pedersen. 2014. “Institutional Effects of Changes

21



Policy coordination and energy efficiency

in Political Attention: Explaining Organizational Changes in the Top Bureaucracy1.”
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 25(1): 165—89.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu030.

Olsen, Johan P. 2008. “The Ups and Downs of Bureaucratic Organization.” Annual Review of
Political Science 11(1): 13-37.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.060106.101806.

Peters, B Guy. 1981. “The Problem of Bureaucratic Government.” The Journal of Politics
43(1): 56-82. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2130237 (September 12, 2022).

———.2018. “The Challenge of Policy Coordination.” Policy Design and Practice 1(1): 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2018.1437946.

———.2019. “The Politics of Bureaucracy after 40 Years.” The British Journal of Politics and
International Relations 21(3): 468—79. https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148119866220.

Sieberer, Ulrich et al. 2019. “The Political Dynamics of Portfolio Design in European
Democracies.” British Journal of Political Science.

Simon, Herbert A. 1991. “Organizations and Markets.” Journal of Economic Perspectives
5(2): 25-44.

Tosun, Jale. 2018. “Investigating Ministry Names for Comparative Policy Analysis: Lessons
from Energy Governance.” Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and
Practice 20(3): 324-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2018.1467430.

Trein, Philipp, and Martino Maggetti. 2020. “Patterns of Policy Integration and
Administrative Coordination Reforms: A Comparative Empirical Analysis.” Public
Administration Review 80(2): 198—-208.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/puar.13117.

Wehner, Joachim. 2010. “Cabinet Structure and Fiscal Policy Outcomes.” European Journal

22



Policy coordination and energy efficiency

of Political Research 49(5): 631-53.

23



	Abstract
	Keywords:
	1. Introduction
	2. Ministerial Portfolio Organisation and Energy Policy
	3. Data & Empirical Strategy
	4. Results
	5. Conclusion
	Bibliography



